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 TABLE2

Frequency of Use of Support Sources b» Campus

{(in percent)

New Brunswick Camden
Support Source Very Often |Sometimes| Never N Very Often | Sometimes| Never N Cramer's V

Primary Group

Friond : 485 468 45 691 38.4 52.1 9.5 479 125"

Informal study group 18.0 50.0 321 890 202 465 3.4 475 037

Ralative 10.9 YA 52,0 691 "85 33.0 60,5 478 097
Professor & Teaching Asst.

Professor 2.9 67.9 22 691 19.3 705 102 9 [ 89

Teaching Assistant _ kA £9.0 240 €689 37 4.0 623 472 385°
institutional Academis Support

ALS Depl. Advisor 21 240 738 630 27 19.9 7.4 477 0852

All other sources 95 6.9 816 171 113 6.5 ez2.1 141 088

Computer Centor 39 288 674 88 126 433 442 471 248°

EOF program 35 59 0.6 687 5.0 56 B89.4 472 037

Formally organized peer study group 3.7 282 75.1 690 3.8 16.4 79.8 475 060

Laam!nﬁ Rosource Canter 5.1 319 £3.1 630 49 287 66.4 478 035

Librarian 48 49.3 45.9 €o8 6.3 57.7 359 479 010

Math/Sclence Tutor 65 242 9.3 688 0 110 86.0 474 Riry

Studant Life DearvCounselor 25 288 687 £91 Q.7 20.8 8.6 478 A19°

Tutor that | pald myself 0.4 46 95.4 689 11 44 948 a2 084

*P<.05

What kinds of students need and receive help? To answer this question, two summated
measures of need were constructed from responses to the nine academic problem areas listed in |
Table 1. The first summated measure, which measures the overall level of need.* The more
assistance a student requires, the higher the student's value on this summated measure. The
second summated measure was constructed to reflect the level of assistance received for

students who indicated that they needed assistance in any of the nine academic areas.’

4 For each of the nine academic problems listed in Table 1, a response of "no assistance was required” was
coded as zero. A response of either "would have liked assistance” or "received assistance” received a value of
one. Thus the summated measure varies from zero 1o nine.

5 Students who indicated that they "would have liked assistance” are coded to have a value of zero for each of

the nine academic problems considered. Students who selected "received assistance” are coded to have the value
of one. The "no assistance was required” response is not incloded in this summated measure. Hence, this

constructed measure also consists of values between zero and nine.
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Table 3

Table of Means and Standard Deviations for Amount of Assistance

Assistance Required

Assistance Received

Standard . ’ Standard .
Factor/Category Mean Beviation l N [ Deviation N
Campus - Oversil 4.0 21 1,173 io1e 1121
Camden 3.8 2.2 484 ! 1.5 454
New Brunswick 42 2.1 591 | 1% 867
I
College GPA - Qverail 4.0 2.1 1,113 1.6 .5 1,064
< 2.0 5.1 20 106 1.7 1.7 104
20-<25 4.6 1.9 150 1.7 1.6 188
2.5-<30 4.4 1.9 282 1.7 1.6 279
3.0-<35 .7 2.2 304 - 1.6 14 283
3.5-4.0 34 1.8 232 1.5 1.5 210
SAT - Vorbal - Overail 4.1 2.1 798 1.7 1.6 T 769
<39 4.7 2.3 102 2.0 1.5 100
40 - < 49 4.5 2.1 327 1.6 1.5 320
50.<53 38 2.0 276 1.6 1.5 263
60 - < 6% 3.4 . 1.8 86 1.5 1.4 83
7080 2.4 2.5 6 0.3 0.6 4
SAT - Math - Overali 4.2 2.1 814 1.7 1.6 785
<39 5.7 21 43 1.9 1.9 41
40+ 5 49 4.4 2.0 163 1.7 1.6 161
50-<59 4.3 2.1 n 1.8 1.5 feiad]
60 - <69 3.7 21 239 1.4 1.5 226
70-80 ar 1.7 58 1.5 1.3 56
Race/Ethniclty - Overaill 4.0 2.1 1,148 1.6 1.6 1,095
African American 4.7 2.1 121 2.0 1.8 119
Asian 4.8 2.0 158 1.6 1.6 138
Latino 4.8 2.2 76 1.8 1.7 76
White 3.7 21 758 1.6 1.5 710
Other 4.3 2.2 34 1.1 1.5 32
Family Income - Overalt 41 21 1,071 1.6 16 1,027
«< 20,000 4.8 2.2 184 1.9 1.7 179
20,000 < 40.000 4.3 2.2 222 1.6 1.6 218
40,000 < £0.000 3.9 2.0 246 1.5 1.5 239
£0,000 < 70,000 4.1 2.0 167 1.6 1.5 160
70,000 < 100,000 3.6 1.9 121 1.6 1.6 115
> 100,000 3.6 2.1 132 1.6 1.5 190
EOF Recliplent - Overall 4.0 2.1 1,174 1.6 1,121
Yes 5.2 241 94 1.8 93
Ne 3.9 2.1 1,080 1.5 1.029
Gender - Overall 4.0 t2.1 1,174 1.6 1,121
Female 4.3 2.1 687 1.6 864
Male 3.7 21 487 t.5 458
College Class - Overall 4.0 24 1,149 16 1.5 1,087
First-Year 4.3 2.2 . 419 1.7 1.6 400
Sophomore 3.9 20 353 1.5 1.5 374
Junior 4.0 2.0 2 1.6 1.6 223
Senior 3.9 2.1 106 1.8 1.6 1061
Mother's Education - Overail 4.1 2.1 1,160 1.8 1.6 1,109
Elementary or Middte School 4.5 2.1 81 1.8 1.7 79
High School 33 2.2 432 1.6 1.5 407
Sorma College 4.4 2.0 235 1.8 1.8 227
College Graduate 4.1 2.1 277 1.6 1.5 267
Graguate or Professional School as 2.0 1386 1.5 1.5 128
Father's Education - Oversl! 4.0 21 1,185 1.6 1.6 1,102
Elemantary or Middle Schoot 4.5 2.8 92 1.7 1.7 86
High School 4.0 2.2 326 1.5 1.6 307
Soma College 4.1 1.1 182 1.6 1.6 178
College Graduate 3.9 22 295 1.5 1.4 280
Graduate or Professional School 4.0 2.0 261 1.8 1.6 250
Traditional/Non-Tradltionai Students - Overail 4.0 2.1 1,174 1.6 16 1,121
< 25 4.2 2.0 863 1.6 1.6 ‘834
>u 25 a7 22 3n 1.5 1.6 287

" Individual level Ns may not add to overall N due to weighting.




Table 3 shows the means and standard deviations of both summated measures of
assistance for various academic and background variables. These variables include high school
achievement indicators: SAT-Verbal and SAT-Math; college factors: College GPA, EOF
Recipient, College Class, and Traditional College Age; and selected background characteristics:
Race/Ethnicity, Family Income, Gender, and Mother's and Father's Education. Table 3 also
contains the means for the Camden and New Brunswick campuses.

The means for these two summated variables (i.e., the level of assistance required and
received) are 4.0 and 1.6, respectively. Distinguishing between the campuses, we see that the
Camden campus has lower means on both assistance variables (3.8 and 1.5, respectively) than
the New Brunswick campus (4.2 and 1.7, respectively). Differences in the means of these
summated measures for the various categories of the variables listed in Table 3 are in the
expected direction.

Two-way factorial analyses were computed on both summated measures of assistance
for the campus variable and all academic and background variables listed in Table 3. No
interaction effects are found to exist between campus and the various academic and background
characteristics. However, main effects on the assistance required measure are significant for all
variables except Father's Educational Level. Main effects on the assistance measure received
are similarly significant for the following factors: SAT-Verbal, SAT-Math, Race/Ethnicity, and
EOF Recipient.6 Main effects for campus also exist when it is entered with many of the
academic and social characteristics on both assistance measures.”

But what are the unique effects of these various factors on the level of assistance
required and received? To address this concern, the various academic and background factors,
along with the campus variable, were entered into simultaneous regression models for both
assistance measures. These results are listed in Table 4. We see that Campus no longer has a
significant effect on either the level of assistance required or received. College GPA and SAT-
Verbal are negatively related to the amount of assistance required. In addition, students who
are white, come from higher income backgrounds, and are of traditional college age have less
need for academic assistance.

6 Effects are significant at the .05 level.

7 Main effects on assistance required for campus were not significant when entered with SAT-M and
Race/Ethnicity; main effects on assistance received were not significant for campus when entered with College
GPA, Race/Ethnicity, College Class, and Traditional College Age.
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TABLE 4

Regression Estimates for Models Predicting
Level of Assistance Required or Received

Level of Assistance Required Level of Assistance Received
Explanatory Variables B Beta t B Beta t
Campus -0.30 -0.07 ~1.54 -0.29 -0.08 -1.74
College GPA -6.78 -0.22 -5.68 - -6.74 -0.03 -0.68
SAT-Verbal -0.03 -0.14 -3.20 ¢ -0.01 -0.06 -1.32
SAT-Math -0.01 -0.05 -1.04 -0.01 -0.086 -1.186
Asian -0.24 -0.04 -0.54 0.46 0.11 1.25
African American -0.65 -0.09 -1.39 0.87 0.17 2.3 "
Latine -0.69 -0.10 -1.46 0.53 0.10 1.36
W hite -0.83 «0.20 -2.01 - 0.61 0.19 1.81
College Class -0.04 -0.02 - -0.42 0.03 0.02 0.36
ECOF 0.18 0.03 0.62 017 0.03 0.70
Family Income -0.15 -0.12 «2.65 * -0.02 -0.02 -0.43
Mother's Education 0.09 0.05 1.11 -0.13 -0.10 -2.04 *
Father's Education 0.06 0.04 0.89 0.18 0.15 3.15°
Traditional College Age 0.43 0.06 1.49 0.49 0.08 2.04 *
Gender 0.59 0.14 3.96 " 0.12 0.04 0.96
"P < .05

On the other hand, the introduction of these variables in a model predicting the
assistance received measure results in significant effects for Mother's and Father's Educational
Level, Traditional College Age, and African American Background. Moreover, coefficients for
Mother’s and Father's Educational Level reveal that there is a positive relationship between the
level of assistance received and Father's Educational Level but a negative relationship when the
unique effect of Mother's Educational Level is considered. Thus a conclusion to be drawn
from this analysis is that the need for assistance is less among white, economically advantaged,
traditionally aged students; and that it is African American; educationally advantaged, as
determined by Father's Educational Level; and Traditionally Aged students who are more likely
to receive assistance when needed.

Why don’t students make greater use of institutional academic support services?
Virtually all students on both campuses asserted that sometimes, “I decided to deal with the
problem on my own” (see Table 5). Clearly the old-fashioned virtue of self-reliance remains
strong at Rutgers University. However, this response tells us nothing about possible
shortcomings in the academic support network. Strong majorities on both campuses indicated
that other factors sometimes influenced their decision not to utilize institutional support
services. Inconvenience in time was frequently cited as an obstacle on both campuses.
Inconvenience of location was a major problem on the sprawling New Brunswick campus, but
much less of a problem on the compact Camden campus. Approximately three of four students
on both campuses reported that they sometimes did not seek institutional help because they did
not know where to find it. Many students on both campuses had doubts at times about the
effectiveness of institutional services (less so at Camden than New Brunswick) and about the
willingness of support providers to help individuals like themselves. It seems that there is
plenty of room for improvement in the academic support networks on both campuses.
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TABLE S

Reasons for Not Using institutional Support Services by Campus

(in percent)
New Brunswick Camden
A B C A B C
probiem hrton | o | mewr | o | otemerime | werime | mever | oo |cnmecev
Deckled to deal with the problam on my own. 79.8 184 18 688 777 19.0 33 4a3 066
Services were not at a convenlent time. 278 512 21.0 682 29.8 434 © 268 474 084"
DI not know where 10 get the help needed. 20.0 53.0 20 687 17.0 537 293 493 087"
Reluctant to seek help. 242 483 275 €87 18.5 423 392 470 126°
Did not feel academic suppart services would 242 465 29.1 685 165 40,1 432 477 .159°
be helphul,
The services were not convenlently located. 158 476 %6 678 63 270 €6.7 472 298°
Some “helpers™ have bad attitudes toward 92 347 56.1 666 10.9 262 €3.0 460 1017
students like myself,
P<.05

Insights from Student Interviews

Few students, even very weak ones, see their undergraduate experience as their last
best chance to remediate academic deficiencies. Rather they think in terms of surmounting
institutional obstacles en route to jobs.

Entering students, especially those from inner-city schools, often suffer from reality
shock. Because grade inflation is a serious problem in schools serving our poorest
neighborhoods, good high school students frequently find themselves assigned to remedial and
developmental courses. The degradation engenders denial with the result that deficient students
often delay. seeking help and resist institutional efforts on their behalf. One student put it well,
"As a first year student, especially if you were at the top of your class, you don't want to admit
that you can't do this by yourself. Iknew it was okay to get help, but you just don't want to."
In addition many entering students find the scale and complexity of the New Brunswick
campus overwhelming. They are told about the various academic support services, but they

are frequently confused about their eligibility for certain programs as well as about the kind and
quality of services available.

Soon weak students begin to focus on academic survival. Usually their aspirations for
professional careers are rather quickly dashed. Rather than doing everything to strengthen their
academic weaknesses, they reluctantly abandon their career goals. Rejecting the idea that tough
courses are good for you, students who are weak in writing look for courses that do not
require papers, and students with weak math skills avoid quantitative courses. One student
remarked, "I don't want to take the required courses, because I know they will hurt my grade
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point average.” They adopted what Becker® called a “GPA perspective” in which the search
for satisfactory grades (variously defined) took precedence over strengthening basic academic
skills, or more broadly, intellectual development. '

With the significant exception of students planning to enter graduate or professional
schools after graduation, the students’ grade point average perspective was strictly related to
satisfying institutional academic requirements for graduation, rather than on enhancing
employment opportunities. Students on both campuses believed that future employers are not
at all interested in grade point averages. Thus, most undergraduates did not see future
employment as tied to remediation of academic weaknesses.

Conclusions

There are more similarities than differences between campuses on the issues explored
here. On both campuses more students failed to get help than received it. In both cases
students turned first to informal primary groups, then to professors and Teaching Assistants,
and, finally, to institutional support services. When overall academic need is considered, we
find that campus differences are statistically insignificant when we control for various academic
and social characteristics. However, we do find that need is greatest among nonwhite,
economically disadvantaged, and nontraditional aged students. Among those students who
require such aid, students who are of traditional college age, have fathers that achieved
academically and are African American are more likely to receive assistance. Finally, the
reasons students cite for not making greater use of institutional support services are quite
simnilar in Camden and New Brunswick.

8 Howard S. Becker, Blanche Geer and Everent C. Hughes, Making the Grade: The Academic Side of College
Life (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1968).
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Correlates of Students’ Ratings of Their Own Abilities and Characteristics

Stuart L. Rich Larry H. Litten
Director of Institutional Research Associate Director, Research
Georgetown University Consortium on Financing Higher Education

Each year thousands of students entering colleges and universities across the nation
perform the ritual of reporting on their families and their personal activities, goals, values, and
self-assessments to the Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP). We analyzed the
responses of over 15,000 students at more than forty private/independent institutions which
participated in this enterprise in the Fall of 1994. We will call these institutions "the group".!

In the present exercise we shall examine five of the nineteen self-ratings that these
students provided—their ratings? of their

academic ability
intellectual self-confidence
social self-confidence

popularity
emotional health.

We shall first consider how students at these institutions rate themselves compared to
students in general and then look at how different types of students may differ in their
perceptions of themselves. In concluding the paper, we will examine the most powerful
predictors of students’ self-ratings in each of these areas.

According to William Korn of the Higher Education Research Institute,® these
relationships have not been examined previously. Our hope in presenting this paper is that we
can shed some light on the phenomena which influence students' self-perceptions and that this
will be helpful in assessment, retention, and student personnel efforts to assist students in
succeeding in college.

These students generally regard themselves as above average, although they assess their
academic abilities and emotional health more highly than the other three areas (Table 1).
Entering students in this group of institutions are generally very similar to those in the general
population of four-year institutions (Table 2).

' The “group” consisted of three two-year colleges (n=451), fourteen four-year colleges
(n=3163), twenty-one comprehensive universities (n=6634) and six doctoral/research universities
(n=5163). All were included as “norm” institutions in The American Freshman: National Norms for Fall
1994 (Los Angeles: Higher Education Research Institute, University of California, 1994).

? See the methodological appendix for the scales used for these self-ratings.

* Personal communication.
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Table 1:

Selected Self-Ratings of Students Entering “Group” Institutions

(1994)
Academic Intellectual Social Emotional

Ability Self-confidence | Self-confidence | Popularity | Health

Highest 10% 19% 16% 12% 6% 19%
Above Average] 50 41 35 32 37
Average] 30 37 42 56 38
Below Average; 1 6 12 6 6

Totall  100% 100% 101% 100% 100%

Averageratingl  3.86 3.67 3.45 3.38 3.80

Table 2: “Group” Ratings Versus All Four-Year Institutions?

Percentages with ratings of “Above Average” or “Top 10 Percent”

Academic | Intellectual Self- | Social Self- Emotional
Ability confidence confidence | Popularity Health
“Group” 69% 57% 47% 38% 36%
All 4-year Inst. 68% 58% 49% 40% 58%

Men versus women.

Men rated themselves higher than women did in all five areas (Table 3). The differences
were most pronounced in the intellectual areas, where, indeed, men had higher combined SAT
scores (by some 43 points), while the women had significantly higher grades in high school.

Table 3: Percentages with High Self-ratings® and High Performance Levels by

Sex
Self-rating of: Men Women
Academic ability 24% 15%
Intellectual self-confidence 23 11
Social self-confidence™ 54 41
Popularity* 49 31
Emotional health 25 15
SAT scores 1100 plus 39 31
High school g.p.a. A+/A/A- 39 44
*Percentage with self-ratings of “In top 10 percent” unless marked with an
asterisk; asterisk indicates “above average” rating.

4

universities.”
5
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Race/ethnic group differences.

Academic Ability: Whites rated themselves higher than Blacks and Hispanics on
academic ability and also had higher high school grades and SATs. Asians rated themselves
higher than Blacks and also had higher high school grades. Asians’ SATs were higher than
Blacks’ or Hispanics’. All groups had higher high school grades than Blacks.

Intellectual Self-confidence: Blacks had higher intellectual self-confidence than either
Whites or Asians. Whites and Hispanics had higher scores than Asians.

Social Self-confidence and Popularity: Blacks rated themselves higher on both
popularity and social self-confidence than each of the other three groups. Hispanics were also
higher on the latter than either Asians or Whites.

Emotional Health: Hispanics have the highest scores on emotional health and were
signifcantly higher than Asians.

Type of institution.

Students in the research/doctoral universities rated themselves higher on academic ability,
intellectual self-confidence and emotional health than did their peers in the three other types
of institutions. Doctoral university students also had higher high school grades and SATs than
the students in the other types of institutions. Students in the comprehensive and four-year
institutions rated their academic abilities higher than students in the two-year institutions and
their high school grades and SATs parallel that difference, as well. Students in the
comprehensive institutions also rated themselves higher than four-year and two-year
institutions on intellectual self-confidence and emotional health. Two-year and four-year
students did not differ on social self-confidence, popularity, or emotional health.

Further exploration of the intellectual dimension.

Self-ratings of academic ability and intellectual self-confidence are moderately correlated:
r=.48. SATs and high school grades have identical correlations with students’ assessments
of their academic abilities.

The correlation between SAT scores and self-ratings of academic ability is considerably
higher than the correlation that the College Board reports® between SAT scores and freshman
grades (Table 4). Intellectual self-confidence is much less strongly correlated with SAT scores
and high school grades than are self-ratings of academic ability. Self-confidence seems to be
grounded in something other than traditionally-measured ability and academic performance.

¢ College Entrance Examination Board, Admission Officer s Handbook for the SAT Program (New
York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1995). The coefficients reported here are the medians from
the 685 institutional studies that were reported for the SAT test.
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Table 4: Correlations between Measures of Academic Ability/Confidence and
Performance (Pearson’s product-moment coefficients)

SAT Scores H.S. GPA
Self-rating: Academic ability .58 .58
Self-rating: Intellectual self-confidence .34 .26
Freshman g.p.a. (C B, data) 42 48

More than half of the variance in self-ratings of academic ability can be accounted for
by fifteen variables (Table 5).” Especially noteworthy are the positive effects of traditional
academic/intellectual characteristics—high school grades, SAT scores, and math and writing
abilities. Most other self-ratings which are positively correlated with self-ratings of academic
ability present few surprises, with the notable exception of the negative effect of hours spent
in exercising/sports® and the positive effect of having divorced parents’. All else being equal,
men have higher opinions of themselves than do women.

We do somewhat less well in explaining intellectual self-confidence. Thirteen
variables explain only forty-one percent of the variance in this rating. After the introduction
of ratings of public speaking ability, emotional health, math and writing abilities, high school
grades and SAT scores have less than half the effect that they have in the prediction of
students’ ratings of their academic ability. Conversely, a student’s sense of his or her physical
appearance has twice the impact on intellectual self-confidence that it does on the self-
assessment of academic ability. The difference in beta weights for sex suggests that the
intellectual self-confidence of men is inflated beyond what objective measures would justify
even more than was the case with their reports of their academic abilities. While their
influence is small, but significant, it is of note that Catholic students have lower intellectual
self-confidence than students of other religions and that parents’ income is negatively related
to the self-rating of intellectual self-confidence.

7 All multi-variate analysis of these data is performed via stepwise, forward inclusion, OLS
regressions. The level of statistical significance for inclusion in all models was set at .001.

¥ It is conceivable, although not verifiable that there were sufficient recruited athletes in the
database to cause this effect. They may devalue their scholastic abilities because of the atiention to their
physical abilities.

® This relationship is no doubt due to collinearity of the “divorced parents” variable with some
other factor which we were unable to isolate. The largest correlations we found were with income (-.26),
attendance at religious services (-.16), race=Black (.15), Catholic (-.13), father’s education (-.12}, and
combined SATs and high school g.p.a. (both about -.10).
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Table 5: Significant Predictors of Intellectual Self-ratings

(standardized beta weights)
Academic Intellectual Self-
Ability confidence

High school GPA .306 .094
SAT scores (V+M) 241 .093
...... . ‘Self-rating: Mathematical ability| - ..239 . 147
Self-rating: Writing ability .153 .134
Male .058 122
.- Self-rating: Physical appeatance| 058 129
Self-rating: Leadership ability .054 104
Hours exercising/sports in h.s. -.051 -.043

- Self-rating: Physical'health| . . .042 - |

Self-rating: Artistic ability .039
_Self-rating: Public speaking .038 .232
“o oo Tutoring another studentfi - .032 | o
I—Iours reading for pleasure in h.s. 031 .069
Hours studymg in h.s.
.- Parents divorced{ . w028 f .
Self—raung Emotional health .156
Parents income -.052
R C:Catholic| ™ - -.033
Ac;gsted R2 361 407 |

Note: see Methodological Appendix at end of paper for complete listing of independent variables included in the
step-wise regression equations.

Non-intellectual areas.
Social self-confidence.

While intellectual and social self-confidence are moderately inter-related (r = .53),
non-intellectual phenomena appear to have the most influence on a student’s social self-
confidence (Table 6). Indeed, SAT scores are negatively associated with such self-confidence
once other variables are taken into account. Public speaking ability is the most important
contributor to social self-confidence, followed closely by emotional health and physical
appearance, which have nearly equal weights.™

" The causal relationship between social self-confidence and public speaking ability is not likely
to be uni-directional. Intellectual self-confidence was not included in this regression because we viewed
it as part of a generalized “self-confidence” factor (albeit a weak one). When it is included it becomes the
strongest predictor (with a beta-weight of .324), decreases the weight of physical appearance to .188, and

179



Table 6: Best Predictors of Non-intellectual Self-ratings

(standardized beta weights)
o T [ Social Self- ]
confidence Popularity
Self-rating: Public speaking ability .241 .148
Self-rating: Emotional health 224 077
~ Self-rating: Physical appearance 221 295
Self-rating: Leadership ability 178 .188
Hours partying in h.s. 097 131
SAT Scores (V+M) -.088 s
Hours socializing in high school .055 .088
Self-rating: Physical health .044 113
Hours watching TVinhs. | -055 ! -
Hispanic .031
Hours reading for pleasure in h.s. -.056
- , ; ~ Male | 036 -
Adjusted R® 426 .402

Popularity

Popularity and social self-confidence are moderately inter-related; the correlation is
.53. 1t is undoubtedly a reciprocal relationship—the popular are self-confident socially and the
self-confident (if not the cocky) are liked by others."'

Nine variables account for forty percent of the variance in these students’ ratings of
their own popularity. Students’ assessments of their physical appearance are the most
powerful predictors of self-rated popularity, followed by their ratings of their leadership
abilities (again, there is probably a reciprocity at work between leadership and popularity).
Public speaking ability and social activity (socializing, partying) also contribute strongly.
Reading for pleasure weighs against popularity, once other factors are taken into account. 1
Men seem to consider themselves more popular than women. The word from these students
appears to be: if you want to be popular, spiff yourself up, sharpen your rhetoric, and get out
and boogie.

pushes public speaking ability to fourth place at .155.

" Or, since these are self-ratings, the deluded are likely to have their delusions carry into related
domains of their lives.

2 [t is unlikely that reading for pleasure per se produces this effect; it is more likely that the less-
popular retreat into reading.
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Emotional Health

Emotional health may be the most important of these characteristics for ensuring a
happy and productive future, although we do least well in explaining it. Students who rate
their emotional health relatively low are somewhat more likely to report depression (r = -.38).
Physical health and social self-confidence contribute most to emotional health, but intellectual
self-confidence also has a salutary effect (see Table 7). The children of divorced parents,
especially women, seem to be somewhat less emotionally upbeat than their peers, as are those
who have lost one or both parents,

Table 7: Best Predictors of Emotional Health
(standardized beta weights)

Total Women Men
Self-rating: Physical health 282 .301 .243
Self-rating: Social self-confidence .228 231 .231
‘Self-rating: Intellectual self-confidence { = .106. 086 - I 109
Self-rating: Leadership ability .097 .091 102
Divorced parents -.063 -.067
CLL - Selferating: Math ability:| 0 .048 051
One/both parents deceased -.037
High school g.p.a. 078
e f-]?f'\f]l‘?‘ﬁr'étit's"- ‘income’ E ] 065
Adjusted R? .299 .289 .280

The effects of self-assessments on aspirations and expectations.

Without follow-up data, we can’t learn very much about what the effects of differential
self-assessments are on the later behavior of these students. These self-ratings do not £0 very
far toward explaining aspirations for advanced degrees, or expectations of failing a course or
of requiring additional time to complete a degree—less than ten percent of the variance in each
of these outcomes was explained by regression models that included four to ten statistically
significant variables. A regression model attempting to explain students’ expectations of
receiving at least a “B” average in college explained seventeen percent of the variance with six
variables.” A model which explored predictors of students’ expectations of graduating from
college with honors explained twenty-eight percent of the variance with fourteen variables.
One-third of this was explained by self-rated academic ability and intellectual self-confidence:
one-fifth by SATs and high school grades. The remainder was explained primarily by other

* Self-ratings of academic ability and high school grades together accounted for more than a third
of this total. Self-ratings of public speaking, writing ability, and intellectual self-confidence together
account for most of the rest.
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“intellectual” variables such as their assessments of their math and writing abilities and the
amount of studying and reading these students did in high school.

Discussion of the findings.

Among a set of students which is in many ways representative of the general population
of entering college students, self-assessments of various intellectual abilities and reports of
intellectual self-confidence are strongly related to students’ ratings of their specific abilities
(math, writing), to test scores, and to secondary school grades. Math abilities count
substantially toward students’ general appraisals of their academic abilities, while writing skills
are as important as math skills in producing intellectual self-confidence. SAT scores and high
school grades have approximately equal effects on both of these intellectual self appraisals.
Women tend to downgrade their abilities and have relatively lower self-confidence than their
assessments of their specific abilities and objective indicators of ability would warrant. QOur
models were better at explaining self assessments of academic ability than they were in
explaining intellectual self-confidence, which is undoubtedly a more complicated matter.

Intellectual and social self-confidence are moderately inter-related. Among this group,
however, physical appearance is the single most powerful predictor of a person’s assessment
of his or her own popularity. Non-academic well-being is largely a function of non-
intellectual phenomena. Indeed, after the introduction of other variables, SAT scores are
negatively associated with social self-confidence. Not surprisingly, socializing contributes
significantly to development and accomplishment in these areas. Emotional health, arguably
the most important quality for effective long-term functioning, is largely a function of social
accomplishment. Intellectual qualities also have positive effects, albeit more modest. No
racial/ethnic or gender effects were observed for self-rated emotional health. The effects of
divorce are particularly noteworthy and possibly most amenable to institutional initiatives.
Faculty should be as aware of these complex foundations for well-being as student personnel
tend to be.

Perhaps the most definitive conclusion one might draw from these explorations is that
students’ assessments of their academic/intellectual abilities are far more consistent with their
self-ratings of other intellectual and academic factors and with objective measures of intellect
than are their assessments of their self-confidence or self-image. Their self-confidence is
considerably less consistent and coherent than their recognition of their academic ability.
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Descriptive Appendix

Sex
Men
Women

Race/ethnic group
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other

40%
60%

6%
3%
8%
80%
3%

Average High School g.p.a. B+

Average Test Scores
Verbal SAT 504
Math SAT 552
ACT 25

Average parental income  $50,000 - 59,999
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Methodological Appendix

The following variables were entered into the regression equations, first as a complete set
and then in a stepwise forward entry. The latter used a .0001 criterion for entry due to the
enormous size of the data set. Unless noted otherwise, the variables listed here were included

in all regression models.

Self-ratings of:
Academic ability
Artistic ability
Mathematical ability
Leadership ability
Popularity*
Intellectual self-confidence*
Social self-confidence*
Physical appearance
Public speaking
Physical health
Writing ability

The scale for the self ratings was:
“as compared with the average person of
your age’"

5=Highest 10%

4=Above Average

3=Average

2=Below Average

1=Lowest 10%

Activities in high school:
Religious service attendance
Tutoring another student

Hours per week in high school:
Studying or doing homework
Socializing with friends

Talking with teachers outside of class
Exercising or sports

Partying

Student clubs and groups

Watching TV

Reading for pleasure

Race (dummy variables)
Asian, Black, American Indian, Hispanic
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(Mexican American/Chicano, Puerto
Rican, other Latino), Other; White was
omitted category

Parents’ birthplace
Mother foreign
Both foreign

Student s birthplace
Foreign

Total SAT scores We converted ACT
scores to SAT equivalents when SATs
were not available.

H.S. Grade Point Average
Parents divorced

One or both parents deceased
Religion

Catholic, Jewish, Protestant, Other
religion; “no religious affiliation”
omitted

Born again Christian?

Parents ’income

Father’s education
Mother’s education

Dummy variables for Carnegie
classifications of institutions

* Not included in Tables 5 or 6.




The Use of Placement Test Scores and Other Enrollment Data in Identifying
Early Leavers from Community College

Charles Secolsky
Research Associate, Institutional Research
Rockland Community College

For the past two decades, a number of different types of research studies have attempted to
identify predictors of persistence and retention in college. Some of these studies, such as the
application of Tinto's (1975) model, have employed causal modeling by incorporating a host of
different exogenous and endogenous variables to explain the persistence of college students.
Tinto (1975) synthesized the research on dropping out from higher education. He discussed
academic and social integration as Durkheimian constructs that influence whether or not a
student remains in college after they have committed to achieving the goal of completion. A
number of studies since Tinto's (1975) work have shown academic performance to be the best
predictor of persistence in college. While a student's decision to remain in college may also be
affected by the student's social integration into the college's social system, social integration
may play less of a role in community colleges since students commute to school and do not
expect as much social activity on campus. As discussed by Mallette and Cabrera (1990), Tinto
(1987) found that when analyses were performed separately by transfers and dropouts,
estimates of withdrawal decisions changed.

More recently, while more comprehensive models of student retention have been proposed
(see, for example, Cabrera, Nora and Castenada, 1993), other researchers such as Feldman
(1993) and Revelt (1994) have attempted to identify predictors of persistence and dropping out
of school. Feldman (1993) studied factors associated with one year retention at Niagara
County Community College. She found that students with low high school grade-point
averages are more likely to dropout. Revelt (1994) also used pre-enrollment variables to
predict persistence. Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores were found not to be statistically
significant.

In the absence of many pre-enrollment variables collected at Rockland Community College,
it was the purpose of the present investigation to use placement test scores (in Reading,
Writing, Arithmetic, and Algebra), GPA (grade-point average), number of credits completed,
transcript request status, and enrollment status (graduated from high school or early admission
student, General Equivalency Diploma (G.E.D.) student, or did not graduate from high school)
as predictors of college persistence or early withdrawal among freshmen at Rockland
Community College after one semester and then after two semesters.

Both cognitive and noncognitive factors have been identified as predictors of persistence in
college. The factors used in the present study could be related to both cognitive and
noncognitive forces. For this reason, a brief review of noncognitive predictors of persistence
is presented.

House (1993) found that the most significant predictor of school withdrawal was a
student's self-concept of their overall academic ability. Along the same line of research,
Pickering et al. (1992) studied the usefulness of 16 noncognitive factors as predictors of
academic difficulty and success after the first year and attrition or retention into the second
year. In quite a similar study to the one proposed herein, Boese et al. (1990) examined the
relationship between academic success and basic skills, educational background and

demographic characteristics at Sacramento Community College. While ethnic background was
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not examined in the present study, Boese et al. (1990) found that English and Reading scores
varied significantly between ethnic group as did cumulative GPA and persistence.

Method

One thousand four hundred and thirty-nine first-time students who enrolled at Rockland
Community College in the Fall 1994 semester were tracked for three semesters. The majority
of students were required to take placement tests in Reading, Writing, Arithmetic and Algebra.
Placement test scores substituted for pre-enrollment test scores such as the SAT. Other
information collected about the student were number of credits completed and GPA for the Fall
1994 semester, number of cumulative credits completed and GPA for the Spring 1995
semester, part-time/full-time status and enrollment status. Also collected was whether or not
the student sent a transcript to another educational institution. Retained or not retained for a
second or third semester, respectively, was used as the dichotomous dependent vanable in
separate multiple and logistic regression analyses with placement test scores, credits completed
after one and two semesters, GPA after one and two semesters, transcript request status,
enrollment status, and retention status for the second semester used as independent variables.
Analyses were performed to predict retention for the second and third semester separately for
full-time students and the total group. Regression equations were first derived using a
stepwise procedure and then rederived on .75 random samples to determine the adequacy of the
stepwise procedure. Regression equations were then cross validated on approximate random
halves of the total group. Finally, crosstabulations of recoded predicted scores and criterion
scores are presented. Kappa, the coefficient of agreement, is computed. This was done to
assess the effectiveness of using the regression equation to make predictions on actual
students.

Results

The number and percentage of students enrolled for the Fall 1994, Spring 1995 and Fall
1995 semesters were as follows:

Enroll Not Enrolled Total
Fall 1994 1433 (99.6%) 6 (0.4%) 1439
Spring 1995 1069 (74.3%) 370 (25.7%) 1439
Fall 1995 838 (58.2%) 601 (41.8%) 1439

Because of a number of factors including that:

(1) many students do not take the placement test because they are able to place out of them;

(2) cases were not selected because they had 0 scores on the placement test and these O scores
could either be interpreted as a O or not taking the test; and

(3) students in the Developmental Skills program with a full load of Developmental Skills
courses had GPA's of 0 and thus were removed from the database so that their successful
completion of Developmental Skills courses would not count as a GPA of 0,

the total group of 1,439 students was reduced to a total of 834 students of which 703 were full-
time students. It should be noted that the students lost to this analysis would appear to consist
of both the more able and theless able students. It should also be noted that the percentage of
the Fall 1994 total group cohort of 834 students who enrolled in the Spring 1995 semester was

186




88.1% as compared to the 11.9% who did not enroll. Therefore, there was a greater
proportion of returning students after one semester who were not Developental Skills students
or students who had placed out of one of the placement tests.

Given these constraints, the following Tables 1-4 present the numbers of cases, means, and
standard deviations for the full-time and total groups for predicting early withdrawal and
retention in the second and third semesters.

Table 1. Number of Cases, Means and Standard Deviations for Full-Time
Group Variables Predicting Retention for the Second Semester

Variable n Mean Standard Deviation
Arithmetic 703 30.09 6.57
Writing 703 7.13 1.22
Reading 703 115.46 4.68
Algebra 703 18.99 6.24
GPA Fall 1994 703 2.57 90
Enrollment Status 703 1.10 A1
Credits Fall 1994 703 11.86 3.69
Transcript File 1 703 .02 .15
Transcript File 2 703 25 43

Table 2. Number of Cases, Means and Standard Deviations
for the Full-Time Group Variables Predicting Retention
for Third Semester (Not Previously Listed in Table 1)

Variable n Mean Standard Deviation
Attended Spring 1995 703 90 29
Credits Spring 1995 703 21.60 8.42
GPA Spring 1995 703 252 .85

Table 3. Number of Cases, Means and Standard Deviations
for the Total Group Variables Predicting Retention
for the Second Semester

Yariable n Mean Standard Deviation
Arithmetic 834 29.70 6.77
Writing 834 7.14 1.23
Reading 834 11542 4.69
Algebra 834 18.38 6.54
GPA Fall 1994 834 2.65 91
Enrollment Status 834 1.13 46
Credits Fall 1994 834 10.91 4.15
Transcript File 1 834 .02 15
Transcript File 2 834 25 43
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Table 4 . Number of Cases, Means and Standard Deviations
for the Total Group Predicting Retention in the Third
Semester (Not Previously Listed in Table 3)

Yariable n Mean Standard Deviation
Attended Spring 1995 834 .88 32
GPA Spring 1995 834 2.60 86
Credits Spring 1995 834 19.87 8.96

in ntion or

i n
Withdrawal for Full-Timers

For predicting retention for a second semester, the regression equations for full-time and
total groups were similar. In both cases, a stepwise procedure included one independent
variable into the equation for predicting retention for the Spring 1995 semester. For the full-
time group, the equation was

Y' =.024*CREDSFALL + .619

This produced an adjusted R Square of .09 and a multiple R of .30. The n =703 cases were
then sampled down to a .75 random sample and the regression equation was recomputed
resulting in R = .31, R? = .09. The 703 cases were then systematically divided into two
groups by last digit of the social security number and cross validated to produce multiple R's of
30 for the screening and .31 for the calibration samples, respectively. Based on these multiple
R's, the original regression equation was used for the full-time group in predicting Spring
1995 semester retention.

A crosstabulation of predicted and observed scores resulted in there being no cases
identified as early leavers when the predicted scores were recoded as 0 (withdrawal) and 1
(retained). (Predicted scores below .5 were recoded as 0 and predicted scores .5 or greater
were recoded as 1). This problem is apparently due to there being an extreme split in the
actual number of students retained for the Spring 1995 semester for the group on which the
analysis was based (90.5% were retained as opposed to 9.5% for those who withdrew). The
problem also stems from the small percent of variation in the dependent variable that could be
explained. It should be noted that credits completed in the fall of 1994 was correlated r = .68
with GPA for the Fall 1994 semester. Yet, GPA for the Fall 1994 did not enter the equation,
however. Logistic regression did not offer any better results.

Predicting Third Semester Withdrawal or
Retention for the Full-Time Group

Variables that entered into the regression equation for predicting retention into the third
semester using the Fall 1995 semester as the criterion are presented in Table 5 for the first-time
full-time group.
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Table 5. Regression Results for Predicting Third Semester
Withdrawal or Retention for Full-Time Group

Variable b SEb Beta I SigT
Credits Spring 1995 024 .003 435 7.078 .000
Transcript File 2 -421 035 -.397 -12.175 .000
Attended Spring 1995 274 058 174 4723 .000
Transcript File 1 -.400 .098 -.130 -4.097 .000
Credits Fall 1994 -.023 007 -.184 -3.342 .001
Reading 011 .003 .109 3.289 .001
Enrollment Status -.083 .035 -075 -2.357 .019
(Constant) -.823 372 -2.212 .027

A multiple R of .58 was obtained (R? =.336). This compares to an R of .59 (R? = .348) for a
.75 random sample with the variables entered in the same order as they were obtained using the
stepwise procedure. Cross validation subgroups were obtained. For the screening sample, R
= .63. This equation applied to the calibration sample reduced the R to .51. Despite the
difference in R, the more stable original full-time regression coefficients were used.

The crosstabulation of recoded predicted scores and observed criterion scores for the Fall
19935 semester was as follows:

Fall 1995
0 1
96 42 138
0 137% 6.0% 19.6%
Recoded Predicted Score
119 446 565
1 16.9% 63.4% 80.4%
215 488 703
30.6% 69.4% 100.0%

The value of kappa, the coefficient of agreement was .401.

Predictin n mester Withdrawal or

Retention for the Total Group

The regression equation derived for the total group for predicting Spring 1995 withdrawal
or retention was:

Y' =.024*CREDSFALL + .620

A .75 random sample produced slightly higher values of R and R% R rounded to .31 in both
groups. R*was .10 in the .75 random sample and .09 for the total group. The total group of
834 cases was then subdivided using the last digit of the social security number and cross
validation was performed. Since the R*s were fairly close, the original regression weight for
the total group was used. R =.30 in the screening sample and when the weight was applied to
the calibration sample, R increased to .314. A crosstabulation of recoded predicted scores,
predicted no cases predicted as withdrawing after one semester. 11.9% (or 99 students) of the
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actual Fall 1994 group withdrew for the Spring 1995 semester. 88.1% (or 735 students) were
retained. The results of the crosstabulation reflect the extreme proportions of withdrawal and
retention as well as the fact that only a small proportion of the variance could be explained in
the two semester case with only one independent variable. A logistic regression was then
performed and produced similar results.

icting Thir mester Withdrawal or

Retention for the Total Group

The variables that entered into the equation for predicting third semester withdrawal or
retention are presented for the total group in Table 6 below.

Table 6. Variables Entering Regression Equation
for Predicting Withdrawal or Retention for
Third Semester (Fall 1995) for Total Group

Variable b SEb Beta T Sig

Attended Spring 1995 323 049 224 6.536 -.000
Transcript File 2 -.406 032 -376 -12.631 .000
Credits Spring 95 024 .003 452 7.309 .000
Credits Fall 1994 -027 006 -.236 -4.233 .000
Transcript File 1 -354 .089 -116 -3.992 .000
Reading .011 003 114 3.810 .000
(Constant) -.983 338 -2.906 .004

As before, a .75 random sample was drawn and a regression equation was derived using
the same order of entry as was obtained in the stepwise procedure. The multiple R and R* for
the stepwise procedure was .58 and .34, respectively. The multiple R and R? for the .75
random sample were .59 and .34, respectively. Given the stability of the regression with
drawing a .75 sample, the original regression weights for the total group were subject to cross
validation. Cross validation yielded similar R's and therefore the total group multiple
regression equation was used. The multiple R for the screening sample was R = .611. The
reduced multiple R on the calibration sample was R =.539. As can be seen from the R's, there
was greater shrinkage for the first-time full-time group than for the first time total group.

Finally, the following crosstabulation of recoded predicted scores and criterion scores was

produced.
Fall 1995
0 1
153 67 220
0
18.3% 8.0% 26.4%
Recoded Predicted Scores
115 499 614
1
13.8% 59.8% 73.6%
268 566 834
32.1% 67.9% 100.0%

The value of kappa for the crosstabulation for the total group was .475.
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An additional regression analysis was performed on first-time part-time students only for
predicting withdrawal or retention for the third semester. This equation was:

Y’ = .563%(Attended Spr 1995)-.415%(Transcript File 2) + .265.

The multiple R and R? for this regression are .591 and .349, respectively.

Discussion

As can be seen from the results, predicting withdrawal or retention for the second semester
is a difficult task. First, only one independent variable entered the regression equation and
explained only 10% of the variation in the dependent variable, Spring 1995 enroliment. In
addition, the linear regression procedure may not be as appropriate as say probit analysis for
dichotomous dependent variables with extreme proportions. Ordinary least squares regression
does not seem to be functioning well with a 90-10 split. The distribution is very skewed. For
both full-time and total groups, no leavers are predicied because of these two artifacts: (1)
limited model, one variable, in a multiple variable problem with only a small proportion of
variance explained, and (2) in 90% of the cases, a returner is observed. However, the model is
still doing better than chance since 90% of the cases result in 1.

For predicting third semester withdrawal or retention, the regression procedure works
better. For both the full-time and total groups, note the negative beta weights for the two
transcript request files as compared to the prediction of retention for the second semester. This
is indicative of perhaps the fact that students have to wait two semesters until they transfer at
the majority of colleges. The negative weight means that these variables contribute negatively
to the retention of students after the second semester.

Another variable that entered into the third semester equation was whether or not the student
attended the second semester. This variable positively contributed to predicting third semester
retention.

Besides transcript request and second semester retention variables, another variable was
Reading Placement Test score. The reading test was the new Descriptive Test of Language
Skills (DTLS). This variable positively contributed to the prediction of retention for the third
semester.

For both full-time and total groups, credits completed during the Spring 1995 semester
positively contributed to the prediction of retention for the third semester. Enroliment status,
however, contributed negatively for the full-time group.

Enrollment status was coded a 1 for having a high school diploma or as an early admission
student, a 2 for a G.E.D. student, and a 3 for no high school diploma. Higher values of this
vaniable meant lower educational background upon admission. This explains the negative beta
weight for enrollment status.

The other variable that entered into the equation for both full-time and total groups for
predicting third semester retention was credits earned for the Fall 1994 semester. This variable
had a suppressor effect in predicting third semester retention. The intercorrelations of variables
left this variable with a negative contribution to retention for the third semester; yet the simple r
between credits earned for Fall 1994 and attended Fall 1995 was positive in both full-time and
total groups (r = .173 and r = .175, respectively). Perhaps students who sought to transfer
after the second semester had earned more credits during the Fall 1994 semester. In fact, the
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simple correlations for the full-time group between credits earned in Fall 1994 and Transcript
Request Files 1 and 2 were r = .096 and r = .206, respectively.

Crosstabulations for full-time and total groups resulted in moderately sized kappas (.40 and
47). The percents leaving after two semesters as compared to after one semester increased for
these groups to 19.6% for full-time students and 26.4% for the total group.

From predicting the second semester retention in terms of credits completed for the Fall
1994 semester and from predicting third semester retention in terms of credits completed for
Fall 1994 and Spring 1995, attended Spring 1995 semester, and transcript request files 1 and
2, most of the variance in predicitng third semester retention is accounted for by variables that
have to do with the student’s academic experience and academic goals (e.g. desire to transfer
prior to graduation) than to entering abilities. However, some of the variance is accounted for
by enrollment status and Reading Placement Test score.

GPA was not significant in its own right, but credits completed was. Since these variables
were correlated above .6, there is partial support for the contention that a student's decision to
withdraw is to some extent influenced by his or her academic performance. For GPA, high
GPA students are likely to transfer, while low GPA students may tend to not re-enroll for a
third semester. The combination of these experiences may have resulted in a cancelling out
effect for GPA.

The study has examined mostly cognitive reasons for remaining in community college.
Noncognitive and/or social and psychological (motivational) variables likely underlie the
cognitive reasons examined in this study.
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Parents as a Valuable Resource:
A Survey of Parents Highlights Methods of Financing a
College Education over Four Years

Dawn Geronimo Terkla
Director, Office of Institutional Research
Tufts University

Kelli J. Armstrong
Research Analyst, Office of Institutional Research
Tufts University

Introduction

An on-going concern at Tufts University has been "How do parents really finance their
children's education?” In pursuit of an answer, the Dean of Admissions and Financial Aid,
the Director of Administration and Finance, and the Director of Financial Aid commissioned the
Office of Institutional Research to create a comprehensive survey for the parents of its
undergraduate population. The survey was designed to uncover background information about
Tufts' families, their methods for financing a Tufts' education, their experiences in
communicating with Tufts' administrative and academic departments, and important elements
that they believe their child should receive from a Tufts' degree. The questionnaire, asking for
anonymous replies, was mailed in the fall of 1994 to the parents of sophomore and senior
undergraduate students.

Methodology

The survey questionnaire was designed with a variety of items, utilizing both

quantitative and qualitative techniques.! Quantitative items ranged from simple checklists to
determine household income, to level of satisfaction scales about various campus services.
Qualitative items served to complement and clarify the responses to quantitative items and to
provide space for open-ended comments.

The survey was mailed to all parents of sophomore and senior students (N = 2,350). It
was designed as a self-contained, self-mailer. To increase the response rate of the survey,
reminder postcards were mailed several weeks later. The final response rate was relatively
high for a mailed survey, with 29.9% of sophomore parents responding and 24.2% of senior
parents, providing a representative sample for data analysis.

Profile of Respondents

Of the 636 parents who responded to the survey, approximately 53 percent were
mothers, 46 percent were fathers and less than 1 percent identified themselves as grandparents
or “other guardian.” The majority of the respondents were married to the Tufts student's other
parent (79%) with 11.6 percent divorced or separated and 2 percent widowed. The vast

! Questionnaires and follow-up postcards are available upon request.
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majority of respondents and their spouses were employed full-time (73.5% of respondents and
69.7% of spouses).

The median number of dependents per family was 2 children with an overwhelming
majority of parents indicating that their children were currently or would be attending both
college and professional or graduate school. ‘

Communication with Tufts

One of the survey's primary objectives was to assess the parents' satisfaction with their
Tufts communications. When parents were asked for their primary source of information
about Tufts other than their child, the majority responded (77.9%) that they received their
information from mailings, with local alumni (6.8%) and friends/colleagues (4.4%) as distant
second responses. Overwhelmingly, parents believed that their information from Tufts was
sufficient (81.5%).

When asked how they felt that their communication with Tufts could be improved,
many replied that the mailings should be more directed to the concerns of parents, not alumni
or other constituencies, and sent with more regularity. States the parent of a sophomore:
"[What is needed is. . . a newsletter for parents with events and practical information for
guiding your son or daughter.”" Another sophomore parent asks for "occasional SHORT
mailings about specific departments and on-campus resources would be nice. No one around
here really has time to read long, involved articles or magazines."

A second frequent request from parents was to receive more specific information about
their son or daughter. A parent of a sophomore states: "I think the student's teachers, teaching
assistants and advisors should send home to the parents (and possibly the student as well)
specific information about the progress of the student, and upcoming milestones such as how
to specify choice of major, how to concentrate for 5-year Masters, any major exams, etc. At
least on a timely basis."

Several respondents suggested that communications might be improved by organizing
groups of parents, either on-campus or off-campus. A parent of a sophomore student asks for
more "frequent get-togethers (cocktail parties, teas) on the local (regional) level (i.e., NYC
chapter of Tufts committee) where parents would meet, discuss issues, soclalize and develop
interests for the benefit of the university.”

Services at Tufts

A second objective of the survey was to assess parents’ level of satisfaction with
different services in various offices at Tufts. The parents were asked to rate the services on a
scale of 1 to 5, with "5" as "Very Satisfied” and "1" as "Very Dissatisfied." Few differences
existed between the overall department scores. All of the departments showed average ratings
which were above the "neutral” category, indicating that the parents were generally satisfied
with the services. For those parents who did respond negatively, specific information about
their specific complaints was gathered through the accompanying qualitative data. Those who
were less satisfied were asked for an explanation, and specific data was collected for individual
campus departments.

Financial Planning
A large portion of the questionnaire was designed to discover how Tufts' families

finance a college education. Parents were asked questions concerning their perspectives on
responsibilities towards repayment of college financing, responsibilities toward financing
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undergraduate education, questions about their methods of financial planning for college, and
questions about Tufts communication and service in the financial process.

Atti W, llege financin

The vast majority of respondents (83.5%) believed that parents should be primarily
responsible for financing their child's undergraduate education, while 16.5% did not believe
parents bore the primary responsibility. When asked if they had concern about repayment of
educational loans, however, 78.7 percent indicated that they had concern, with 26.8 percent
indicating that they had a "major concern” and "were not sure if sufficient funds will be
available." Almost one fourth (24.7 percent) of respondents stated that both they and their
child would share the responsibility for repayment of loans, while 30 percent stated that they
bore most of the burden, and 20 percent indicated that their child would bear the primary
burden of repayment. Approximately 46 percent planned to help their child finance graduate or
professional studies, although 25.5 percent indicated that they did not plan to assist their child
with 29 percent unsure. More than half (55.9 percent) stated that educational debt will have
accumulated by the time their child completed undergraduate education.

Financial planning

The questionnaire also asked parents for information on their process of financial
planning for a college education. Approximately 64 percent of the parents stated that they had
planned in advance for a college education, and the majority of parents (also 64 percent) began
planning when their child was 0 to 6 years old. The average amount of income saved was
$52,152 with many parents saving more than $100,000 for their son or daughter's education.

Sources of financing

Parents were asked to name their primary choice for financing their son or daughter's
college education by each year of college, and to rank the sources by amount. For example, if
savings were the primary source during the freshman year of college, parents would indicate a
"1" in that column. Unfortunately, due to the complicated nature of grid used for this question,
and the complex instructions, many parents did not rank their sources for financing and simply
checked the source used. Despite the lack of ranking in the data, however, the results showed
significant differences in the way Tufts' parents financed their child's education from year to
year.

The following table illustrates the various sources used by parents for financing
college, in rank order by college class. In this case, sophomore parents relied most heavily on
savings and current income to finance their children's first two years of college. In contrast,
senior parents -- towards the end of the college financing process for Tufts, relied more heavily
on loan-based methods of payment than sophomore parents.
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Sophomore Parents
Methods of Financing College
(in rank order)

1. Savings

2. Current Income

3. Home Equity Loan

4. Monthly Payment Plan (AMS)

5. MASSPLAN-Family Education
Loan

6. Grants and Scholarships

7. Federal Parents Loan (PLUS)

8. Relatives

9. Gifts :

10. Subsidized Federal Student Lo
(Perkins and Stafford)

11. Unsubsidized Federal Stafford
Loans

12. Work Study

13. Tufts Short-term Family Loan

Senior Parents
Methods of Financing College
(in rank order)

SN kW

0.
11.

12.
13.

MASSPLAN - Family Education Loan
Savings

Monthly Payment Plan (AMS)
Current Income

MASSPLAN-Family Education Loan with Home
Mortgage

Grants and Scholarships

Home Equity Loan

Gifts

Relatives

Federal Parent Loan (PLUS)

Federal Subsidized Student Loans (Perkins and
Stafford)

Federal Unsubsidized Student Loans

Education Resource Institute (TERI)

14. Tufts Short-term Family Loan
15. Work-study

The following graphs highlight the pattern of financing for sophomore and senior
parents during the time their son or daughter has been enrolled at Tufts:
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FEDERAL SUBSIDIZED LOANS (STAFFORD AND PERKINS)
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The graphs indicate that many parents of both sophomores and seniors relied heavily on
accumulated savings to pay for the freshman year of college. As the years increased, reliance
on loans, particularly home equity loans and Stafford/Perkins loans, increased. Reliance on
current income and monthly payment plans versus the use of savings also increased over the
four years. At the same time, cited amounts for grants and scholarships decreased, particularly
for the period between freshmen and sophomore years. The questionnaire also allowed space
for parents to provide feedback on the various options avallable to them, and suggestions
regarding ways of improving the process.

Overall Impression of Tufts

Parents were asked if they felt that Tufts had met their expectations for their child's
academic development. The vast majority (92.3%) responded affirmatively, with only 7.7
percent choosing a negative response. One of the open-ended questionnaire items asked
parents to name the aspects of Tufts which were most pleasing and least pleasing. By far the
most common positive response related to the quality of academics at Tufts, whereas more
negative responses related to cost of tuition and specific facilities on campus.

Lastly, Tufts parents were asked what they believed constituted a good college. The
vast majority of parents provided responses which mirrored a liberal arts college philosophy,
including strong academics, good faculty with personal attention to the student, small class size
and excellent quality of fellow students.

Differences Between Sophomore and Senior Parents

To examine differences between the two groups of parents based on college class of

their child, t-tests were performed.2 Although there were few significam differences between
the responses, the mean household income for sophomore parents was higher than that of
senior parents. Sophomore parents were also more satisfied with several administrative offices
on campus than senior parents.

Sophomore parents, however, showed greater concern about the repayment of loans
than did senior parents, and were less likely to indicate that they would assist their child with
the financing of graduate or professional school.

Although there were few differences between sophomore and senior parents on most of
the open-ended responses, more senior parents emphasized the development of practical career
skills in their definition of a good college.

Differences Between Levels of Household Income

Aside from the actual differences in financial aid packages expected from various levels
of household income, there were a few significant areas of difference in the responses of the
various groups. When the sample group was divided into two subgroups: those whose family
income was less than $100,000 and those whose family income was above $100,000 a few
significant differences emerged when t-tests were performed. Those respondents with
household incomes less than $100,000 were less likely to be in traditional families (with both
parents of the student married and living together). This group also responded more negatively
than the higher income group in items related to Tufts services on campus, and had more
concerns about the repayment of loans.

2‘Signiﬁcance level = p <.05 for all t-tests reported.
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Summary and Implications

The survey of Tufts parents proved to be an invaluable resource for new information
about Tufts students and their methods for financing a private college education. Through the
feedback provided by the parents, new approaches to assisting parents in financing a Tufts
education could be explored. The data also provided policy-makers with a better understanding
of how parents of non-aid recipients were financing a private college education. In addition, the
parents’ external perception of Tufts and its on-campus services was very useful in determining
areas for process improvements. With the sampling of two classes of parents (sophomores
and seniors), trends emerged in perceptions of Tufts over time along with trends in the
backgrounds of a changing student population, providing useful data for planning.
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Potential Effects Of Proposed Reductions In Federal Support For Research

James F. Trainer, Director, HEDS Consortium
Melinda K. Burrell, Research Associate, HEDS Consortium

The relationship between American universities and the federal government, in terms of
science and engineering research and development (R&D) funding, appears to be on the brink
of a new era. Issues such as pressures to balance the federal budget, current public
disaffection with higher education, and a perceived imbalance between teaching and research in
many of the nation's universities are all factors which potentially contribute to pending
decreases in the federal R&D budget. Such cuts could significantly impede overall university
research efforts, as an analysis of National Science Foundation (NSF) science and engineering
expenditure data reveals that colleges and universities depend on federal obligations to fund
about sixty-percent of their separately budgeted research and development expenditures.

The question that most concerns many, however, is how will individual universities be
impacted by the looming federal cuts. Our research attempts to consider this question through
an analysis of both federal obligations for research and university research expenditures for the
years 1984 through 1993. Time series analysis and a funding opportunities matrix serve as the
core of the research effort. In addition, the report includes an examination of qualitative factors
affecting the research funding issue. Our conclusions address both the potential impact of
federal funding cuts on research and development and the inevitable hurdles to predicting such
an impact based on the highly political quality of the funding issue.

Background

The relationship between the federal government and American universities in terms of
federal funding of research activities took shape in the late 1950's when civilian-related
agencies first began funding academic research. Each subsequent decade seemed to bring
something new to this research funding relationship. The relationship grew with a burst of
unparalleled spending in the 1960's following Sputnik, only to dwindle in the 1970's. This
decrease in research funding was largely influenced by the unmaintainable growth rate of the
1960's. The 1980’s saw increased growth from the lows of the 1970's, but funding did not
skyrocket in this decade with the speed that it had in the 1960's.! A downward trend in federal
outlays for research and development is anticipated by the end of the 1990's.

The current political climate alone is enough to strike fear in the hearts of administrators
and researchers at universities that are heavily dependent on federal moneys. The growing
federal deficit, changes in the way the federal budget is produced, and the recent change in
congressional leadership all contribute to the looming decrease in R&D funds for academic
research. Universities would be hit hard by cuts in federal R&D funding, as universities
received 38% of all civilian research money obligated by the federal government in 1991.2

1 Robert L. Geiger. "Historical Patterns of Change: The Lessons of the 1980s,” presented at AAAS Annual
Meeting, 18-23 Feb. 1994, p. 3

2 U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Science, Space, and Technology (1994). "Report on the Task
Force on the Health of Research,” as printed in the AAAS Science and Technology Policy Yearbook, 1993, p.
127.
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Some blame science itself for the predicted federal cutbacks. Claims that science is too
self-regulating and that poor ethics, such as the indirect cost controversy at Stanford and data
falsification issues elsewhere, are feeding the argument that scientists are destroying the public
image of their own field. Examples such as these are being used by some members of
Congress to justify the decreased growth of R&D funding.

The academic response to the proposed cuts is to limit the number of students various
departments are w1111ng to train in scientific research fields. Scientists are also limiting their
research proposals to "sure things,” where they know that their research will provide fruitful
results. One potential impact of the decreasing number of students being trained in research,
paired with the decreasing risk that the conductors of research are taking, is that the United
States will Jose ground in the economic competitiveness arena.

A discussion of the current trends in research funding would be incomplete without
accounting for the actions of Congress in the federal budget process. Our research aims to
address both the qualitative and quantitative sides of the research funding issue in the context of
the FY 1996 budget discussion. Identification of general trends in research funding, a model to
determine which institutions may find themselves at greatest risk as a result of federal R&D
cutbacks, and a summation of the qualitative issues impacting research funding are the
objectives of this paper.

Methodology

The Higher Education Data Sharing Consortium (HEDS), a membership organization
of private institutions that engage in data sharing activities through an annual and supplemental
report series, performs a biennial report on the status of research and development funding.
The extension of our normal biennial report into additional realms was prompted by Congress'
current debate over the FY1996 federal budget. The analyses contained herein are based on
data obtained in compiling this biennial report, encompassing data from the most recent ten
years of data publicly available (i.e., 1984 through 1993), as well as qualitative information
related to issues underlying the research funding debate.

Our data were extracted from the Computer Aided Science Policy Analysis & Research
Database System (CASPAR), maintained by the Quantum Research Corporation in Bethesda,
Maryland. Specifically, the NSF Survey of Scientific and Engineering Expenditures at
Universities and Colleges and the NSF Survey of Federal Obligations to Universities,
Colleges, and Selected Nonprofit Institutions, both from the NSF Division of Science
Resources Studies, were used in the analyses. Data from the American Association for the
Advancement of Science are also included for the purpose of analyzing the potential impact of
the Concurrent Budget Resolution research funding. Additional qualitative information was
also gathered to help put the research funding situation into perspective .

The institutions examined in this report include the top one hundred recipients of federal
obligations in FY 1993 as reported by federal agencies, HEDS universities not included in the
top one hundred recipients, and institutions commonly used as comparison institutions for
HEDS' members. In total data from 122 institutions are included in the analyses. Due to
changes in institutional reporting, there is no disaggregated obligation or expenditure data for
the University of Massachusetts prior to 1992. The University of Massachusetts-Ambherst,
therefore, has no data reported prior to 1992. Similarly, the University of Tennessee-
Knoxville has no disaggregated obligation data reported prior to 1992 and has been excluded
completely from the expenditure data because the University of Tennessee reported
expenditures only for all institutions combined. Trends of all institutions completing the
Obligation and Expenditure surveys are also reported.
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Limitations to our research include a discrepancy between the reporting of Expenditure
and Obligation dollars. The difference in amounts reported in these areas is attributed to the
fact that obligation dollars are reported by the agencies in full at the time of approval, but
institutions do not report moneys obligated to them on the NSF expenditure survey until they
are actually spent, which often is not fully in the year of the obligation. Institutional
dependency on federal obligations is also somewhat difficult to project, as institutions are not
required to report the source of their expenditures by agency on the NSF survey.

Findings

Although the total amount of federal obligations has remained fairly constant over the
years, the increased number of institutions receiving federal funding for science and
engineering research is causing obligations to be smaller for individual institutions than many
universities have become accustomed to receiving. The relatively small average percent
increase in obligations for institutions from 1989 to 1993 (9% growth, compared to 38%
growth from 1984 to 1989), compared to the slightly upward trend of the time series data,
suggests that the federal obligations are being spread among a growing number of institutions
(See Chart 1). Literature on the increasing dispersion of federal obligations is complimentary
to this finding.1? :

The compilation of an opportunity funding matrix (See Table 1) led to some
conclusions on how universities would be impacted by the growing dispersion. Of 130
funding opportunities from 1984 through 1993 (13 agencies times 10 years) only one
institution, Penn State, received funds from all 13 agencies in each of the ten years. Those
with the least funding opportunities seized tended to be the medical schools, often relying
almost exclusively on the NIH.

Carrying the matrix a bit further, we developed a matrix based solely on obligations
from "troubled” agencies (See Table 2). These agencies included the Department of
Commerce, the Department of Education, the Department of Energy, the Environmental
Protection Agency, the Department of Interior, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
"Troubled" agencies were selected based on their funding trends, reports on the fiscal 1996
budget process by the American Association for the Advancement of Science, and other articles
related to the fiscal well-being of federal agencies.! Results of this matrix showed that an
institution's matrix score (highest score = 60 -- 6 agencies times 10 years) did not fully
determine its degree of danger when the universities' dependence on the 6 agencies was also
considered. Determining an institution's dependency on the various agencies was also
important. The proportion of federal obligations from each of the six "troubled” agencies in
1993 was used as a proxy for dependency.

Taking the dependency factor into account, the University of Rochester, that scored
only a 24 on the matrix, was the most reliant on "troubled" agencies. In fact, 34% of the
University of Rochester's 1993 federal obligations were from "troubled" agencies; all from the
Department of Energy. Most universities with a 20-percent or higher dependency on
"troubled” agencies found the Department of Energy to be the determinant of their ranking.

Forecasts for the future appear bleak, as a result of the Republican Congress'
Concurrent Budget Resolution proposing to balance the budget by 2002. A decrease in total

13 Erich Bloch (1991). "Optimists, Skeptics, and Realists: Other Views of the Research Crisis,” as printed in
the AAAS Science and Technology Policy Yearbook, 1991, p. 151.

14 American Association for the Advancement of Science (1995). "Interim Report on Congressional
Appropriations for R&D in FY 1996, p. 9-21.
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Table 1. Sample of Funding Opportunity Matrix

1984-1993
Institution Name Total USDA Com. DoD Educ. DoE EPA Dol NASA NIH NRC NSF HHS DoT
U. of AK Fairbanks - All 90 10 8 9 7 10 7 10 10 7 0 10 2 0
U. of Texas MD Anderson Cancer Cor 35 1 0 2 0 4 5 0 1 10 0 8 4 0
Wayne State 81 1 1 10 4 10 5 3 10 10 0 10 10 7
Wake Forest 61 4 4 8 3 7 1 1 10 10 0 10 3 0
U. of Tennessee - Knoxville 19 2 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1
Table 2. Institutions whose Federal Obligations had a
High Reliance on Troubled Agencies in 1993
Score S&E % Reliance on Troubted Federal Agencies in 1993 Obligations from
Institution Name outof 60 Obligations  Com. Educ. DoE EPA Dol NRC Troubled Agencies
U. of Rochester 24 131,252 0% 0% 34% 0% 0% 0% 34%
U. of Connecticut - All 50 61,392 9% 3% 17% 3% 0% 0% 32%
Clark 18 2,081 4% 0% 11% 13% 0% 0% 28%
U. of Georgia 47 68,180 2% 3% 21% 2% 0% 0% 28%
U. of Notre Dame 31 15,140 0% 0% 25% 1% 0% 0% 27%
Florida State 42 41,966 2% 2%  23% 0% 0% 0% 27%

*NOTE: Some numbers in the Obligations from Troubled Agencies column do not total due to rounding




federal research obligations of 33% is projected between 1995 and 2002 (See Table 3 for
impact on selected agencies). Many institutions will face major cutbacks in their federal
funding. Those hardest hit will be those who rely most heavily on agencies whose funding is
already troublesome, including the six "troubled” agencies included in our matrix.

Projected Change in Non-Defense R&D Budgets
By Agency 1995 - 2002, Constant 1995 Dollars

($000,000)
Agency 1995 2002 % Change 95-02
Agriculture 1,540 955 -35.4%
Commerce 1,284 642 -50.0%
Education 175 4 -97.7%
Energy 3,969 2,086 -47.4%
EPA 619 446 -27.9%
Interior 636 381 ' -4435%
Labor 62 21 -66.1%
NASA 9,875 6,331 -35.9%
NIH 10,840 8,467 21.9%
NSF 2,544 2,084 -18.1%
Other HHS 749 491 -34.4%
Transp. 637 400 -41.8%

Source of Data: House Budget Committee Policy Assumptions: Fiscal Year 1996 Budget Resolution prepared
by the House Budget Committee May 10, 1995 and Conference Report for Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget for Fiscal Year 1996 June 26, 1995. Reported on the American Association for the Advancement of
Science Web Page.

Qualitative Issues

One of the most important conclusions made in the course of our study is that the
qualitative political issues related to the federal funding of academic research are of equal
importance to the dollar trends. Two major categories of qualitative factors come into play: 1)
Intra-university politics and 2) The federal budget process.

Universities are faced with a number of decisions regarding the role of research in their
mission to educate students. Much current debate revolves around the choices universities are
making between teaching and research. Based on a fifteen year time period, from 1975 to
1990, Erich Bloch, former director of the NSF, reports a 27-percent decline in teaching as a
primary function for new professors who have obtained their Ph.D. , and a 30-percent increase
in research for the same.> Many feel that this is an imbalance considering that universities'
missions are to provide a well-rounded education for their students.

~ Universites’ troubles do not end with the federal funding decreases for science and
engineering. The humanities and arts are taking an even harder hit, with the National
Endowment for the Humanities scheduled to cease operations in three years and the National

5 Bloch, p. 151.
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Endowment for the Arts in two. University administrators are hearing numerous complaints
from those in the arts and humanities that their disciplines are being sacrificed while
universities invest all of their time in trying to save their science-related funding. These
complaints may not be unfounded either, as the sciences bring far more resources into the
institutions than the arts and humanities. In addition, the humanities sometimes controversial
undertakings may be harder to justify than money spent for national defense and the saving of
human lives.

Govemnment politics are also doing their share to cloud the federal funding picture. The
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 (BEA) is one factor that severely dampens any hope
universities may have of receiving increased funding for the research sciences. The BEA
divides all spending into three categories: defense, international and domestic. Within these
three categories there are further divisions, which determine specific groups within which
individual agencies and projects are funded. The objective of this act is not to decrease the
overall deficit, but rather not to increase it in any given year. Unfortunately, however,
reductions in any one group cannot be shared with any other group. Therefore, in order for
research funding to increase, another part of its funding group must face cutbacks.6 Research
funding growth is limited by the BEA because many of the research appropriations are grouped
with programs and projects that fall under the "sacred cow" classification or research
organizations are lumped together, making overall research funding a zero-sum game. For
example, the NSF, the Veterans' Administration, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, NASA, and other science-funding agencies are all grouped together. In
addition, The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is funded in the
Commerce-Justice appropriations bill, which provides funding for popular programs such as
crime bills and immigration control.?

Because of the difficulty in increasing funds for research, at least one proposal has been
made to decrease the regulation of research so that the funds awarded to the universities have a
higher value in regard to the research that can be conducted using those funds. This decrease is
being proposed by Rep. John E. Porter (R., IL). Porter cites the regulations on waste disposal
and guidelines for the humane treatment of animals as areas that are over-regulated in terms of
conducting research.? Many researchers agree with Porter, claiming they often have to hire
additional team members just to handle all of the paperwork resulting from the research-related
regulations.

One part of the federal budget process that does favor academe is the earmarking
process. Earmarks allow members of Congress to award research and other educational-
related funds to institutions in their district on a non-competitive basis. Although earmarks for
academic projects are decreasing, in 1995 they still accounted for $600 million down from a
record high of $763 million in 1993. Many institutions rely heavily on these earmarked funds,
especially some smaller institutions trying to find their niche in the research community.
Larger institutions, such as Rutgers University and the University of Connecticut, were found
to rely on earmarks for as much as 16-percent and 24-percent, respectively, of their total
federal obligations in 1993.

6 Stanley E. Collender (1991). "The New Budget Process: How Will It Work (Or Not Work)," as printed in
the AAAS Science and Technology Policy Yearbook, 1991), p. 180.

7 American Association for the Advancement of Science, p. 17.

8 "Stephen Burd. "Could Reducing Regulations Leave More Funds for Research?,” The Chronicle of Higher
Education, 11 August 1995, p. A25.
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Conclusion
Federal funding for science and engineering R&D will face many cuts in the coming
years. The impact on individual institutions, however, is unclear. Those institutions relying
heavily on agencies whose existence and funding are unstable will likely face the hardest hits,
especially those relying on the Department of Energy. Decreases in earmarks, however, place
even some of the more securely funded institutions on shaky ground. Smaller institutons just
breaking into scientific research may face the deepest funding cuts as earmarks are slashed.

Although attempts to balance the federal budget by 2002 will serve as the biggest
setback to academic R&D funding, the most pressing current issue is that of increased
dispersion. As Congress attempts to move away from earmarks, the importance of being able
to compete for funds at a merit-based level will increase. In consideration of the overall
growing number of graduates with doctoral degrees, many of whom are from top-notch
research universities, one can only conclude that the quality of newly hired researchers will
increase at institutions that have not typically excelled in the federal, merit-based award
process. Federal funds will be attracted to these institutions that were not previously in the
federal funding-mix, thus making dispersion a likely ongoing problem.

Both the qualitative and quantitative views of the science and engineering research
funding issue leave much room for political change. At times it appears that nothing regarding
this issue is set in stone, most notably the objective of balancing the budget in seven years.
Researchers and administrators at the various research institutions will have to face a number of
decisions over the next few years; some in fact may face the decision of which departments and
research specialties they can afford to maintain. In the event that institutions cannot decide for
themselves, federal obligations may make the decision for them.
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SATURDAY, OCTOBER 28, 1995

1:30 - 3.30 PM Registration

2:00 - 5:00 PM Mary Ann Coughlin Advanced Statistics for Institutional Research (Part 1)
Univ of Vermont Associate Prof. of Research & Stats Workshop

Waterman 113Q Springfield College This workshop will deal with advanced issues in inferential statistics.

Topics such as Analysis of Variance, Factor Analysis, Multivariate
Regression, and Logit/Probit models will be covered and contrasted with
other statistical tools and techniques. A case study approach will be used
illustrating applications of these statistical techniques in institutional
research. SPSS running on a PC will be used for this workshop.

2:00 - 5:00 PM

J. FrederickVolkwein

Managing a Program of Qutcomes Assessment (Part 1)

Diamond Ballroom Director, IR : Workshop
SUNY-Albany This workshop acquaints institutional researchers with the tools and

processes for assessing campus educational outcomes. Participants will
review the multiple purposes and uses of assessment, and will learn about
various methodologies and instruments that are available and appropriate.
Participants should bring copies of assessment plans and reports from
their own institutions where possible.

6:00 - 7:.00 PM President’s Reception

Room 422

Presidential Suite

SUNDAY, OCTOBER 29, 1995

8:00 - 9:00 AM | Breakfast

Promenade
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SUNDAY, OCTOBER 29, 1995

8.00 AM - 5:00 PM Registration
9:00- 12:00 noon Mary Ann Coughlin Advanced Statistics for Institutional Research (Part 2)
Univ of Vermont Associate Prof. of Research & Stats _ Workshop
Waterman 113Q Springfield College This is a continuation of part 1 and may only be taken by those taking
part 1.
9:00 - 12:00 noon J. Frederick Volkwein Managing a Program of Qutcomes Assessment (Part 2)
Willsboro Director, IR Workshop
SUNY-Albany This is a continuation of part 1 and may only be taken by those taking
part 1.
9:00 - 12:00 noon Karen W. Bauer Newcomers to Institutional Research:
Valcour Assistant Director, IR & Plng Strategies for the Practice of Effective
University of Delaware Institutional Research (Part 1)

Workshop
This workshop is designed for new practitioners who engage in IR
activities. Using the AIR monograph, Strategies for the Practice of
Institutional Research, the workshop addressses key components of IR
including defining critical issues for institutional research, identifying
sources of data, developing factbooks and other reports, and conducting
effective survey research for assessment and evaluation. The main focus
is a presentation of general concepts and practical strategtes for the
implementation or continued development of effective IR at many
schools, regardless of size or type.
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Qctober 29
9:00 - 12 noon
Kingsland

Peter Balcziunas
Executive Assistant to the President
Dickinson College

For the Planner with Many Hats: Strategic Planning for those New
to the Field
Workshop

Draws upon planning theory and the practical experiences of workshop
participants to construct an “ideal” planning process. Participants will
discuss what works and what doesn’t and develop “best bet” strategies
for achieving success in their particular institutional settings. Among
topics discussed will be the role of the planner as change agent, the
importance of the IR function in the planning process, and the effective
use of external consultants.

9:00 - 12 noon
Shelburne

Rosalinda Graham
Senior Institutional Research Analyst
University of Delaware

Conducting a Salary Equity Study

Workshop
A critical component of good and effective salary administration is the
capacity to ensure that salary differentials can be explained by both
quantitative and qualitative measures. The workshop will provide a
practical guide on how to conduct a salary equity study and how to
develop proposals for salary adjustment within fixed budget constraints.
Emphasis is given on the methodology and guidelines rather than the
technical aspects of the statistical analysis.

1:00-2:30 PM
Emerald I and II

William G, Bowen
President

Andrew W. Mellon Foundation

Keynote Session
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October 29 Linda E. Winkler Catholic Colleges/Universities
2:30- 5:30 PM Director, Plng & IR Special Interest Group
Willsboro Mount Saint Mary's College Representatives of Catholic colleges and universities are invited to share
experiences and common concerns and to plan activities of mutual
John Casey benefit.
Director, IR
Georgian Court College
2:30 - 4:00 PM Karen W. Bauer Newcomers to Institutional Research (Part 2)
Valcour Assistant Director, IR & Plng Workshop
University of Delaware This is a continuation of part 1 and may only be taken by those taking
part 1.
2:30 - 5:30 PM William H. Freund Use of NCES National Databases for Institutional Policy Analysis
Kingsland Director, Technology Programs Workshop
NCES The workshop will help participants understand how to use national
databases that have rich information for institutional research. The
Roslyn A. Korb workshop will map major research issues, discuss sampling weights and
Director, Postsecondary Coop. variance computation in analyzing sample survey data, illustrate using
Systems PC’s how to create files for statistical analyses, and demonstrate peer
NCES selection techniques.
6.00 - 7:00 PM Reception
Promenade
7:00 - 9:00 PM Dinner

Emerald Ballroom

“Ghouls & Goblins Vermont Theme Party”

Menu includes lobster, oysters, clams, Vermont Maple Cured Ham, pastas, covered bridges, spiders and other

guests!
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MONDAY, OCTOBER 30, 1995

7:30 - 9:00 AM Breakfast
Emerald I and II ponsored by “Scanning Products”
7:30 - 8:45 AM Michael Middaugh National Study of Institutional Costs and Productivity
Willsboro Director, IR & Plng Special Interest Group
University of Delaware Michael has just received a federal grant to continue his work examining
instruction costs and productivity by academic discipline. This SIG is for
those who have participated in the national study in previous years and
for those who are interested in learning more about the study,
7:50 - 8:45 AM Kathy Kern Bowman COFHE Senior Surveys
Valcour Research Associate Special Interest Group
COFHE A chance for COFHE schools interested in the Senior Survey to share
ideas and concerns.
Larry Liften
Director of Research

COFHE
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Qctober 30
8:50 - 9:50 AM
Emerald ITI

Emily Lloyd
Executive Vice President for Administration
Columbia University

Susan Shaman
Assistant Vice President for Planning and Analysis
University of Pennsylvania

Plenary Session
Vice President Lloyd will speak on current challenges facing the administration of higher education. One focus
will be the changes brought about in strategic planning by recent economic and political developments. Susan
Shaman will comment based on her long involvement with strategic planning issues at the University of
Pennsylvania.

10:00 - 10:55 AM
Diamond I

Patrick Sullivan Continuity of Alumni Survey Data
Research Analyst Table Topic
University of Connecticut An alumni survey can be an important tool is assessing students’ attitudes

toward the institution. However, the resources to survey attitudes
annually may be unavailable and these attitudes may not change much
from year to year. The current study measures differences in alumni data
to estimate minimum survey frequency.

10:00 - 10:55 AM
Diamond II

Eleanor Fujita, Ed.D. Two Tasks with One Stone:
Director, IR The Stafl Newsletter as a Vehicle for Presenting Institutional
Hudson County Community College Research Findings '

Workshare

Articles in the college staff newsletter were used for carrying out and
presenting an analysis of service area demographics and the degree to
which the community college was serving that area.
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S.H. Brooks, Inc.

October 30 Fred Cohen Student Satisfaction and Persistence:
10:00 - 10:55 AM Director Enrollment Research & Some Early Findings at One Institution
Emerald II Analysis Paper
New York University New York University conducted a student satisfaction survey of its

freshmen and juniors in Spring 1994. The results of this survey have
been correlated with student enrollment behavior. This paper will present
findings from the analysis of the survey and enroliment activities which
suggest that some student attitudes are associated with student
persistence.

10:00 - 10:55 AM Charles Secolsky The Use of Placement Test Scores and Other Enrollment Data in

Emerald I Research Associate, IR Identifying Potential Early Leavers from Community College

Rockland Community College Workshare

Many colleges use SAT scores for admission and as part of a set of
variables for predicting retention. At many community colleges
placement test scores are used instead. This study used placement test
scores, grade-point average, number of credits completed and enrollment
status as predictors of retention with the goal of identifying potential
early leavers.

10:00 - 10:55 AM Steve Brooks Econometric Modeling of Enrollment Behavior and Optimization of

Amphitheater President Financial Aid Budgets

Paper
The process of using an institution’s admissions and financial aid data to
build customized econometric models of enroliment probabilities will be
described. Uses of data acquisition and verification, mode! estimation,
validation and simulation and alternative approaches to enroliment
prediction will be discussed.
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October 30 Break
11:00 - 11:25 AM
Promenade
11:30 AM - 12:25PM  |David A Hemenway Planning and Institutional Research Information Systems: Theory
Diamond I Director, Plng & IR and Practice
Eastern Connecticut State University Paper
This paper comprises two sections. The first will discuss the issues and
William S. Stuart decisions which need to be addressed when developing an information
Research Analyst, system to support decision making. The second part of the presentation
Eastern Connecticut State University |will be a demonstration of Eastern’s University Information System at its
current state of development. The presenters will distribute an
abbreviated form of the demonstrated system to program atttendees.
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October 30
11:30 AM - 12:25 PM
Diamond II

Robert J. Hefferman, Ph.D.
Associate Director, IR
Rutgers University

Tina Grycenkov
Information Manager
Rutgers University

Marie Paulette Matis
IR Staff

Rutgers University

Joan Spivak
IR Staff
Rutgers University

Event History Analysis in the Study of Student Attrition
Workshare

A current study of attrition at Rutgers University is building models of
student careers that will allow: the identification of students that are most
at risk of leaving college and the timing of withdrawal from school; the
detection of differences among these risk profiles for various categories
of students; and the evaluation of particular intervention strategies
presently at use at Rutgers to ascertain their impact on preventing
students from dropping out.

11:30 AM - 12:25 PM
Amphitheater

Dr. Anne Marie Delaney
Director of Program Research
Boston College

Comparative Perspectives on the Role of Institutional Research:
Variation by Institutional Characteristics
Paper -

Based on a survey of 243 New England colleges and universities, this
paper presents results from bivariate and multivariate analyses showing
the relationships among the following: institutional tharacteristics, the
nature of the institutional research function and the kind of research
performed, the contribution of institutional research to decision making,
the vision for the role of institutional research and the estimated
resources required fulfill this vision.
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QOctober 30
11:30 AM - 12:25 PM
Emerald I

Amy W. Johnson

Senior Research Analyst
Institute for Research on Higher
Education

University of Pennsylvania

Sponsor-a-Scholar: First Findings
Paper
Sponsor-a-Scholar is a program for high-risk secondary school students
being piloted in the Philadelphia public school system. The program
matches mentors with individual students with the goal of increased
college attendance rates. This paper presents the first findings of an

analysis of a matched-sample to evaluate the efficacy of the program.

12:30 - 1:25 PM Business Meeting and Luncheon
Emerald II]
1:30-2:25 PM Robert J. Parelius, Ph.D. Academic Support Services at a Large Public Research University
Diamond I Assc. Professor of Sociology Paper
Rutgers University A comparison of the utilization and perceptions of academic support
services on two campuses of a large northeastern public research
Robert J. Heffernan university is the focus of this study. The data for this analysis come from
Associate Director, IR student and administrator interviews, a self-administered survey
Rutgers University distributed to a probability sample of undergraduates, and institutional
student records,
1:30 - 2:25 PM Ann Hollings Humanizing the Admissions Process: Tracking the Academic
Diamond 11 System and Analysis Coordinator Performance of Students Admitted Without Required Grades
University of Guelph Paper
Student Profile Forms (SPFs) provide supplemental information to be
Starr Ellis used in the admission of applicants with lower than required grades. The
Asst Registrar, Admissions political and logistical challenges of using SPFs is discussed, as well as
University of Guelph the on-going analysis comparing the academic performance of SPF

students with their peers.
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October 30 Craig A. Clagett A Student Outcomes Typology for Community Colleges: Identifying
1:30-2:25PM Director, IR & Analysis Achievers with Longitudinal Cohort Analysis
Amphitheater Prince George’s Community College Paper
Development of a longitudinal student tracking system facilitated creation
Karl Boughan of an outcomes typology useful for both external accountability and
Supervisor of IR internal decision support. Logistic regression and discriminant function
Prince George’s Community College |analysis were used to identify correlates of student achievement.
1:30 - 2;25 PM Larry Litten Freshmen Self-Image at Highly Selective Institutions
Emerald I Director of Research Paper
COFHE COFHE has American Freshmen Survey data from 22 selective private
institutions (over 10,000 students). This paper will examine the personal
Stuart Rich and situational variables that are associated with how freshmen at these
Director, IR institutions rate themselves, relative to their peers, in the following areas:
Georgetown intellectual ability, intellectual self-confidence, social

self-confidence, and emotional health. Early results have revealed some
interesting effects. SAT scores and high school GPA correlate with self-
ratings of intellectual ability at about the same level that the College
Board reports they correlate with freshman GPA; the strongest correlate

with self-ratings of popularity is self-rating of physical appearance.
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October 30 Jim Trainer Effects of Proposed Reductions in Federal Support for Research
1:30-2:25 PM Director Paper
Emerald II The Higher Education Data Sharing |The development of the Federal FY96 budget may serve as a watershed
Consortium in terms of governmental support for academic research. A longitudinal
analysis by Trainer and Burrell examines trends in federal support for
Melinda K. Burrell, research in an effort to identify institutions that risk losing funds as
Research Associate research support is reduced. Particular attention is paid to the dispersion
The Higher Education Data Sharing  |of funds by federal agencies across institutions and the diversity of each
Consortium institution’s funding base. This analysis reveals that some institutions
receive most of their funds in the same “basket”, while other are
supported more broadly. This raises a number of important questions:
Do some schools risk being cut off completely, depending upon where
there dollars are from? Will some fields of research be abandoned
because the relatively meager support cannot justify the overhead? Wil
the number of institutions funded for research via federal dollars revert to
the pre-1980°s level?
2:30-3:25 PM Barbara Erdsneker Surviving the Surveys: Practice, Pragmatism and Priorities
Diamond I Assistant Director, IR Panel

Bergen Community College

Arthur Kramer
Director, IR
Passaic County Community College

Special initiatives within an institution often result in a seemingly
overwhelming demand for multiple and/or multipurpose surveys. Three
researchers will describe the procedures they used to meet this demand as
well as the lessons they learned.
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October 30 Keith J. Guerin Constructing Longitudinal Models for Retention Research and
2:30-3:25 PM Director, IR & Plng Enrollment Projections: SAS Programming Tips
Diamond II County College of Morris Recitation
With the move to desktop computing, institutional data is frequently
accessible only through ASCII file extracts supplied by a campus
computing center. This recitation provides researchers with the tools for
conducting longitudinal studies using SAS PROGRAMMING.
2:30-3:25PM Kelly Long Withdrawn Students: Characteristics and Descriptors
Amphitheater Graduate Student Paper
Springfield College Ms. Long will present the results of a survey administered at Springfield
College describing the characteristics of withdrawn students.
2:30-3:25PM Kathleen Kern Bowman Student Activities and Satisfaction:
Emerald I Research Associate The COFHE Survey of the Class of ‘94
COFHE : Paper
This analysis of COFHE senior survey data from the Class of 1994 will
relate how students’ activities influence their satisfaction with various
aspects of campus life.
2:30-3:25PM Jack Dunn Institutional Strategy: A President's Perspective
Emerald II Happily Provisionally Retired Paper

An overview of institutional processes, situations, and options a president
has for helping move an institution in the desired direction will be
presented. In addition, one president’s perspective on the IR role in
understanding and assisting in that process will be put forward.
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3:30-3.55PM Break
Promenade Featuring Holy Cow!
Ben & Jerry’s Ice Cream
October 30 Dawn Geronimo Terkla, Ed.D. Parents as a Valuable Resource:
4:00 - 4:55 PM Director, IR A Survey of Parents Highlights Methods of Financing a College
Diamond I Tufts University Education
Paper
Kelli J. Armstrong An ongoing concern at one private research university has been
Research Analyst determining how parents finance their children’s education. This paper
Tufts University will describe the findings from a survey of coliege parents. Information
provided in the presentation will focus on the analyses involving
comparisons between parents of different undergraduate classes and
methods of financing their children’s education over four years.
4:00 - 4:55 PM By Baylis Taking Values Seriously
Diamond 11 Associate Dean Paper
Messiah College The formation of values is a component of many institutional mission

statements. This paper introduces a multi-year, multi-faceted, multi-
institution research project on the assessment of values when students
enter college, as they graduate and two years after graduation.
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4.00 - 4:55 PM Rena Cheskis-Gold Family Leave Policies for Faculty
Amphitheater Sr. Research Analyst Paper
Yale University With more and more tenure track faculty living in dual-income

households, family related issues such as childcare and elder care have
taken on increased importance in recent years, In this paper Ms.
Cheskis-Gold will present a typology for analyzing family leave policies,
describe the current policies at a set of select institutions, and relate the
processes via which the needed data were collected.

4:00 - 4:55 PM James Shulman College and Beyond:

Emerald I Andrew W. Mellon Foundation First Findings

Paper

The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation is in the process of conducting a
major study which will document both the long-term benefits of higher
education for students as well as recent structural changes in higher
education itself. The study includes data from incoming classes of 1951,
1976, and 1989. In this paper Dr, Shulman will present initial findings
from the study.
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October 30 Robin Worley Collaboration and Cooperation: The Story of a Statewide
4.00 - 4:55 PM Senior Associate, Plng Accountability and Productivity Study
Emerald II Connecticut Dept of Higher Education Paper
The authors will discuss the background, process, and results of a state-
Jennifer Brown wide, collaborative, two-staged, research project which surveyed
Asst Vice President, Academic Affairs students, faculty, and alumni of all four systems of public higher
Connecticut State University System |education and surveyed legislators and employers about public higher
education. The study, coordinated by the Department of Higher
Education, was developed by the “Higher Education Accountability and
Productivity Study Group” to get empirical verification of what several
critical constituencies feel are the roles of a public higher education
system, the most important products of the system, and the system’s
strengths and weaknesses.
5:00 - 5:55 PM Wendell Lorang Enrollment Projections and Monitoring
Diamond I Associate Director of IR Workshare
SUNY-Albany Wendell Lorang will share examples of enrollment tracking reports, and
discuss enrollment monitoring and enrollment projection techniques.
Colleagues are encouraged to attend and share similar reports, practices,
and techniques used at their respective institutions.
5:00 - 5:55 PM J. Frederick Volkwein State Regulation and Campus Autonomy
Diamond II Director of Institutional Research Paper

SUNY-Albany

This paper gives a progress report on an NEAIR-funded study of
administrative flexibility and state regulation. The purpose of the
research is to measure the changes that have occurred since 1983, and to
examine these changes in relation to the charactensncs of the states

within which they occurred.
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Glen Lum, Ph.D.

October 30 Development of a Computerized Student Tracking System at
5:00-5.55PM Director, IR Harrisburg Area CommunityCollege
Amphitheater Harrisburg Area Community College Workshare
The presenters will discuss the history of the development of the tracking
Mariane Guidos system at Harrisburg Area Community College, the preparation of the
Educational Data Specialist tracking model, the structure of the tracking system, and the planned use
Harrisburg Area Community College Jof the tracking data.
5:00 - 5:55PM William H.Freund NCES Technology -SQL Databases on the Internet
Emerald I Director, Technology Programs Workshare

NCES

NCES is in the process of placing IPEDS data into a SQL database for
access via the Internet. However, there are questions about the structure
of the data tables and which IPEDS data elements should be loaded.

This Workshare will analyze these issues and help guide the Center’s
efforts.

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 31, 1995

7:30 - 9:00 AM Breakfast

Emerald 111 (All Breakfast SIGS and Table Topics will be in Emerald II)

8:00- 8:55 AM John P. Jacobsen How to Respond to Excessive Legislative Requests
Emerald III Data and Information Manager Table Topic

PA State System of Higher Education

When a legislator asks for information that will be used to your
institution’s detriment how does one respond? A few ideas to soften the

blow.
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October 31 James F. Trainer Higher Education Data-Sharing Consortium
8:00 - 8:55 AM Director Special Interest Group
Emerald III Higher Education Data Sharing An opportunity for HEDS members and others interested in data
Consortium exchange activities to discuss current issues and concerns.
8:00 - 8:55 AM Pam Roelfs ZIP Code: Is it a Good Proxy for Family Income?
Emerald III Director, IR Table Topic
University of Connecticut A proxy for family income of students was examined using median
household income by ZIP code. This income information was merged
with a file of freshman data and compared with income reported in
freshmen financial aid applications.
8:00 - 8:55 AM Ellen Armstrong Kanarek ASQ & ASQ+
Emerald III Program Director Table Topic
Applied Education Research, Inc. An opportunity for those interested in the Admitted Student
Questionnaire, or Admitted Student Questionnaire Plus, to discuss their
experiences, have their questions answered, and learn what changes may
be planned,
9:00 - 9:55 AM Audrey Adam The University Intellectual Environment: Do Perceptions Mirror
Emerald I Research Analyst Reality?
Tufts University Paper

In response to a sense of student discontent with the intellectual and
social life at a private research university, students were surveyed to
assess their perceptions and experiences on campus. The researcher was
interested in discovering how the students’ perceptions changed over
time and how perceptions and experiences differed when examined by

various background variables.
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October 31 Michael Middaugh National Study of Institutional Costs and Productivity: First
9:00 - 9:55 AM Director, IR & Plng Findings
Emerald II University of Delaware Paper
For the past several years Mike Middaugh has been conducting a mult-
institutional study of instructional costs by academic discipline. In this
session research findings from that work will be presented. Mike has just
received a federal grant to continue this work .
9:00 - 9:55AM Bette Johnson Predicting Major
Amphitheater Associate Director, Admissions Workshare
MIT Data will be presented about a recent graduating class that includes
intended major, actual major, and work done to predict actual from
intended. The great increase in pre-med interest is a stimulus for this
research,
9:00 - 9:55 AM Fred Cohen Another New Way to ScanSurveys: No Number 2 Pencils and No
Diamond II Director Enrollment Research & Expensive Scanner Needed -or- How is the NEAIR Conference
Analysis ' Evaluation Tabulated?
New York University Workshare

There are many optical scanners as well as packages to create forms to
be used with the scanners. New York University has begun using
software which requires only a general purpose scanner to read forms. It
has the added benefit of allowing forms to be created in any word
processor or graphics program and to be filled out with any writing
implement,
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October 31 David L.Brodigan College Student Typologies

9.00 - 9:55 AM VP for Research Paper

Diamond I George Dehne & Associates A familiar set of questions about the goals students have for college and
for life is used to create a set of college student personality typologies.
These typologies are used further in the measurement of educational
progress, quality of student effort, and student satisfaction. The utility of
these typologies in admissions efforts has been explored also.

10:00 - 10:25 AM Break

Promenade

10:30 - 11:25 AM Karl Boughan Lifestyles of the Targeted and Enrolled: Using Geo-Demographics

Diamond II Supervisor, IR for Marketing and Analysis in a Community College Setting

Prince George’s Community College

Patricia Diehl
Senior Research Technician
Prince George’s Community College

Paper
Geo-demographic analysis creates a “lifestyle” typology of
neighborhoods within a service area by applying sophisticated mapping
and stafistical clustering techniques to U.S. Census tract data. This paper
illustrates the use of geo-demographics for enrollment recruitment and
outcomes assessment.

10:30 - 11:25 AM
Diamond I

Joseph E. Revelt
IR Associate
Millersville University of PA

Robert J. Brodnick
Director of IR and Planning
Shippensburg University of PA

Clustered Learning Program Assessment
Paper
The Clustered Learning Program groups culturally diverse students
together in a core of courses to encourage support structures and
academic performance. Clusters remain together throughout their
freshman year. This study will evaluate the success of the program in
terms of both academic performance and persistence.
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October 31 Helen S. Kerr Defining and Exceeding Campus Expectations for Institutional

10:30-11:25 AM Director, Research & Analysis Research

Amphitheater Maryland Independent College and Paper
University Association This paper identifies what an institution should expect from its IR office,

In addition, the question of what an IR office should expect from its

Craig A. Clagett institution will be addressed. The session will conclude with the
Director, IR & Analysis presentation of a performance monitoring system for the assessment and
Prince George’s Community College |continuous improvement of institutional research.

10:30 - 11:25 AM Kathleen Kennan Evaluating the Impact of a Freshman Seminar Program on Student

Emerald I Director, IR Development and Retention

Massachusetts College of Art

Rhonda Gabovitch
Director, IR
Massosoit Community College

Paper
A freshman seminar course, designed to assist first semester students’
adjustment to college and to improve retention, was evaluated over a
four year period. Significant impact was found on students’ knowledge
of campus resources, learning skills, use of support services, career
planning, and retention to the second semester.
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