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Highlights

The Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged
Sudents at Higher Education Institutions was requested by the
Planning and Evaluation Service of the Office of the Under
Secretary within the U.S. Department of Education. This survey

was intended to obtain information about programs at higher

education institutions that are designed to increase the access of
educationally or economically disadvantaged elementary and

secondary students to higher education. Only the largest such

program (based on funding) at each ingtitution was included in

the survey. Datawere collected from 2-year and 4-year higher

education institutions in fall 1994 and were weighted to provide
national estimates.

Roughly one-third (32 percent) of all institutions offered at
least one program for precollegiate students in 1993-94 (table
1). Programs were especially common at large ingtitutions
(71 percent) and public ingtitutions (45 percent).

At 47 percent of the institutions with programs, the largest
precollegiate program accounted for all of the precollegiate
students served by the ingtitution (figure 1).

The largest precollegiate programs served 317,400 studentsin
1993-94 and involved 9,600 faculty and staff (table 3). If all
precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged are included, the
enrollment was at least 525,100, with about 90,000 expected
to graduate from high school in the next year. Of the students
in the largest programs, 68 percent were from low-income
families, 59 percent were female, 39 percent were black, and
29 percent were Hispanic (tables 11 and 12).

The goals that ingtitutions most often listed among the top
three for their largest program were increasing the likelihood
of the students attending college (78 percent), increasing
general academic skills development (67 percent), and
increasing retention in or completion of high school

(64 percent; figure 2).

Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of the precollegiate program
participants in 1993-94 were high school students; the next
largest group was middle or junior high school students

(25 percent; table 14). For dlightly under half of the
programs (44 percent), students usually entered the program
in the freshman or sophomore year of senior high school
(figure 5). On average, students participated for 2.9 years
(table 9).



Half (51 percent) of the ingtitutions reported that the federal
government was the primary source of funding for the
program, while state and/or local government funding was the
next most common primary source (20 percent; table 4).

Mogt students (58 percent) were in full-year programs, which
were much more intensive than the part-year programs (table
8). In full-year programs, students spent a mean of 323 hours
in program activities, compared with 166 hours in programs
operating only during the summer and 86 hours in programs
operating during the academic year (figure 3). Within the
full-year programs, most of students' time was spent during
the summer (206 hours versus 117 during the academic year).

The precollegiate services that were most often considered
among the three most important by the institutions were socia
sKills development (43 percent), information about college
admissions and/or financial aid (35 percent), supplemental
courses (33 percent), and career counseling (32 percent; table
16).

Most of the programs (63 percent) provided some type of
financial award, with 50 percent paying a stipend for
participation and 33 percent offering financial benefits (such
as scholarships and college courses for free or at reduced
prices) for successful performance (table 17).

One focus of this survey was on comparing Upward Bound
precollegiate programs with other precollegiate programs at
higher education ingtitutions. Upward Bound is the oldest
and largest (in terms of funding) of six Specia Programs for
Disadvantaged Students (TRIO) programs administered by
the U.S. Department of Education to help disadvantaged
students to compl ete postsecondary education. It is directed
at 13- to 19-years-old high schools student, and generally
provides an intensive 6-week summer program at a college
campus aong with continued support during the school year.

Upward Bound programs had significant differences from
other precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged.

- They were more likely to rank the following services as
being among their three most important: accelerated
courses below the college level (35 percent versus
10 percent), other supplemental courses (44 percent
versus 28 percent), and information about admissions
and/or financia aid (56 percent versus 27 percent; table
16).



They were also more likely to have their students usually
gtart in the freshman or sophomore years (97 percent
versus 20 percent; table 13).

As might be expected for afederally funded program,
they more frequently said that federal funding was their
primary source of funding (97 percent versus 30 percent;
table 4).

Upward Bound programs were much more intensive than
other programs, with students spending a mean of 433
hours over the full year, compared with 166 hours for
other programs (table 9).

They aso differed in the financial benefits offered,
including a greater use of college courses at reduced
prices (61 percent versus 22 percent; table 18).
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1. Background

Oreof the great changes in American society in the last 40 years
has been the increased importance placed on education, and
especially on higher education. From 1955 to 1995 (projected),
college enrollment grew from 2.6 million to 14.9 million.* This
increase did not merely reflect an increase in the population, but
also represented an increase in the proportion of high school
graduates attending college: among those individuals ages 16 to
24 who graduated from high school during the preceding 12
months, the percentage enrolled in college increased from 45
percent in 1960 to 63 percent in 1993.* These changes have
important implications. 1t is commonly accepted that higher
education isimportant both nationally, to ensure the Nation's
productivity and economic competitiveness, and individualy, with
respect to a person's lifetime earnings: it is estimated that a 1992
high school graduate who completed college would earn $600,000
more over alifetime than one with only a high school education.

Y et the opportunity to attend college is not distributed equally
throughout the population. For example, while 86 percent of
unmarried 18- to 24-year-old high school graduates in the top
family income quartile were either currently enrolled in college or
had previoudy been enrolled, only 52 percent had been enrolled
among those in the bottom income quartile.” In fact, while college
attendance overdl is growing, the differencesin college
completion rates by age 24 based on family income are actualy
increasing and are "wider than they have ever been in the twenty-
three years of available data> Many potentia students face one
or more economic or educational disadvantages. they may lack
role models (especialy in their own families) to demonstrate the
importance of attending college, they may lack the financial
resources required for higher education, and they may lack the
academic knowledge and skills required for successin college.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Satistical Abstract of the United
Sates 1994 (Washington, DC: 1993), 152.

2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of
Education Statistics 1994 (Washington, DC: 1994), 188.

3U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Educational Attainment in the
U.S: 1993 & 1992.

“Thomas G. Mortenson. "Family Income Backgrounds Continue to Determine Chances for
Baccalaureate Degree in 1992." Postsecondary Education Opportunity 16 (Sept. 1993),
5.

®Ibid., 7.



The desire to see these prospective students have equal access to
postsecondary education has led to a variety of programs that are
designed to encourage disadvantaged students to attend college
and to help them obtain the resources and academic skills they
will need to be successful. Among the oldest are the TRIO
programs administered by the U.S. Department of Education;
now agroup of six programs -- Upward Bound, Talent Search,
Student Support Services, Educational Opportunity Centers,
Training Program for Special Services Staff and Leadership
Personnel, and the Ronald McNair Post-Baccal aureate
Achievement Program -- they exist to help economically
disadvantaged students by facilitating high school completion,
entry, retention, and completion of postsecondary education, and
entry into graduate study. Upward Bound, the largest of these
programsin terms of funding, is directed at 13- to 19-years-old
high school students whose family income is under 150 percent of
the poverty level, and/or who are potential first-generation college
students (with neither parent having a college degree).’ The
Upward Bound program has grown in size from $28 million in
1967 to $162.5 million in 1994, and now serves roughly 42,000
precollegiate students. Upward Bound programs generally
provide an intensive 6-week summer residential or nonresidential
program at a college campus, along with continued academic and
support services during the school year, typically on weekends or
after school. All Upward Bound projects must provide
instruction in mathematics, laboratory science, foreign language,
English, and composition; additionally, they typicaly provide
instruction in study skills, academic or personal counseling,
exposure to cultural events, tutorial services, information on
student financial assistance, and exposure to arange of career
options.

A number of other precollegiate programs are like Upward Bound
in the sense of being run by higher education ingtitutionsin
partnership with schools or school districts, though they may
differ in their funding, goals, and operations.” Some of these
programs receive outside support (e.g., through foundations),
while others are internally funded; in either case, they may depend
heavily on in-kind support. While Upward Bound has mandates
that are specified in the federal legidation, these programs might
be considered to have more flexibility (depending on the sponsor)
and thus more diversity across programs. They often depend, at
least initialy, on the vision of one individual who first organizes
the program, and their continued operation may depend either on
that individual's continued work or on the ability of program staff

&Two-thirds of the studentsin each project must be both low income and first generation.

"Detailed descriptions of many such programs are provided in Reaching for College, atwo-
volume report prepared by Westat, Inc., for the U.S. Department of Education, December
1992.



to acquire a stable administrative and funding base within the
institution.

Still other precollegiate programs also exit, including state
scholarship programs and private programs. A privately
sponsored program that has received great attention isthe "'l Have
aDream" program founded by Eugene Lang. It started in 1986
when Lang promised college educations to an entire class of
Harlem sixth-graders, and since has expanded to more than 160
programs with 12,000 students.® This program seeks to increase
the motivation of selected groups of students by providing an
early promise of financial support for attending college, while
also providing support to these students as they prepare for
college. Because these programs are not organized by higher
education ingtitutions, they can often differ greatly in their
characterigtics; for example, they may not be able to make use of
the physical and personnel resources available in higher education
institutions and may need to seek other strategies (such as
operating in local schools or community organizations).

The purpose of this study is to provide a general description of
precollegiate programs, noting those features that the programs
tend to hold in common and those features where there is great
diversity. Also, in coordination with a separate U.S. Department
of Education evaluation of Upward Bound, a secondary purpose
isto place Upward Bound programs within a larger context, to
learn whether and how Upward Bound programs differed from
other precollegiate programs, and to determine whether Upward
Bound staff had something to learn from other programs.

If al precollegiate programs were included in this study, the
diversity might be too great to alow meaningful comparisons.
Instead, this study was intentionally focused in two ways. Firgt,
because of the longstanding federal concern with providing
educational access for educationaly or economically
disadvantaged groups, those programs directed toward motivating
such students to attend college and developing their academic
sKills to succeed in high school and prepare for college were
examined. The disadvantaged students could start their
participation either in elementary or secondary school . These
programs remain highly diverse despite this focus. The programs
may be sponsored by national or state governments, by individua
colleges, by individual faculty or departments within a college, or
by private individuals or foundations. They may take place
during the academic year, during the summer, or both; they may
be located close to the students, in their schools or neighborhoods,
or they may involve bringing the students to college campuses,

8Washington Post, June 25, 1995, p. A16.



and they may focus on individual subject areas (such as
mathematics and science), general academic skills, or even more
genera traits such as self-esteem.

Second, this study concentrated on precollegiate programs that
are operated by higher education ingtitutions, although the
sponsor of the program might be outside the institution (such as
the federal government or a private foundation); this focus helps
to increase the comparability across programs, as well asthe
usefulness of study findings for making comparisons with
Upward Bound. The data were collected by asking each school in
asample of higher education ingtitutions to compl ete a three-page
guestionnaire about its largest precollegiate program.

Therefore, this study is not intended to describe the universe of al
precollegiate programs at higher education institutions; rather, the
focus on precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged is intended
to result in more meaningful comparisons than would a study of
programs with more dissimilar goals. The decision to focus on
only the largest precollegiate program at each institution--defined
in terms of the level of funding -- was made to simplify the task of
higher education ingtitutions in responding to the survey; in the
pretest for the survey it was found that institutions have difficulty
in identifying and comparing all their programs.

Except for these two focuses, the definition of precollegiate
programs was made intentionally broad in order to capture the
diversity of such programs. The programs might or might not
include college-leve instruction, but all are intended to prepare
and motivate disadvantaged students for college. Programs such
as those targeted exclusively toward minorities or women, adult
literacy programs, or programs allowing high school studentsto
enroll in college courses were excluded from the definition unless
they were designed to increase college-enrollment rates among
educationally or economically disadvantaged students, as were
programs that were smply one-time events (such as attending a
high school's college day or bringing students to a campus for a
college weekend). Additional information about the sample and
the implications for this study is provided in the section on the
frequency of precollegiate programs and the section on survey
methodol ogy.

The following institutional characteristics were used as
independent variables for analyzing the survey data:

Level: 2-year, 4-year (including graduate level). Two-year
institutions are defined as ingtitutions at which the highest
level of offeringisat least 2 but less than 4 years (below the
baccal aureate degree); 4-year institutions are those at which



the highest level of offering is 4 or more years (baccalaureate
or higher degree).’

Control: public, private. Private comprises private nonprofit
and private for-profit institutions; these private institutions
are reported together because there are too few private for-
profit institutions to report them as a separate category.

Region: Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West, based on
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
definitions of region. The states in each region are as follows:

-- Northeast: Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New Y ork, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and
Vermont.

--  Southeast: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Puerto
Rico, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West
Virginia.

--  Central: lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio,
South Dakota, and Wisconsin.

--  West: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

Size of ingtitution: less than 3,000 students (small), 3,000 to
9,999 students (medium), and 10,000 or more students

(large).

Additionally, because one of the purposes of the study was to
compare the U.S. Department of Education's Upward Bound
program with other precollegiate programs, the study frequently
differentiates between the largest precollegiate programs in both
those categories.™

°Definitions for level are from the data file documentation for the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional Characteristics file, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

ypward Bound programs were identified through an item on the questionnaire where
ingtitutions wrote the name of the largest precollegiate programs.



The survey was conducted in fall 1994 by the National Center for
Education Statistics using the Postsecondary Education Quick
Information System (PEQIS). PEQIS s designed to quickly
collect limited amounts of policy-relevant information from a
previoudly recruited, nationally representative sample of
postsecondary ingtitutions. PEQIS surveys are generally limited
to two to three pages of questions with a response burden of 30
minutes per respondent.” The survey was mailed to the PEQIS
survey coordinators at 852 2-year and 4-year higher education
institutions.”® Coordinators were told that the survey was
designed to be completed by the person or office that had the most
information about the institution's largest precollegiate program.
The unweighted survey response rate is 96 percent (the weighted
survey response rate is 97 percent). Data were adjusted for
guestionnaire nonresponse and weighted to provide national
estimates. The section of this report on survey methodology and
data reliability provides a more detailed discussion of the sample
and survey methodology. The survey questionnaire is reproduced
in appendix B.

All specific statements of comparison made in this report have
been tested for dtatistical significance through chi-square tests and
t-tests adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Bonferroni
adjustment and are significant at the 95 percent confidence level
or better. However, not all statistically different comparisons
have been presented, since some were not of substantive
importance.

“Additional information about PEQIS is presented in the methodology section of this
report.

2Higher education institutions are institutions accredited at the college level by an agency
recognized by the Secretary, U.S. Department of Education, and are a subset of al
postsecondary education ingtitutions. Other postsecondary institutions were excluded from
the sample because the focus of precollegiate programs is to increase students' access to
higher education. Postsecondary education is the provision of a formal instructional
program whose curriculum is designed primarily for students beyond the compulsory age
for high school. This includes programs whose purpose is academic, voceational, and
continuing professiona education, and excludes avocational and adult basic education.
(U.S Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, S. Broyles, and P.
Vanderhorst. Integrated Postsecondary Data System Glossary (Washington, DC:
1992). NCES 92-081.)



2. Freguency of
Precollegiate Programs

Approximately one-third (32 percent) of higher education
institutions reported having precollegiate programs designed to
increase the access of disadvantaged students to college (table 1).
Precollegiate programs were more common in large ingtitutions
(71 percent) than in small ingtitutions (21 percent), in public
institutions (45 percent) than in private institutions (22 percent),
and in 4-year ingtitutions (35 percent) than in 2-year institutions
(28 percent).

Thirty-one percent of the largest precollegiate programs (based on
funding) were Upward Bound.”® However, the focus of this study
on the largest precollegiate program sometimes resulted in the
exclusion of Upward Bound programs.* Thus, while this study
will often describe Upward Bound programs as forming a
relatively distinctive group among all of the largest precollegiate
programs, it was not the purpose of this study to provide a
genera description of al Upward Bound programs. Rather, the
dtatistics presented here should be interpreted only as applying to
those Upward Bound programs that were the largest precollegiate
program at their ingtitutions.”

Upward Bound programs were more likely to be found at some
ingtitutions than at others. They composed 35 percent of the
largest precollegiate programs at 4-year ingtitutions but only 21
percent at 2-year institutions, and about 40 percent at institutions
in the Southeast and Central regions versus 13 percent in the
Northeast.

¥ one includes eight institutions that a U.S. Department of Education list showed as
having Upward Bound, but that reported having no precollegiate programs, the estimate
would be 32 percent. Since no data were collected on these eight programs, and since they
would have only a minor effect on the statistics, these eight institutions will be ignored in
thisreport.

“Upward Bound programs are relatively intensive, so they typically are the largest
precollegiate program at each institution in terms of funding, but are not necessarily the
largest in terms of the number of precollegiate students. In fact, while Upward Bound
programs comprised 30 percent of the largest programs, they had only 10 percent of the
precollegiate students in the largest precollegiate programs (see table 3 later in this report),
suggesting that they are relatively small from a national perspective in terms of the number
of students served.

Most likely, statistics for all Upward Bound programs would be roughly similar to those
presented here, since the criterion of picking the largest precollegiate program resulted in
including 120 of the 147 Upward Bound programs (unweighted) that were identified at the
ingtitutions reporting having precollegiate programs. But this study would have been
designed differently if the intention were to provide a general description of al Upward
Bound programs.



Table 1.--Percent of institutions that had precollegiate programs for disadvantaged students, and
the percent of institutions with precollegiate programs where the largest program is
Upward Bound, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Have precollegiate programs Largest precollegiate program
Institutional characteristic for disadvantaged students is Upward Bound*
Al INSHULIONS ... 32 31
Control
PUDIIC.....ceciiciicic e 45 33
PrIVALE.......coriciice e 22 26
Level
2=V ..ttt s 28 21
YA ..ot 35 35
33 13
37 41
31 40
28 29
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 .......ccoccmencnienicnienens 21 27
3,000t09,999...... 48 29
10,000 or more 71 40

*Percentsin this column are based on those institutions that have precollegiate programs for disadvantaged students.
NOTE: Dataarefor higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.




Ingtitutions were asked to describe what percentage of al funding
for precollegiate programs was received by the largest program in
terms of funding, and what percentage of al precollegiate
students were in the largest program. However, institutional
representatives indicated that they could not provide reliable
estimates in response to these questions, so their responses were
recoded to only reflect very smple judgments by the ingtitution:
whether the program was the only precollegiate program at the
ingtitution (i.e., it had all of the students and funding), it had at
least half of the students and/or funding, or it had less than half
(figure 1).



Institutions were asked to describe what percentage of all
funding for precollegiate programs was received by the largest
program in terms of funding, and what percentage of all
precollegiate students were in the largest program. However,
institutional representatives indicated that they could not provide
reliable estimates in response to these questions, so their
responses were recoded to only reflect very simple judgments by
the institution: whether the program was the only precollegiate
program at the institution (i.e., it had al of the students and
funding), it had at least half of the students and/or funding, or it
had less than half (figure1).

|
Figure1.--Largest precollegiate program as a percent of all precollegiate programs at the
same institution: 1994

Size of program measured by:

Largest program as
percent of all programs
at the same institution

Students Funding

[l Less than 50%
[] 50to99%
100%

Percent of largest precollegiate programs

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



By these measures, the largest precollegiate programs accounted
for asubstantial portion of all precollegiate programs. For
approximately half (47 to 48 percent) of the institutions with
precollegiate programs, the largest program was the only
program. For another 38 percent, the largest program accounted
for at least half of the funding, while for 30 percent they
accounted for at least half of the students. Even at the largest
institutions, which were the most likely to have multiple
precollegiate programs, the largest program accounted for al
students or funding at 34 percent of the institutions, and for at
least half of the students or funding at another 34 to 41 percent
(table 2). Thelargest program was likely to be the only
precollegiate program to receive funding at private institutions
(59 percent) and at small ingtitutions (61 percent). Thus, though
this study islimited to the largest precollegiate programs, often
either no precollegiate program for the disadvantaged was
excluded (smply because the responding institution had only one
such program) or the excluded programs accounted for only a
small portion of the funding or students. In short, this survey
provided relatively broad coverage of precollegiate programs
despite the choice to include only the largest programs.
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Table 2.--Percent of precollegiate students and of total funding that was located within the largest
precollegiate program at each ingtitution, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Percent of precollegiate Percent of precollegiate program
students served by largest programs funding within the largest programs
Ingtitutional characteristic
Lessthan 0 Lessthan 0
50% 50 to 99% 100% 50% 50 to 99% 100%
(percent of programs)
AllINSEUtIONS ... 23 30 47 14 38 48
Control
PUDIIC...covoerreenesese e 25 34 41 15 44 41
PrIVAE. ..o 20 24 56 13 29 59
Level
2O .ot 18 32 50 10 40 49
Loy oo 25 29 45 16 37 47
Region
NOMhEASE ... 18 33 49 14 34 52
SOULNEASE ..ot 32 27 41 21 39 40
CONtral ..o 22 31 47 9 43 47
WESL..ooe e s 17 30 53 11 37 53
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 ..........ceeereereenereereenennenn: 14 27 59 9 30 61
3,000 t0 9,999......cccuvririireieeeis 28 32 40 14 47 39
10,000 OF MOFE.....ovvreereereeeereeeesenrenneines 32 34 34 24 41 34
Upward Bound is largest program
Y5ttt 34 25 41 12 47 41
NO Lt 18 32 50 15 34 50

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Size of Programs

3. Characteristics of the
Programs

Severd questionnaire items were designed to obtain general
descriptive information about these largest precollegiate
programs. how many students and faculty were involved, how the
programs were funded, the primary goals of the programs, where
the programs were located (on campus or at other locations), and
the length and timing of student participation.

T he largest precollegiate programs had atotal of 317,400
students, with a median of 82 students per program (table 3).'°
This total comprised 60 percent of the approximately 525,100
students who were in all (not just the largest) precollegiate
programs for the disadvantaged; however, the overall estimate of
525,100 is amost certainly an underestimate because respondents
had difficulty in estimating the total enrollment and in identifying
al precollegiate programs at the ingtitution.” To put this
enrollment in perspective, one must first adjust for the fact that
the precollegiate students were at a mixture of grade levels:
roughly 90,000 of all precollegiate students would be expected to
graduate from high school in the next year.”® By comparison,
approximately 1.1 million 17-year-olds were economically
disadvantaged in 1991."° Thus, precollegiate programs for the
disadvantaged enrolled arelatively small

Medians rather than means are reported because the presence of a few very large
precollegiate programs would cause the mean to overstate the "typical" size of a program.
For example, while the West had almost half the total number of precollegiate students,
this was due to the presence of afew very large programsin the West; the mean size for the
West would appear exceptionally high, while the median size was not even the largest of
thefour regions.

The estimate was computed by dividing the number of precollegiate students by the
percentage of al precollegiate students that were in the largest program. Estimates were
computed within each ingtitution, and then summed across ingtitutions. A similar
calculation suggests that the largest programs had approximately 64 percent of the total
funding, athough this estimate is only an approximation and probably understates the total
funding for all precollegiate programs.

¥The estimate of 90,000 is based on 34 percent of precollegiate students being juniors and
seniors in high school (to be presented in chapter 4 of this report), so that roughly half this
number (i.e.,, 17 percent) were seniors. Some additional students might graduate from high
school whose experience in precollegiate programs was prior to their senior year.

¥Using a definition of the economically disadvantaged as those whose family incomes are
under 150 percent of the poverty level. Statistics are based on the U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, "Poverty in the United
States, 1991," series P-60, No. 175, August 1992, table 6. Some other definitions of
disadvantaged would produce an even greater disparity between the number of
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Table 3.--Median and total number of precollegiate students served, the ingtitution's faculty and
staff, and students who worked with the largest precollegiate program in 1993-94, and
the mean student/faculty-staff ratio, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Students Faculty and Students who

Mean
served by staff who worked worked with precollegiate
Ingtitutional characteristic program with the program the program* sudent/
faculty-staff
Median  Total  Median  Total  Median _ Total ratio
All INStUtioNS......cocveveeecciereeeeeccve e 82 317,400 6 9,600 6 13,500 46.0
Control
PUBIC ....ocvvreieiccctee e 90 264,500 6 6,100 6 8,400 60.3
65 52,800 6 3,400 6 5,100 21.7
Leve
YN .ot 75 109,100 5 2,600 4 2,200 50.4
BrYBA ...t 85 208,300 6 7,000 8 11,400 43.8
Region
NOIhEASE......c.eeertcreeeece e 65 52,100 6 2,700 5 3,600 28.7
Southeast. 95 76,300 6 2,700 7 3,400 51.1
Central..... . 75 46,900 5 2,100 6 3,200 26.6
WESE ...ttt 89 142,100 7 2,100 6 3,300 83.1
Size of institution
Lessthan 3,000.........ccccccrrerereerenercrererenreennns 55 88,000 5 3,500 5 3,200 29.5
3,000t09,999 ......coeeriiee e 100 100,100 6 3,200 8 6,200 435
10,000 OF MOIE.....coveerrerererreeeeerererereeesseeesenas 115 129,200 7 2,900 10 4,100 80.0
Upward Bound is largest program
Y ES et e 86 32,300 5 3,000 10 4,200 194
NO....vieieitcteteieeeectete ettt 75 285,100 6 6,600 6 9,400 57.7

*|ncludes ingtitutions where none of the institution's students worked with the program in 1993-94.

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.

precollegiate students and the number who were eligible. For example, over half of al
students could probably be considered educationaly disadvantaged in the sense that they
were the first generation in their family to (potentially) receive a college degree. Among
bachelor's degree recipients in 1990, 48 percent met this criterion. National Sudy of
Student Support Services, Interim Report:  Volume 1 -- Program Implementation,
prepared by Westat, Inc. for the U.S. Department of Education, 1994, 2-21.
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proportion of the total number of students who might be
considered eligible for such programs. Not al of the precollegiate
students can be expected to enroll in higher education, and some
of these students might have enrolled even without the
encouragement of the precollegiate programs, but these estimates
might be compared with the total higher education enrollment of
14.5 million to obtain a rough estimate of the potential impact of
current precollegiate programs on future higher education
enrolIment.”

On average, the largest programs in public institutions had a
greater number of participants (a median of 90 students) than
those in private institutions (a median of 65), but since public
institutions were also more likely to have precollegiate programs,
there was an even greater difference in the total number of
precollegiate students served (264,500 versus 52,800). There
were also other large differencesin the distribution of students.
Many more precollegiate students were served at 4-year
institutions than at 2-year ingtitutions (208,300 versus 109,100),
even though the median sizes were not gresatly different (85 versus
75). Upward Bound programs served only a small proportion of
the precollegiate students in the largest programs, with 32,300
students compared to 285,100 in other

programs. Since records for Upward Bound indicate that roughly
42,000 students are served nationwide, the choice to sample only
the largest precollegiate programs resulted in excluding roughly
one-fourth of the Upward Bound students; however, Upward
Bound students would constitute at most 13 percent of all
precollegiate students even using the larger figure. Since non-
Upward Bound students al so were excluded through the decision
to survey only the largest precollegiate programs, the actual
percentage would be less than 13 percent.

The precollegiate programs involved atotal of 9,600 faculty and
staff, with amedian of 6 per program. Public institutions had a
lower share of faculty and staff (64 percent) than of students (83
percent), with the result that there was a great differencein the
student/faculty-staff ratio in public and private institutions (60
versus 22). Programs at large institutions also had arelatively
high student/faculty-staff ratio, with a mean of 80 compared with
30 at small institutions. Upward Bound programs had arelatively
low student/faculty-staff ratio (19 versus 58 for other programs) -
- one indication that while they tended to be small in terms of the
number of students served, they were relatively intensive in terms
of the services provided.

®The data on higher education enrollment are the estimated 1992 total fall enrollment,
including both full-time and part-time students, from the Digest of Education Statistics
1994, op. cit., 176.

16



A median of 6 students at the institution worked with the
precollegiate program (e.g., as tutors), with a greater number in
4-year than 2-year ingtitutions (8 students versus 4), and morein
large institutions than small institutions (10 students versus 5).

Primary Sour ce of T he federal government was the primary source of funding for 51

Funding percent of the largest programs, while state and |ocal
governments were the primary source for 20 percent, institutional
funding for 14 percent, and private funding (including both
individuals and corporate/foundation funding) for 13 percent
(table 4). Federal funding was especially important for public
institutions (60 percent versus 36 percent for private ingtitutions)
and was more important in the Southeast than in the Northeast
(69 percent versus 31 percent). On the other hand, private
funding was more important at private institutions than public
institutions (28 percent versus 5 percent). As might be expected
for the U.S. Department of Education’'s Upward Bound programs,
institutions amost universally stated that federal funding was
their primary source of funding (97 percent); this contrasted
greatly with how institutions described their other largest
programs, with only 30 percent saying federal funding was the
primary source.

Table 4.--Primary source of funding for institutions largest precollegiate program, by institutional
characteristics: 1994

o o - Institutional Federal Stateflocal Private/ Other
Institutional characteristic Tuition funding government  government  individuals sources
(percent)
AllINSLtUtONS......coveveeeeeees 1 14 51 20 13 1
Control
PUDIIC ... 1 13 60 20 5 1
PHIVAE. ..o 1 16 36 19 28 0
Level
2-YOR .o 1 13 57 24 6 0
BoYERI ..o 1 15 48 18 17 1
Region
NOMhEASE......cooevreeeeeeiereisiieeieeees 2 18 31 33 15 +)
SOULNEBSE ... 0 5 69 16 9 1
CeNtral......c.coeeeereereeneeneseieeeee e 2 11 51 14 22 0
WESE ..ot 1 24 50 16 7 2
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000..........ccowerreermeeeeennennens 2 17 49 16 17 0
3,000 109,999 ....covvirrieriiiiieeeeis 0 9 52 26 12 1
10,000 OF MOTE......ooceervcriririiirieiiiias 1 17 53 20 9 1
Upward Bound is largest program
Y B ottt 0 2 97 0 +) 1
NOL.coe s 2 20 30 29 19 1

(+) Less than 0.5 percent.
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NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding. Zeros appear in the table when no ingtitution in the sample
gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Primary Goals of Institutions Were asked to rank each of six potential goals for
Precoll egi ate their largest precollegiate program in terms of their importance
Programs (figure 2).21 Essentially the same number of institutions reported

that increasing college attendance or increasing high school
completion was the top goal of the program (28 percent and 26
percent, respectively), but increasing college attendance stood
out among these two as being more likely to be among the top
three goals (78 percent versus 64 percent). Another goal --
increasing general academic skills development -- also was
frequently indicated, with 20 percent of institutions saying it was
their largest program’ stop goal and 67 percent saying it was
among the top three goals. Each of these three goals was
indicated as one of the top three goals for their largest
precollegiate program by at least 64 percent of the institutions,
while none of the remaining goals was among the top three for
more than 45 percent.

Figure 2.--Primary goals of precollegiate programs: 1994

College attendance

General academic skill

High school completion

College completion I 46
Il Ranked first
Subject area strength
o ’ Ranked second
Ranked third
College recruitment D 9 l O Ranked thir ‘
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of programs

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.

2 pngtitutions could also write in another goal besides those listed on the questionnaire;
however, few institutions added to the list provided.
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The ranking of the goals varied depending on the ingtitutional
characteristics (table 5). Precollegiate programs at public
institutions were more likely than those at private ingtitutions to
emphasize high school retention (32 percent versus 17 percent)
and increasing the likelihood of attending college (34 percent
versus 18 percent) astheir single most important goal; programs
a private ingtitutions, on the other hand, were more likely to
emphasize general academic skills (34 percent versus 12 percent).
Programs at small institutions were more likely to emphasize
general academic skills than those at large or mid-sized
institutions (27 percent versus 12 to 16 percent).

Table 5.--Percent of ingtitutions ranking selected potential goals of the precollegiate program as the
most important goal, by ingtitutional characteristics: 1994

Increase Increase the Increasethe  Enhance college Increase Promote interest/
retention in likelihood of likelihood of recruitment general strength in
Institutional characteristic ~ or completion attending completing for this academic skills particular
of high school college college ingtitution development subject area
All indtitutions............ 26 28 12 (+) 20 10
Control
32 34 12 0 12 8
17 18 13 1 34 13
Level
2-YER ..o 30 35 7 0 12 13
4-YEAN ..o 25 25 15 1 24 8
Region
Northeast 18 17 18 2 23 19
Southeast . 30 36 5 0 25 5
Central 26 32 10 0 18 10
West 32 28 18 0 13 4
Size
Lessthan 3,000.............. 22 27 9 1 27 12
3,000t09,999................ 32 23 14 0 16 11
10,000 or more............... 26 39 17 0 12 4

Upward Bound is largest program
R =TS 21 46 20 0 14 0
NO. o 29 21 9 1 23 14

(+) Lessthan 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Not shown are the 3 percent of ingtitutions that ranked some goal other than the six listed above as the most
important goal. Zeros appear in the table when no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.

20



Primary Location
for Program

There aso were differences in goals between Upward Bound and
other of the largest precollegiate programs. Upward Bound
programs were more likely than other programs to emphasize the
likelihood of attending college (46 percent versus 21 percent) and
completing college (20 percent versus 9 percent), while they were
less likely than other programs to emphasize promoting a
particular subject area (0 percent versus 14 percent) and general
academic skills (14 percent versus 23 percent).

For the overwhelming majority of precollegiate programs run by
higher education ingtitutions, the primary location for holding the
program was the college campus (80 percent; table 6). The main
alternative was to hold the program at  elementary or secondary
schools (19 percent). Programs were more likely to be held on
campus at private institutions than public institutions (91 percent
versus 73 percent), at 4-year institutions than 2-year institutions
(83 percent versus 73 percent), and at small institutions than at
large or mid-sized institutions (88 percent versus 74 percent).
Upward Bound programs a so more commonly took place on
campus than other programs (86 percent versus 77 percent).

Despite the widespread use of college campuses as the primary
location, there were some differences with respect to location
based on the priorities of the programs (table 7). The greatest use
of elementary or secondary schools as the primary locations
occurred when programs had either increasing students
completion of high school (34 percent) or increasing students
probability of attending college (24 percent) as their top goal;
among the remaining programs, the range was from 0 percent (for
programs seeking to enhance college recruitment) to 8 percent (for
programs seeking to increase students' probabiliity of attending

college).
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Table 6.--Percent of institutions using various locations as the primary location in which the largest
precollegiate program is held, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Elementary or
Institutional characteristic College campus secondary Other locations
schools
AlLNSHTULIONS ..o 80 19 1
Control
PUDIIC......oeiiii s 73 26 1
PrIVALE. ...t s 91 9 0
73 27 0
83 16 1
87 13 1
77 22 1
81 19 0
75 25 1
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 ... s 88 12 0
3,000 0 9,999.....c0cotiir e 74 25 1
10,000 OF MOTE......ocuviiiiriiii s 74 24 1
Upward Bound is largest program
Y 5.ttt 86 13 +)
NO s 77 22 1

(+) Less than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding. Zeros appear in the table when no ingtitution in the sample
gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 7.--Top goal and the primary location of the largest precollegiate programs: 1994

Institutional top goal

Primary location

Elementary or
College campus secondary Other locations
schools
Increase completion of high SChOOL ..........ccvvirrrnceeins 65 34 1
Increase probability of attending College........ccoveurrrnecriennenecieiens 76 24 0
Increase probability of completing college .........cocvvnnecrinvninccicinens 92 8 0
Enhance college reCruitment ...........ocooceeurrnenecennirreseee e 100 0 0
Increase general academic SKillS........occeevnniccnnnsece e 92 7 1
Promote particular SUDJECE.........c.couvveieeeereiieceeeeee e 94 6 0

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of

Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.

Hours of Participation

When programs operated. Institutions were asked the number
of hours atypica precollegiate student spendsin program
activities during the academic year and during the summer. An
estimated 57 percent of the precollegiate programs operated
during both the academic year and the summer, while 33 percent
operated during the summer only, and 10 percent only during the
academic year (table 8). Precollegiate programs at large
institutions were more likely to have full-year programs than
those at small institutions (74 percent versus 47 percent), while
close to half (45 percent) of the programs at small ingtitutions
offered activities during the summer only. All Upward Bound
programs operated during the full year, compared with only 38
percent of other precollegiate programs.

Just as 57 percent of the programs operated during the full year,
an equivalent percentage of the students (58 percent) were in such
programs.”? However, for those programs that operated for less
than afull year, the distribution of students differed from the
distribution of programs. Programs that operated only during the
summer accounted for 33 percent of all programs but had just 8
percent of all students. Rather, students who were not in full-year
programs tended to be in programs that operated only during the
academic year (10 percent of programs, but 34 percent of
students). There were also some differences based on ingtitutional
characteristics. Programs at large institutions had a greater
proportion of studentsin full-year programs than programs at

2gjnce ingtitutions provided information about "typical” students, an individual student's
full-year status was not necessarily the same as the program'’s.
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small or mid-sized ingtitutions (72 percent versus 47 to 49
percent).
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Table 8.--Percent of the largest precollegiate programs in 1993-94 with program activities in the
academic year only, in the summer only, or in both time periods, and the percent of
students in each type of program, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Percent of Percent of precollegiate studentsin
programs during programs operating during
Ingtitutional characteristic
Academic Summer Academic Summer
year only only Both year only only Both
AllINSLUtIONS......coveveeeeees 10 33 57 34 8 58
Control
PUDIIC ... 12 28 60 35 6 58
PHIVAE. ..o 8 41 51 31 15 54
13 36 51 50 6 44
9 31 60 26 9 65
Region
NOMhEASE......coevceeeeerieeiseieeieeeees 13 43 44 38 16 46
SOULNEBSE ... 7 27 66 32 8 60
CeNtral......c.coeveereereereeneeseieieeee e 9 27 64 27 11 63
WESE .. 13 33 53 37 4 59
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000..........ccoweeeeermereeenennns 8 45 47 42 9 49
3,000 09,999 ....covvrirrieriiieneeieis 14 28 58 44 9 47
10,000 OF MOTE......ccceurvcrerriririirieiiienas 9 17 74 21 7 72
Upward Bound is largest program
Yes.. 0 0 100 0 0 100
NOL.coe s 15 47 38 38 9 53

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding. Zeros appear in the table when no ingtitution in the sample
gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Number of hours of activities. Typical studentsin precollegiate
programs spent a mean of 247 hours in program activities during
the academic year and the summer combined (table 9). Typica
students spent more hours in program activitiesin 4-year
institutions than in 2-year ingtitutions (277 versus 189) and in
large ingtitutions than in small ingtitutions (284 versus 216).

Table 9.--Mean number of total hours spent in program activities during the academic year, during
the summer, and during both time periods, and the mean number of years a typica
precollegiate student continues to participate in the largest precollegiate program, by
institutional characteristics: 1994

Total hours Total hours Tota Number of yearsa
Institutional characteristic during the during the hours typica student
academic yearl summer2 combined3 participates
AllINSEULIONS ... 112.3 191.6 2474 29
Control
PUDIIC..ccoovovcieee e 117.7 187.0 249.8 3.0
PHIVAE. ..o 100.9 199.1 2435 2.6
Level
2-YOR . 108.7 137.4 189.2 2.7
Loy oo 113.9 217.6 276.7 29
Region
NOMOEASE ...ttt 101.8 187.4 2215 23
110.2 183.3 2515 3.2
113.9 199.0 263.5 3.2
123.9 199.2 255.1 2.8
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 ..........ceeeereereeneenerenenennennes 89.0 181.6 216.3 25
3,000 to 9,999 122.6 204.1 263.0 3.0
10,000 OF MOFE.....vrvrereeeeeereeseeseseesenseeennes 128.8 194.1 283.8 33
Upward Bound is largest program
Yes. 141.0 291.6 432.6 35
NO e 88.4 139.9 166.0 2.6

Lindludes only those ingtitutions with programs held during the academic year.
2Indludes only those ingtitutions with programs held during the summer.

3Based on the sum of the total hours duri ng the academic year and the total hours during the summer. If institutions only offered program
activities during one part of the year, then that amount is treated as the total for the full year.

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Since 57 percent of the programs operated during both the
summer and academic year, while others operated during only
one time period or the other, institutions had several strategies
available for apportioning the time. For example, one possibility
is that programs that operate during the entire year would require
the same level of activity as other programs while dividing that
activity over the entire year. In fact, however, the intensity of
the program was related to the time period in which it operated
(figure 3). Programs that operated only during the academic
year were the least intensive (with typical students spending a
mean of 86 hours per year), and programs that operated during
the entire year were the most intensive (a mean of 323 hours).
Moreover, typical students actually spent more hours on average
in summer program activities if they werein full-year programs
(206 hours) than if they were in summer-only programs (166
hours). Thus, though fewer months are available during the
summer than in the academic year, typical students spent more
of their time in program activities during the summer when there
presumably was less conflict with other school activities.

Figure 3.--Mean number of hours spent in program activities by precollegiate students:
1994

Largest program operates during:

Part-year programs

Academic year only 86
Summer only 166

Full-year programs

Academic year portion 117
Summer portion 206

Total 323

Mean number of hours

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 9 shows how much time typical students spent in program
activitiesif all programs are combined. Asalso shown in figure
3, the typical student spent more time in precollegiate programsin
the summer than in the academic year (a mean of 192 hours,
compared with 112).* Students in precollegiate programs at 2-
year ingtitutions spent an especially large number of hoursin the
summer (amean of 218 hours versus 137 hours at programsin 4-
year institutions), though studentsin 2-year and 4-year
institutions had roughly equivalent hours of precollegiate program
activities during the academic year (109 hours and 114 hours,
respectively). A different pattern occurred for studentsin
precollegiate programs in large ingtitutions as compared to those
in small institutions, with precollegiate students at large
institutions spending a greater mean number of hoursin the
academic year (129 versus 89), but essentially the same number
of hours in the summer (194 versus 182).

Upward Bound programs again were much more intensive than
other precollegiate programs, with a mean of 433 hours over the
full year, compared with 166 hours for other programs. In part,
the difference was due to Upward Bound programs greater use of
full-year programs (noted earlier), but even for the academic year
and the summer aone, studentsin Upward Bound programs had
more hours of activities (141 versus 88 during the academic year,
and 292 versus 140 during the summer).

Length of student participation. On average, ingtitutions
reported that typical precollegiate students in their largest
programs participated for 2.9 years. Programs had somewhat
longer periods of participation if they were at large institutions
than if they were at small institutions (a.mean of 3.3 years versus
2.5 years), and if they were Upward Bound programs than if they
were other programs (3.5 years versus 2.6 years).

#*These means are based only on those programs with activities during the appropriate time
period (i.e., zeroes are excluded). No distinction was made based on whether the program
operated during both the academic year and the summer, or during one time period only.
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Targeted
Characteristics

4. Characteristics of the
Students Served

Ore of the defini ng attributes of a precollegiate program is the
characteristics of the students who are served. This study looked
at what types of students the largest programs chose to target and
the distribution of participating students; it also looked at a
program characteristic that affects student participation -- the
grade levels served -- and the distribution of students with respect
to this program feature.

While this study was directed toward precollegiate programs for
the disadvantaged, disadvantage could be defined in either
educational or economic terms, and precollegiate programs could
dtill give other student characteristics a high priority for targeting.
For example, a program might be targeted toward minority
students who are disadvantaged, with students minority status
listed as the top priority and their disadvantaged status as the
second priority.?* To provide amore comprehensive picture of
the types of students targeted, the survey questionnaire provided a
list of 15 characteristics and asked the respondents to rank the top
3 that were specifically targeted. By far, the student
characteristic that was most often targeted, and the only
characteristic that was one of the top three targeted
characteristics for amgjority of programs, was low income (70
percent; figure 4). Two other characteristics were among the top
three targeted characteristics for athird or more of the programs:
being the first generation in the family to attend college (49
percent), and belonging to aracial or ethnic minority (40 percent).
Because many of the characteristics listed in figure 4 received
relatively low rankings (eight were listed among the top three
characteristics by fewer than 10 percent of the programs), one
might be tempted to conclude that few student characteristics
weretargeted. However, ingtitutions were only asked to indicate
the top three characteristics targeted by their largest precollegiate
program; since 87 percent of the respondents used all three
available rankings, many also might have targeted other
characteristics (statistics not shown in tables).

%The study required that a program target the disadvantaged in order to be included in the
survey. However, it did not require that the disadvantaged be the top priority in targeting.
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Figure 4.--Most important student characteristics for targeting: 1994

Low income

First generation
Racial/ethnic minorities
Middle achievers
Low achievers
Subject area strength
Urban

High achiever/gifted
Specific schools
Rural

Female students
Non-English speaking
Disabilities

Dropouts

Male students

RS | 170

. Ranked first
Ranked second

O Rranked third

20 40 60 80 100
Percent of programs

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students et Higher Education Institutions, 1994,

There again were variations depending on institutional
characteristics (table 10). Programs at public institutions were
much more likely than those at private institutions to target first-
generation students among the top three (58 percent versus 35
percent), as were programs at large institutions compared with
those at small or mid-sized institutions (65 percent versus 41to
49 percent). By contrast, precollegiate programs at private
institutions were more likely to highly target a specific subject
area interest or strength (26 percent versus 10 percent).

Upward Bound programs had different priorities in targeting
than other programs, as might be expected since a focus on low-
income and first-generation students is a specific goal of Upward
Bound. In fact, these characteristics were listed almost
universally among Upward Bound programs but less often
among the other largest programs (98 percent versus 58 percent
for low-income students, and 95 percent versus 29 percent for
first-generation students). Upward Bound programs were less
likely than other programs to target some other student
characteristics: racial/ethnic minorities (23 percent versus 48
percent), and subject area interests or strengths (4 percent versus
21 percent).



There again were variations depending on ingtitutional
characteristics (table 10). Programs at public institutions were
much more likely than those at private institutions to target first-
generation students among the top three (58 percent versus 35
percent), as were programs at large institutions compared with
those at small or mid-sized institutions (65 percent versus 41 to
49 percent). By contrast, precollegiate programs at private
institutions were more likely to highly target a specific subject
areainterest or strength (26 percent versus 10 percent).

Upward Bound programs had different priorities in targeting than
other programs, as might be expected since afocus on low-
income and first-generation students is a specific goal of Upward
Bound. Infact, these characteristics were listed almost
universally among Upward Bound programs but less often among
the other largest programs (98 percent versus 58 percent for low-
income students, and 95 percent versus 29 percent for first-
generation students). Upward Bound programs were less likely
than other programs to target some other student characteristics:
racial/ethnic minorities (23 percent versus 48 percent), and
subject area interests or strengths (4 percent versus 21 percent).
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Table 10.--Percent of precollegiate programs ranking specified qualities among the top three student characteristics for targeting by their
precollegiate program, by institutional characteristics: 1994

First Specific High All
generation Racial/ subject achievers students
Institutional characteristic Low to ethnic Middle Low area Urban or at Rural
income attend minorities  echievers  achievers  jrereqy gifted/ specific
college strength talented schools
AlLINSEULIONS. ... 70 49 40 28 22 16 11 8 7 6
Control
70 58 41 32 22 10 7 5 7 5
70 35 39 22 22 26 18 13 7 6
68 48 38 28 26 13 6 5 8 4
71 50 41 28 20 17 14 10 6 7
Region
NOMNEASE ... s 67 30 46 24 28 17 15 8 5 7
SOULNEASE ... 77 61 22 27 25 18 7 16 5 7
CONLIEL.....ooe e 67 52 52 24 12 19 17 5 5 5
WWESE ..ot 68 55 41 38 22 8 6 2 12 3
Size of indtitution
LesSthan 3,000.........cewererreriiiniesseesesseeseesesensensenenens 70 41 37 26 24 22 10 10 6 8
3,000 £0 9,999......cuiuieriiriienieee e 69 49 38 32 22 12 14 8 7 5
10,000 OF MOTE c.vvrercerceeieseeseesereies e see s 72 65 49 26 18 9 11 4 8 1
Upward Bound is largest program
98 95 23 32 11 4 3 1 5 10
58 29 48 26 26 21 15 11 8 4

NOTE: Dataarefor the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at
Higher Education Institutions, 1994.




Demographic
Characteristics of the
Precollegiate Students

W hile a description of targeting is useful to describe
precollegiate program emphases, it may not necessarily provide a
good description of the students characteristics overall.
Precollegiate programs may vary in the degree to which they are
effective in their targeting of student characteristics. Also, two
programs may target different characteristics, but if those
characteristics are interrelated, the programs may end up with
similar types of students. This study did not seek to obtain afull
description of the studentsin terms of all of the characteristics
that might be targeted, but it did ask for the percentages of
precollegiate students who were from low-income families, who
were female, and who fit various racia/ethnic categories. These
percentages were multiplied by the total number of precollegiate
students in the programs and summed across al ingtitutions to
produce national estimates of the characteristics of the students
served.

Overdl, 68 percent of al precollegiate studentsin the largest
programs were from low-income families, and 59 percent were
female (table 11). Upward Bound programs, perhaps reflecting
their special focus, had a higher proportion of low-income
students than other programs (83 percent versus 67 percent).
Also, programsin the Central and Southeast regions had a higher
proportion of low-income participants than those in the West (76
percent versus 59 percent).

When delineated by racia group, 39 percent of students served
across al precollegiate programs were black, while 29 percent
were Hispanic and 24 percent were white (table 12). Blacks
formed alarger proportion of participants in private institutions
than in public institutions (59 percent versus 36 percent) and in
the Southeast (65 percent) than in the West (19 percent). By
contrast, programs in the West had a higher proportion of
Hispanic participants than those in any other region (53 percent
versus 7 to 21 percent). Upward Bound programs had a higher
proportion of blacks than other programs (49 percent versus 38
percent) and alower proportion of Hispanics (13 percent versus
31 percent).

The demographic characteristics of students in the precollegiate
programs were different from that of the general population of
studentsin higher education. The students were more likely to be
black (39 percent versus 23 percent) or to be Hispanic (29
percent versus 10 percent).” There was little difference,
however, in the percentage who were female (59 percent versus
55 percent).

®Digest of Education Satistics 1994, op. cit., 207-208. It is difficult to compare the
studentsin terms of their family income because different precollegiate programs may have
defined low income in different ways.
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Table 11.--Percent of precollegiate students who are low income and who are female, by
institutional characteristics: 1994

Ingtitutional characteristic Low income Female
AlLTNSHEULIONS. .....cuiiiicictcieceec e ettt se e s b b nenan 68 59

Control

PUBIIC ...ttt ettt ettt n e 67 59

L (A7 (= TP T TR 77 61
Leve

D= ST 66 58

QWA ..ttt E AR bbbk e bbbttt 69 60
Region

NOMNEBSE ... ...ttt bbbttt bbb s b bbb s en s s e 75 61

Southeast. 76 62

Central..... . 76 58

RTAT =< PP T PR 59 58
Size of institution

LESSthan 3,000.......ccccieiiiiieiereieeiet sttt bbbt bbb b ne 65 58

3,000 10 9,999 ..ottt bbb bbbt eeen et b benn 72 60

10,000 OF MOTE.....viuivenerieiisieesieie st st ses bt be e sbe st s sbese st s besesbe e s besesbesesbesesaebessebenenbensnbenenbene 67 60
Upward Bound is largest program

Y B ittt a b bR Rttt b bbb e ARttt b bt eReae et e st et tenn 83 61

N O, 1ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt et et aer ettt b b e bR e Rttt etttk eRene et s et bbb erene e e e enane 67 59

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 12.--Percent of precollegiate students in each racia/ethnic category, by institutional
characteristics: 1994

Asian American
o o o Black, White, or Indian or Race/
Institutional characteristic Hispanic non-Hispanic  non-Hispanic Pacific Alaskan ethnicity
Islander Native unknown
AllINSHIULIONS ... 29 39 24 4 3 1
Control
PUDIIC...coovoerriereese e 31 36 25 4 3 1
PrIVAE. ..o 19 59 18 4 +) +)
Leve
2-YORI .o 28 30 37 2 3 1
BoYEBI oo 30 44 18 4 2 1
21 49 24 4 ) 1
4 65 29 1 +) (+)
7 50 33 5 5 1
53 19 19 4 4 2
Size of ingtitution
Lessthan 3,000 ..........ceeeveereerereereeennenn: 26 31 40 1 1 +)
3,000 t0 9,999......ccuvviiririiiereieeis 23 48 21 4 2 1
10,000 OF MOF€.....cerererererrerererrirererenens 36 38 16 5 3 2
Upward Bound is largest program
Y5ttt 13 49 29 6 2 +)
NO Lt 31 38 24 3 2 1

(+) Less than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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The Grade Levd at

Just as precollegiate programs target certain student

Which Students Usually characteristics (such as low-income or first-generation students),

Enter Precollegiate
Programs

they aso target certain grade levels. One program might serve
only elementary students, another might serve only high school
seniors, and another might serve a broad range of grade levels.
The choice of which grade levelsto serve affects the structure of
precollegiate programs. A program will need different resources
and skills for serving elementary school students than for serving
high school students, and it may need a wider range of resources
and skills if abroad mix of grade levelsis served. Also, the
greater the number of years a student participates, the greater the
cost is likely to be per student. Finaly, the ability to influence
students conceivably might vary depending on the grade level
served. If the programs start at an early grade, there may be a
greater ability to prevent disadvantaged students from falling
behind their peers, the students may be more open to influence,
and there may be a chance to prevent students from dropping out
of school. On the other hand, it might be harder to motivate
studentsiif college seems a more distant goal.

To provide information about the typical entry age of a program,
institutions were asked when students usually enter the largest
precollegiate program.® The remainder of this section discusses
precollegiate programs from this perspective. In the succeeding
section precollegiate programs are also examined with respect to
the total range of grade levels served. This provides a better
measure of the diversity that precollegiate programs encounter; it
differs from the discussion in this section by looking at when
students leave the program and by using the earliest grade for
which there are participants, rather than when students usually
enter.

Most commonly, ingtitutions reported that students usually
entered the program in their freshman or sophomore years of
senior high school (44 percent; figure 5). The remaining
institutions said students usually started the programs in middle
or junior high school (22 percent), the junior or senior year in
high school (15 percent), as high school graduates (13 percent),
and in elementary school (6 percent).

Some of the differences in the starting times were related to the
characteristics of the higher education ingtitutions (table 13).
Programs at 4-year institutions were more likely than those at 2-
year institutions to have precollegiate students usually start in the

%For programs that operated only during the summer, ingtitutions were asked to use the
grade level completed just before participating in the summer program, except that high
school graduates were treated as a separate group rather than being combined with high
school seniors.
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freshman/sophomore years (51 percent versus 30 percent), while
the entry times for programs at 2-year institutions were more
spread out among junior and senior high school grades. Programs
in the Northeast were more likely than those in the Central and
Southeast regions to have programs for high school graduates (31
percent versus 1 to 4 percent), and programs at



Figure 5.--Grade in which students typically start participating in precollegiate programs:
1994

Il Elementary school
3 Middle/jr. high school
[ Freshman/sophomore years

Junior/senior years

[E High school graduates

Percent of programs

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.




Table 13.--Percent of ingtitutions indicating each grade level as the one grade level a which
precollegiate students usually enter the program, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Freshman or Junior or
Middle/ sophomore senior High
Ingtitutional characteristic Elementary junior year in year in school
school high school senior high senior high graduate
school school
Al INSHULIONS ... 6 22 44 15 13
Control
PUDIIC...coovevcieee e 5 27 43 14 11
PrIVAE. ..o 8 14 44 17 16
Level
5 28 30 24 13
7 19 51 10 13
3 15 29 22 31
4 29 49 15 4
13 24 54 8 1
7 21 42 15 15
Size
Lessthan 3,000 ..........ceeeereereeneeneeenenennennes 7 19 37 20 17
3,000 10 9,999....c..coimmmirieieiesieeene 8 24 47 11 10
10,000 OF MOTE.......creriiericriririririeinins 3 25 51 11 10
Upward Bound is largest program
0 2 97 1 0
9 31 20 21 18

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding. Zeros appear in the table when no ingtitution in the sample
gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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The Grade Levels
Served by the
Precollegiate Programs

large institutions were more likely than those at small ingtitutions
to have programs usually starting in the freshman/sophomore
years of high school.

While there were some differences based on institutional
characterigtics, there were some even larger differences based on
characteristics of the programs. One such difference was between
Upward Bound and other programs. Upward Bound programs
were much more likely than other programs to have students
usualy starting in the freshman or sophomore years (97 percent
versus 20 percent), while other programs often started either
earlier (40 percent) or later (39 percent). Another difference
between programs was related to the primary god of each
program -- adifference that is logical since some goals might
require earlier intervention than others. The largest precollegiate
programs were much more likely to start at least by the
sophomore year in high school (or earlier) if the top goa was high
school completion (86 percent) or college attendance (84 percent)
than if it was increasing genera academic skills (62 percent) or
college completion (54 percent; figure 6).” Furthermore, if the
top program goal was high school completion, then half (52
percent) of the programs usually had students start before high
school, compared with one-fourth if the goal was increasing
general academic skills (25 percent) or college attendance (22
percent), and 3 percent if the top goa was college completion.

A focus on when students usually enter a precollegiate program,
though useful in providing an initial picture of the programs,
understates the great variation in grade levelsthat programs
serve. Programs may admit some students before they reach the
usual grade level, and programs vary in how long students stay in
them. Some programs include a full grade span from elementary
school through high school, while others deal with only one or
two grade levels (e.g., a program might promote mathematics
skillsin junior high school students). This section examines the
grade ranges served by the largest precollegiate programs from
two perspectives. in terms of the diversity within each individua
program, and summing across al programs, in terms of the
overall distribution of students.

Figure 7 provides an overview of the grade ranges covered by the
individual programs, and clearly shows there were some
tremendous differences in those ranges. A small percentage of
programs had a very extended grade range (e.g., 5 percent had
both studentsin elementary school and students who were juniors

#Two goals, college recruitment and promoting interest/strength in a particular subject
areg, are not included in the figure because there were too few institutions naming these
goals as their top goal to produce reliable statistics.

37



or seniorsin high school), while others dealt with only one or two
grades (8 percent had only high school juniors and/or
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Figure 6.--Precollegiate program goals and the year in which students usually start: 1994

Top goal was:
High school completion : 86
College attendance § 84
T Year students
General academic skills -:1 62 usually enter program
Before
u high school
College completion : : 54 O Freshman/
S sophomore

0 20 40 60 8o 100

Percent of programs

NOTE: The remainder of precollegiate programs with one of the above goals as the top goal said that students usually entered the
program either during the junior/senior years of high school or as high school graduates.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994,

Figure 7.--Grade ranges served by precollegiate programs: 1994

Latest grade level served

Earliest grade B Elementary
level served:
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Junior/senior

Middle/junior high [] High school graduate
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NOTE: The total length of abar shows the percent of programs that start with the specified grade level, while the components of each
bar show the last grade level served. For example, 10 percent of all precollegiate programs had elementary school students in the
earliest grade level served. Within this group, the largest group was of programs for which high school juniors and/or seniors were in
the latest grade level served.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions.1994.




seniors and 12 percent had only high school graduates).”
However, the general orientation of the programs was toward the
4 years of high school. By far the most common practice was to
make the freshman/sophomore level in high school the earliest
grade level served (43 percent); among these programs, most (36
percent of all programs) also ended their involvement with juniors
or seniorsin high school. Or, to summarize the datain a different
way, amost half (46 percent) of the programs were limited to the
high school years (either freshmen/sophomores only,
juniors/seniors only, or both), and most of the remaining
programs (36 percent of the total) included some or all of the high
school yearsin combination with grades outside of high school.

One cannot directly extrapolate from these statistics on programs
to statistics on the overall distribution of students. However,
given the programmatic emphasis on the high school years, it
should not be surprising that the majority of precollegiate students
were either freshmen or sophomores in high school (30 percent) or
juniors or seniors (34 percent; table 14).* This was especially
true of Upward Bound programs, for which 98 percent of all
students were in high school, but was true as well for other
programs, for which 60 percent of the precollegiate students were
in high schoal.

%A dditional information on the estimatesin figure 7 is presented in table 24.

®Note that the distribution of students is somewhat different than might be expected from

the stated policies of the programs. Thus, while figure 7 shows that 12 percent of the
programs served only high school graduates, and that another 12 percent of programs
served high school graduates in combination with other grade levels, the total percentage
of precollegiate students who were high school graduates was only 5 percent. This
difference in the distributions occurred because the programs that served high school
graduates tended to be small, while the programs serving elementary and middle/junior
high students were disproportionately large.
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Table 14.--Percent of precollegiate students at each grade level, by ingtitutional characteristics:

1994
Freshman or Junior or
Elementary Middle/junior sophomore senior High
Institutional characteristic school high school studentsin studentsin school
students students senior high senior high graduates
school school
Al INSHULIONS......cocvicce 6 25 30 34 5
Control
PUDIIC ..o 5 27 30 34 4
PrIVAL.....oviiic s 9 19 32 35 6
Level
2V . 5 25 27 39 3
BoYAN ...ttt 6 26 32 32 6
Region
NOIhEBSE......oeivii s 6 22 20 34 17
SOULhEBSE ... 3 28 34 32 3
Central.......covenenienene s 3 29 35 31 2
WESE ... 8 24 30 36 2
Size
Lessthan 3,000........cccceivinninnisneenns 7 24 32 34 3
3,000t09,999.... . 10 22 28 35 5
10,000 OF MOTE......occeurucrrririnirieiisisesisiiins 1 29 31 33 6
Upward Bound is largest program
) 1 48 50 1
6 28 28 32 5

(+) Less than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. A zero estimate means that all programs in the sample reported that O percent of their precollegiate students
werein the category. Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Approaches for
Providing
Services

5. Services Offered by the
L argest Precollegiate
Programs

Services offered by the largest precollegiate programs were
examined in three ways: in terms of the approaches used to
provide the services, the services that were the most important,
and the financial benefits that were offered to participants,

When given alist of six methods that programs might use to
provide services, 78 percent of the institutions ranked classroom
sessions among the top three for their largest precollegiate
program, 60 percent indicated tutoring, and 60 percent indicated
workshops and small groups (figure 8). Among the remaining
methods, 34 percent said mentoring was in the top three, 30
percent picked testing/assessment, and 24 percent indicated field
trips.

|
Figure 8.--Most frequently used approaches for providing services in largest precollegiate

programs: 1994
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.

41



There often were differences in the approaches that were used,
depending on the characteristics of the ingtitutions offering the
programs (table 15). Four-year ingtitutions more often said
tutoring was the single most used approach than did 2-year
institutions (24 percent versus 11 percent), and small institutions
more often said workshops and small groups were the top
approach than did large institutions (25 percent versus 13
percent). Upward Bound programs differed from other programs
by having a greater emphasis on tutoring (32 percent versus 14
percent) and less emphasis on workshops and small groups (13
percent versus 23 percent).

Table 15.--Percent of ingtitutions indicating a particular approach to providing services was the
single most frequently used one, by type of approach and ingtitutional characteristics:

1994
) Workshops
Intitutional Tutoring Mentoring Classroom Testing/ and small Field trips
characteristic Sessons assessment group mestings
All indtitutions............ 20 6 47 2 20 1
Control
Public.....cccoevviviriiicrinne 20 5 43 3 22 1
Private......cccocovvvvicrennee 19 7 53 1 16 0

11 4 53 3 26 1
24 7 44 2 17 +)
Region
Northeast .......ccoccenieernens 16 7 53 1 19 1
Southeast . 21 3 46 3 26 0
Central . 28 4 34 3 23 1
WESE.....oieerieeens 12 12 55 3 11 2
Size
Lessthan 3,000.............. 17 6 49 0 25 1
3,000t09,999................ 21 5 45 3 20 0
10,000 or more............... 22 7 45 6 13 1
Upward Bound is largest program
| = T 32 0 48 4 13 0
NO .ot 14 9 47 2 23 1

(+) Lessthan 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Dataare for the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Not shown are the 4 percent of institutions that ranked some approach other than the six listed above as the
most frequently used approach. Zeros appear in the table when no institution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.




Most Important At the time the survey questionnaire was developed, it was not

Services known whether precollegiate programs were structured around
just afew services or reflected a more multifaceted approach.
For thisreason, the questionnaire was designed to ask about alist
of 12 program services in two different ways: first by asking
whether each service was very important, Somewhat important,
or not at all important, and second by ranking the top 3 services
In order.

The responses showed that the largest precollegiate programs
took a multifaceted approach to working with their students,
rather than simply emphasizing one or two services. Of the12
listed services, 8 were described as very important by a majority
of the programs (figure 9). The services most often described in
this way were social skills development/confidence building (77
percent), career counseling (69 percent), supplemental courses
(66 percent), and information about college admissions and/or
financial aid (64 percent). Because so many items were
described as very important, however, these statistics provide
only rough information about programs' priorities.

Figure 9.--Percent of largest precollegiate programs rating selected services as very
important: 1994

Social skills development 77
Career counseling
Supplemental courses
Information about college
Personal counseling

Cultural activities

Information for parents [ NN - 5

Preparatory courses 54
Remaediation 43
ACT/SAT training 40
Accelerated courses 28
College-level courses 23
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of programs

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



The rankings that institutions provided supply considerable y more
detail about programs' priorities. The services most often ranked
among the top three were socia skills development (43 percent),
information about college admissions and/or financial aid (35
percent), supplemental courses (33 percent), career counseling
(32 percent), preparatory courses (29 percent), and remediation
(29 percent; figure 10). However, it would be incorrect to infer
from the high ranking given to social skills development that this
service was emphasized more than academic skills. In fact,
institutions were more likely to rank as the single most important
priority either remediation (19 percent) or supplemental courses
(18 percent) than social skills development (12 percent); further,
if the five academically related services are grouped together
(remediation, academically accelerated courses below the
college level, college-level courses, special preparatory courses,
and other supplemental courses), then programs were far more
likely to rate among the top three one of these academic services
(81 percent; not in tables) than socia skills development (43
percent).

Figure 10.--Percent of largest precollegiate programs ranking selected services as among
the three most important: 1994

Social skills development (I N N RRENENEN I ] 43
135

Information about college

Supplemental courses

Career counseling
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Accelerated courses 17

Personal counseling
College-level courses
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ACT/SAT training
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information
System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.




Financial Awardsto
Participants

In some cases there were differences in program priorities based
on ingtitutional characteristics (table 16). Supplemental courses
were reported among the top three more often by 4-year
institutions than 2-year institutions (37 percent versus 24
percent), and information about admissions and/or financial aid
was more often among the top three for programs at public
ingtitutions than at private ingtitutions (45 percent versus 19
percent) and programs at large institutions than at small
institutions (50 percent versus 27 percent). Perhaps reflecting a
greater vocational focus, career counseling was more often among
the top three at 2-year ingtitutions than at 4-year institutions (48
percent versus 25 percent).

There aso were some significant differences between Upward
Bound and other programs. Upward Bound programs were more
likely than other programs to rank accelerated courses below the
college level among the top three (35 percent versus 10 percent),
aswell as other supplemental courses (44 percent versus 28
percent) and information about admissions and/or financial aid
(56 percent versus 27 percent); they were less likely to put social
sKills development among the top three (26 percent versus 51
percent).

An estimated 63 percent of the largest precollegiate programs
provided some type of financia award, including 50 percent that
paid a stipend for participation and 33 percent that offered
financial incentives for successful performance (table 17).*
Financial awards were especialy common among Upward Bound
programs, both overall (99 percent versus 47 percent) aswell as
for each type of aid (98 percent versus 28 percent for stipends for
participation, and 49 percent versus 26 percent for benefits for
successful performance).

The incentives that programs provided for successful performance
included a variety of types of aid (table 18). In fact, 63 percent of
the ingtitutions providing such benefits indicated that they
provided some other benefit in addition to or in place of any of the
five types listed on the questionnaire. Often, however, these
"other" incentives were quite similar to those listed on the
guestionnaire, except that they provided for only partial payments
or they applied to only a small number of precollegiate students.
Most commonly, these responses indicated that a scholarship or
stipend was paid to at least some students (32 percent) or that
some costs (e.g., tuition, room and board, books) were at |east
partially met (25 percent). Among the five benefits listed on the
guestionnaire, the most often reported benefit was college-level

*Some programs provided both benefits.
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courses offered for credit free of charge or at reduced prices (39
percent).
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Table 16.--Percent of institutions ranking selected services among the three most important in their largest precollegiate program, by ingtitutional
characteristics: 1994

Accelerated Specid Other Information Cultural
Socia COUrSes, College- prepar- supple- ACT/ about activities  Information
Ingtitutiondl characteristic  skills  Remedia pegy level atory mental SAT  admissiony ~ Caeer  Persondl and for
development  tion college Ccourses COUrses COUrses training  financia  counseling  counseling field parents
level aid trips
All ingtitutions................ 43 29 17 12 29 33 11 35 32 15 18 11
Control
PUBIIC ..o 39 27 17 9 28 31 14 45 35 13 18 13
Private......ccoovovnrnnierenenns 51 31 17 18 31 36 7 19 29 18 18 9
45 32 15 10 28 24 9 37 48 13 15 11
43 27 19 13 30 37 13 35 25 16 19 11
51 40 12 18 30 31 6 26 32 17 10 8
37 23 28 13 24 35 17 36 32 16 22 10
37 24 15 5 31 35 8 40 39 13 24 13
50 28 12 13 31 30 14 42 25 14 15 15
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000.................. 46 33 16 16 30 28 6 27 36 16 23 7
3,000t09,999.......ccccecvinene 44 27 18 10 29 39 12 37 30 12 12 15
10,000 or more.........coeuee.. 36 23 18 8 28 33 19 50 29 16 16 15
Upward Bound islargest
program
YES ittt 26 24 35 5 32 44 19 56 20 17 11 6
NO.c.oeeetee 51 31 10 15 28 28 8 27 38 14 21 13

NOTE: Dataarefor the largest precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutionsin the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at
Higher Education | nstitutions, 1994.




Table 17.--Percent of ingtitutions at which the largest precollegiate program provides one or more
financial benefits, by institutional characteristics: 1994

) ) Financial benefits
Ingtitutional characterigtic Any financial benefits* Stipends paid for offered for

participation successful performance
AllINSHIULIONS....c.vcveeceereeeieee 63 50 33
Control
PUDIIC ..o 61 49 34
PHIVAE ...t 67 50 31
58 48 28
66 51 35
Region
NOIhEASE......cooeeeceeirrec e 64 45 34
65 54 29
60 52 32
61 47 38
Size of ingtitution
Lessthan 3,000.........ceeereermenmeemmeremennennenns 63 50 30
3,000 09,999 ..o 62 48 35
10,000 OF MOFE .....evveiiierererierereiere e 64 51 36
Upward Bound is largest program
Y B it 99 98 49
NOL. ot 47 28 26

*Includes ingtitutions that pay stipends for participation in the program, offer financial benefits for successful performance, or both.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 18.--Percent of ingtitutions providing specific financial benefits among those that offer
benefits for successful performance, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Financial benefits offered*

Last dollars College Pay for
Institutional characteristic Full tuition Full tuition needed for courses grades
guarantee guarantee tuition for credit received ) Othq
at any at your after receipt free or at the financial
college ingtitution of other areduced  precollegiate benefit
financia aid prices level
AllINSEUtIONS ... 4 16 15 39 12 63

Control

PUDIIC....ovoirrierenene e 2 14 12 43 17 67

PrIVAE.....ccooveriereee e 8 19 20 33 5 55
Level

2V .t 5 21 16 56 12 54

Loy oo 4 13 14 33 13 66
Region

NOMhEASE ... 0 8 27 26 2 67

Southeast ... 6 28 16 49 22 49

Central ... 6 18 2 45 19 60

WESL..ooe e s 5 9 13 39 9 73
Size of indtitution

Lessthan 3,000 .........ceeeeereerereereenennenn: 7 22 13 42 7 53

3,000 t0 9,999......cccuvririiiieeee 3 12 19 32 17 75

10,000 OF MOTE.......ccuriririririeiriirisinenes 2 11 10 44 16 62
Upward Bound is largest program

Y5ttt 5 6 7 61 21 57

NO e 3 23 21 22 5 68

*Percentages in these columns are based on the 33 percent of precollegiate programs that offered financial benefits for successful
performance.

NOTE: Other financia benefits mentioned included scholarships, book grants, and partial financial aid. Data are for the largest
precollegiate program (in terms of funding) at higher education institutions in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Upward Bound programs differed from other precollegiate
programsin their use of severa of these benefits, with a greater
use of college courses at reduced prices (61 percent versus 22
percent) and pay for precollege grades (21 percent versus 5
percent); Upward Bound programs less often reported use of a
full tuition guarantee at the institution (6 percent versus 23
percent) and the last dollars needed for tuition (7 percent versus
21 percent). Other differences between programs were a greater
use of reduced cost college-level courses at 2-year ingtitutions
than at 4-year institutions (56 percent versus 33 percent) and a
greater offering of pay for grades at public ingtitutions than at
private ingtitutions (17 percent versus 5 percent).
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6. Summary

Approximately one-third of all institutions-—-including most large
institutions (71 percent) and almost half of all public institutions
(45 percent)--offered at least one precollegiate program for
disadvantaged studentsin 1993-94. Considering only the largest
precollegiate program at each institution, these programs served
an estimated 317,400 students and involved 9,600 faculty and
staff in 1993-94. It was estimated that 68 percent of participants
were from low-income families, 59 percent were female, 39
percent were black, and 29 percent were Hispanic. These largest
precollegiate programs are likely to account for roughly 64
percent of the funding and 60 percent of the studentsin al such
programs.

In scope, precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged were
ancillary to institutions primary mission of providing
postsecondary education. About 90,000 students in these
programs were expected to graduate from high school in the next
year and thus potentially enter postsecondary education,
compared with atotal higher education enrollment of 14.5 million.
Similarly, the institutional resources provided to the largest
precollegiate programs were small compared with the resources
for higher education; the programs had 9,600 faculty and staff
compared with a total of 826,000 senior instructional faculty.™
The programs were also small with respect to the total number of
students who might be considered dligible; the estimated 90,000
high school graduates contrasted with 1.1 million students of a
comparable age who were economically disadvantaged.

Ingtitutional respondents commonly indicated that increasing the
likelihood of the students attending college was one of their top
three goals (78 percent), while other goa s that were frequently
cited among the top three were increasing general academic skills
development (67 percent) and increasing retention in or
completion of high school (64 percent). Most of the precollegiate
programs used the college campus as their primary location, but
programs that had as their top goa either increasing high school
completion or increasing college attendance were more likely than
othersto use elementary or secondary schools as their primary
location.

*otatistics are for 1991. Digest of Education Statistics, 1994. op. cit., 230.

51



Precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged were primarily
directed towards high school students, with 44 percent stating the
students usually entered the program in the freshman or
sophomore year and 15 percent in the junior or senior year.
Overdl, amost two-thirds of the precollegiate program
participants in 1993-94 were high school students. The goals of
the largest precollegiate programs were sometimes related to the
grade levels being served, with programs being more likely to
target younger students if the top goal was high school completion
or increasing college attendance.

For half (51 percent) of the programs, the federal government was
their primary source of funding, while other common sources
were the state and/or local governments (20 percent), institutional
funding (14 percent), and private sources (13 percent).

The largest precollegiate programs most often operated during
both the academic year and the summer, but in programs that ran
for afull year, students typically participated for a greater
number of hours during the summer. On average, students
participated for 2.9 years. The services offered through the
precollegiate programs that were most often considered among the
three most important, according to the program officias, were
socia skills development (43 percent), information about
admissions and/or financial aid (35 percent), and supplemental
courses (33 percent). However, remediation (19 percent) and
supplemental courses (18 percent) were both ranked first more
often than social skills development (12 percent). Most programs
also provided some type of financia benefit, with 50 percent
paying a stipend for participation and 33 percent offering
financia benefits for successful performance.

This survey was not designed as an evaluation of either federal or
institutional programs, and cannot compare the various
precollegiate programs in terms of students' ultimate performance.
What can be said isthat federal support formed an important part
of the largest precollegiate programs. Half (51 percent) said that
the federal government was the primary source of funding; even
excluding Upward Bound programs (among whom 97 percent
made this claim), federal funding was still the primary funding
source for 30 percent of the remaining programs. Of course, by
focusing on the largest precollegiate programs based on funding,
this survey may overrepresent programs receiving outside funding
compared with the remaining precollegiate programs.

Upward Bound programs differed in many ways from other large
precollegiate programs. In this sense, though many institutions
have precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged, Upward
Bound might be viewed as producing arelatively unique set of
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program characteristics. Upward Bound programs served a
relatively small number of students (about one-tenth of the total)
and were relatively intensive: they had alower student/faculty-
staff ratio, alonger average student participation, and a greater
number of hours of student participation during both the academic
year and the summer. Their top goals were more likely to be
increasing college attendance and increasing college completion.
Their services placed a greater emphasis on accelerated courses
below the college level, other supplemental courses, and providing
information about admissions and/or financial aid. Compared
with other programs, their precollegiate students were more likely
to come from low income families and to be black, and were less
likely to be Hispanic.
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Postsecondary
Education Quick
Information System

Survey M ethodology and
Data Reliability

The Postsecondary Education Quick Information System
(PEQIS) was established in 1991 by the National Center for
Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education. PEQIS s
designed to conduct brief surveys of postsecondary institutions or
state higher education agencies on postsecondary education topics
of national importance. Surveys are generally limited to two or
three pages of questions, with a response burden of about 30
minutes per respondent. Most PEQIS institutional surveys use a
previoudly recruited, nationally representative panel of
ingtitutions. The sampling frame for the PEQIS panel recruited in
1992 was constructed from the 1990-91 Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional Characteristicsfile.
Institutions eligible for the PEQIS frame for the panel recruited in
1992 included 2-year and 4-year (including graduate-level)
institutions (both institutions of higher education and other
postsecondary institutions), and less-than-2-year institutions of
higher education located in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico: atotal of 5,317 institutions.

The PEQIS sampling frame for the panel recruited in 1992 was
dtratified by instructiona level (4-year, 2-year, less-than-2-year),
control (public, private nonprofit, private for-profit), highest level
of offering (doctor's/first professional, master's, bachelor's, less
than bachelor's), total enrollment, and status as either an
institution of higher education or other postsecondary ingtitution.
Within each of the strata, institutions were sorted by region
(Northeast, Southeast, Central, West), whether the institution had
arelatively high minority enrollment, and whether the institution
had research expenditures exceeding $1 million. The sample of
1,665 institutions was allocated to the stratain proportion to the
aggregate square root of full-time-equivalent enrollment.
Ingtitutions within a stratum were sampled with equal
probabilities of selection. During panel recruitment, 50
institutions were found to be ineligible for PEQIS, primarily
because they had closed or offered just correspondence courses.
The final unweighted response rate at the end of PEQIS panel
recruitment in spring 1992 was 98 percent (1,576 of the 1,615
eligible ingtitutions). The weighted response rate for panel
recruitment was 96 percent.

55



Focuson the
L argest Programsfor
Disadvantaged Students

Each ingtitution in the PEQIS panel was asked to identify a
campus representative to serve as survey coordinator. The
campus representative facilitates data collection by identifying the
appropriate respondent for each survey and forwarding the
guestionnaire to that person.

As suggested in the background section, precollegiate programs
are extremely diverse in their organizations, in the students that
they reach, and in the services that they provide. In fact, while
this study focuses on precollegiate programs designed to improve
the access of disadvantaged students to college, there are a
number of programsthat are targeted towards precollegiate
students for other reasons, such as to promote students' interest or
skillsin particular subject areas or to reach special groups of
students (e.g., minorities, women, or low achievers) who are not
necessarily disadvantaged. Results from a pretest of this
guestionnaire indicated that essentialy every institution has at
least one program for precollegiate studentsif a broader definition
of precollegiate programs is used, and that many higher education
institutions have multiple programs. Since programs with
substantially different goals may be too different to provide useful
comparisons, this study intentionally is limited only to
precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged--a topic of
particular interest to the U.S. Department of Education.

This study aso focuses more specificaly on only the largest
precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged, defined as the
largest precollegiate program at each institution based on funding.
Thus, it is not able to provide the total number of extant
precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged or the total number
of precollegiate students involved in them, although the
information presented in table 1 suggests that most of the
precollegiate students and funding are probably included. The
decision to focus on the largest precollegiate program was made
because of adesireto limit the respondent burden of completing
the questionnaires, and because the pretest showed that
respondents often do not know the total number of programs at
theingtitution. Precollegiate programs often are run in a highly
decentralized manner, perhaps by a single department or even by
an individua faculty member, without the involvement of the
college's central administration. The pretest suggested that the
largest program was generally sufficiently visible that it could be
identified, but identifying al programs was a much more difficult
task.
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Sample and Response
Rates

Because of the lack of a centralized information source about
precollegiate programs, some institutions failed to properly
identify their largest precollegiate programs. One indication of
thisfailing is that after the data collection was completed, eight
responding ingtitutions were externaly identified as having
Upward Bound programs, although on the survey they reported
having no precollegiate programs for the disadvantaged; it is
probable that other non-Upward Bound precollegiate programs
were also omitted.** Since large programs tend to be more visible
than small ones, the failure to report having a precollegiate
program may be most likely when an ingtitution has only small
programs; thus, in those cases where the size of the program is
related to other program characteristics, this report may
understate the relative frequency of those characteristics that are
typical of small programs. For similar reasons, some respondents
with multiple precollegiate programs may have misidentified the
largest program. Specia attention was devoted to thisissue
during data collection, and numerous such errors were detected
and resolved; for this reason the misidentification of the largest
precollegiate programs should be arelatively infrequent error.

Another implication of the decentralized structure of precollegiate
programsis that ingtitutional respondents had little sense of how
the largest program compared to the totality of all programs.
While they were asked to describe (in percentages) how the
largest program compared to all other precollegiate programsin
size, they at best could compare the largest program only to
othersthat they were aware of. To minimize this problem, this
report focuses on percentages more than on actual numbers of
programs, and it treats respondents answers about the relative
size of the largest precollegiate program as providing only very
genera information rather than precise numerical estimates.

T he sample for this survey consisted of two-thirds of the 2-year
and 4-year (including graduate-level) higher education institutions
in the PEQIS panel, for a sample of 852 ingtitutions. In early
September 1994, questionnaires (see appendix B) were mailed to
the PEQI'S coordinators at the ingtitutions. Coordinators were
told that the survey was designed to be completed by the person at
the institution most knowledgeable about the largest (in terms of
funding) precollegiate program for disadvantaged students.
Coordinators were also told that they might need to contact
another office on campus to assist in identifying the largest
program and responding to the first three questions.

*Probably at least some of the eight respondents were aware that their intitutions had
Upward Bound programs, so the problem in identifying precollegiate programsis not just a
lack of knowledge, but the manner in which people think of such programs.
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Sampling and
Nonsampling Errors

Two institutions were found to be out of the scope of the survey
because they were closed, leaving 850 dligible ingtitutions. These
850 ingtitutions represent the universe of approximately 3,470 2-
year and 4-year (including graduate-level) higher education
ingtitutions in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico. Teephone followup of nonrespondents was initiated in late
September; data collection was completed in early December.

For the eligible ingtitutions that received surveys, an unweighted
response rate of 96 percent (813 responding ingtitutions divided
by the 850 dligible institutions in the sample) was obtained. The
weighted response rate for this survey was 97 percent. The
unweighted overall response rate was 93 percent (97.6 percent
pandl recruitment participation rate multiplied by the 95.6 percent
survey response rate). The weighted overall response rate was 93
percent (96.1 percent weighted panel recruitment participation
rate multiplied by the 96.9 percent weighted survey response
rate).

Weighted item nonresponse rates ranged from O percent to 2.8
percent; for most items, nonresponse rates were less than 1
percent. Because the item nonresponse rates were so low,
imputation for item nonresponse was not implemented.

T he response data were weighted to produce national estimates
(seetable 19). The weights were designed to adjust for the
variable probahilities of selection and differential nonresponse.
The findings in this report are estimates based on the sample
selected and, consequently, are subject to sampling variability.
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Table 19.--Number and percent of institutions in the study, and the estimated number and percent
in the Nation, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Respondents National estimate*
Ingtitutional characteristic
Number Percent Number Percent

All INSttUtions........cccoevvvvrierceceeee e 813 100 3,470 100

Control
481 59 1,560 45
332 41 1,910 55
300 37 1,330 38
513 63 2,140 62

Region
NOMhEBSE.......cocveveveeice e 194 24 880 25
SOULhEASE.......ceieercretceece e 197 24 830 24
CeNtral.....c.cooeveeveeeeereeeee e 207 26 900 26
WESE ...ttt 215 26 850 24

Size of institution

Lessthan 3,000.......cccceviererereeneninericerenena 358 44 2,340 67
3,000t09,999.... . 225 28 760 22
10,000 OF MOTE......covevirieirieirieiirieiisieiieeianes 230 28 380 11

*Data presented in all tables are weighted to produce national estimates. The sample was selected with probabilities proportionate to the
sguare root of full-time-equivaent enrollment. Ingtitutions with larger full-time-equivalent enrollments have higher probabilities of
inclusion and lower weights. The weighted numbers of institutions have been rounded to the nearest 10.

NOTE: Dataare for higher education ingtitutions in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Percents may not add to 100
and numbers may not add to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Variances

The survey estimates are also subject to nonsampling errors that
can arise because of nonobservation (nonresponse or
noncoverage) errors, errors of reporting, and errors made in data
collection. These errors can sometimes bias the data.
Nonsampling errors may include such problems as misrecording
of responses; incorrect editing, coding, and data entry; differences
related to the particular time the survey was conducted; or errors
in data preparation. While general sampling theory can be used
in part to determine how to estimate the sampling variability of a
statistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to measure and, for
measurement purposes, usually require that an experiment be
conducted as part of the data collection procedures or that data
external to the study be used.

To minimize the potential for nonsampling errors, the
guestionnaire was pretested with respondents at institutions like
those that completed the survey. During the design of the survey
and the survey pretest, an effort was made to check for
consistency of interpretation of questions and to eiminate
ambiguous items. The questionnaire and instructions were
extensively reviewed by the National Center for Education
Statistics and the Office of the Under Secretary, U.S. Department
of Education. Manual and machine editing of the questionnaire
responses were conducted to check the data for accuracy and
consistency. Caseswith missing or inconsistent items were
recontacted by telephone. Data were keyed with 100 percent
verification.

T he standard error is ameasure of the variability of estimates
due to sampling. It indicates the variability of a sample estimate
that would be obtained from all possible samples of a given
design and size. Standard errors are used as a measure of the
precision expected from a particular sample. If al possible
samples were surveyed under similar conditions, intervals of 1.96
standard errors below to 1.96 standard errors above a particular
dtatistic would include the true population parameter being
estimated in about 95 percent of the samples. Thisisa95
percent confidence interval. For example, the estimated
percentage of ingtitutions reporting that the institution had
precollegiate programs for disadvantaged studentsis 32.4
percent, and the estimated standard error is 1.6 percent. The 95
percent confidence interval for the statistic extends from [32.4 -
(1.6 times 1.96)] to [32.4 + (1.6 times 1.96)], or from 29.3 to
35.5 percent. Tables of standard errors for each table and figure
in the report are provided in appendix A.*

*standard errors for figures 1 and 5 are not provided in separate tables because the same
statistics are also included in tables 2 and 13, respectively.
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Background
I nfor mation

Estimates of standard errors were computed using a technique
known as jackknife replication. Aswith any replication method,
jackknife replication involves constructing a number of
subsamples (replicates) from the full sample and computing the
dtatistic of interest for each replicate. The mean square error of
the replicate estimates around the full sample estimate provides an
estimate of the variances of the statistics.* To construct the
replications, 51 stratified subsamples of the full sample were
created and then dropped one at atime to define 51 jackknife
replicates.® A computer program (WESVAR), available at
Westat, Inc., was used to calcul ate the estimates of standard
errors. The software runs under IBM/OS and VAX/VMS
systems.

The test statistics used in the analysis were calculated using the
jackknife variances and thus appropriately reflected the complex
nature of the sample design. In particular, an adjusted chi-square
test using Satterthwaite's approximation to the design effect was
used in the analysis of the two-way tables.® Finally, Bonferroni
adjustments were made to control for multiple comparisons where
appropriate. For example, for an "experiment-wise" comparison
involving g pairwise comparisons, each difference was tested at
the 0.05/g significance level to control for the fact that g
differences were smultaneoudly tested.

The survey was performed under contract with Westat, Inc.,
using the Postsecondary Education Quick Information System
(PEQIS). Thisisthethird PEQIS survey to be conducted.
Westat's Project Director was Elizabeth Farris, and the Survey
Managers were Laurie Lewis and Bradford Chaney. Bernie
Greene was the NCES Project Officer. The data were requested
by David Goodwin, Planning and Evaluation Service, Office of
the Under Secretary, U.S. Department of Education.

This report was reviewed by the following individuals:
Outside NCES

Elizabeth Eisner, Planning and Evaluation Service, Office of
the Undersecretary, U.s. Department of Education

K. Wolter. Introduction to Variance Estimation, Springer-Verlag, 1985.
*Ibid, 183.

*For example, see D. Rao and A. Scott. "On Chi-square Tests for Multi-way Contingency
Tables with Cell Proportions Estimated from Survey Data" Annals of Satistics 12
(1984): 46-60.
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Julia Tower, Educationa Services, National Council of
Educational Opportunity Associations

Inside NCES
Rodlyn Korb, Postsecondary Education Statistics Division
Michael Cohen, Statistical Standards and Services Group
Marilyn McMillen, Survey and Cooperative Systems Group

Thomas Smith, Data Development and Longitudina Studies
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Table 1a--Standard errors of the percent of institutions that had precollegiate programs for
disadvantaged students, and standard errors of the percent of institutions with
precollegiate programs where the largest program is Upward Bound, by institutional
characteristics: 1994

o . Have precollegiate programs Largest precollegiate program
Institutional characteristic for disadvantaged students is Upward Bound*
Al INSHULIONS......cocvicc 1.6 2.0
Control
PUDIIC ... 24 25
PHIVEE. ...t 19 38
Level
2-YOAI .o 29 33
BoYEAI ..o 1.6 2.6
Region
NOIhEBSE.......oivirrs 31 3.7
SOULNEASE ... 35 5.6
Central......ccovenieniece e 2.7 5.7
WESE ... 24 4.7
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000..........ceweriermeneeemmememenennenns 20 31
3,000t09,999....... . 2.7 37
10,000 or more 2.0 2.0

*Percentsin this column are based on those institutions that have precollegiate programs for disadvantaged students.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 2a.--Standard errors of the percent of precollegiate students and of total funding that was
located within the largest precollegiate program at each indtitution, by ingtitutional
characteristics: 1994

Percent of precollegiate Percent of precollegiate program
students served by largest programs funding within the largest programs
Ingtitutional characteristic
Lessthan Lessthan
50 50 to 99 100 50 50 to 99 100
(percent of programs)
AllINSEUtIONS ... 17 2.7 3.2 17 35 35
Control
PUDIIC....ovovrrreiresese e 17 3.6 37 16 4.0 37
PrIVAE. ..o 41 38 4.7 4.2 5.8 5.8
34 51 5.0 25 53 5.0
2.6 24 35 25 34 38
Region
NOMhEASE ... 3.6 4.6 52 2.8 6.0 6.3
SOULNEASE ..o 54 49 4.7 59 54 48
CONtral ..o 39 59 6.6 24 6.8 6.7
WS 29 5.0 51 19 49 51
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 ..........ceeereereenereereenennenn: 3.6 44 6.1 3.6 6.1 6.8
3,000 t0 9,999.....ccccviiriiiieieeiis 25 48 4.7 20 53 4.6
10,000 OF MOFE.....ouvreereereereeneeeeserrennennes 19 21 21 20 23 20
Upward Bound is largest program
Y5ttt 4.2 4.6 48 2.7 54 48
NO Lt 2.3 3.1 3.2 2.3 3.8 34

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 3a--Standard errors of the median and total number of precollegiate students, the
ingtitution's faculty and staff, and students who worked with the precollegiate program
in 1993-94, and the standard errors of the mean student/faculty-staff ratio, by
institutional characteristics: 1994

Students Faculty and Students who Mean
served by staff who worked worked with precollegiate
Institutional characteristic program with the program the program* student/
faculty-staff
Median  Total  Median  Tota  Median _ Total ratio
AllINSEULIONS.....cooveeeeesceseeeieeees 18 32,403.8 0.0 540.9 0.3 1,038.7 4.0
Control
Public.. . 36 32,685.4 0.0 410.1 0.3 825.1 57
PHIVEE. ...t 51 10,491.7 0.3 397.5 05 848.9 4.2
Level
2-YOR ..o 41 27,327.0 0.3 276.4 0.3 328.6 8.6
BoYERI ..o 15 19,196.7 0.3 455.1 0.3 1,019.9 41
Region
NOMOEASE........oeveeeereeeeseesieseieeieeieeeeeeiei 38 9,116.2 0.2 252.8 05 673.9 54
17 10,218.3 0.2 328.3 0.3 586.9 7.3
23 7,040.5 0.2 223.3 05 352.8 39
37 31,855.1 0.3 259.4 0.2 456.2 141
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000..........cereermenriemmeremennennennns 0.6 25,659.9 0.2 408.3 0.2 383.5 6.3
3,000t09,999 ... . 29 15,214.5 0.0 266.5 0.2 895.6 55
10,000 OF MOTE ..evvrvreereereeeeeeneeensenseesenennees 29 12,809.2 0.2 176.8 0.0 336.1 82
Upward Bound is largest program
Y B ittt 13 2,359.5 0.3 264.7 0.3 4185 12
NOL. ot 4.1 32,843.6 0.0 526.1 0.3 889.4 5.7

*|ncludes ingtitutions where none of the institution's students worked with the program in 1993-94.
NOTE: Standard errors are computed on unrounded numbers. Standard errors of medians are estimates using the Woodruff method.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 4a.--Standard errors of the primary source of funding for institutions' largest precollegiate
program, by institutional characteristics: 1994

o o - Institutional Federal Stateflocal Private/ Other
Institutional characteristic Tuition funding government  government  individuals sources
AllINSEUtIONS ... 0.6 21 25 2.6 22 0.3
Control
0.6 18 24 20 1.0 0.4
12 4.2 52 7.0 53 0.0
Level
2O .o 0.4 34 4.0 3.2 21 0.0
BoYEBI .o 0.9 22 3.0 2.8 3.0 0.4
Region
NOMOEASE ...t 17 3.6 6.1 5.0 38 0.3
SOULNEASE ..ot 0.0 15 6.1 54 3.0 0.3
CONtral ..o 15 41 6.4 3.0 6.1 0.0
WSt s 0.4 51 49 29 22 11
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 ..........ceeeveereeneeeereenennenn: 13 4.7 5.0 5.8 45 0.0
3,000 t0 9,999......ccuvvirirririeieneeie 0.0 20 31 3.0 33 0.7
10,000 OF MOFE.....ovvreereereeeeeeeesensennennes 05 15 25 19 13 0.4
Upward Bound is largest program
Y5ttt 0.0 14 16 0.0 0.3 0.6
NO Lt 0.8 2.6 3.1 37 3.1 0.3

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 appearsif no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 5a.--Standard errors of the percent of institutions ranking selected potential goals of the
precollegiate program as the most important goal, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Increase Increase the Increasethe  Enhance college Increase Promote interest/
retention in likelihood of likelihood of recruitment general strength in
Institutional characteristic ~ or completion attending completing for this academic skills particular
of high school college college ingtitution development subject area
All ingtitutions............. 25 23 18 0.4 22 19

Control

Public.. . 3.2 2.6 21 0.0 16 14

Privae.....ocoveveevieeennennns 3.0 4.0 34 12 5.6 45
Level

2-YOR s 51 48 23 0.0 3.0 39

-YERI .. 23 23 20 0.7 3.0 18
Region

Northeast..........covueuennes 34 4.0 43 17 31 6.2

Southeast . 59 5.0 15 0.0 57 19

Centra 54 59 19 0.0 6.2 23

West 4.6 38 4.6 0.0 39 24
Size

Lessthan 3,000............... 4.6 43 2.6 1.0 44 38

3,000t09,999 ... . 43 34 3.2 0.0 25 2.8

10,000 or more............... 22 25 19 0.0 2.0 0.7

Upward Bound is largest program
D =T 4.2 41 3.6 0.0 3.0 0.0
NO..c. ittt 3.0 25 2.1 0.6 2.6 2.7

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 appearsif no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 6a.--Standard errors of the percent of institutions using various locations as the primary
location in which the largest precollegiate program is held, by institutiona
characteristics: 1994

Elementary or
Institutional characteristic College campus secondary Other locations
schools
AlLNSHTULIONS ..o 1.6 15 0.3
Control
PUDIIC......oeit s 24 24 0.5
PrIVALE. ..ot s 21 21 0.0
Level
2o .. s 36 36 0.0
QoY ..ottt 1.6 15 0.4
Region
NOMEASE ...t s 3.0 3.0 0.3
SOULNEBSE ... e 3.7 36 0.8
CONEFA ... s 5.0 5.0 0.0
WWESL ..o s 41 4.0 0.4
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 ... s 25 25 0.0
3,000 10 9,999.....c0cotiiti e 3.7 35 0.7
10,000 OF MOTE......ocucuriiiiriiii s 1.7 1.6 0.7
Upward Bound is largest program
Y 5ttt 34 34 0.3
2.0 2.0 0.4

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 appearsif no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 7a--Standard errors of the top goal and the primary location of the largest precollegiate
programs. 1994

Primary location

Institutional top goal

Elementary or
College campus secondary Other locations
schools
Increase completion of high SChOOL ..........ccvreirrrnrcce e 37 3.6 0.7
Increase probability of attending college..... 3.9 3.9 0.0
Increase probability of completing college..........cocvvnneeirinnninccicinnns 2.8 2.8 0.0
Enhance college reCruitment ...........oooceeuerneneceesneseee e 0.0 0.0 0.0
Increase general academic skills. 2.6 25 1.2
Promote particular SUDJECE...........ccuvuiieeeeieiirieeieeeeeee e 3.1 3.1 0.0

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 appearsif no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 8a--Standard errors of the percent of the largest precollegiate programs in 1993-94 with
program activities in the academic year only, in the summer only, or in both time
periods, and standard errors of the percent of students in each type of program, by
institutional characteristics: 1994

Percent of Percent of precollegiate studentsin
programs during programs operating during
Ingtitutional characteristic
Academic Summer Academic Summer
year only only Both year only only Both
AllINSEUtIONS ... 16 2.7 25 75 12 6.9
Control
20 25 23 8.8 11 82
25 6.3 6.0 12.7 52 117
Level
2-YOR .ot 37 45 37 175 21 15.8
BoYEBI .o 17 34 35 54 14 55
Region
NOMOEASE ..o 35 49 48 12.3 38 10.7
21 51 51 8.7 1.9 83
2.7 6.2 6.3 10.0 3.2 9.6
3.2 55 57 16.3 15 154
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 .........cceeeveereenereereeennenn: 3.2 48 44 26.1 4.2 225
3,000 to 9,999 3.2 4.2 43 10.5 20 10.8
10,000 OF MOFE.....ovvreereereereereeeeserrenneines 12 1.6 18 49 13 49
Upward Bound is largest program
Yes. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NO Lt 2.2 37 3.2 8.0 14 74

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 appearsif no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 9a.--Standard errors of the mean number of total hours spent in program activities during the
academic year, during the summer, and during both time periods, and standard errors of
the mean number of years atypical precollegiate student continues to participate in the
largest precollegiate program, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Total hours Total hours Tota Number of yearsa
Institutional characteristic during the during the hours typica student
academic yearl summer2 combined3 participates
Al INSULIONS......cocvcicces 54 59 7.3 0.1
Control
PUDIIC ..o 6.6 7.7 9.5 0.1
PrIVAL.....ooieire s 10.3 10.0 14.3 0.2
Level
2V . 135 10.1 14.4 0.1
5.7 7.7 9.3 0.1
Region
NOIhEBSE......oeivir s 9.4 11.5 12.6 0.2
Southeast... . 9.0 9.9 16.0 0.2
Central....... . 9.6 19.0 22.1 0.1
WESE ..o 15.4 17.6 19.9 0.2
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000........cccoervivninenininieens 11.1 8.3 11.1 0.1
3,000 109,999 ..o 9.8 14.4 15.9 0.2
10,000 OF MOTE......occvuriciiririiisieisisesisiiins 54 7.7 6.2 0.1
Upward Bound is largest program
Y ES ottt 75 7.9 9.8 0.0
NO.c s 7.3 6.3 6.7 0.1

Lincludes only those ingtitutions with programs held during the academic year.
2Indludes only those ingtitutions with programs held during the summer.

3Based on the sum of the total hours duri ng the academic year and the total hours during the summer. If institutions only offered program
activities during one part of the year, then that amount is treated as the total for the full year.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 10a--Standard errors of the percent of precollegiate programs ranking specified qualities among the top three student characteristics for
targeting by their precollegiate program, by ingtitutional characteristics: 1994

First Specific High All
generation Racial/ subject achievers students
Institutional characteristic Low to ethnic Middle Low area Urban or at Rural
income atend  minorities  echievers  achievers  jpiereqy gifted/ specific
college strength talented schools
AlLINSHULIONS. ... 22 25 24 2.6 20 19 20 17 15 15
Control
PUDIIC ..ot 2.7 25 3.2 3.6 24 18 12 16 15 17
PHIVEIE ..ottt 44 4.7 34 4.2 38 44 4.7 4.0 24 2.6
Level
2oV oo 54 3.6 55 4.6 4.2 3.6 21 19 29 25
BoYEA ..ot 29 33 2.6 29 18 2.7 2.6 25 15 18
Region
NOMNEASE .....cvoveececeieiee s 48 49 49 5.0 2.8 49 3.2 3.2 16 33
55 5.8 37 51 5.0 54 25 5.6 2.7 34
6.0 57 6.7 54 33 6.2 6.0 19 21 25
5.0 5.6 5.6 45 44 2.7 18 0.7 4.6 2.0
Size of indtitution
LesSthan 3,000.........ceueremmemiiireiesseeseessesessesessensenenens 43 4.7 4.7 41 4.0 39 41 3.6 2.6 2.6
3,000t09,999...... 29 39 35 44 3.0 16 22 22 2.8 24
10,000 or more 22 2.6 18 17 14 11 19 0.8 12 05
Upward Bound is largest program
Y B5 oot 16 25 37 35 29 17 19 0.4 24 34
NO. s 2.9 25 2.8 33 24 2.6 2.7 25 1.8 1.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at
Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 11a--Standard errors of the percent of precollegiate students who are low income and who
are female, by institutional characteristics: 1994

Ingtitutional characteristic Low income Female
AlLTNSHEULIONS.....c.cuiiiicictciecceei et bbbttt se s s b nenan 31 0.7
Control
Public.... 3.6 0.8
L (A7 (= TP TP 4.7 1.8
Leve
8.8 1.3
27 0.8
Region
NOMNEBSE ...ttt sttt bbb e se st bbb ee s s e 35 19
Southeast... 24 12
CONETAL.....eeeee ettt bbbt a bbb bt e et b bbbt a et s bbbt ne e 2.3 1.0
KA =< TP P PR 51 11
Size of institution
LESSthan 3,000.......ccccueiiiiieieieteiii sttt bbbt ne 10.9 21
3,000 10 9,999 ..ottt bbbt b ettt ee e n b b renn 45 1.3
10,000 OF MOTE.....viuivenerieiisieesieie st st ses bt be e sbe st s sbese st s besesbe e s besesbesesbesesaebessebenenbensnbenenbene 2.7 0.9
Upward Bound is largest program
Y B ittt a b bR Rttt b bbb e ARttt b bt eReae et e st et tenn 13 0.8
N O, 1ttt ettt ettt ettt e bbbt aeae et ettt b et eR e Rt ettt ket et eRene et r et bt et erene et e enee 3.3 0.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 12a.--Standard errors of the percent of precollegiate students in each racial/ethnic category,
by ingtitutional characteristics: 1994

Asian American
o o o Black, White, or Indian or Race/
Institutional characteristic Hispanic non-Hispanic  non-Hispanic Pacific Alaskan ethnicity
Islander Native unknown
AllINSEUtIONS ... 33 38 21 05 0.3 0.3
Control
37 4.0 25 0.6 0.4 0.4
55 9.3 5.8 0.9 0.2 0.1
Level
2-YOR .o 9.6 89 3.0 0.9 0.6 0.3
BoYEBI oottt 31 34 24 05 0.4 05
Region
NOMhEASE ... 48 9.8 6.2 1.0 0.1 0.3
SOULNEBSE ..o 14 4.6 45 0.3 0.1 0.1
CONtral ..o 12 4.2 39 13 17 0.3
WSt 20 31 5.0 12 05 0.8
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 .........oceeereereeneeeereenennenn: 134 113 38 0.8 0.7 +)
3,000 t0 9,999......ccueviiriiriireeieiis 55 6.1 4.0 0.8 0.6 0.2
10,000 OF MOFE.....ouvriereercereereeeerensenneenes 3.2 29 25 0.6 0.6 0.8
Upward Bound is largest program
Y5ttt 18 39 41 1.0 0.4 +)
NO e 3.6 4.1 24 0.5 0.4 0.4

(+) Lessthan 0.05.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 13a--Standard errors of the percent of institutions indicating each grade level asthe one
grade level a which precollegiate students usually enter the program, by ingtitutional
characteristics: 1994

Freshman or Junior or
Middle/ sophomore senior High
Ingtitutional characteristic Elementary junior year in year in school
school high school senior high senior high graduate
school school
AllINSEULIONS.....cooveeeeeceeeeeeees 19 19 18 2.8 19
Control
PUDIIC ..o 13 22 19 19 22
PHIVEE. ...t 44 3.0 5.0 71 3.6
Level
2-YORI .o s 2.0 4.2 3.0 44 33
BoYERI ..o 25 20 2.8 2.6 20
Region
NOMOEASE.......oveveeeeeeeseeseisrieeieeieeeeieieie 13 3.2 43 54 41
Southeast. 18 41 51 54 20
Central. . 6.0 43 6.2 33 05
WESE ..o 41 4.2 48 3.2 4.0
Size
Lessthan 3,000..........cereermeeeieemeremennennenns 4.0 34 35 6.0 35
3,000 109,999 ... 22 3.0 2.7 25 3.0
10,000 OF MOTE......occeuricririririsieisisesisiinas 0.9 15 1.8 1.3 11
Upward Bound is largest program
0.0 14 15 05 0.0
2.7 2.6 25 4.0 2.7

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 appearsif no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 14a.--Standard errors of the percent of precollegiate students at each grade level, by
institutional characteristics: 1994

Freshman or Junior or
Elementary Middle/junior sophomore senior High
Institutional characteristic school high school studentsin studentsin school
students students senior high senior high graduates
school school
Al INSHTULIONS ... 17 17 12 18 0.7
Control
PUDIIC.....oociiciiic e 18 1.9 12 18 0.8
PrIVALE.......coiciice e 4.3 44 3.7 55 1.6
Level
2=V ..ttt s 33 1.9 23 34 12
LoYAN ..ot 1.9 25 13 2.0 0.8
Region
NOIMHEBSE ... 4.2 4.3 1.9 6.8 32
SOULhEBSE ...t 12 3.0 21 2.7 0.9
Central .......oceviericrrerreeee s 11 45 25 35 0.8
WESL....ocoiiee e 36 3.0 25 33 0.7
Size
Lessthan 3,000 .......ccoccncncnieenicnienens 52 21 4.0 2.8 15
3,000 t0 9,999.....cocimmiriiiee s 39 29 23 39 15
10,000 OF MOTE......cveriiiricriiririsirieesi s 0.2 3.2 1.4 2.7 0.9
Upward Bound is largest program
Y Sttt 0.0 0.5 12 13 0.3
NO e 1.9 1.9 1.3 2.0 0.9

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 means that every program in the sample reported that O percent of its precollegiate students were in the
indicated category.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 15a.--Standard errors of the percent of ingtitutions indicating an approach to providing
services was the single most frequently used approach, by type of approach and
institutional characteristics: 1994

Workshops

Institutional characteristic Tutoring Mentoring Classroom Testing/ and small Field trips
sessions assessment group meetings
All ingtitutions............. 25 13 3.0 0.6 19 05

Control

PUDIIC ..o 21 11 25 0.9 20 0.7

Privae.....ocovveveevieeennenns 51 2.7 6.2 0.6 39 0.0
Level

2-YOR o 24 14 5.6 12 37 13

-YERI .. 3.0 18 3.0 0.6 25 0.2
Region

Northeast..........coeueuennes 38 3.2 51 0.3 3.6 0.3

Southeast.......veeeeeeeencnnees 3.6 0.9 4.7 12 44 0.0

Central......cocveeveeveceenns 6.0 20 6.4 16 44 0.4

WESt ..o 2.7 3.2 41 11 31 21
Size

Lessthan 3,000............... 51 23 6.4 0.0 4.0 1.0

3,000t09,999 ... . 31 24 35 15 2.7 0.0

10,000 or more............... 17 0.8 20 14 17 05
Upward Bound is largest program

| =T 43 0.0 54 11 35 0.0

NO.... vttt 2.8 1.8 37 0.6 2.3 0.7

NOTE: A standard error of 0.0 appearsif no ingtitution in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 16a.--Standard errors of the percent of institutions ranking selected services among the three most important in their precollegiate program, by
institutional characteristics: 1994

Accelerated Specidl Other Information Cultural
Socia COUrSes, College- prepar- supple- ACT/ about activities  Information
Ingtitutiondl characteristic  skills  Remedia pegy level atory mental SAT  admissiony ~ Caeer  Persondl and for
development  tion college Courses COUrses COUrses training  financia  counseling  counseling field parents
level aid trips
All ingtitutions................. 25 23 21 20 35 22 14 22 23 21 22 17
Control
PUBIC....coceririicicrrccine 29 3.0 25 18 23 23 20 25 28 18 21 21
Private......ccoovvviererciiens 44 5.6 35 4.6 74 6.0 21 3.8 3.7 4.8 4.6 27
44 4.0 3.7 33 5.7 33 24 4.9 3.7 31 31 31
35 33 24 29 3.7 34 17 24 25 24 3.0 17
54 4.7 3.0 3.8 48 4.6 20 28 48 7.1 29 27
51 3.9 53 54 55 48 31 51 53 3.8 5.6 24
6.2 5.9 34 21 5.9 6.1 23 55 53 34 6.1 33
54 3.7 28 4.7 43 4.7 3.8 43 44 3.8 3.8 29
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000...........cc.ce.... 43 4.6 3.8 41 7.7 44 18 3.8 35 44 43 23
3,000 to 9,999 . 48 33 3.6 25 31 31 3.8 31 4.9 23 34 3.6
10,000 or MOre..........cceeeee. 22 22 16 13 21 19 20 31 27 14 17 17
Upward Bound islargest
program
4.0 43 45 22 43 44 41 55 3.7 3.7 3.2 15
2.9 3.3 1.8 2.8 3.9 2.7 1.3 2.4 3.3 2.9 2.9 2.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System, Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at
Higher Education Institutions, 1994.



Table 17a.--Standard errors of the percent of institutions at which the largest precollegiate program
provides one or more financial benefits, by institutional characteristics: 1994

) ) Financial benefits
Institutional characterigtic Any financial benefits* Stipends paid for offered for

participation successful performance
All INSHTULIONS....c.vveeccicrreecieee 25 3.0 24
Control
PUDIIC ... 3.0 33 29
PHIVAE ...t 38 54 51
6.1 6.6 44
3.0 33 33
Region
NOIhEESE.......ooeeeeeierrece s 4.8 6.2 6.1
SOULNEASE ...t 6.2 59 48
CONral......oceeeree s 6.0 6.0 4.8
WESE ... 4.7 49 43
Size of ingtitution
Lessthan 3,000..........cewereerreereemmeremeenennenns 52 55 4.7
3,000 09,999 ... 43 55 3.2
10,000 OF MOFE......cveveeiiierererierereieee e 13 19 24
Upward Bound is largest program
Y B ittt 0.6 0.7 44
NOL. e 33 34 3.0

*Includes ingtitutions that pay stipends for participation in the program, offer financial benefits for successful performance, or both.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 18a.--Standard errors of the percent of institutions providing specific financial benefits
among those that offer benefits for successful performance, by institutional
characteristics: 1994

Financial benefits offered*

Last dollars College Pay for
Institutional characteristic Full tuition Full tuition needed for courses grades
guarantee guarantee tuition for credit received ) Othq
at any at your after receipt free or at the financial
college ingtitution of other areduced  precollegiate benefit
financia aid prices level
AllINSEUtIONS ... 20 3.2 29 52 25 49
Control
PUDIIC....ovvvnirerese e 12 35 29 6.4 3.6 5.0
PrIVAE.....ccooveriereee e 52 83 6.6 7.7 25 10.7
Level
2O .ot 2.8 6.0 45 83 5.0 8.0
BoYEBI oo 25 4.2 41 5.0 29 59
0.0 55 9.1 8.8 1.0 141
5.6 7.3 7.0 9.0 7.0 10.0
55 6.5 11 74 5.0 6.9
31 41 44 82 37 7.7
Size of indtitution
Lessthan 3,000 .........oceeeeereerereeneenennenn: 4.7 6.9 6.3 104 4.6 11.2
3,000t09,999.... . 22 4.6 4.6 81 49 6.9
10,000 OF MOFE.....ouvreereeeereereeeesensenneines 1.0 25 24 35 2.6 22
Upward Bound is largest program
Y5ttt 33 33 33 6.6 52 6.7
NO Lt 25 5.7 5.4 4.8 1.9 5.8

*Percentages are based on the 33 percent of precollegiate programs that offered financial benefits for successful performance.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 20.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 2, primary goals of precollegiate  programs:

1994
Ranked first Ranked second Ranked third
Goal of precollegiate program
P egiaeprog . Standard . Standard . Standard

Estimate error Estimate error Estimate error
College attendance..........cocoeveeeeveurrerencane 28.3 2.3 28.0 2.0 21.6 21
Generd academic sKill .........cccocuvreneneee 19.9 2.2 255 21 219 25
High school completion...........cccccecerinenee 26.4 25 20.1 2.3 17.7 21
College completion...........coeeeeeeeerererencenes 125 18 14.3 2.0 18.7 2.2
Subject areastrength ........cococoveecerrnccnee 9.7 1.9 6.3 18 7.5 13
College recruitment ............cccceeuverecnneee. 0.5 0.4 1.9 0.7 6.5 1.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 21.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 3, mean number of hours spent in program
activities by precollegiate students: 1994

Mean number of hours

Largest program operates during

Egtimate Standard error

Part-year programs

Academic year only 85.5 19.6

SUMMEY ONY ... 166.5 114
Full-year programs

Academic year portion..........cceervreneeenennns 1171 5.2

Summer portion 205.9 7.5

TOtal 323.0 9.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.

A-22



Table 22.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 4, most important student characteristics for
targeting: 1994

Ranked first Ranked second Ranked third
Student characteristic
. Standard . Standard . Standard
Estimate error Estimate error Estimate error
LOW iNCOME......cvevevieeiisircee e 41.0 24 18.8 21 10.2 19
First generation.........cooceervnenececeennenes 105 1.7 31.2 24 7.6 11
Racial/ethnic minorities...........ccccceevevenne. 135 1.8 10.9 15 15.7 17
Middle achievers........ccccovveeeecenenennnnn. 4.3 0.9 8.9 16 14.9 21
Low achievers.........ccoevvvveereccenesnsinans 75 1.3 79 12 6.4 11
Subject areastrength ........cococceeeeerrreeeee 6.5 1.8 35 0.9 5.8 19
Urban ... 35 16 5.0 11 27 0.7
High achiever/gifted.........cccooovniccnnenee 16 0.8 3.6 15 3.0 11
Specific SChOOIS ... 17 0.7 17 0.6 34 0.9
RUMA ..o 0.7 0.5 14 0.6 3.6 12
Female students........cccevvevveererercercseninn 2.8 1.0 0.9 0.5 15 0.6
DrOpOULS.....cccovvviveeeicerieseresee e - - 17 0.6 15 0.7
Non-English speaking .........cccvveeeeeeirinenes 11 0.3 0.7 0.3 21 0.5
Disabilities.......ccceveveeeiriririee e 0.9 0.6 0.1 0.1 3.0 14
Male students...........ccccuevvvvreererereenrnennnnnn. -- -- 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.3

-- No programs gave this response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 23.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 6, precollegiate program goals and the year in
which students usually start: 1994

Y ear students usually enter program

Top goal Before high school Freshman/sophomore
Egtimate Standard error Egtimate Standard error
High school completion ...........cocoeernenccene 52.2 4.3 34.2 45
College attendance.........ccceuveveneeeerinineneneeininnns 21.8 34 62.6 4.0
General academic sKillS.........ocovivninnininnenes 254 7.7 36.3 53
College COMPIEtioN ........c.cueuvrieeeieceeirriecicins 34 1.1 50.2 7.5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 24.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 7, grade ranges served by precollegiate
programs. 1994

Largest grade level served

Earliest grade level served Freshmen or Junior or

Middle/ sophomore senior High

Elementary junior year in year in school

school high school senior high senior high graduates
school school
Estimate
EleMeNtary.......ccoeevemernneneineeneeneesesenenenennes 0.4 25 12 48 0.9
Middl€/junior high..... - 3.8 3.2 14.3 3.9
Freshman/sophomore. - - 18 36.2 5.0
Junior/senior .............. . - - - 7.8 25
High school graduate.............cococeenrnnccinnnns - - - - 11.7
Standard error

ElemMeNntary.......ccoeevemernmneneireeneeneesesenenenennes 0.2 16 05 12 0.3
Middl€/junior high..... - 1.0 0.9 16 0.8
Freshman/sophomore. . - - 0.6 2.2 11
JUNIOI/SENION ..ot - - - 2.6 0.8
High school graduate.............cocccveuvvrinnrennnne -- -- -- -- 1.8

--No programs gave this response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 25.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 8, most frequently used approaches for
providing servicesin largest precollegiate programs. 1994

Ranked first Ranked second Ranked third
Approach ) Standard ) Standard ) Standard

Estimate error Estimate error Estimate error
Classro0mM SESSIONS.....c.cuvvrerereereeieisereeens 46.8 3.0 21.7 2.3 9.6 15
TULONING ..o 19.6 25 224 17 18.1 1.9
Workshops/small groups.. 20.2 1.9 21.8 15 17.6 29
MENtoring.......cceuverereiiriiirsiessessees 59 13 114 22 16.2 1.9
Testing/assessment......c..vveeeeeerereneceninnns 24 0.6 114 18 16.0 21
Feld trips ..o 0.8 0.5 5.8 1.6 17.8 2.4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 26.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 9, percent of largest precollegiate programs
rating selected services as very important: 1994

Largest precollegiate programs selected

Service
Egtimate Standard error
Socia skills devElopPMEN .........c.oviierirrrreeiee e 774 18
Career COUNSEING ....c.cueurireiitirieiririeeieie e 68.7 2.8
Supplemental courses... 65.6 24
Information about college 63.9 2.6
Personal counsdling...... 57.3 2.7
Cultural activities..... 55.1 25
Information for parents. 55.3 2.3
Preparatory courses...... 54.2 25
Remediation.............. 42.6 25
ACT/SAT traINING. ...c.ceceeerererieieieieire ettt 40.0 1.7
ACCEEraed COUMSES.......ovuiiiiiiiie e 284 23
College |8VEl COUISES. ...ttt 22.6 2.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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Table 27.--Estimates and standard errors for figure 10, percent of largest precollegiate programs
ranking selected services as among the three most important: 1994

Ranked first Ranked second Ranked third
Service
. Standard . Standard . Standard

Edtimate error Edtimate error Edtimate error
Social skillsdevelopment...........c.ccvvennee 12.2 1.6 14.0 2.6 17.0 18
Information about college..........ccccoeureene. 8.2 12 15.0 15 12.3 13
Supplemental COUrseS..........ovnueerurerereeenes 18.0 16 104 1.7 44 11
Career counsdling...... 4.1 11 16.0 2.2 124 16
Preparatory courses... 10.2 14 10.9 19 7.8 23
Remediation.............. . 19.4 25 6.3 14 32 0.9
Accelerated COUrseS..........oovmmniimnininninnnnn 11.1 1.6 35 13 2.7 0.8
Cultural actiVities.......cooeviernicrnicrrienn, 0.3 0.1 4.3 11 13.2 23
Personal counsaling.........ccocvvnencececininenes 21 0.6 4.8 12 8.0 15
College-level CoUrses........ovnurerurirerennane 6.4 1.7 4.9 12 1.0 0.3
Information for parents. . 0.6 0.5 15 0.5 9.0 15
ACT/SAT training.......cocoovinisiinnenes 1.0 0.3 4.5 0.8 5.9 1.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System,
Survey on Precollegiate Programs for Disadvantaged Students at Higher Education Institutions, 1994.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FORM APPROVED
NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS O.M.B. No.: 1850-0701
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208-5651 EXPIRATION DATE: 06/95

PRECOLLEGIATE PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS
AT HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION QUICK INFORMATION SYSTEM

This survey is authorized by law (20 U.S.C. 1221e-1). While participation in this survey is voluntary, your cooperation is critical to
make the results of this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

DEFINITIONS FOR THISSURVEY:

Precollegiate programs are defined as programs at higher education institutions that are designed to increase the access of
educationally or economically disadvantaged elementary and secondary students to higher education. These programs may or may
not include college-level instruction, but they are intended to prepare and motivate students for college.

Examples of precollegiate programs are:

Summer programs that help disadvantaged students with the transition to college;

Programs that bring disadvantaged students to campus to learn the academic, social, and study skills necessary for college;
Programs to enhance the self esteem and motivation of disadvantaged students; and

Programs with local schools to provide tutoring for disadvantaged students, or enrichment courses to increase their skillsin

special areas such as mathematics and science.

Do not include
" Sports camps, unless they are designed to increase the access of disadvantaged students to higher education;
n Articulated high school programs, such astech-prep or 2+ 2 programs with high schools;

. Programs allowing high school students to enroll in college courses, unless the programs are designed to increase college-
going rates among disadvantaged students; or
- Short one-time events such as sending ingtitutional representatives to a high school’s "college day" or bringing students to

campus for "college weekends."

Note: All information from this survey will be kept strictly confidential, and will be published in aggregated form enly. Unless
specified otherwise, questionsrefer to the 1993-94 academic year (including summer 1994).

AFFIX LABEL HERE

IF ABOVE INSTITUTION INFORMATION IS INCORRECT, PLEASE UPDATE DIRECTLY ON LABEL.

Name of Person Completing This Form: Telephone Number:

Title /position;

PLEASE KEEP A COPY OF THIS SURVEY FOR YOUR RECORDS

RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, CALL
WESTAT, INC. Laurie Lewis at Westat
1650 Research Boulevard 800-937-8281, Ext. 8284 or 301-251-8284
Rockville, Maryland 20850 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m., Eastern time zone

ATTN: Lewis, 923772

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 30 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to the U.S. Department of Bducation,
Information Management and Compliance Division, Washington, D.C. 202024651; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project

1850-0701, Washington, D.C. 20503.
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1.

Does your institution currently run, either alone or in conjunction with other institutions, any precollegiate programs for
disadvantaged students (as defined on the front of this questionnaire)?

YES.iiiiurarnnns INO ceeennnnnn, 2 (Stop. Complete respondent section on front cover and return questionnaire.)

We areinterested in information about the largest precollegiate program for disadvantaged students at your institution.
For purposes of this questionnaire, the largest program is defined as the program that receives the largest percentage of
the total funding for precollegiate programs for disadvantaged students.

3.

3.

What is the name of your largest precollegiate program?

Please give your best estimate about how your institution’s largest (in terms of funding) precollegiate program for
disadvantaged students compared with all of your precollegiate programs for disadvantaged students in 1993-94.

a. Percentage of all precollegiate students served: %
b. Percentage of total funding for precollegiate programs: %

Please have the remainder of this questionnaire completed by the person who is most knowledgeable about your
institution’s largest precollegiate program (i.e., the program indicated in question 2),

How many precollegiate students were served by your institution through this program during the period of September
1993 through August 1994? Count each student only once, even if that student was enrolled in more than one term.

Number of precollegiate students (unduplicated)........ccccoovinininicrmnernnirininnn,

What is the distribution by grade level of the precollegiate students served by your institution through this program? The
total must sum to 100 percent. |f students participate ONLY in the summer, use the grade level completed just before
participating in the summer program, except high school graduates should be reported separately. | f the program accepts
students who dropped out of schooi, base your answer on the grade level (or competency) that they must have achieved to be
admitted into the program.

a. Elementary school students......cccoveiiineens %
b. Middle /junior high school students - %
c.  Freshman and sophomore students in senior high school ..., %
d. Junior and senior studentsin senior high SChOOl ..., %
€. High school graduate ..., - %

TOTAL 100%

At what grade level do precollegiate students usually enter this program. Circle the one answer that best applies. | f
students participate ONLY in the summer, use the grade level completed just before participating in the summer program,
except high school graduates should be reported separately.

Elementary SChoOl ... .
Middlefjunior high SChOOI ..o, e
Freshman or sophomore year in senior high SChool.........veeeeivicieniinineiriiennnnn
Junior or senior year in senior high school ...,
High school graduati.........c..ouimimmmimmmmnnimmssmeenn.

s WK e

Rank the following in the order in which they are goals of this precollegiate program, with "1* indicating the mo:
important goal of the program, "2" indicating the second most important goal, etc.. Write in "NA" if that item is not a goa
of this program.

a. Increaseretention in or completion of high SChOOl. v,
b. Increase the likelihood of attending college. ...,
c. Increase the likelihood of completing college. ..o,
d. Enhance college recruitment for this inStitution ...,
e. Increase general academic skills developmeNt ..o,
f. Promote interest/strength in particular subject area......ovimniiin.
(specify subject area )
o Nthar (enecify )




8. Rank all of the following approaches in the order in which they are used most frequently in providing services through this
precollegiate program, with "1"indicating the most frequently used approach, 2" indicating the second most frequently
used approach, etc. Write in "NA" if this program never uses a particular approach.

a.  Tutoring e s e e .

b.  Mentoring e e R SRR IIY e :

c.  Classroom Sessions: e S S ————.

d.  Testing/assesSmeEnt o e R e :

e.  Workshops and small group P SRy :

f. Field trips: s v, s s .
Other (specify )

9. In Column A, please rate how important each of the following services are in this precollegiate program. Circle "1" for not
at all important if the program does not offer that service.

. !

In Column B, rank up to 3 services that are most important in this precollegiate program, with "1" indicating the most
important, *2" indicating the second most important, and "3" indicating the third most important.

B.
Services A. Circle one on each line Rank up
Not at all | Somewhat Very to3
important | important | important | services
a.  Remediation oo s i , 1 2 3
b. Academically accelerated cours& below the college level «oeveveeees . 1 2 3
c. College-level Courses: s i, e , 1 2 3
d. Special preparatory courses (e.g., problem solvmg) --------------------- . 1 2 3
e. Other supplemental courses (academic enrichment) «««««++veeeerereess . 1 2 3
£ ACT/SAT BHGIAZ ....evevvovissvsisivrsisiensssin et _ 1 2 3
g Information about college admissions and/or financid aid -««----- : 1 2 3
h. Career counseling and FOrmMation «++»+++eeeveeernmrenimieeennii, , 1 2 3
L. Personal counseling: e s R , 1 2 3
j-  Socid skills development/confidence bU||d|ng ----------------------------- . 1 2 3
k. Cultura activities and field trips: e e e . 1 2 3
L InfOrmation fOr Parents v veeeevsveserevmmisimimmmninininicsesib e 1 2 3
m. Other (specify ) I 1 2 3

10.  Some programs may target certain student characteristics. Rank up to3 characteristics that are specifically targeted by
this program, with "1" indicating the characteristic most important for targeting by this program, *2" indicating the second
most important, and "3" indicating the third most important. Rank only those characteristics that are specifically targeted,
not characteristics that may incidentally happen to describe some students.

Rank up to 3
A LOWINCOME wrersessesssssssssssses s s s .
b.  Low achievers: e s s e :
c.  Middle achievers: e e e s :
d. Highachieversor gifted/talented............ooooiviiiiiniininiis
e. Racial/ethnic MiNOFitiEs: e i oo, .
f.  Non-English speaking, or English as a second Ianguage
g. Rural ......................................................................................................................
I R
i.  First generation to attend college i, e e .
j- Students with diSailiti@s: e i o, .
k. Specific subject area interest/strength (e g., math, saence) ---------------------------
L. Female students: s p—— e SRR :
m.  Male StudentS: e e e e :
n.  All students at specific e [ I e .
o. Students who dropped out of SChOl - sserweiseerers I s
p. Other (specify ) IR

11a. About what proportion of precollegiate students served by your institution through this program in 1993-94 were:

a. Lowincome?: e R e s . - %
b. Female? o RRCIOORUTRTE RIS UR IR RSIOURIOTEE . _ %



B ]

11b. About what proportion of precollegiate students served by your institution through this program in 1993-94 were:

2. HISPanic.....coiiiiii i, %
b. Black, n00-HiISpABicY ... v+ v vevevvie it - %
c.  White, non-Hispanic? ... o oo s, . %
s, Adanor Pacific SIander?........oooooiiiinniriii e, - %
e.  American Indian or Alaskan NatiVE? .......covvivveririinerninninimiioeiae s %
f. Race/ethnicity WIKROWRY? ........covvririiiieric ettt - %
TOTAL 100%
12.  Does this program pay stipends to precollegiate students for participation in this program? Yes.......... 1 No.......
13a. Arethere any financial benefits offered to precollegiate students for successful performance in this program?
Y iiriirnannns INO«iinn 2 (Skip to question 14)
13b. Which financia benefits are offered to students for successful performance in this program? Circle one on each line.
Yes No
a.  Full tuition guarantee at any COllEgE......cumm i, 1 2
b. Full tuition guarantee a Your iBSttuton ........evvvvivreiiiiiimiiriiiiieiieriiii e 1 2
c. Last dollars needed for college tuition after receipt of other financial aid...mismiin. 1 2
d. College-level courses offered for credit free of charge or at reduced priceS.....ccovvivviieiivninnnn. 1 2
e. Pay for gradesreceived at the precollegiate level ... P P 1 2
f.  Other financial benefit (specify Yo 1 2
14,  What was the primary source of funding for this precollegiate program in1993-94? Circlethe one answer that best appl
TUITTON vt s e bbbt o et 1
Institutional funding ... 2
Federal gOVEIMMENL ..o s soss s essss s st ss s 3
State /local GOVENMENL.ciciiimmii s 4
Private /individuals (include corporate/foundation funding)...........coooveveeiiveiinereerienerennierernnnnens 5
OLNEI SOUCES .. vivimmimiiiisissieimisios ottt s s s s b 3151 i 6

15a. How many of your ingtitution’s faculty and staff worked with this program in 1993-94? Only count faculty and staff with
specific program responsibilities, and not people who might happen to serve precollegiate students in the normal course of
their duties. faculty and staff

15b. How many of your institution’s students worked with this program (e.g., astutors) in 1993-94? students

If your precollegiate program serves different kinds of students in different locations or for different amounts of tim
answer the following questions for the typical precollegiate student (i.e., the type of student that constitutes the majority
participants in your program).

16.  What isthe primary location in which this program is held? Circle the one answer that best applies.

COlEYR CBIPUS . ...t 1
Elementary or SeCONTAY SCNOOIS ..vvvvevvvereeiereerneireesininreesvinseresinesinseesnnesessnesnne s 2
Students’ NOMES ..o s s 3
Other community ocationS.......ccoumu. e —————— S 4

17.  Approximately how many total hours does atypical precollegiate student spend in program activities during the acaden
year and during the summer? Approximately how many hours per week does a student spend in this program during a
typical school week or summer week when the program is "in session"? For "residential” programs, only count hours whel
students are in organized activities, classes, tutoring sessions, etc. |f the program is not held during the academic year, write
"NA" in Column A. If the program is not held during the summer, write "NA" in Column B.

A. Academic year B. Summe

a. Total hours in program aCtiVitieS...eumme i o,
b. Hours per typical week in program activitieS..oummamammn,



