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Introduction

Early in 1972, the Louisiana Coordinating
Council for Higher Education published the
Master Plan—Toward Balanced Growth in Lou-
istana Posthigh School Education: Quantity and
Quality. This Plan, consisting of fifty recom-
mendations regarding higher education in Louisi-
ana was prepared under mandate from the
Louisiana Legislature.

During the two years preceding publication of
the recommendations, the Coordinating Council
commissioned studies in a number of areas which
the Council felt were important in the develop-
ment of a sound Master Plan. Armed with the
information provided in these studies, the Coun-

cil members met for many hours to devise the
recommendations in the Master Plan.

To make available to interested readers the
vast amount of material relative to Louisiana
and its ability to maintain quality education for
all its citizens, the papers prepared by the con-
sultants to the Council are being reproduced in
this supplementary volume.

A number of working papers were prepared by
the Coordinating Council staff during this period.
These papers were also available to Council mem-
bers during their deliberations, but since they
were widely distributed upon their completion
and are published separately, they have not been
included in this supplement.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

The following sketches provide information on
the consultants contributing the working papers
included herein:

I. Dr. Thomas R. Beard is Professor and
former Chairman of the Economics De-
partment at Louisiana State University
at Baton Rouge. Dr. Beard is a native of
Louisiana and received his PhD. degree
at Duke University. He has previously
served as consultant to several banks, the
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, and the U. S. Department
of Health, Education and Welfare.

II. Dr. Jan W. Duggar, Associate Professor of
Economics at Louisiana State University
at Baton Rouge, received his PhD. degree
at Florida State TUniversity. He has
served as consultant to such organiza-
tions as the Louisiana Consumer Finance
Association and the Urban Research Cen-
ter at Titusville, Florida.

III. Dr. John B. Legler, Professor of Economics
and Assistant Director of the Institute
for Urban and Regional Studies at Wash-
ington University (St. Louis), has had
wide experience in government finance.

He has served as a consultant to the
States of Illinois and Hawaii and to the
cities of New York and San Francisco.

IV. Dr. James A. Papke is Professor of Eco-
nomics in the Krannert Graduate School
of Industrial Administration at Purdue
University. He has served as consultant
to the States of California, Delaware,
Iowa, West Virginia, Indiana, Massa-
chusetts, Illinois and Georgia.

V. Dr. John H. Reinoehl is Assistant Chairman
of the Department of Humanities at
Michigan State University. He is a con-
sultant for Science Research Associates
in the preparation and evaluation of Na-
tional Merit Examinations.

VI. Dr. Loren C. Scott is Assistant Professor of
Economics at Louisiana State University
at Baton Rouge. Dr. Scott’s PhD. degree
was earned at Oklahoma State Univer-
sity. His primary area of interest is in
Micro-economic Theory and Managerial
Economics, and his major publications
deal with the economic effectiveness of
on-the-job training.
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Student Enrollment and Admissions Policy

by

Joan H. REINOEHL

Student enrollment and admission policies are
basic to any Master Plan or projection of educa-
tional needs for a state—indeed such policies de-
termine the fundamental issues of the extent and
nature of a higher education program. This re-
port segment will examine enrollment trends for
the past decade, admission and attrition practices,
and related programs now in existence.

The information upon which this paper is
based comes from a number of sources. Informa-
tion concerning student performances on the ACT
come from the class profile reports for the var-
ious institutions by the American College Testing
service. Letters were sent to the chief administra-
tive officer of each institution requesting catalogs,

schedules, a student handbook and similar stan-
dard college publications. In addition, responses
were requested from each institution to a series
of ten questions concerning admission, testing, re-
tention, student participation etc. (See Appen-
dix.) Information was received from all institu-
tions prior to the preparation of this paper
except for Southern University (all branches)
and LSU-Baton Rouge. Other information came
from material made available by the Louisiana
Coordinating Council for Higher Education and
from conversation with officials at the University
of Southwestern Louisiana. Finally, information
on the various institutions was obtained from
various college guides and the College Blue Book
series.

ADMISSION TRENDS AND EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

The trend for the past ten years in Louisiana,
as elsewhere in the United States, has been for
college and university enrollments to rise dra-
matically. There have been two reasons—first,
and most important, the babies born during the
post World War II boom period came of college
age, and, second, a larger proportion of American
youth attended college in 1969-70 than did so
earlier. In addition, Louisiana has expanded its
facilities for higher education to a considerable

extent over the past decades. New schools were
created and old units expanded to meet the needs
of the burgeoning population. Few Louisiana resi-
dents reside more than 50 miles from a four-year,
state-supported college or university as the dec-
ade of the 1970’s begins. Some changes are dis-
cernible also, particularly in the primarily black
colleges, whose enrollments generally have not
increased over the past five years.

ADMISSION POLICIES AT INSTITUTIONS GOVERNED BY THE
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

All state-supported institutions of higher edu-
cation in Louisiana are open to any Louisiana
High School graduate who chooses to attend that
institution. The intention is that each high school
graduate should have an opportunity for higher
education to the extent of his ability. There are
varying restrictions on out-of-state students, pre-
sumably based upon the standard assumption
that the state of Louisiana should educate its own
while other states should do likewise. There are
some reciprocal tuition arrangements with neigh-

boring states. All students are required to take
the ACT (American College Test) for use by the
accepting institution for whatever purpose it
deems appropriate, although, except for out-of-
state students and certain special cases which will
be discussed, test scores are not a factor in ad-
mission requirements. It is the intention of the
system (an intention placed in practice by the
institutions of higher education in the state) that
any native high school graduate be admitted to
the institution of his choice in the state.
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ACT PROGRAM

Scores on the ACT for students of the system
are low by national standards, a fact that could
be the result of the broad admission policy. Mean
composite scores for the United States as a whole,
involving 440 colleges and 279,435 students aver-
aged 20.3; for students admitted to Louisiana
institutions of higher education, 18.7. Within the
Louisiana State Board controlled institutions,
scores varied from Louisiana Tech University’s
19.9 composite mean to Grambling’s 12.3 (Figures
for Southern University were not available for
1969-70. However, complete statistics on total
ACT scores for 1969-70 on other institutions are
available in the Council office.) The primarily
black schools make up a separate category, with
ACT scores well below those of the primarily
white institutions. Institutions under the State

Board of Education apart from Grambling and
Southern ranged only from the 19.2 mean for
Louisiana Tech to 17.2 for both Nicholls and
Northwestern. The Southern scores from the pre-
vious year are similar to those of Grambling and
show a substantial drop from scores made at the
predominantly white institutions. It would be im-
possible to generalize from these scores in this
paper without further information. Questions
which would have to be answered would be for
example, “Do the tests successfully measure
academic potential?”’ (For a complete analysis on
ACT scores, see A Profile of Freshman Students
at Louisiana’s State-Supported Colleges and Uni-
versities as Revealed by ACT Data by Beard and
Duggar, p. 13.)

ATTRITION

As might be expected under such circum-
stances, the attrition rates are high although data
are not available to explain these phenomena. For
the entire State Board of Education system 22,-
757 freshmen admitted in the Fall of 1968 had
been reduced to 10,954 sophomores by Fall, 1969
and 13,080 sophomores of 1968 were reduced to
9,148 juniors in 1969. The senior class of 1969
had increased by 300 students over the junior
class of 1968. (See graph #1 showing attrition
by institution.)

Other figures bear out the impression of a very
high attrition rate throughout the entire Louisi-
ana State Board system. A compilation from the
Louisiana Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation shows that the number of lower class
course credit hours taken is substantially higher
than the number of upper class credits. (See
graph #2). While some discrepancy in favor of
freshmen-sophomore courses would be expected,
the nearly 8 to 1 ratio indicated would suggest
a much lower number of junior-senior students
than there are freshmen-sophomores at these in-
stitutions.

It would appear from statistics available that
nearly all of the attrition comes during the first
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two years of college attendance and that the bulk
of this comes during the freshman year or be-
tween the freshman and sophomore years. Quer-
ies to the various colleges in the State Board
system generally brought back the response that
information was not available concerning attri-
tion rates during the junior and senior years.
Figures available concerning class enrollments
for the 1968-69 and 1969-70 academic years would
suggest that there is a negligible rate of drop for
students during the junior and senior years. Be-
tween the 1968-69 junior class and the 1969-70
senior class, for the entire State Board system,
there was an increase of 309 students (9,726
seniors, 1969-70, and 9,417 juniors, 1968-69).
The increase probably comes from delays in stu-
dents finishing their degrees, and the fact that
most colleges “rate” students according to a flat
number of credits earned. Thus, the University
of Southwestern Louisiana considers anybody who
has earned 90 of the 120 semester hours of credit
required for graduation a senior, although he may
in fact be more than 30 semester hours away
from graduation. Under such a system, many
students may be carried as seniors for their final
three semesters in college, thus distorting the pic-
ture to some degree.



1. This graph shows the attrition from freshman to sophomore classes, 1968 to 1969, in Lou-
isiana colleges. The column on the left shows the fall 1968 freshman class; the one on the right, the

fall 1969 sophomore class.
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2. This graph shows percentage of credit hours carried at each institution at freshmen-sopho-
more levels in comparison with credit hours carried at the junior-senior level.

Credit
hours

90

85

80

75

70

65

60

55

50

45

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

usL| | | |

McNeese

Northwestern | |
Southeastern | |

Southern BR

B
I

==dBBEEEEE

| Grambling ||
| Northeast _|___| |

I .

Left column—Freshman-Sophomore credit hours

Right column—Junior-Senior credit hours

o4



OUT-OF-STATE STUDENTS

A huge majority in 1969-70, 56,841 out of
59,917 or nearly 95% of the students at State
Board controlled colleges and universities in Lou-
isiana, are natives of Louisiana. Of the remaining
3,076 students, 1,000 came from the contiguous
states of Arkansas, Texas and Mississippi; the
remainder came from foreign countries or the
other 46 states. For these students there are gen-

erally requirements more stringent than those
for native Louisianians. Usually there is a per-
formance requirement for high school (upper
half in class ranking, 2.5 on 4.0 scale, and ACT
scores) although Tech has the same requirement
for out-of-state students as it has for Louisi-
anians.

NON-MATRICULATED STUDENTS

There are also varying standards for admission
for those not enrolled in a degree program. For
these, normally described as “special students”
who are not fulfilling degree requirements, the

normal admission standards are waived. These
programs are developed for the adult population
and are geared to the “continuing education”
needs of the community.

SPECIAL ADMISSIONS

Special admission policies obtain for those who,
for some reason, have not met the normal require-
ments for admission to the institution concerned,
which normally means those who haven’t finished
high school. For these a special waiver program
allows them to enter college if their ACT scores
are high enough. There is usually an age restric-

tion on these students (they must be at least 21
years old), and some institutions state that the
aim of this program is to allow the returning
veteran to take advantage of the opportunity for
higher education following the experience of mili-
tary service.

ADVANCED HIGH SCHOOL PLACEMENT

Finally, there are programs which allow ad-
vanced high school juniors to carry work at the
college level. This involves bringing these stu-
dents to the campus during the summer and en-
rolling them in college courses. Credit is granted
after the student completes high school and only
then becomes a part of the student’s college rec-
ord. In other institutions, students are admitted
to a summer session at the end of their junior
year of high school on the basis of exceptionally
high standardized scores. These are students with
outstanding high school records and recommenda-
tions from their high school officials testifying
to their ability, maturity and generally superior

qualifications. These students may then enroll for
a limited number of college courses while they are
completing their high school programs, although
they may not live on the campus and must finish
high school without the college program interfer-
ing. Strict limitations on ACT performance, rec-
ommendations of high school principals or coun-
selors and the need for the student to maintain a
“B” average in high school keeps this program at
a modest level.

None of the institutions acknowledged a special
admission program for other groups—indeed with
the rules by which admissions are granted there
would seem to be little need for it.

TRANSFER STUDENTS

Transfer students are screened by the stan-
dards of the school at which they were previously
enrolled—admission to a new school requires that
the applicant be readmissable to the institution
he attended previously. In addition, some institu-
tions require a “C” average, and, in all cases,

courses in which “D” grades or below were
earned are not acceptable at the new institution.
Since there is a high attrition rate in all of these
schools, the policies concerning transfer students
aim at avoiding the admission of students dropped
from sister board institutions.
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GRADUATE STUDENTS

There has been a significant expansion, both in
enabling legislation and in enrollments, in the
graduate programs of State Board institutions in
recent years. Graduate programs were first au-
thorized in State Board institutions in 1954 when
a Masters program was authorized at North-
western State University. In the fall of 1969, 194
doctoral candidates were enrolled in five State
Board institutions (USL, LTU, McNeese, North-
western and Northeast). The 194 students re-
flected a 81% growth over the 148 doctoral candi-
dates at the same institutions in the Fall of 1968.

For the institutions admitting graduate stu-
dents, correspondingly higher requirements are
established, clearly with the intention of making
graduate school a step up from undergraduate,

and, as one respondent put it, to “select serious
students who show a capability for advanced
work.” The overwhelming proportion of graduate
students in the institutions governed by the State
Board are studying for advanced degrees in Edu-
cation. Of 194 doctoral students enrolled in State
Board institutions in the Fall of 1969, 138 were
enrolled in Education. The remaining 56 doctoral
candidates were split evenly between Louisiana
Tech University and USL, neither of which of-
fered a doctorate in Education. In this respect,
there has been a definite response to the educa-
tional needs of the students by the output of the
institution. Several of the State Board institutions
have developed from state regional teacher train-
ing units and graduate programs are largely ex-
tensions of that function.

SUMMARY

The beginning freshman admission policies of
the institutions governed by the State Board of
Education for Louisianians can be summarized
in a phrase—high school graduation. The fresh-
man year serves as a rigorous screening period
for the system as approximately 50% of entering
freshmen drop before the beginning of their
sophomore year. Exception to this policy is made
in the case of out-of-state students, who generally

must finish in the upper half of their high school
class and meet performance standards on the
ACT. Likewise, older students are admitted on
the basis of testing alone in the instance of their
not having a high school diploma. Transfer stu-
dents are judged on the basis of their perform-
ance at their previous institution. Graduate stu-
dents are screened individually, based upon their
performance en route to a baccalaureate degree.

ADMISSION POLICIES IN THE LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM

General —ACT Program

Louisiana State University follows the same
rule of admission as those institutions under the
State Board of Education, with much the same
results. All residents who have been graduated
from an accredited high school are admitted to
institutions of the LSU system. As with Board
institution applicants, all LSU candidates for ad-
mission must take the ACT. The scores for stu-
dents admitted to the LSU system average some-
what higher than those admitted to Board
institutions, and are almost exactly at the na-
tional mean (composite 20.0 LSU, 20.83 National).
Composite scores ranged from 21.3 at the Baton
Rouge campus for 3,384 freshman students to
18.2 at the Alexandria campus for 381 freshman
students. As is the case with the State Board
institutions, the ACT is used not as a screening,
but as a counseling and placement tool.
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Attrition

The attrition rate for the LSU system, with the
exception of the Baton Rouge campus, appears to
parallel that of the State Board institutions. In
the figures for the Fall Quarter of 1968 the soph-
omore classes at the New Orleans and Alexandria
branches of LSU were under half the size of the
freshman classes (1,494 to 3,276 and 237 to 504
respectively). Eunice and Shreveport at that time
were in their second year of operation and their
figures were scarcely indicative. LSU-Eunice
stated that 35.5% of their freshmen of 1968 did
not return as sophomores in 1969, and that an
additional 14.9% dropped or were dropped during
the Fall, 1969 semester. At LSU-Shreveport there
were 1,171 freshmen in the fall of 1968 and 389
sophomores in the Fall of 1969, indicating a



substantial drop in the number continuing in
school. The Baton Rouge statistics indicate that
their loss rate is significantly lower than the rest
of the state system, while their ACT scores are
significantly higher.

The other basis for judging attrition rates, the
ratio of lower division courses to upper division
courses, is difficult if not impossible to interpret
meaningfully, since three of the LSU campuses
offer only lower level courses. The Baton Rouge
branch has graduate and professional offerings
which make comparisons with the State Board
institutions almost meaningless.

It would appear, also, that there is a self-
screening process involving students at LSU-Ba-
ton Rouge. Their ACT scores are significantly
higher than those of students in the remainder of
the LSU system and the entire State Board sys-
tem, and their attrition rate is significantly lower.

The self-screening of students at LSU-Baton
Rouge is most in evidence at the extreme levels
of the ACT scores. When the scores are broken
into four intervals (26-36, 21-25, 16-20, and 1-15)
LSU-Baton Rouge has 20% in the top bracket and
11% in the lowest group. The other branches
have far less in the highest grouping. (LSU-
Alexandria—7%, LSU-Eunice—5%, LSU-New
Orleans—11%, LSU-Shreveport—8%) and each
has substantially more than double the number
of LSU-BR in the lowest bracket (LSU-A—29%,
LSU-E—27%, LSU-NO—28%, and LSU-S—
24%). Put another way, 89% of the freshmen
admitted to LSU-BR scored 16 or above on the
ACT, compared with 71% at LSU-A, 78% at
LSU-E, 72% at LSU-NO, and 76% at LSU-S.
At the next break, 59% of LSU-BR freshmen
scored above 20 on the ACT composite, compared
with 32% at LSU-A, 35% at LSU-E, 40% at
LSU-NO, and 41% at LSU-S.

In terms of ACT scores of entering freshmen,
LSU-Baton Rouge stands above all other state
supported schools—the other branches, in 1969,
all fell within the range of the white, State Board
schools so far as composite scores were con-
cerned. (White State Board institutions ranged
from 19.1 composite score mean to 17.2; LSU
branch institutions apart from Baton Rouge
ranged from 19.1 to 18.2.)

Out-of-State Admissions

Admission policy for out-of-state students in-
cludes performance standards, such as being in

the top 50% of their high school graduating class
and a level of performance on the ACT. The ob-
jectives, which are common to most states, are to
limit out-of-state enrollment to those students
who have an excellent chance of completing their
college degrees. Significant numbers of out-of-
state students were admitted to LSU branches
at Baton Rouge, New Orleans and Shreveport in
both 1968 and 1969. Within the entire LSU sys-
tem, 3,294, or slightly more than 10% of the
students, were from outside Louisiana in the Fall
of 1969. LSU-Baton Rouge included 552 students
from foreign countries in the 1969 Fall session.
Many of these students come from contiguous
states—Texas, Arkansas and Mississippi send
nearly 1/3 (1038 of 3294) of the out-of-state
students to the LSU system.

Special Admissions

Special provisions allow for the admission of
persons who have not completed high school but
who can demonstrate competence and maturity to
a degree that makes them reasonable educational
risks. Admission requirements include satisfac-
tory performance on tests.

Advanced High School Placement

A special program in the University branches,
similar to the one in the State Board operated in-
stitutions, allows exceptional high school juniors
to enroll in college courses in the summer follow-
ing their junior year. The credits earned by such
students are deferred until high school gradua-
tion and admission to college, at which time they
are used as regular college credit at the granting
institution or transferred to another college desig-
nated by the student as the one he plans to attend.

Transfer Students

Transfer students are freely admitted among
the various university branches provided the stu-
dent is eligible to return to his own campus. Stu-
dents from other accredited institutions are ad-
missible if they are eligible to return to their own
institutions and meet a specified and generally
sliding grade point standard. Students are fre-
quently admitted if some time (one or two years)
has elapsed since they attended a college, even if
they do not meet the standard qualifications for
transfer students. The rationale for this latter
category is a common one: many students mature
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to such an extent that they are capable of doing
work that was beyond them a year or two earlier.

Graduate Students

Only the branches at Baton Rouge and New
Orleans offer graduate courses. Graduate school
admission requirements include a minimum of 2.5
in undergraduate work and a minimum of a 3.0
average for any previous graduate work taken.
In addition, the department offering the graduate
work normally screens the candidates for admis-
sion to a degree program. Students at the gradu-
ate level are admitted on a non-matriculated basis
during the summer.

Finally, in the area of admissions, there are
the professional areas (Law, Medicine, Dentis-
try) which have their own screening boards and

special admission requirements. These specialized
areas have their own patterns of selection which
are peculiar to the individual disciplines.

Summary

In summary, the admissions policies of the LSU
system very closely parallel the policies of institu-
tions governed by the State Board of Education.
Operating under the general rationale that all
Louisiana high school graduates are admissible
to any state-supported college or university, the
system has high school graduation as the sole
requirement for undergraduate applicants. Out-
of-state students are screened by their position in
their high school class and by test scores. At the
graduate and professional levels, careful screen-
ing of candidates is a standard procedure.

TRANSFERS

The problem of student transfers within the
Louisiana system of higher education seems to
follow one general standard—an undergraduate
student may transfer freely within the system

if he is readmissible at his own accredited insti-
tution. Credits are not accepted if a grade below
“C” was earned.

CHANGE OF MAJOR

Within institutions, change or transfer of ma-
jor is normally made after consultation with the
dean’s office of each involved department, and ap-
parently wide variations exist in the number of
changes made. One institution reported very few
changes of major; one reported that 50% of its
students change majors during their college ca-
reers; and still another said that 50% of its stu-
dents change majors in one academic year. The
number of students who change majors may
simply be a reflection of the fact that many are
undecided on this score when they enter college.
Among those taking the ACT for college entrance

in the Fall of 1969, over 15% were undecided as
to what major they preferred and even more
didn’t know what vocation they preferred. Under
such circumstances, a major change would be an
expectation, as many students use the first part
of their college careers to find an adequate major.

Although this is purely speculative also, many
changes in major may result from student’s
failure to measure up to the major originally
chosen. Careers in many of the professions attract
students who simply are not equipped to cope
with the rigorous curricula that are involved.

THE ADMISSION PROCESS

Admission in all Louisiana state supported in-
stitutions is processed by the individual institu-
tion, with each college or branch having its own
unique application form. The forms ask for ap-
proximately the same information. Basic to each
is information concerning the applicant’s name,
age, sex, residence, parents, and parent’s resi-
dences and occupations, educational history and
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projected major, employment history, and health.
Some application forms are keyed for computers,
others are not. Some request information to be
used by counselors, others do not. There is no
centralized processing of applications for Louisi-
ana institutions of higher education, and, with
the open admissions policy which obtains, each
student who has completed high school in Louisi-



ana is permitted to enroll wherever he wishes.
The selection process, for Louisiana high school
graduates, begins with college attendance and not

COUNSELING

Counseling services are available throughout
both systems of higher education in Louisiana.
Counseling functions vary drastically from school
to school. In some they are restricted to educa-
tional counseling, vocational counseling and the
personal and social problems counseling done by
faculty advisors. In others a counseling agency

with application for admission to a Louisiana
institution of higher education.

SERVICES

provides these services and conducts a freshman
orientation program, maintains records on exces-
sive absences, investigates student conduct viola-
tions, and provides liaison between the college
and the area high schools. Grambling is estab-
lishing a counseling program under the Dean of
Students office in 1970-71.

REMEDIAL PROGRAMS

Remedial courses are offered in the bulk of the
institutions under both boards of education in
Louisiana. Louisiana Tech University and Mec-
Neese State, among those schools responding to
the questionnaire, offer no remedial work. Those
offering remedial courses confined them to read-
ing, English, and/or mathematics, and based the
need for remedial work upon the results of the
ACT.

It appears that remedial courses would be a

necessary adjunct to the programs offered by all
of the public colleges and universities in Louisi-
ana at the present time. Given the requirement
that each high school graduate be admitted to the
institution of his choice, obviously some, (those
at the lower level of training or ability) need ad-
ditional background and skills to compete at the
college or university level. The standard remedial
program, where one exists, includes all or some
subjects that are the basis for education at any
level.

SCHOLARSHIPS AND FINANCIAL AID

Approximately 60% of the students entering
Louisiana institutions of higher education in the
fall of 1969 indicated a need for financial support
while in college as indicated by work plans (58%
planned to work), by plans for scholarship aid
(59% anticipated applying for scholarships at
some time during their college careers), and loan
plans (39% planned to apply for loans). That
there was considerable overlap in these percent-
age figures goes without saying, but the 60%
figure would be a minimum allowing nearly com-
plete overlap.

There are substantial variations in available
scholarships within the Louisiana structure, al-
though there is obvious similarity in the way
students set about acquiring them. The catalogs
of the various institutions contain lists of moneys
available for students in need of scholarship aid,
together with procedures for applying for them.
The sources of scholarship money have a wide
range, from relatively unstructured National
Merit funds and various state money, to funds
provided by individual donors or companies

which specify majors required or the area from
which the students come. Scholarships, of course,
require no work from the student, although they
usually are contingent upon maintaining an above
average grade point average (GPA).

The variation in scholarships is matched by the
types of work available, which obviously vary
with the nature of the community and its re-
sources. Within the college structure, the federal
government sponsors a “work-study” program in
which 85% of the student pay (for students with
demonstrated need) is furnished from federal
funds. Truly needy students, as measured by fam-
ily income, can take advantage of this program.

Two major loan programs are available to Lou-
isiana students—the National Defense Education
Act (NDEA) program sponsored by the federal
government since its inception in 1958 and the
Louisiana Higher Education Assistance Commis-
sion (LHEAC) loans, established in 1964 by the
Louisiana legislature. Each of these programs
guarantee loans of up to $1,000 per year for un-
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dergraduates, limits or sets the rates of interest,
and postpones repayment until after the student
has completed his education. The federal plan has
provision for cancellation of the debt provided
the borrower enters and remains in specified oc-
cupations and meets other qualifications.

The higher education systems of Louisiana ap-

pear to have excellent scholarship systems as well
as well-organized structures for employment of
students during their academic progress. Even
the new branches of LSU have scholarship offer-
ings and each of the institutions has an office re-
sponsible for assisting students to find financial
aid, employment or loans. LHEAC and NDEA
loans are available throughout the state systems.

STUDENT RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Louisiana colleges appear to be adjusting to
meet the increased student demands with a mini-
mum of the disruptions that have faced many
state institutions over the past six years. All of
the responding institutions except Grambling
have some degree of direct student participation
in the governance of the institution, primarily
through membership on various “faculty” com-
mittees. The Grambling student government it-
self was described as serving “as a liaison be-
tween the administration and the students.”

The real question of “student rights,” one
largely overlooked in the heated discussions on
the overall issue, is the degree to which students

can contribute meaningfully to the policies of the
institution that has their education as its goal.
One side sees the student as consumer, whose
wishes should help to determine the nature of the
product (the education) he receives. The reverse
attitude sees the student role as a passive one, in
which he accepts an educational experience whose
nature is determined by professionals whose
competence and training have qualified them to
make such decisions. This latter group sees
another function of the university, that of the
creation and discovery of knowledge, as one in
which the student is simply not qualified to de-
termine policy.

ALTERNATIVE POLICIES

From the facts brought out in this paper, one
important issue related to admission and reten-
tion in Louisiana higher education lies in the open
admissions policy and the trend of expansion
within the state’s institutions. One can focus on
two aspects of this: first, the high attrition rate
between the freshmen and sophomore years in
Louisiana colleges; and second, the tendency on
the part of all the colleges to serve generally the
same clientele.

The University which provided the most com-
plete report on the attrition problem in response
to a questionnaire was USL, which said that 50 %
of their freshmen do not return for their sopho-
more year. An additional 30% do not return for
the senior year. That first figure, the 50% attri-
tion, was standard for the entire state for 1968—
69, although the previous year had seen only a
33153% drop between freshmen and sophomore
years. Public Affairs Research Council of Louisi-
ana, in its November, 1969 bulletin entitled Col-
lege Enrollments, said that approximately 73 %
of Louisiana high school graduates enter college
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but that only about 24% receive a baccalaureate
degree. Regardless of which figures are used, it
seems apparent that about 2/3 of the students
who enter Louisiana colleges leave without their
degrees in a system which has degree production
as its end, even for the 2-year institutions.

It seems logical to assume some relationship
between test scores and success in college. ACT
Program correlation coefficients show .53 between
ACT scores and college GPA ; if high school GPA
is included, the correlation climbs to .60. If this
correlation is anywhere near accurate, it seems
that there is a strong probability that Louisiana
is attempting to educate many young persons who
simply are not equipped to go to the type college
which the state provides. This conclusion is sup-
ported by an examination of the position of Lou-
isiana college freshmen within the ACT ranges.
Ignoring for the moment the primarily black col-
leges and LSU-BR and looking at the group that
includes Louisiana Tech, LSU-New Orleans, Mec-
Neese, Nicholls, Northeast, Northwestern, South-
eastern, and USL, all of these have university



status and all except one grant the Ph.D. degree,
although some still only in the area of education.
Each of them has a mean ACT for its admitted
freshmen substantially below the national norm
for Ph.D. granting institutions and in some cases
substantially below the norm for four-year single-
degree granting colleges. Based upon the limited
information available, it would seem a reasonable
working hypothesis that these institutions have
the high attrition rate because they admit stu-
dents that might better spend their time in some
other sort of training or endeavor.

The attrition seems even heavier in the two
year branches of LSU. Shreveport had 994 fresh-
men in 1968, and 227 sophomores in 1969; at
Alexandria 504, 1968 freshmen returned 233, 1969
sophomores; the figures at Eunice are 402 and 94.
The totals for all three two-year branches of LSU
show 2,000 freshmen in the fall of 1968 and only
554 sophomores in 1969. Even allowing for a sub-
stantial number of transfer students, the attrition
seems abnormally high. The ACT scores for these
institutions fall within the general range of the
above State Board governed institutions.

Closely related to this aspect of admission—
retention is the nature of the two systems of pub-
lic higher education in Louisiana. The state has
expanded its facilities remarkably within the
past thirty years—public college enrollments have
at least doubled each decade since 1940. The ex-
pansion has been aimed almost entirely at the
four-year college level, and even the two year
branches of the Louisiana State University sys-
tem state clearly, a) that their students are
trained to transfer to a four-year branch of the
system (Baton Rouge is the standard) and, b)
that they plan to expand and become four-year
degree granting institutions. LSU-Alexandria
tells its students in its catalog that “Louisiana
State University at Alzxandria, as an integral
part of the State University system, follows es-
sentially the same academic program as pre-
scribed by the senior divisions on the Baton
Rouge Campus. Although the first two years of
college work are designed to prepare the student
to continue his studies on the Baton Rouge Cam-
"pus, the schedule is basic and general enough to
permit the student to continue work in his major
field of study at most Colleges. . . .” (catalog, p.
38) Similarly, LSU-Eunice, describing its 150
different curricula, says “These courses are the
same in number, title, credit, and content as those
offered on the Baton Rouge Campus and make it
possible for students to pursue a full two years

of almost every curricula offered at LSU Baton
Rouge.” (catalog, p. 24) LSU-Shreveport has a
plan running through 1980 which envisages its
rapid growth to four-year status. (Four-year
status has since been granted to LSU-S by the
Coordinating Council. However, in view of the
Master Plan recommendations, the likelihood of
LSU-A and LSU-E attaining 4-year status is
minimal.) The history of the State Board schools
shows that they have followed this pattern.
Nicholls State University was founded as a Junior
College branch of LSU in 1948. It became a four
year college under the State Board in 1956, and
now offers the Masters degree in several areas of
study as well as the education specialist degree.
Northeast Louisiana State University has a simi-
lar history. It started as Ouachita Parish Junior
College in 1931, became a Center for LSU in 1934,
an LSU affiliated Junior College in 1939, and a
degree-granting college under the State Board of
Education in 1950. In 1961 a graduate school was
added, and in 1967 doctoral programs were au-
thorized. Others have similar histories.

The point here is not to disparage the pro-
gress that has been made, but to point out that
the higher education system in Louisiana consists
of institutions which have gone through an al-
most organic development, from junior colleges
through four-year colleges to graduate degree
granting universities, to become copies of each
other. About 2/8 of the students who enter the
system are casualties of it. It would be logical to
assume that many of the 67% who drop out of
the present system would fit into institutions with
one or two-year technical or skills training pro-
grams. One might assume also that these are the
same students who show the least academic po-
tential as measured by the ACT scores.

Cutting across the entire problem of enroll-
ments, admission, and attrition in Louisiana
higher education is the problem of the primarily
black institutions. Based upon ACT scores, stu-
dents in Louisiana state-supported colleges and
universities might actually be broken into three
self-selecting, overlapping, quality groups—first,
LSU-Baton Rouge, second, the other LSU
branches and the State Board white institutions,
and third, Grambling and Southern University.
According to the ACT scores, about 80% of the
freshmen at the two primarily black institutions
fall in the bottom 21% of students tested na-
tionally by the ACT program. No primarily white
institution in Louisiana had more than 38% of
its freshmen in this group.
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ADMISSIONS

It seems reasonable to assume that some alter-
natives to the completely open admissions policy
could be considered which would reduce the attri-
tion. Obviously there is at present a hit-and-miss
type self-selection taking place. Two obvious pos-
sible modifications come to mind.

1) Have three or four institutions conduct a
study of the present (or past) students, by ACT
scores and high school grades, and use this infor-
mation to develop admission standards. One
might start with the three universities with the
widest graduate programs, LSU-BR, LTU, and
USL, and have them admit only those students in
the top one-half of their high school class or those
who score at or above a set ACT score. The re-
mainder of the institutions could continue as now,
but could develop a number of programs includ-
ing many two-year technical programs, which
would take away the sting of failure from so
many students in Louisiana higher education. The
divergence of student population between the two
sets of institutions would provide a more hetero-
geneous educational system for the state as a
whole.

There are other possible ways of setting ad-
mission standards. USL, for example, admits non-
resident graduates of outstate accredited high
schools only if they are ranked in the upper half
of their class or if they have scored 21 or over

in the ACT. Such standards might be applied to
Louisianians at specified institutions. There are
other possibilities. The California state plan,
adopted in 1960, agreed that the university would
take students from the top one-eighth of all high
schools graduates in the state. The state colleges
restricted their admission to the top one-third,
and the junior college program had completely
open admissions. Such a system would pre-
suppose some type of college system. The possi-
bilities for screening are mnearly infinite in
number; the problem would be to agree upon a
pattern to follow.

2) A second alternative would be for each in-
stitution to do a study of its entering freshmen
by ACT scores and high school performance to
see what practical chances for success exist for
students with certain qualifications. If a prospec-
tive student could look at his high school record
and ACT score and see that there was a 10%
chance of his being able to complete a degree at
College A, but a 75% chance of completing a de-
gree at College B, he could make an intelligent
choice of institution. Just as significant, if test
scores showed that the student had only a 5%
chance of receiving a degree at any institution of
higher education, he could choose an alternative
career without enduring the stigma of failure at
a college or university.

APPENDIX

Questions

1. What are your entrance requirements for
Louisiana students? for outstate students? What
are the objectives of these requirements?

2. What percentage of your freshmen do not
return for their sophomore year? What percent-
age of students drop from school, or are dropped,
as upperclassmen?

3. Do you use a testing program? If so, what
tests are used? What scores are achieved by your
students? Do these have a predictive value for
success in college?

4. Do you have a special admission program for
any group?
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5. What are your policies controlling admission
of transfer students?

6. How do your students effect a change of ma-
jor? What information do you have concerning
the number of students who change majors and
average number of changes?

7. Do you have a counseling service? What is
its major role?

8. Do you have remedial programs? If so, how
many students do they serve and how do you rate
the effectiveness of the program?

9. Do students participate in the government of
your university? In what way?

10. Do you have any special enrollment ar-
rangements with private institutions of Higher
Education in Louisiana?



A Profile of Freshmen Students at Louisiana’s State-Supported
Colleges and Universities as Revealed by ACT Data

by

TroMAs R. BEARD

The American College Testing (ACT) Pro-
gram offers various research services to partici-
pating institutions throughout the nation. When
a prospective college student takes the ACT test
battery, he provides considerable information
about himself which is essentially unavailable
from other sources. While this information is de-
signed primarily for the use of college adminis-
trators, counselors, ete. on their individual cam-

puses, much of the data is also relevant for the
state-wide co-ordination of higher education. It
is the purpose of this study paper to analyze
some of the relevant similarities and differences
among the 1969 freshman students enrolled at
state-supported institutions of higher learning in
Louisiana and to suggest some implications of
the data for planning and coordination.

SCOPE OF THE PAPER

The particular ACT Program service which is
utilized in this working paper is the Class Profile
Report developed for each participating institu-
tion.! Most state-supported colleges and univer-
sities in Louisiana now participate in this pro-
gram so that a vast amount of comparable data
is available on student characteristics by indi-
vidual institution. The availability of comparable
data is especially good for Louisiana’s predomi-
nantly white institutions, and in most cases a
large majority of fall semester freshmen are in-
cluded in the Class Profile Reports. Unfortunate-
ly, data for predominantly black institutions are
far less complete, and in several cases non-
existent. While data are available for a repre-
sentative group of Grambling freshmen, only a
very small number of freshman students at
SQouthern in New Orleans are included in that

1 The ACT Program offers three other research plans—
Basic Plan B, Standard Plan A, and the Discriminant
Analysis Service. Not all institutions in Louisiana sub-
seribe to these services. The Basic Report summarizes
basic correlations, shows the distributions of ACT test
scores and high school and college grades and describes
how ACT scores and high school grades correlate with
overall freshman grades. Plan A is designed to describe
enrollees in terms of their academic potentials and col-
lege achievements and determine the relation between
measures of academic potential and measures of college
achievement in order to predict future student perfor-
mance. Institutions which use the Discriminant Analysis
Service receive individual interpretative assistance con-
cerning certain student characteristics. For a description
of these services see the ACT Program publication Your
College Freshmen,

institution’s Class Profile Report (and the data
are for 1968 rather than 1969). The only avail-
able data for Southern in Baton Rouge are from
the Standard Research Service Summary Analy-
sis rather than Class Profile information; conse-
quently, there is no information for this campus
on most of the student characteristics in which
we are interested. No data for Southern in
Shreveport were made available to us. Despite
these omissions, however, it is sometimes possible
to make tentative generalizations about the pre-
dominantly black institutions based on the frag-
mentary data available. In other cases, valid gen-
eralizations do not seem possible.

The Class Profile Report is intended to provide
a comprehensive description of an institution’s
freshman class and is based on information from
the ACT test battery. The test battery consists of
sections covering four subject areas—English,
Mathematics, Social Studies, and Natural Sciences
—and a fifth part which is a Student Profile Sec-
tion. These tests are given several times a year
to college-bound students who are most often at
the high school senior level. There are four ACT
national test dates during the academic year and
one in the summer, plus residual testing.? Ac-

2 Among the 1969 freshmen enrolled in Louisiana’s State
4-Year Colleges, 81 per cent were tested as high school
seniors, 10 per cent as high school graduates, 7 per cent
as college students, and 2 per cent as high school juniors.
Comparable figures for the various campuses of the L.S.U.
System were 84 per cent, 11 per cent, 1 per cent, and
4 per cent, respectively.
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cording to ACT Program officials, an institution’s
Class Profile Report for 1969 includes data for
students tested from October 1, 1968 to Septem-
ber 30, 1969.

The 1969 ACT Class Profile Reports for each
college and university provide data under six
major headings—Academic Potentials, Goals and
Aspirations, Student Personnel Needs, Non-
academic Achievements, College Attractions, and
Demographic Data. Some of the detailed informa-
tion provided under these headings, however,
would appear to be of greater value to individual
college administrators, guidance counselors, etc.
than to those concerned with an overall master
plan for higher education in the State. For exam-
ple, student personnel needs as reflected by hous-
ing expectations, campus transportation plans
and extracurricular plans, as well as various
measures of non-academic achievements, provide
little useful information for the purposes of this
paper. Certain demographic data—e.g., age on
September 1 of test year, marital status, number
of younger children in family living at home,
number of other dependents living at home—are
of little value either because inter-campus varia-
tions are slight or the potential significance of
the data for almost any purpose is questionable.
Some data have been omitted in the interest of
simplicity. For example, analyzing separately
each of the ACT test scores in English, Mathe-
matics, Social Studies, and Natural Sciences
would add appreciably to the simpler and more
readily understandable analysis of the ACT Com-
posite scores.

The titles of the tables in each major category
are listed below. An asterisk denotes the titles of
those tables which contain information that has
been used in this study:

Academic Potentials
Distributions and Percentile Ranks of ACT
English Test Scores
Distributions and Percentile Ranks of ACT
Mathematics Test Scores
Distributions and Percentile Ranks of ACT
Social Studies Test Scores
Distributions and Percentile Ranks of ACT
Natural Sciences Test Scores
*Distributions and Percentile Ranks of ACT
Composite Scores
Distributions of High School Grades
*Distribution of the Average of Four H S
Grades (HSA)

Goals and Aspirations
*Distribution of Proposed Educational Ma-
jors
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*Distribution of Vocational Choice
Vocational Role Preferences

*Educational Plans—Degree Sought

*Importance of Four Types of College Goals

Student Personnel Needs
Housing Expectations
Campus Transportation Plans
*Part-Time Work Expectations
Extracurricular Plans
*Scholarship and Loan Plans

Non-academic Achievements
Distributions of Non-academic High School
Achievements in Six Areas
Distribution of Total Number of Non-
academic High School Achievements

College Attractions

*Consideration Given to Various Factors in
Making College Choice

Men, Women, and Total for Each College
Choice
Within-State
(Men)
Within-State
(Women)
Within-State
(Total)

Demographic Data

*Type of Home Community
Age on September 1 of Test Year
Marital Status

*Estimated Family Income

*State of Residence at the Time of Testing
Number of Younger Children in Family
Living at Home
Number of Other Dependents (Grandpar-
ents or Other Dependent Relatives) Living
at Home

*Type of High School Attended

*Size of High School Graduating Class
Type of High School Curriculum
Major Feeder High Schools Within State
Student Grade Level or Other Status at
Time of Testing

Institutional  Preferences

Institutional  Preferences

Institutional  Preferences

An institution’s Class Profile Report includes
all students who asked that their ACT records be
forwarded to that college or university. Informa-
tion is reported separately for enrolled and non-
enrolled students, the latter group including those
individuals who listed the institution as one of
their choices but did not actually enroll in the
freshman class in the fall semester. As it is not
clear what the nonenrolled group actually did, or
more importantly, the reasons for nonattendance,
it does not appear worthwhile to analyze in detail



the characteristics of this group. Thus, this paper
concentrates on the enrolled students.

Data in the Class Profile Report are also pre-
sented separately for men, women, and the total
number of students. Only the latter is used in this
study, partly in the interest of simplicity and
partly because the significance of male-female dif-
ferences seems slight in a system of higher edu-
cation in which all institutions are fully co-
educational. However, it should be noted that the
sex composition of freshman students does vary
among campuses (see Table A in the Appendix)
and that important differences, according to sex,
are apparent in some of the student characteris-
tics to be analyzed in this paper. Table B in the
Appendix shows data by male-female breakdown
from the ACT High School Profile Report, 1969,
which covers all Louisiana students who com-
pleted the ACT examination during the first four
national test dates (excluding the summer) of
the 1968-69 test year. (The bulk of these high
school students tested, of course, comprise the
largest portion of the freshman students enrolled
in the State’s colleges and universities in 1969-
70.) Among other things, these data indicate that
men rate higher on the ACT Composite score
(and on each of the individual tests except En-
glish), while women have an appreciably higher
mean of high school grades in the basic four sub-
ject areas. Student responses to a question on
proposed educational majors—which are very
similar to responses concerning vocational choice
—indicate that female students are much more
heavily inclined than males to major in educa-
tion, social science areas (which includes home
economics), and the arts and humanities. Engi-
neering and agriculture-forestry, on the other
hand, are almost exclusively male areas. Men also
show a considerably higher preference for the
category “political-persuasive,” which includes
law.

As might be expected, relatively more male stu-
dents expressed a desire to obtain an advanced
degree beyond the bachelor’s, while female stu-
dents were more inclined both to seek a bachelor’s
degree and to terminate their education prior to
the bachelor’s level. In the matter of estimating
family income, the most striking feature is that
twice as large a percentage of women than men
reported that they “do not know” this informa-
tion. If we eliminated both students in this cate-
gory and those who consider family income data
confidential, it is clear that an appreciably larger
percentage of the female students who estimated
family income would fall in the less than $5,000

income bracket. Whether this represents some
systematic bias in male-female perceptions of
family income or represents a true economic dif-
ference is impossible to ascertain. Interestingly,
while a somewhat larger portion of female stu-
dents planned to apply for loans to help meet
college expenses, male students indicated greater
expectations of obtaining employment. Little dif-
ference can be noted in scholarship plans.

Clearly, then, the male-female composition of
an institution’s freshman class does influence its
total freshman student characteristics. This fact
might be kept in mind when analyzing those in-
stitutions with either unusually high or low pro-
portions of students of a particular sex. Other-
wise, however, the differences in male-female
characteristics do not appear very important for
the purposes of this paper.

Of more relevance for higher education in Lou-
isiana would be a breakdown of the data on the
basis of race since colleges and universities, while
not legally segregated, have still not lost their
earlier racial identity. Of course, some evidence
on race can be inferred by comparing data for the
twelve predominantly white institutions with the
fragmentary data available for predominantly
black institutions. However, many of the pre-
dominantly white institutions enroll substantial
numbers of black students. If data were avail-
able, it would be useful to compare the stu-
dent characteristics of blacks attending pre-
dominantly black institutions with other black
students attending predominantly white institu-
tions. In making such comparisons one might
focus on institutions in close geographical proxi-
mity—i.e., LSUBR and Southern in Baton Rouge,
LSUNO and Southern in New Orleans, LSUS
and Southern in Shreveport, and Louisiana Tech
and Grambling. Unfortunately, ACT data by race
are not available so these, and other potentially
significant comparisons, cannot be made.

In addition to its Class Profile Reports for in-
dividual institutions, the ACT Program also pub-
lishes national class profile norms in Your College
Freshmen and a vast amount of data on institu-
tions by level and region in College Student Pro-
files. The latter publication is particularly useful
in that it enables us to study the degree of diver-
sity in higher education in the United States. As
the ACT data illustrate, student bodies typically
differ according to both level (type) of college
and geographical region. In this paper, when-
ever possible, attention will be given to compar-
ing Louisiana’s campuses with regional and na-
tional norms, as well as norms by institutional
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level, with a view of ascertaining whether the
State’s colleges and universities display more or
less diversity than is typical.

In College Student Profiles, the ACT Research
and Development Division reported tabulations
from its 1965 Class Profile Service in which insti-
tutions are grouped according to region and level.
The students tested represent enrolled freshmen
for the 1965-66 academic year. Regional and level-
type computations, however, are available for only
a portion of the information contained in the Class
Profile Reports for individual Louisiana institu-
tions, and in some cases the comparisons that can
usefully be made are only suggestive, rather than
exact ones.

Grouping by level is based on the U.S. Office of
Education definition of institutional level:

Level I. Two but less than four years of work
beyond the twelfth grade—includes
junior colleges, technical institutes,
and normal schools offering at least
a two-year program of college level

studies.

Level II. Only the bachelor’s and/or first pro-
fessional degree—includes those insti-
tutions offering courses of study lead-
ing to the customary bachelor of arts
or bachelor of science degree, and all
those degrees which entitle the pos-
sessor to enter the profession indicat-
ed; e.g., doctor of medicine, bachelor
of pharmacy, or bachelor of science in
engineering.

Level III. Master’s and/or second professional

degree—includes those institutions of-
fering the customary first graduate de-
gree, and any degree earned in the
same field after the first professional,
or after a bachelor’s degree in that
field; e.g., the degree of electrical engi-
neer, earned after the bachelor of en-
gineering.

Level IV. Doctor of philosophy and equivalent
degrees.

For purposes of regional classification, the
Southern region is defined to include Alabama,
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Ten-
nessee, and Virginia.

National norms are reported in the ACT publi-
cation Your College Freshmen. These norms are
based on a 3 percent sample of students tested on
the five (four academic year and one summer) na-
tional test dates in 1966-67, with supplemental
score reports and students tested residually on
campuses excluded. It is argued by the ACT Pro-
gram that since virtually all tested students are
college-bound, the sample may be considered as
drawn from the population of enrolled college
freshmen in the fall term of ACT-participating
institutions.3

3 ACT Program officials recognize, however, that par-
ticipating colleges and universities are not completely
representative of American higher education. The geo-
graphic bias in ACT participation is such that the na-
tional norms over-represent college-bound students in the
Midwest, Rocky Mountains and Plains, and the South,
and under-represent those in the Northeast and Middle
Atlantic states. Private colleges and universities are also
under-represénted in the sample.

ACT COMPOSITE SCORES

ACT scores and high school grades in four
areas are used as measures of academic potential.
It is not the purpose of this paper to consider how
accurately these measures actually predict aca-
demic success in college (various ACT publica-
tions report reasonably good success) ; rather, our
purpose is to utilize these two widely-used mea-
sures to point up similarities and differences
among freshman students enrolled in Louisiana’s
state-supported institutions.

The raw scores on each test in the ACT battery
are converted to standard scores using a scale
from 1 (low) to 36 (high). The Composite score
is the average of scores in the four areas. As can
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be seen in Table 1, the mean ACT Composite score
on the national sample as reported in Your College
Freshmen is 19.7, while the mean score for high
school students tested in Louisiana in 1968-69 is
18.7. In its Class Profile Reports, the ACT Pro-
gram summarizes test results on the basis of four
test score intervals—26-36, 21-25, 16-20, and 1-15.
In the national sample there were 14 per cent in
the top interval and approximately 47 per cent in
the top two intervals combined. In Louisiana the
scores were lower, with 10 per cent in the top in-
terval and roughly 37 per cent in the top two in-
tervals. The lower scores for Louisiana students
are not unexpected as the ACT Program reported
lower composite scores for the South in its study



of regional variations in College Student Profiles.
Using a different sample than that for Class Pro-
files, the All Region mean was 20.1 and that for
the South, 19.4.

As can be seen in Table 1, there are noticeable
differences in the mean ACT Composite scores for
enrolled students among Louisiana institutions.
Mean scores range from 21.3 at LSUBR to 12.3
at Grambling. (See also the fragmentary data for
Southern-BR and Southern-NO.) LSUBR was the
only institution above the national norm. The next
highest scores were reported for Louisiana Tech,
19.2, LSUS, 19.1, and LSUNO, 18.8.

There are some rather pronounced differences
among institutions if one looks at the percentage
of students in the highest and lowest test score in-

tervals. If one arbitrarily called those students
scoring 26 or above the “best” students (or at
least the most promising) and those scoring 15
and below the “weakest” students, it is clear that
some differentiation does exist among student
bodies despite an open admission’s policy in all
state-supported institutions. Some 20 per cent of
the enrolled freshmen taking the ACT test at
LSUBR scored in the top interval, with Louisiana
Tech having 15 per cent and LSUNO, 11 per cent,
in this bracket. The remainder of the predomi-
nantly white institutions fell in the 4 to 8 per cent
range, with the predominantly black institutions
showing virtually a negligible number in the top
test score interval (based on the fragmentary data
available).

TABLE 1

ACT COMPOSITE SCORES—NATION, STATE, AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN
IN LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969

National High
Class School
Profile Students F.T.

Norm Tested-La. Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR LSU-E LSU-NO LSU-S

Percentage of students
in various test score

intervals:
26-36 ...ceiiiniiianonns 14 10 4 0 7 20 b 11 8
P2 2 33 27 21 2 25 39 30 29 33
16-20 ..vvvenncnnrnonnns 32 35 39 18 39 30 38 32 85
1-15 iiiiietecrennnans 21 28 37 80 29 11 27 28 24
Mean .....coceevvncnnes 19.7 18.7 17.2 12.3 18.2 21.3 18.3 18.8 19.1
SD. tiiiiiiieiiiiires 5.2 5.2 4.6 3.8 4.8 4.7 4.9 5.5 4.7
Total Number ............ 22,490 238,321 1,274 452 381 3,384 145 2,761 416
(8% sample)
North- North- South- Southern- Southern- South-
La. Tech McNeese east western  eastern BR NO western
Percentage of students
in various test score
intervals:
26-86 ...eteeirncrccrcrtatocronas 15 7 8 5 4 (0) (0) 7
P2 5 33 24 25 21 21 (1) (5) 28
16-20 . ivvvenerecnnanarncansancns 25 42 37 37 42 (22) (12) 37
T 27 27 29 38 33 ) (83) 27
MeEAN .vvvveeeneransoosssscannsnn 19.2 18.4 18.2 17.2 175 (12.3) (11.6) 18.6
S D, tiiiiiiiecetritet et 6.3 4.7 5.0 4.9 4.5 (4.4) (4.4) 4.8
Total Number .....ccocevveeececnes 1,686 1,004 1,743 1,769 1,082 99* 41%* 2,053

Source: ACT Class Profile Report, Enrolled 1969 (various institutions); ACT High School Profile Report, Students
Tested 1968—69 School Year, Louisiana; Your College Freshmen

* Small numbers of students included render data of limited usefulness for comparative purposes; data for Southern-
BR are from Summary Analysis 1968 Standard Research Service rather than Class Profile information; data for South-
ern-NO are from 1968, rather than 1969, Class Profile Report.
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If we look at the bottom interval, LSUBR shows
up as decidedly different from the other state-
supported institutions with only 11 per cent of its
students in this bracket. It appears that LSUBR
is most distinguishable from such institutions as
Louisiana Tech, LSUS, and LSUNO in this re-
spect—i.e., in the much smaller percentage of en-
rolled students who are in the “weakest” student
category. The latter three schools range from 24
to 28 per cent of their students in the lowest
bracket. The figures for the predominantly black
colleges should be noted in this connection—e.g.,
80 per cent, or four out of five, of Grambling’s
freshman students taking the ACT test scored in
the bottom bracket.

Of course, differentiation among institutions is
to be expected and is observable throughout the
country. The extent of differentiation by region
and institutional level for enrolled college fresh-
men in 1965-66 is well documented in ACT’s Col-
lege Student Profiles. The national sample includ-
ed 118 Level I, 108 Level II, 70 Level III, and 38
Level IV institutions, or a total, including a mis-
cellaneous category, of 398. This represented 18
per cent of all institutions nationally and 32 per
cent of ACT institutions. In the ACT publication
it was argued that “this sample can provide rather
accurate information about different levels of
ACT institutions and useful information about
different levels of institutions nationally.” (p. 9.)
This view seems a reasonable one. There were 56
institutions in the regional sample for the South.
This, too, appears to be a sufficient number on
which to base certain generalizations. However,
in our view, the small number of institutions by
region and level combined for the South—13 Level
I, 17 Level II, 11 Level III and 5 Level IV—may
render these data somewhat less useful for our
purposes.

The mean ACT Composite scores of enrolled
students at different levels of colleges and univer-
sities nationally are as follows: Level I, 18.2;
Level II, 19.3; Level III, 19.6; Level IV, 22.1.
(For the southern region, by levels, the figures are
as follows: Level I, 16.3; Level II, 18.7; Level
III, 17.3; and Level IV, 21.6.) It is clear from
these figures that marked differences exist among
institutional levels in the academic potential of
enrolled students. While there is substantial over-
lap among levels in individual student scores, aca-
demic potential, on the average, increases with
institutional level. Nationally, students at 2-year
colleges score lower on the ACT tests, while stu-
dents in doctoral-granting institutions score con-
siderably higher. Students at Levels II and III in-
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stitutions are in-between, and there is not much
difference between these levels.

If we follow the procedure of classifying insti-
tutions according to their highest level of offering
—i.e., a Level IV institution is one which offers
a Ph.D. or equivalent doctoral degree in one or
more fields—then we would have to classify
seven of the State’s public universities (not count-
ing the LSU Medical School) in this category.
LSUBR, of course, offers doctoral programs in a
wide range of fields. In addition, LSUNO has a
doctoral program in Chemistry (and has recently
received approval to offer a doctorate in Educa-
tion in the near future) ; Louisiana Tech has pro-
grams in Engineering, Business Administration,
and Mathematics (plus a program authorized in
Economics, but no students currently enrolled) ;
Southwestern has programs in mathematics, En-
glish, history, biology, and microbiology; and
three institutions—McNeese, Northeast, and
Northwestern—have doctoral programs in educa-
tion. (Northeast also has a doctoral program au-
thorized in pharmacy, but no students enrolled.)

Of these seven universities, all are below the
national norm for enrolled students in Level IV
institutions. (LSUBR’s 21.8 is reasonably close to
the southern region Level IV figure of 21.6) Six
of the seven institutions are considerably below
the national figure of 22.1.

If we make a different type of comparison and
consider the distribution of institutional means on
the ACT Composite score—the institutional means
are computed from Standard Research Service
information rather than Class Profile information
—we find that only five of the 45 Level IV uni-
versities in this mational group had institutional
means of less than 19.5. None had an institution-
al mean below 18.0. (While we cannot make an
exact comparison of mean scores for institutions
with means for enrolled students in institutions of
a particular level, the comparisons should be suf-
ficiently close for all practical purposes. For ex-
ample, the mean of institutional means for Level
IV institutions is 21.7 as compared to the mean of
22.1 for enrolled students in Level IV institu-
tions.) It seems obvious that ACT Composite
scores of 19.2, 18.8, 18.6, 18.4, 18.2, and 17.2—as
reported in the Class Profiles of six doctoral-
granting institutions in Louisiana—are unusually
low as compared to doctoral institutions nation-
ally.

One could argue, however, that it is more ap-
propriate to compare some, or all, of these six
universities with Level III institutions since they



offer doctoral programs in only one or a few
fields. This argument might be particularly strong
with respect to McNeese, Northeast, and North-
western, all of whose ongoing doctoral programs
are restricted to education alone. These institu-
tions have the lowest mean scores of 18.4, 18.2,
and 17.2. Southwestern, LSUNO, and Louisiana
Tech—with ACT Composite score means of 18.6,
18.8, and 19.2, respectively—have graduate pro-
grams in a wider range of fields, but even in these
cases it might be appropriate to compare them
with Level III institutions because they are less
complex than the typical doctoral institution.

Level III comparisons are less unfavorable to
the Louisiana institutions involved, but still not
very “satisfactory.” Of 87 Level III institutions
considered nationally, the mean of institutional
means was 19.8. Some 27 of these institutions
scored 18.5 or below and 15 scored 17.5 or below.

Clearly, one of the most striking comparisons
that can be made involves the three predominant-
ly white 2-year colleges in the LSU System. In
the national sample of enrolled students, the
ACT-Composite score was 18.2 for Level I insti-
tutions. (In the southern region it was 16.3.)
Each of the three institutions—LSUS, LSUE,
and LSUA—had a composite score equal to or
above the national figure. With respect to insti-
tutional means, only 83 of 106 Level I institutions
nationally had scores of 19.0 and above, and 44
had scores of 18.5 and above.

How can we interpret these results? Ignoring
the predominantly black institutions for the
moment, one might suppose that Louisiana’s ap-
parently “good” showing in Level I institutions
and relatively “poor” showing among Levels III
and IV institutions indicates that there is less
differentiation among its student bodies by type
of institution than is generally true throughout
the nation. While this proposition has not been
tested directly, there is at least some indirect
evidence that such is likely to be the case. For
one thing, the mean scores of enrolled students at
each of the three L.S.U. 2-year colleges are
above scores at such Level III (or in some
instances, possibly IV) institutions as F. T.
Nicholls, Northwestern, and Southeastern, and
are roughly comparable to the scores at several
other Louisiana institutions in the high-level
categories. For another, it would appear unusual
for freshman students at two-year colleges to ex-
hibit greater academic potential than students at
5-year and doctoral-level institutions within the
same state simply because of the distribution of

scores in the national study of ACT Composite
means by institutional level.

Table 2 indicates percentile ranks of various
ACT Composite institutional means for different
levels of institutions nationally. A mean ACT
Composite score of 20 is in the 86th percentile for
2-year colleges, the 48th percentile for Level II
institutions; the 55th percentile for Level III in-
stitutions, and the 16th percentile for Level IV
institutions. To choose another figure, a mean of
18 corresponds to the 52nd, 20th, 22nd, and 1st
percentiles for Levels I through IV institutions,
respectively.

TABLE 2

PERCENTILE RANKS OF VARIOUS ACT COMPOSITE
INSTITUTIONAL MEANS FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES NATIONALLY

Institu- Level IV
tional Level I Level I Level III Ph.D.-

Mean 2-Year 4-Year 5-Year Granting All
24........ 99 99 98 93 99
22... ... 98 91 82 59 87
20........ 86 48 55 16 56
18........ 52 20 22 1 28
16........ 17 5 3 1 8

Source: College Student Profiles

Certainly there is overlap nationally in aca-
demic potentials. As noted in College Student
Profiles, “two-year colleges enroll many students
of exceptional academic promise, and Ph.D.-
granting universities enroll many students of lit-
tle academic promise.” (p. 10.) There are also
cases of Level I institutions having higher institu-
tional ACT Composite score means than certain
Level IV institutions have. But we have un-
covered some evidence in this paper to suggest
that the degree of “overlap” in Louisiana, at least
among the majority of predominantly white in-
stitutions, may be wunusually great.t While this
hypothesis requires further testing, it does have
some intuitive appeal in view of the generally
“open door” admission policies in state institu-

4 Of course, ACT test scores can vary from one year to
the next as the composition of freshman students changes.
Year-to-year variations might be largest in relatively new
or small institutions. In general, however, year-to-year
variations are not likely to be so large as to overturn
our conclusions, and this is especially true for older, well
established institutions. A study by the L.S.U. System’s
Office of Institutional Research (dated June 5, 1970)
shows the following variations in ACT Composite mean
scores for 1967, 1968, and 1969, respectively: LSU-A,
18.4, 17.1, 18.2; LSU-BR, 20.9, 21.0, 21.3; LSU-E, (scores
not available), 16.4, 18.3; LSU-NO, 19.1, 18.8, 18.8; and
LSU-S, 18.8, 18.3, 19.1.
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tions, the unusually large number of institutions
granting doctorates and the relatively small use
of community junior colleges. If it is valid to
argue, as stated in the SREB Issues in Higher
Education of November 1970, that “Louisiana
. . . appears to be moving toward a single system
of comprehensive institutions offering programs
at all levels,” then it may not be surprising to find
very little differentiation in the academic po-
tentials of students enrolling in the majority of
its colleges and universities.

With respect to academic potential as measured
by ACT scores, the State’s predominantly black
institutions are almost in a separate category,
as can be seen in Table 1. While the data
are very fragmentary for Southern-BR and
Southern-NO (and no data are available for
Southern-S), the information that is available is
quite consistent with that for Grambling. Be-
cause of the sketchy information for enrolled stu-
dents, however, one might also wish in this par-
ticular case to look at available figures for non-
enrolled students at Southern-NO (i.e., students
who listed Southern-NO as one of their college
choices on the ACT exam but did not actually
enroll). There were 305 students included in this
report. The mean ACT Composite score was 13.4
with a standard deviation of 4.7; 2 per cent of
the nonenrolled students were in the 26-36 score
interval and 68 per cent were in the 1-15 score

interval. This information appears to lend fur-
ther strength to our tentative generalizations con-
cerning the predominantly black institutions,
since it is likely that a number of these nonen-
rolled students at Southern-NO enrolled in other
predominantly black institutions in the State.

Obviously, there are many complex issues in-
volved in the question, frequently raised, of the
desirability of merging predominantly black and
white institutions located in the same geographi-
cal area, e.g., the Southern and L.S.U. System
campuses in Baton Rouge, New Orleans, and
Shreveport, as well as Grambling and Louisiana
Tech. It is not our intention to go into this ques-
tion in any detail or to propose any definite an-
swers. However, in deciding whether or not to
maintain the State’s predominantly black institu-
tions as independent units, it appears that some
consideration should be given to the distributions
of ACT Composite scores at neighboring institu-
tions. Do the distributions of ACT test scores
overlap sufficiently so that it would be in the best
interests of the respective student bodies to
merge? Or do the existing institutions serve stu-
dents with such different degrees of academic
potential that the respective student bodies are
better served by the maintenance of separate in-
stitutions (assuming, of course, that individual
students are always completely free to move from
one institution to another) ?

HIGH SCHOOL GRADES

High school grades are another measure of
academic potential. At the time the student writes
the ACT examination, he is asked to report his
most recent term grades in English, mathematics,
social studies, and natural sciences. (According
to several ACT Research Reports, studies indicate
that self-reported grades are sufficiently accu-
rate.) Grades earned in the senior year are norm-
ally excluded, so that grades typically reflect high
school performance in the junior year, although
it is sometimes necessary to include courses taken
in the sophomore or freshman years. Scores are
assigned to the grades so that A=4, B=3, C=2,
D=1, and F=0. The High School Average (HSA)
is simply the average of the grades reported.

As can be seen in Table 3, the national class
profile norm as reported in Your College Fresh-
men is 2.58, while the mean HSA for high school
students tested in Louisiana in 1968-69 is 2.55.
That there is little difference in these figures is
not particularly surprising even though, as noted
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in the previous section, there are more apprecia-
ble differences in ACT Composite score means.
Apparently, some rather interesting regional var-
iations exist in the relationship between ACT
scores and HSA’s. Students in the South tend to
receive higher grades compared to achievement
test scores. In the particular sample used for mak-
ing regional comparisons, students in the South
had a mean HSA of 2.63 as compared to an All
Region mean of 2.59. In noting that the South
ranked fifth of six regions on ACT Composite
scores but first on HSA’s, the authors of College
Student Profiles suggested that “this [and varia-
tions for other regions] may reflect regional dif-
ferences both in experience with standardized
achievement tests and in strictness or leniency in
high school grading practices.”

As is the case with ACT Composite scores,
there are appreciable differences in mean HSA’s
by institutional levels nationally. The means are
as follows: Level I, 2.33; Level II, 2.55; Level III,



TABLE 3

AVERAGE OF FOUR HIGH SCHOOL GRADES (HSA)—NATION, STATE, AND
ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969

National High
Class School
Profile  Students F.T.
Norm

Tested—La. Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR

LSU-E LSU-NO LSU-S

Percentage of Students
in various HSA

categories:
3540 ..ot 14 15 12 13 14 20 24 8 9
25-34 ittt 45 41 36 48 37 47 45 42 42
1524 ..iiiiiiiinnnnnnn 38 39 45 35 42 31 28 45 44
05-14 .....cuunnn ceeenn 3 b 7 4 7 3 3 5 5
00-04 ...cvvruiinninnnn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean ......ccovvivennnn 2.58 2.65 2.42 2.58 2.47 2.71 2.74 2.41 2.44
S D, ittt 0.68 0.73 0.73 0.65 0.76 0.71 0.72 0.66 0.67
Total Number ............ 21,6556 22,706 1,231 429 338 8,327 140 2,616 394
(8% sample)
North-  North- South- Southern- Southern- South-
La. Tech McNeese east western  easterm BR NO western
Percentage of students
in various HSA
categories:
b3R5 B 1 17 14 15 14 8 (18) (5) 12
2.5-84 ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeean 44 43 40 36 34 (58) (32) 36
15-24 .. iiiiiiiiiiiiiieecaeaes 36 38 41 46 b1 (23) (54) 47
0.6-14 .. .iviiiiiennencnanannons 3 b 4 4 7 (1) (10) b
0.0-0.4 ...oviiiieinenarocnnannns 0 0 0 0 0 0) 0) 0
Mean ...oivveenererneronoocnnes 2.63 2.66 2.55 2.49 2.33 (2.82) (2.26) 2.44
S D, ittt iiiiiiiee e iieeneaes 0.72 0.71 0.71 0.73 0.70 (0.62) (0.60) 0.71
Total Number ......ccceeveeeenees 1,640 980 1,668 1,702 1,043 99* 41* 2,000

Source: Same as Table 1

* Small numbers of students included render data of limited usefulness for comparative purposes; data for Southern-
BR are from Summary Analysis 1968 Standard Research Service rather than Class Profile information; data for South-
ern-NO are from 1968, rather than 1969, Class Profile Report.

2.62; and Level IV, 2.77. (The HSA means for
the southern region are 2.42, 2.59, 2.55, and 2.76,
respectively.) These figures indicate that, on the
average, the academic potential of enrolled stu-
dents as measured by HSA is lowest in the 2-
year colleges, highest in doctoral institutions, and
somewhere in-between for Levels II and III insti-
tutions.

Table 3 indicates that appreciable differences in
mean HSA’s exist among freshman students en-
rolled in Louisiana institutions. As is the case
with mean ACT Composite scores, such differ-
ences are not readily explained by any system of
classifying institutions by level of offerings. Un-
like ACT scores, however, there are no clear
distinctions between mean HSA’s for predomi-
nantly white and black institutions.

The highest HSA’s were reported for LSUE,

2.74; LSUBR, 2.71; La. Tech, 2.63; and Gram-
bling, 2.58. While the HSA’s for LSUBR and La.
Tech appear reasonably consistent with the re-
ported ACT scores, there are wide differences in
the results for LSUE and Grambling. In the
former case, it appears either that the mean HSA
is based on such a small number of students
(140) that it may not be representative, or there
are some pronounced differences in high school
grading practices in those parishes—St. Landry,
Evangeline, and Acadia—from which LSUE
draws the bulk of its students. In the case of
Grambling, it appears either that the grading
practices in predominantly black high schools are
determined quite independently of the standards
in predominantly white high schools, or black
students, as frequently alleged, are at a consider-
able disadvantage in taking standardized tests.
While the data are quite fragmentary, this same
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pattern—i.e., the much higher HSA than ACT
Composite score—may also be characteristic of
Southern-BR.

Table 4 indicates the means and relative rank-
ings on ACT Composite scores and HSA’s of the
twelve predominantly white institutions in Lou-
isiana. Of the three predominantly white institu-
tions with the lowest mean ACT Composite
scores, two—Southeastern and F. T. Nicholls—
rank at or near the bottom on mean HSA’s as
well. The picture here of freshman potential is a
rather consistent one. Northwestern, on the other
hand, ranks much higher, 6th, on mean HSA.
LSUS and LSUNO rank considerably lower on
mean HSA’s than on mean ACT Composite scores.

As with ACT scores, mean HSA’s indicate con-
siderable “overlap” among Louisiana’s public in-
stitutions when they are classified (in some way)
by institutional level. The effects of open door
admissions and what the SREB calls the “[ap-
parent movement] toward a single system of
comprehensive institutions . . .” is readily ap-
parent. Freshmen at the LSU System 2-year col-
leges have mean HSA’s generally comparable to,
and in many cases well above, figures for other
institutions offering graduate, and sometimes even
doctoral, work. Only LSUBR (and perhaps, mar-
ginally, Louisiana Tech) compare at all well with
Level IV institutions nationally. Each of the
State’s colleges and universities can be compared
with the data in Table 5, which indicate per-
centile ranks of various HSA institutional means
for different levels of institutions nationally.

TABLE 4

MEANS AND RANKINGS ON ACT COMPOSITE
SCORES AND HSA’S OF TWELVE PREDOMINANTLY
WHITE INSTITUTIONS IN LOUISIANA, 1969

Institution ACT Composite Score HSA

Mean Ranking Mean Ranking

LSUBR ........ 21.3 1 2.71 2
La. Tech ....... 19.2 2 2.63 3
LSUS ......... 19.1 3 2.44 8 (tie)
LSUNO ........ 18.8 4 241 11
Southwestern ... 18.6 5 2.44 8 (tie)
McNeese ....... 184 6 2.56 4
LSUE ......... 18.3 7 2.74 1
LSUA ......... 18.2 8 (tie) 2.47 7
Northeast ...... 18.2 8 (tie) 2.55 b
Southeastern ... 17.5 10 2.33 12
F. T. Nicholls ... 17.2 11 (tie) 2.42 10
Northwestern ... 17.2 11 (tie) 2.49 6
Source: Tables 1 and 8.
TABLE 5

PERCENTILE RANKS OF VARIOUS HSA
INSTITUTIONAL MEANS FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES NATIONALLY

Level IV
Institutional Level I Level II Level III Ph.D.-

Mean 2-year  4-year 5-year Granting All
3.0 ....... 99 97 97 96 97
28 ....... 97 83 72 59 82
26 ....... 79 51 39 18 51
24 ....... 56 20 9 1 26
22 ....... 17 6 2 1 8

Source: College Student Profiles

PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL MAJORS AND VOCATIONAL CHOICE

As part of the Student Profile Section of the
ACT test battery, students are asked to designate
their proposed educational major and vocational
choice from a list of alternatives. Nationally,
there is a reasonably close correspondence be-
tween the percentage of students choosing a par-
ticular field as a proposed major and the percent-
age choosing that same category as a vocational
choice. This result is hardly surprising.

As can be seen in Tables 6 and 7, however, this
correspondence is not exact and some differences
exist in particular categories. For example, slight-
ly larger percentages of students choose educa-
tional majors in such categories as education,
business-finance, scientific, and arts and humani-
ties. At the same time, larger percentages of stu-
dents choose the “some other field” and ‘“‘unde-

° 22

cided” categories in their designations of
proposed vocations. Nevertheless, the close cor-
respondence between these two distributions en-
ables us to consider both proposed major and vo-
cational choice simultaneously.

The results for high school students tested in
Louisiana are very similar to the national figures
for both distributions. The only differences among
major categories that are even worthy of notice
are the slightly higher percentages nationally
who choose education as both a proposed major
and a vocational choice and the slightly smaller
percentage nationally who choose business-finance
as a proposed major. In general, differences be-
tween the State and nation are inconsequential.
Similarly, regional data for educational majors
published in College Student Profiles show only



TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTION OF PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL MAJORS—NATION, STATE, AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN
LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969 (PERCENTAGES)

High School
Nationally Students

Enrolled Tested La. F.T. Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR LSU-E
Education ..................... 19 17 22 23 16 13 26
Social Science-Relig. ............ 9 9 9 13 7 9 6
Business-Finance ............... 12 14 16 18 11 9 12
Political, Persuasive ............ 4 b 4 3 5 8 6
Scientific .....vivviiiiiieninnn 6 6 6 6 3 7 4
Agri-Forestry ...........0.v... 3 3 2 1 8 2 10
Health ........ccovvvivinnnnn.. 10 10 7 4 18 11 8
Arts & Humanities ............ 10 9 6 8 5 11 3
Engineering ................... 8 8 7 4 9 12 10
Trade & Industrial ............ 3 2 2 2 2 1 1
Housewife ..........covvvven.. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Some Other Field .............. 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Undecided .......oovvvvennnn... 16 16 19 18 16 17 14
No. of Students ............... 22,094 22,871 1,249 427 374 3,326 143
(3% sample)
North- South- Southern-  South-
LSU-NO LSU-S La.Tech McNeese Northeast western  eastern NO western
Education ............. 16 15 15 22 16 23 20 (37) 17
Social Science-Relig. ... 9 7 7 7 8 9 8 (16) 7
Business-Finance ...... 14 21 13 16 17 14 15 (24) 17
Political, Persuasive ... 5 6 4 3 b 3 4 (5) 6
Scientific ............. 9 b 5 6 6 5 5 0) 4
Agri.-Forestry ........ 0 4 b 5 3 5 4 (0) 3
Health ............... 11 10 5 9 14 10 6 (3) 9
Arts & Humanities .. 10 4 9 9 9 7 8 (5) 11
Engineering .......... 7 8 18 7 4 4 5 (8) 9
Trade & Industrial .... 1 1 3 2 4 3 4 0) 2
Housewife ............ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 0
Some Other Field ..... 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0) 1
Undecided ............ 17 17 15 13 15 17 20 (3) 16
No. of Students ....... 2,704 408 1,671 979 1,707 1,715 1,054 38* 2,014

Source: Same as Table 1

* Small number of students included renders data of limited usefulness; data are from 1968, rather than 1969, Clas;

Profile Report.

minor variations among different sections of the
country. (There are no regional data shown for
vocational choice.) As the authors conclude,
“[the] data suggest that students in the various
regions distribute themselves similarly among the
major field groupings. The various regions should,
therefore, probably proportion their academic of-
ferings in very similar ways in order to meet the
needs of their respective students.”

As one might suspect, there are more pro-
nounced differences nationally for educational
majors by level of institution. A difficulty arises
in comparing national data by institutional level
with the distributions in Tables 6 and 7, however,
since in some cases the categories are not identi-
cal. It is especially unfortunate that ‘“social, re-

ligious, and education” are considered a single
category and “engineering and agriculture” are
similarly combined. In these cases, it is difficult
to interpret the results or to compare them to the
situation in Louisiana.

Certain reasonably direct comparisons can be
made, however. There is a clear tendency na-
tionally for two-year colleges to have relatively
more students interested in business majors (13
per cent), with both 4- and 5-year institutions
somewhat lower (9 per cent), and Ph.D.-granting
institutions the lowest of all (6 per cent). There
is also an increase in the percentage of students
choosing scientific majors as institutional level in-
creases, with some 5, 7, 7, and 9 per cent, re-
spectively, of enrolled students selecting this ma-
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jor field. Percentages for the medical area are
decidedly higher at Level IV institutions, 14 per
cent, as compared with 9, 9, and 8 per cent in
Levels I-II1, respectively.

The above data, as well as that in subsequent
sections of this paper, apply to enrolled students
only. Since data by individual institutions are not
available (e.g., the distribution of, say, Level I
colleges according to their percentages of stu-
dents choosing particular major fields), it is not
possible to speculate on how typical or atypical
Louisiana institutions may be.

A look at Tables 6 and 7, however, yields some
interesting and potentially useful comparisons of

the State’s institutions. Pronounced differences
exist for both proposed major and vocational
choice of enrolled students by individual institu-
tion. In many cases, the students’ choices obvious-
ly reflect the institution’s historical role and rep-
utation in a certain area—e.g., the 18 per cent
choosing Engineering at Louisiana Tech. In other
cases, the choices clearly reflect the availability
of special programs—e.g., the 18 per cent choos-
ing Health at LSUA, which has an associate de-
gree program in Nursing, and the 14 per cent
choosing Health at Northeast, which offers a
bachelor’s degree in Nursing. In some, but not all,
cases, the pattern of student preferences in Lou-
isiana institutions corresponds closely to national

TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF VOCATIONAL CHOICE—NATION, STATE, AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN LOUISIANA
INSTITUTIONS, 1969 (PERCENTAGES)

High School
Nationally Students

Enrolled Tested La. F.T.Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR LSU-E
Education .......cc0eivvenennen 16 14 19 12 12 13 23
Social Science-Relig. ........... 8 7 6 13 8 6 4
Business-Finance ............... 10 10 12 13 7 6 10
Political, Persuasive ............ 5 6 4 3 4 9 6
Scientific ...ovvvveiiiiriienannn 3 3 3 4 2 4 2
Agri.-Forestry ................. 2 2 2 0 6 2 11
Health .....covvivveeieinnnnnns 10 10 8 4 18 11 9
Arts & Humanities ............. 6 6 5 8 2 7 2
Engineering ..........ci00vnnen 7 7 6 2 9 10 8
Trade & Industrial ............. 3 3 2 2 2 2 3
Housewife ......covvvvienienennns 1 2 2 1 2 2 2
Some Other Field .............. 7 7 n 10 6 6 3
Undecided .....ocovvvvieennnne 20 22 26 28 22 22 18
No. of Students .............. 22,066 22,894 1,251 429 377 3,335 141
(8% sample)
North- South- Southern-  South-
LSU-NO LSU-S La.Tech McNeese Northeast western  eastern NO western
Edueation ............ 15 10 12 19 13 16 18 (12) 14
Social Science-Relig. .. 6 6 6 6 6 8 4 (29) 6
Business-Finance ...... 10 13 10 13 12 11 11 17 12
Political, Persuasive ... 6 7 b 4 5 4 5 (5) 7
Scientific ....civveeenns b 4 3 3 3 3 2 (5) 3
Agri.-Forestry ........ 0 4 4 5 3 4 3 (0) 2
Health ..........cc00. 11 11 5 9 13 10 6 (0) 8
Arts & Humanities ..... 7 5 7 5 6 5 6 (0) 8
Engineering .......... 6 6 14 6 4 3 5 (10) 7
Trade & Industrial . ‘2 3 b 3 4 3 3 (2) 3
Housewife ......ce00000 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 (0) 2
Some Other Field ..... 7 8 8 7 9 7 8 (2) 8
Undecided ............ 23 22 20 19 22 25 29 17) 22
No. of Students ....... 2,696 409 1,668 984 1,700 1,716 1,055 41* 2,020

Source: Same as Table 1

* Small number of students included renders data of limited usefulness; data are from 1968, rather than 1969, Class

Profile Report.
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differences by institutional level as reported in
College Student Profiles.

The percentage of students indicating education
as a major field ranges from 13 at LSUBR and
15 at Louisiana Tech to 23 at Grambling and
Northwestern and 26 at LSUE. In general, those
four institutions granting doctorates in fields
other than (or in addition to) education show
relatively low percentages in this category.
Nicholls, McNeese, Northwestern, and Southeast-
ern are all above average in the percentage of
enrolled students indicating a major field in edu-
cation.

LSUBR shows the smallest percentage of its
students favoring the business-finance category.
As noted above, Level IV institutions nationally
show a smaller percentage in this category than
do other levels, especially 2-year colleges. While
LSUS shows a high proportion of its freshman
students in this category, the other 2-year colleges
in the LSU System do not. Following LSUS, the
institutions showing the highest percentages of
their students indicating proposed business-
finance majors are Grambling, Northeast, and
Southwestern.

In the scientific category, LSUNO, 9 per cent,
and LSUBR, 7 per cent, show the highest per-
centages. In keeping with the national figures by
institutional level, the three LSU System 2-year
colleges show percentages in this category which
are at or near the bottom for Louisiana institu-
tions.

The percentage of enrolled students choosing
agriculture-forestry as a prospective major field
is low nationally and in most institutions in the
State. At only two small 2-year colleges, LSUE,
10 per cent, and LSUA, 8 per cent, do a signifi-
cant percentage of the freshman students indicate
interest in this area. (As shown in a later section
of this paper, these two institutions also have the
largest percentages of enrolled freshman students
indicating “farm or open country” as their type
of home community.) At both LSUBR and South-
western—two institutions long associated with a
large agricultural program—the percentage of
freshman students indicating this area as a pro-
posed major was only 2 and 3 per cent, respective-
ly. Of particular interest is the extremely low
figure for Grambling, 1 per cent, even though
some 41 per cent of enrolled students at that col-
lege came from “farm or open country.” Obvious-
ly, the small amount of freshman student interest
in agriculture-forestry has implications for the
state-wide planning and co-ordination of higher
education.

The percentages of students choosing engineer-
ing as a proposed major vary considerably among
institutions. Louisiana Tech, with 18 per cent, is
almost in a class by itself, especially among insti-
tutions under the State Board of Education. Stu-
dents at LSUBR also show a relatively high in-
terest in engineering, with some 12 per cent
designating this area. Students at LSU System
2-year colleges show modest interest, ranging
from 8 to 10 per cent.

Data for the other four major categories—so-
cial science-religious, political-persuasive, health,
and arts and humanities—are more difficult to
interpret since each contains a number of impor-
tant sub-categories. For example, the first cate-
gory includes home economics. The category “po-
litical-persuasive” includes law, which requires a
professional degree for employment purposes, as
well as such seemingly diverse designations as
advertising-sales, military, government, public
relations, etc. The health area contains medicine
and dentistry, nursing, health technology, and
“other” health areas.’

An important question involves the reliability
of ACT statistics on proposed major field of study
and vocational choice. Do college students actually
do what they said they would do when they took
the ACT test, in most cases as high school se-
niors? Some limited information is available
through ACT Research Reports.

In Do They Do What They Say They Will Do?,
Report 24 by Sandra W. Lutz, the question of
how accurately students’ pre-college responses
predict their behavior and plans during the first
year of college was investigated. A follow-up
study in the original form of the ACT Student
Profile Section was conducted at the end of the
freshman year at 35 colleges; the resulting data
were paired with original data for 5,617 students.
Two general types of information of interest to
us were included in the Lutz study—educational
and vocational plans and financial needs and work
expectations. Lutz concluded that “students in
their first year of college generally do what they
say they will do, or something closely related to
it,” and that “when students fail to follow
through, their behavior seems to reflect not only
a change of mind but also a change in the policies
and opportunities presented by their colleges.” It

5 One potentially important piece of information involves
the numbers of percentages of freshmen at various institu-
tions who indicate an interest in such professional areas as
law and medicine and dentistry; such information, how-
ever, is best analyzed from data on degrees sought which
is considered in a later section of this paper.
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should be noted, however, that a review of certain
aspects of the study suggests that the first of
Lutz’s generalizations can be quite misleading in
particular instances.

On both the Student Profile Section of the ACT
test and the follow-up questionnaires, students
were asked to choose their major field and future
vocation from 84 specific fields grouped under 7
categories, plus “housewife,” “undecided,” and
“other field” designations. Data were presented
for four freshman groups—4-year college males,
4-year college females, 2-year college males, and
2-year college females. In general, the data indi-
cated that about half the students selected the
same category after one year of college, with the
rate of consistency varying from 28 per cent to
71 per cent. Those students changing major fields
moved to a closely related category in most cases
(e.g., the category “administrative, political, and
persuasive” to “business-finance,” and “medical”
to “scientific.””)

The pattern for vocational choice closely fol-

lowed that for major field with a slightly higher
rate of change. The median for all vocational
groups was 46 per cent consistency, with specific
groups ranging from 20 to 70 per cent. Although
vocational changers also tended to move to a
closely related group, there was a greater tenden-
cy to select “undecided” or give no answer at the
end of the freshman year than was evident in the
major field data. Roughly one-fourth of the stu-
dents who expressed initial preferences were un-
decided after one year, and about omne-fourth
changed to another vocational choice.

Certainly, there is evidence from many sources
that students frequently change their minds about
educational major and vocational choice. It is
sometimes suggested that such changes indicate
the success of the college experience in broaden-
ing the students’ horizons. While ACT data on
major field and vocational choice help us to de-
velop a student profile for each institution in Lou-
isiana, one should not assume that the students’
original preferences will remain unchanged
throughout their college experience.

DEGREES SOUGHT

Students are asked to indicate highest degrees
sought as part of the Student Profile Section of
the ACT test. Table 8 shows these data for the
nation, high school students tested in Louisiana,
and enrolled freshmen in publicly-supported in-
stitutions in the State.

Some differences can be noted between the State
and nation. A smaller percentage of Louisiana
students aspire to less than the bachelor’s degree
while a larger percentage aspire to advanced de-
grees beyond the bachelor’s. In the latter cate-
gory, slightly higher percentages of Louisiana
students indicate a desire to obtain master’s de-
grees, Ph.D.’s, M.D.s and D.D.S.’s, and L.L.B.’s.

Data by geographical area, published in Col-
lege Student Profiles, indicate that the greatest
regional variation occurs in the “less than bache-
lor’s degree” segment, with the West registering
the highest (21 per cent) and the Northeast the
lowest (13 per cent) percentages. The figure for
the South is 16 per cent, the same as the All Re-
gion percentage in this sample. These figures can
be compared with the lower figure for Louisiana
high school students of 11 per cent. Furthermore,
the latter percentage is clearly biased upward,
with only about 8 per cent of freshmen actually
enrolled in the fourteen Louisiana institutions
shown in Table 8 being in the “less than bache-

° 26

lor’s” category. Undoubtedly, the low figure for
Louisiana is a partial reflection of the relative
lack of emphasis in the State on terminal junior
college education and the under-representation of
typical Level I institutions.

Regional data for the South indicate a slightly
lower than average selection of master’s degrees,
but a slightly above-average percentage of stu-
dents seeking doctorates of all types and law de-
grees. In the latter respect, at least, Louisiana
follows the regional pattern.

National differences in degrees sought by en-
rolled students are more pronounced by institu-
tional level than by geographic region. While 4-
year (Level II) and 5-year (Level III) institu-
tions tend to be fairly similar, the differences be-
tween 2-year and Ph.D.-granting institutions are
quite striking. For example, 27 per cent of the
enrolled students nationally at 2-year colleges
aspire to less than a bachelor’s degree, while the
figure is only 9 per cent in Ph.D.-granting institu-
tions.

These figures can be contrasted with the per-
centages of enrolled students seeking less than
the bachelor’s degree in individual Louisiana in-
stitutions. As shown in Table 8, the three L.S.U.
System 2-year campuses are in the range of 9 to



TABLE 8

DEGREE SOUGHT—NATION, STATE, AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969
(PERCENTAGES)

High School
Nationally Students

F.T.
Enrolled Tested La. Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR LSU-E LSU-NO LSU-S

H. S. Diploma ................. 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 1 1
Vocational or Technical Program

(Less than 2 years) .......... 3 3 3 2 1 1 0 1 1
Junior College Degree ........... 10 7 10 6 13 3 8 4 10
Bachelor’s or Equivalent ........ 47 45 50 38 43 44 47 48 48
One or Two Years Grad or

Professional Study (MA, MBA) . 23 24 18 25 23 29 26 24 23
Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) .... 5 6 5 14 4 7 8 7 4
Doctor of Medicine or Dental

Surgery (M.D. or D.D.S.) ..... 4 5 3 2 5 8 5 6 5
Bachelor of Laws (L.L.B.) ...... 2 3 2 3 2 5 3 3 3
Bachelor of Divinity (B.D.) ..... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
Other .......cciviiiiievnnninnas 5 6 7 8 7 4 3 5 6
Number of Students ............ 22,363 23,235 1,269 447 380 3,366 144 2,741 413

(8% sample)

Summaries (“other” omitted) :

Less than Bachelor’s or Equiv. . 15 11 15 10 17 4 9 7 12

Bachelor’s or Equivalent ...... 49 48 54 42 47 46 48 50 51

More than Bachelor’s or Equiv. . 36 41 31 48 37 51 42 42 37
Number of Students

(“other” omitted) ............ 21,293 21,892 1,177 411 364 3,245 139 2,697 390

(3% sample)
_ North- South- Southern-  South-
La. Tech McNeese Northeast western  eastern NO western

H.S.Diploma .......cciiiiiiiennnnnnns 1 1 1 2 0 (3) 1
Vocational or Technical Program

(Less than 2 years) ......c..ceevueen 1 2 2 3 3 (0) 2
Junior College Degree ........ccv00uuen 4 8 5 7 5 (11) 7
Bachelor’s or Equivalent ............... 51 49 51 51 55 (34) 50
One or Two Years Grad or

Professional Study (MA, MBA) ...... 28 25 25 22 20 (32) 23
Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) .......... 6 4 5 5 4 (11) 4
Doctor of Medicine or Dental

Surgery (M.D.or D.D.S.) ............ 3 5 4 3 2 (0) 4
Bachelor of Laws (L.LB.) ............. 2 2 2 1 3 (3) 3
Bachelor of Divinity (B.D.) ............ o 0 0 0 0 0) 0
Other .....oiiiiiiiiienrnnrocesnannnas 4 4 5 6 8 (8) 6
Number of Students ...........cv0vuenn 1,682 998 1,739 1,749 1,078 38* 2,037
Summaries (‘“other” omitted) :

Less than Bachelor’s or Equiv. ........ 6 11 8 12 9 (14) 11

Bachelor’s or Equivalent ............. 53 51 53 54 60 (37) 53

More than Bachelor’s or Equiv. ....... 41 38 39 34 31 (49) 36
Number of Students (‘“‘other” omitted)... 1,608 952 1,645 1,642 993 35* 1,909

Source: Same as Table 1

* Small number of students included renders data of limited usefulness; data are from 1968, rather than 1969, Class

Profile Report.

17 per cent in this category—all well below the
national figure for enrolled students in Level I
institutions. Such graduate-degree granting insti-
tutions as F. T. Nicholls, McNeese, Northwestern,
and Southwestern are in a somewhat comparable
range of 11 to 15 per cent—a range that can be
compared with the 15 per cent figure for enrolled
students in Level III institutions nationally.

Other Louisiana institutions had lower figures,
ranging downward to only 7 per cent at LSUNO,
6 per cent at Louisiana Tech, and 4 per cent at
LSUBR. In these doctoral-granting institutions,
relatively fewer students appear satisfied with
less than a bachelor’s degree than is the case na-
tionally for enrolled students in Level IV institu-
tions.
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While, relative to institutional level data, most
Louisiana institutions are on the low side in the
“less than bachelor’s” category, it also appears
that little difference exists among the majority of
State institutions in this respect. That is, the
L.S.U. System two-year colleges cannot be sharp-
ly distinguished from most 4- and 5-year colleges,
and in some cases, doctoral-granting institutions.
Undoubtedly, a major reason for this situation is
that the role of the 2-year college is not sharply
distinguished from the role of other institutions
in the State. The three L.S.U. System 2-year in-
stitutions are not degree-granting colleges (only
LSUA offers an Associate degree, and that in the
field of Nursing), but rather serve as “transfer”
colleges. Thus, it might be expected that a rela-
tively large percentage of enrolled students in
these “transfer” institutions anticipate the bache-
lor’s degree or beyond. By way of contrast, some
of the State’s institutions who qualify for the
Levels II-IV categories offer Associate degrees in
addition to bachelor’s and advanced degrees. Once
again, our data seem to point up the relative
homogeneity of higher education in Louisiana.

National data by institutional level also indi-
cate appreciable differences between 2-year and
Ph.D.-granting institutions in the percentages of
enrolled students aspiring to advanced degrees.
Percentages by level are as follows: Master’s—
Level I, 17 per cent; Level II, 22 per cent; Level
III, 24 per cent; Level IV, 26 per cent; Ph.D.,
M.D., and D.D.S.—Level I, 5 per cent; Level II,
7 per cent; Level III, 6 per cent; and Level IV,
12 per cent; and L.L.B.—Level I, 2 per cent;
Level II, 2 per cent; Level III, 2 per cent; Level
IV, 8 per cent.

As can be noted in Table 8, the percentages of
enrolled students in Louisiana institutions aspir-
ing to the master’s degree are most often equal to
or above the figures for comparable institutional
levels nationally. This is particularly true for the
L.S.U. System 2-year colleges, with from 23-26
per cent of enrolled students in this category. The
highest figures are for LSUBR, 29 per cent, and
Louisiana Tech, 28 per cent.

Combining the Ph.D. and M.D.-D.D.S. cate-
gories as is done in the national study by institu-
tional level, one can note in Table 8 a variation
among Louisiana institutions from roughly 16
per cent at Grambling (obviously an unrealisti-
cally high level of aspiration in view of ACT
Composite score data) and 15 per cent at LSUBR
to 8 per cent at both Southwestern and North-
western and 6 per cent at Southeastern. The
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three L.S.U. System 2-year colleges are well
above the figure for enrolled students at Level I
institutions. LSUBR and LSUNO are above the
average 12 per cent for enrolled students in Level
IV institutions nationally, but Louisiana Tech,
McNeese, Northeast, Northwestern, and South-
western (all doctoral-granting institutions) are
below this figure.

The percentages of students aspiring to a law
degree vary from 1 per cent at Northwestern to
5 per cent at LSUBR.

Considering the summary figures in Table 8
(with the “Other” category eliminated), it is
clear that an appreciably larger percentage of
freshman students at LSUBR, 51 per cent, aspire
to some degree beyond the bachelor’s than is the
case in other institutions. Grambling is next with
48 per cent; based on the fragmentary data for
enrolled students at Southern-NO, 49 per cent,
and the figures for nonenrolled at Southern-NO,
45 per cent, it appears that a high level of aspira-
tion—perhaps unreasonably high—may be a char-
acteristic of predominantly black institutions in
the State. Other relatively high percentages were
recorded for enrolled freshmen at LSUE, 42 per
cent; LSUNO, 42 per cent; and Louisiana Tech,
41 per cent. The lowest percentages were re-
corded for F. T. Nicholls and Southeastern, both
31 per cent.

In general, freshman students in most Louisi-
ana institutions are not lacking in a high level of
academic aspiration. Obviously, many initial as-
pirations will not be fulfilled, as is the case
throughout the country. Whether Louisiana stu-
dents are able to achieve their aspirations more
or less frequently than is the case nationally is an
important question, but one which cannot be
answered from available ACT data.

Some evidence of the consistency of student as-
pirations nationally over the one-year high school
to college “transition” period is available, how-
ever. In the ACT Research Report by Sandra W.
Lutz, Do They Do What They Say They Will Do?,
a national sample of students who had taken the
ACT test battery were asked on a follow-up ques-
tionnaire at the end of their freshman year to
indicate the highest level of education they
planned to attain. Pre-college and freshman year
responses were then compared for four separate
groups of students—2-year college males, 2-year
college females, 4-year college males, and 4-year
college females. The results are shown in Table 9.

The least change occurred among students who



TABLE Y

DISTRIBUTION OF FRESHMAN YEAR EDUCATIONAL ASPIRATION FOR STUDENTS WITH THE SAME
PRE-COLLEGE LEVEL OF ASPIRATION—LUTZ STUDY

Pre-College Response

Less than BA BA MA Ph.D. Otherl

4-yr. 2-yr. 4-yr. 2-yr. 4-yr. 2-yr. 4=yr. 2-yr. L-yr. 2-yr.

M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F
Less than BA . 23 22 47 61 3 5 12 16 2 1 5 20 1 3 7 13 1 4 8 28
BA.......... 54 56 37 24 52 63 54 57 21 30 25 24 9 11 7 38 13 22 17 31
MA ......... 15 17 8 7 37 27 25 22 60 59 57 51 31 50 38 25 20 25 17 10
Ph.D. ........ 3 90 1 1 4 2 2 2 10 7 7 4 49 32 36 25 9 17 3 7
Other! ....... 6 4 8 7 4 3 7 3 7 3 6 1 10 5 13 0 57 41 54 24
N ....ooooli 114 183 230 321 800 725 539 446 608 349 261 182 141 38 45 8 280 55 143 58

Source: Sandra W. Lutz, Do They Do What They Say They Will Do?, ACT Research Report 24.
1 Unlike the information in Table 8, “Other” includes responses of MD, DDS, LLB, BD, and other.
Note. All figures with the exception of N’s are percents and indicate the percent of those in the column category who

one year later gave the row response.

originally planned on the bachelor’s degree—52
to 63 per cent consistency—and the master’s
degree—b51 to 60 per cent consistency. Changers
among those originally planning a master’s de-
gree were much more likely to reduce than to
elevate their educational aspirations. Among
those originally planning a bachelor’s degree, a
substantial portion—22 to 87 per cent—indicated

after one year a desire to obtain a master’s de-
gree. The extent of consistency among those origi-
nally designating less than a bachelor’s degree
was generally low, especially for students in 4-
year institutions. As can be noted in Table 9,
there was clearly a greater tendency for females
than for males to lower their level of aspirations
after the completion of the freshman year.

COLLEGE GOALS AND FACTORS
INFLUENCING COLLEGE CHOICE

Table 10 reports student reactions to four “col-
lege goals.” These scores are based upon the im-
portance the student attaches to 12 goal state-
ments, grouped 3 each into 4 categories—academic
(A), vocational (V), social (S), and nonconven-
tional (NC). A scale of 0 to 9 is utilized. A mean
score and standard deviation for each category
is shown in Table 10, as well as the percentage
of students considering the goals in each category
as “essential” (8 or 9 points), “important” (5, 6,
or 7 points), “desirable” (2, 3, or 4 points) and
“not important” (0 or 1 point).

The three academic goals refer to improving
abilities to think and reason, broadening intel-
lectual interests, and increasing cultural appreci-
ation. Vocational goals refer to discovering voca-
tional interests, attaining vocationally-relevant
skills, and meeting requirements necessary to en-
ter a profession. The three social goal statements
refer to the development of good interpersonal
relations, leadership potentials, and social attrac-
tiveness. Nonconventional goals involve learning
how to deal with injustice, developing independ-

ence, and finding personally meaningful causes.

Unfortunately, regional and institutional-level
norms reported in College Student Profiles are
for a somewhat different set of goal statements
and therefore cannot be used in making compari-
sons with the results for individual Louisiana
institutions. National norms as published in Your
College Freshmen are available, however, and
these are shown in Table 10.

In general, there is not much variation between
national figures and those for high school stu-
dents tested in Louisiana. The most noticeable
divergence is in the nonconventional category,
with the mean figure for Louisiana being 5.5 and
that for the nation 5.0. Some 17 per cent of Lou-
isiana high school students considered the goal
statements in this category as “essential” as com-
pared with 12 per cent nationally. Inasmuch as
the ACT Program interprets high scorers in this
category as more likely to be interested in “op-
portunities to engage in reform movements” and
“to be more concerned about effecting change
through action” (Your College Freshmen, p. 32),
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TABLE 10

IMPORTANCE OF FOUR TYPES OF COLLEGE GOALS—NATION, STATE, AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN
LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969

High School
Nationally Students
Enrolled Tested-La. F. T. Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR
AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC
Mean (on Scale
of 0to9) ........ 641725350 631735455 61725555 64715760 59735152 65745455
S.D. ottt 1.6 1.6 1.9 20 16161920 16161920 14151817 16162021 15 1.6 19 2.0
(Percentages)
8 or 9=-essential.. 26 49 13 12 24 52 15 17 19 50 15 16 24 44 15 19 17 52 12 14 28 56 15 18
b, 6, or
7T=important ... 62 45 52 51 63 42 54 53 66 43 55 54 67 50 60 61 63 42 47 49 62 39 54 b2
2,3, or
4=desirable .... 11 6 32 8 13 5 31 28 15 7 28 26 9 522 19 18 6 36 33 9 5 30 27
0 or 1=not
important ...... ¢ 0 3 4 0 0 38 38 o0 o0 2 838 00 2 1 1 0 5 5 0 0 1 3
Number of Students . 21,704 22,874 1,251 410 377 3,332
(3% sample)
LSU-E LSU-NO LSU-S La. Tech McNeese Northeast
AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC AV SNC
Mean (on Scale
of 0to9) ........ 61735356 647835455 63735455 63745454 621745656 62735455
S. Dttt 151562121 16161920 15151920 16151919 16141920 1.5 1.619 19
(Percentages)
8 or 9=-essential.. 16 48 15 21 27 52 16 17 21 52 14 16 25 55 14 156 24 55 17 18 22 54 14 16
5, 6, or
T=important ... 68 46 48 52 63 41 52 61 67 43 52 52 63 42 54 53 61 41 54 53 66 40 54 54
2, 3, or
4=desirable .... 16 5 82 23 11 6 81 29 12 5 34 28 12 3 31 30 14 4 28 26 12 5 31 27
0 or 1=not
important ...... 0 0 4 4 o 0 3383 0 0 1 838 0 0 2 3 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2
Number of Students . 139 2,705 408 1,659 951 1,713
Northwestern Southeastern Southern-NO Southwestern
A V S NC A V S NC A V S NC A V S NC
Mean (on Scale of 0 to 9) ...... 6.1 73 54 54 62 72 53 53 (65 73 59 6.0) 63 73 54 b.b
TR 0 2R 16 16 19 19 16 16 20 20 (1.2 15 18 15) 16 16 19 20
(Percentages)
8 or 9=essential ............ 20 51 13 15 22 51 41 15 (27 44 15 21) 25 52 16 18
b, 6, or T=important .......... 65 44 b4 56 63 44 53 50 (71 51 61 b59) 64 42 52 51
2, 3, or 4=desirable .......... 15 4 380 27 15 4 381 31 (83 6 21 21) 12 6 31 28
0 or 1=not important ........ o o0 2 3 0o 0 38 4 0O o0 38 0 0o o0 2 8
Number of Students ............ 1,695 1,058 34* 2,016

Source: Same as Table 1

* Small number of students included renders data of limited usefulness; data are from 1968, rather than 1969, Class

Profile Report.

Note: A = Academic, V = Vocational, S = Social, NC = Nonconventional
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the relatively high score for Louisiana students
seems interesting, but puzzling.

Variations among Louisiana institutions ap-
pear relatively small. As might be expected, the
highest scores in the nonconventional category
are at Grambling. Fragmentary data for
Southern-N.O. further suggest the probability
that students at predominantly black institutions
score relatively high in this category.

However, mean scores in the vocational cate-
gory are absolutely the highest of the four cate-
gories for ewvery Louisiana institution. In this
respect enrolled students in all institutions ap-
pear very similar in emphasizing the vocational
aspects of a college education. Likewise, mean
scores in the academic category are consistently
the second highest. Clearly, little meaningful dif-
ferentiation is apparent among Louisiana’s col-
leges and universities in terms of the college goals
of students.

Table 11 indicates the degree of consideration
—“major,” “minor,” and “none”’—given to seven-
teen factors in making a college choice. Responses
are organized under four general headings: In-
tellectual Reputation; Practical Considerations;
Outside Influences; and Social Climate.

Some differences can be noted between the re-
sponses in the national sample and those for Lou-
isiana high school students. In general, Louisiana
students indicated slightly less emphasis on the
five items under Intellectual Reputation, but
somewhat more emphasis on the four items under
Social Climate. Differences among individual fac-
tors, however, do not appear to be very large.

For both the nation and the State, the four
factors rated as “major” most frequently were
(in order) “good faculty,” “high scholastic stand-
ing,” “special curriculum,” and “location.” Gen-
erally, more emphasis was placed on the indi-
vidual items under Intellectual Reputation and
Practical Considerations than on those items un-
der Outside Influences and Social Climate.

Regional data published in College Student
Profiles involve a listing of individual factors that
is similar, but not identical, to that shown in
Table 11. These data indicate that students in the
various regions of the country are distributed
quite similarly in their selection of major factors.
As is the case for Louisiana high school students,
there was a tendency for enrolled students in the
South to give slightly more consideration to social
factors than was evident in other regions. Al-
though the differences were small, students in the

South also gave above-average weight to intel-
lectual factors and below-average weight to prac-
tical considerations.

National variations by institutional level are
more pronounced, although on the whole students
at all levels cite intellectual- and practical-type
factors as the most important ones in choosing a
college. Enrolled students at Levels II and IIT in-
stitutions were typical of all enrolled college stu-
dents. Students at doctoral institutions gave in-
tellectual reasons more often as major factors
and practical reasons less often. In contrast, stu-
dents at 2-year colleges gave intellectual reasons
less often and practical reasons more often.

For example, the percentages of enrolled stu-
dents citing “good faculty” as a major factor
were as follows: Level I, 57 per cent; Level II,
65 per cent; Level III, 61 per cent; and Level IV,
68 per cent. The percentages citing “low cost”
were: Level I, 51 per cent; Level II, 37 per cent;
Level III, 39 per cent; and Level IV, 35 per cent.

As can be seen in Table 11, appreciable varia-
tions exist among Louisiana institutions in a num-
ber of factors. However, it is difficult to generalize
about these differences; in some cases the varia-
tions follow the national pattern by institutional
level and in other cases they do not.

The percentages of students in Louisiana insti-
tutions citing “good faculty” as a major factor
in college choice range from highs of 66 at
Grambling, 65 at LSUNO, and 64 at LSUBR, to
lows of 57 at F. T. Nicholls and 55 at LSUE and
Southeastern. In a related question, there were
appreciably higher percentages of students at
Grambling and LSUBR—45 and 44 per cent—
indicating “national reputation” as a major fac-
tor in college choice; the lowest percentages, once
again, were at F. T. Nicholls, 27; LSUE, 26; and
Southeastern, 25. On the question of “high scho-
lastic standards,” the highest three percentages
were 65 at LSUNO, 63 at Grambling, and 61 at
LSUBR; the lowest figures were McNeese and
Northwestern, 51 per cent, Southeastern, 50 per
cent, and F. T. Nicholls, 49 per cent.

As noted earlier, one would expect, other things
being equal, the percentage of enrolled students
attaching major importance to Practical Consid-
erations to be relatively high in 2-year and rela-
tively low in doctoral institutions. Similarly, it
seems likely that Practical Considerations would
be of greatest importance to students in
commuter-type institutions and in colleges which
attract above-average proportions of students
from low income families. As can be seen in Table
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TABLE 11

CONSIDERATION GIVEN TO VARIOUS FACTORS IN MAKING COLLEGE CHOICE—NATION, STATE, AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN
LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969 (IN PERCENTAGES)
High
School
Nationally Students
Enrolled Tested-La. F.T.Nicholls  Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR LSU-E LSU-NO
Mji Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N

I. Intell. Reputation

1. Intell. Atmosphere .......... 40 46 14 39 46 16 82 49 19 46 38 15 30 48 23 39 46 15 31 46 23 42 44 14

2. Good Faculty ...covvevvensn. 64 28 8 62 29 9 57 8 10 66 27 T 61 8 9 64 29 7T 55 38 9 65 27 8

8. National Reputation ........ 35 44 21 36 43 22 27 44 30 45 39 16 30 43 27 44 41 15 26 40 34 37 43 20

4. High Schol. Standards ...... 58 84 7 58 8 8 49 39 12 63 8 7 57 38 8 61 32 7 52 36 12 65 28 7

5. Special Curriculum ......... 58 20 12 55 81 14 47 8 18 54 30 16 55 32 13 56 30 14 43 41 16 b1 34 15
II. Practical Considerations

1. Low COSt vevvvvenneennnnnes 84 47 19 30 46 24 42 41 17 34 41 25 42 38 20 21 48 31 34 44 22 45 387 18

2, Location ....oeeeeeeenns vee. 46 40 14 47 38 15 52 8 13 81 46 283 56 30 14 50 37 13 55 80 14 49 36 16

3. Close to Home ......... ..e.. 86 87 27 389 86 25 53 80 17 27 37 36 52 31 17 3 37 28 60 26 14 46 35 19
III. Outside Influences

1. Advice of Parents .......... 85 41 25 37 39 23 40 85 25 48 8 16 40 34 26 35 41 24 43 40 17 34 38 29

2. Advice, H.S. Teacher ........ 26 43 82 24 41 84 26 37 87 87 43 20 21 36 43 19 42 39 25 46 29 22 38 40

3. Advice, H.S.-Coll. Cslr. ...... 35 88 27 32 37 81 34 33 83 43 36 21 30 36 34 26 38 36 31 42 26 29 384 37

4. Coll. Admiss. Cslr. .......... 35 3 35 30 81 8 27 30 43 41 31 28 2 29 46 26 29 45 26 356 40 28 29 44

5. Financial Aid Offer ......... 26 20 54 29 20 52 26 20 55 45 27 28 26 18 57 24 18 58 22 19 59 24 20 656
IV. Social Climate

1. Social Opportunities ........ 34 51 15 36 49 14 32 51 17 38 48 14 34 48 18 42 46 12 38 45 18 33 51 16

2. Good Athletic Program ...... 15 81 54 17 32 52 18 381 51 26 37 87 14 381 56 17 33 60 183 36 50 12 32 56

3. Has Frat. and Sor. .......... 8 37 54 13 41 47 10 42 48 21 47 33 6 83 60 17 41 42 11 30 59 10 38 52

4, Coeducational ............ .. 26 20 54 31 50 19 28 51 21 39 48 12 20 51 28 89 45 16 32 44 24 29 49 22
Number of Students ........ceeee.. 21,670 23,001 1,254 428 375 3,335 141 2,702

(3% sample)
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TABLE 11 (Cont’d)

LSU-S La. Tech McNeese Northeast Northwestern Southeastern Southern-NO  Southwestern

Mj Mn N Mj Mo N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mo N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N Mj Mn N

I. Intellectual Reputation

1. Intell. Atmosphere ..... vee.. 36 46 18 35 49 16 35 48 18 37 48 16 36 46 18 33 49 19 (b5 27 18) 31 50 18
2. Good Faculty ......... vees.. B9 32 9 62 28 10 58 32 11 58 382 10 59 380 11 556 35 10 (69 25 6) 58 33 9
3. National Reputation ........ 32 40 28 34 44 22 28 45 27 32 43 25 32 44 24 25 45 30 (85 48 17) 31 47 22
4. High Schol. Standards ...... 58 34 8 60 32 8 51 39 9 57 84 9 51 38 10 50 39 10 (71 26 3) 52 38 11
5. Special Curriculum ......... 51 383 16 62 27 12 556 30 15 b5 33 12 53 383 156 48 34 18 (52 39 9) 51 33 16
II. Practical Considerations
1. Low CoSt v.vvveevvnorencnns 4 39 17 24 51 25 33 46 21 27 49 24 26 48 26 31 47 22 (34 41 25) 25 49 26
2. Location .........c... ceeeees 60 30 10 42 42 16 55 83 12 52 35 14 45 39 16 50 36 15 (27 52 21) 48 37 14
3. Closeto Home ......cco00v0e 57 27 16 34 38 29 58 30 17 43 33 24 35 35 30 45 37 19 (81 45 24) 39 35 26
III. Outside Influences
1. Advice of Parents .......... 40 34 25 32 40 28 38 39 23 36 38 26 34 36 29 36 38 26 (43 50 7)) 33 39 29
2. Advice, H.S. Teacher ........ 21 34 45 21 41 38 22 43 35 24 41 35 24 38 38 26 38 36 (21 64 14) 22 38 40
3. Advice, H.S.-Coll. Cslr. ...... 28 32 40 27 37 36 28 387 35 32 34 34 29 35 37 31 386 34 (41 52 7 27 36 37
4. Coll. Admiss. Cslr. .......... 28 29 43 25 82 43 25 81 44 29 29 41 27 28 45 27 30 43 (46 31 23) 26 29 45
5. Financial Aid Offer ......... 23 14 63 23 19 58 29 18 52 30 18 52 26 18 56 26 18 b6 (40 40 20) 24 17 b9
IV. Social Climate
1. Social Opportunities ...... .. 26 b4 20 34 51 15 33 51 16 39 47 14 36 49 15 33 52 16 (29 59 12) 38 47 15
2. Good Athletic Program ...... 10 23 66 15 33 52 16 29 55 16 382 52 21 32 47 19 31 50 (17 387 47) 17 32 b1
3. Has Frat.and Sor. .......... 8 34 59 11 388 51 9 388 53 12 39 49 12 38 51 10 38 52 (16 52 382) 12 42 46
4. Coeducational .............. 24 49 27 29 52 20 29 51 20 30 52 18 30 b1 20 30 49 21 (41 59 0) 382 50 18
Number of Students ..........0..0. 407 1,664 987 1,709 1,720 1,068 36* 2,025

Source: Same as Table 1
* Small number of students included render data of limited usefulness; data are from 1968, rather than 1969, Class Profile Report.
Note: Mj = Major; Mn = Minor; N = None



11, 45 per cent of the students at LSUNO cited
“low cost” as a major consideration in college
choice. Relatively high percentages were recorded
at LSUS, LSUA, and F. T. Nicholls. Only 21 per
cent at LSUBR and 24 per cent at Louisiana Tech
cited “low cost” as a major consideration. On the
related category “close to home,” each of the three
LSU System 2-year colleges recorded a high per-
centage, with LSUE, 60 per cent, and LSUS, 57
per cent, being the highest. LSUBR and Louisiana
Tech were again relatively low, with Grambling,
27 per cent, being the lowest.

Admittedly, the vast amount of information in

STATE, COMMUNITY, AND

Some useful data on freshman student back-
grounds are available from the Student Profile
Section of the ACT test battery. In this part of
the paper, four types of information are briefly
considered: State of Residence at Time of Test-
ing (Table 12) ; Type of Home Community (Table
13) ; Size of High School Graduating Class (Ta-
ble 14) ; and Type of High School Attended (Ta-
ble 15). National norms are shown for three
types of information, but data for Louisiana high
school students and data by region and institu-
tional level are either unavailable or not very
useful.

It does seem clear, however, that Louisiana in-
stitutions are characterized by a relatively homo-
geneous student population in the sense of small
proportions of out-of-state students. In a national
sample reported in College Student Profiles, 86
per cent of enrolled freshmen were in-state stu-
dents and 14 per cent were from out-of-state. As
can be seen in Table 12, no Louisiana institution
had this large a percentage of out-of-state fresh-
men. LSUBR, with 12 per cent, was the highest.
As one might expect, the three L.S.U. System 2-
year institutions had extremely low percentages
of out-of-state freshmen, as did F. T. Nicholls
and LSUNO.

The ACT data show out-of-state students by
state of residence. The three states with the larg-
est numbers of freshman students enrolled in
Louisiana institutions were (in order) Texas,
Mississippi, and Arkansas. Figures for these three
states are shown in Table 12; figures for other
states can be obtained from the various Class
Profile Reports.

An important question, obviously, is whether
the degree of insulation from out-of-state stu-
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Table 11 is confusing and often difficult to inter-
pret or summarize. However, the data may be
useful in suggesting a characterization of each
institution if the figures for high school students
tested in Louisiana are used as a benchmark.
For example, the percentages of enrolled fresh-
men at LSUBR indicating “major consideration”
are above the benchmark figures in four of five
items under Intellectual Reputation; below in two
of three items under Practical Considerations;
below in all five items under Outside Influences;
and above in three of four items under Social
Climate. Similar comparisons can be made for
each institution.

HIGH SCHOOL BACKGROUND

dents suggested by these data enhances or di-
minishes the total educational experience of Lou-
isiana residents.® Certainly, the number of out-of-
state students enrolled in Louisiana institutions
is partially dependent upon the levels of tuition
and the admissions policies in effect. Educational
policy can be designed either to encourage or dis-
courage college attendance by students from other
states.

Table 18 indicates the type of home community
of enrolled students. Three major categories are
shown—Farm or Open Country; Suburb in Me-
tropolitan Area; and Central City in Metropoli-
tan Area.” The urban-rural character of a student
body seems best described by the percentage indi-
cating a farm or open country background. The
national figure for this category is 26 per cent.
Among Louisiana institutions, LSUE, 52 per cent;
LSUA, 42 percent; Grambling, 41 per cent;

6 It should be noted that ACT data on state of residence
are not the most complete enrollment data available. For
several years, the Public Affairs Research Council of
Louisiana (PAR) has collected enrollment figures for
freshman students in both public and private institutions
in the State. The PAR data are actual head count figures
for all freshman students, and therefore more complete
than the ACT data. The PAR data provide breakdowns
for each institution by in-state parish of residence, out-
of-state, and foreign student categories. Unlike the ACT
data, however, the state of residence for out-of-state stu-
dents is not given.

7 Actually, students are asked to select a population
range if their home community is in either the “suburb”
or “central city” categories. The student chooses from
among four ranges in the former category or five ranges
in the latter. Because it is apparent from the choices of
students at particular institutions that many are unable
to estimate accurately the population of their home com-
munity, the detailed breakdowns for population are
omitted from Table 13.



TABLE 12
STATE OF RESIDENCE AT TIME OF TESTING—ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969

F.T.
Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR LSU-E LSU-NO LSU-S
Freq. Pec. Freq. Pe. Freq. Pe. Freq. Pe. Freq. Pe. Freq. Pe. Freq. Pe.
Total Students ..... 1,274 452 381 3,384 145 2,761 416
Total In-State ...... 1,249 98 408 90 378 99 2,986 88 142 98 2,678 97 407 98
Total Out-of-State .. 25 2 4 10 3 1 398 12 3 2 8 38 9 2
Arkansas ........ 0 5 0 10 0 3 0
Mississippi ....... 2 11 0 64 0 7 1
Texas ..ceeeeonns 7 8 0 99 0 4 2
Others ........... 16 20 3 225 3 69 6
North- North- South- Southern- South-
La. Tech McNeese east western eastern NO western
Freq. Pec. Freq. Pec. Freq. Pe. Freq. Pec. Freq. Pec. Freq. Pe. Freq. Pe.
Total Students ..... 1,686 1,004 1,743 1,769 1,082 41* 2,052
Total In-State ...... 1,531 91 968 96 1,629 93 1,666 94 1,033 95 (39) (95) 1,974 96
Total Out-of-State .. 155 9 36 4 114 7 103 6 49 5 (2) (b) 78 4
Arkansas ........ 47 1 14 4 1 NA 2
Mississippi . ...... 7 3 21 1 8 NA 9
Texas ....eeceves 13 22 9 21 3 NA 18
Others ........... 88 10 70 7 37 NA 49

Source: ACT Class Profile Reports, Enrolled 1969 (various institutions)
* Small number of students included render data of limited usefulness; data are from 1968, rather than 1969, Class

Profile Report.
TABLE 13
TYPE OF HOME COMMUNITY—NATION AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN IN LOUISIANA INSTITUTIONS, 1969
(PERCENTAGES)
Nationally F.T.
Enrolled Nicholls Grambling LSU-A LSU-BR LSU-E LSU-NO  LSU-S
Farm or Open Country ....... 26 33 41 42 13 52 3 11
Suburb in Metropolitan Area.. 38 36 26 21 46 14 50 49
Central city in
Metropolitan Area ......... 36 31 33 37 41 34 48 40
Total Number of Students .... 22,329 1,269 446 378 3,359 144 2,737 413
(8% sample)
North- North- South-  Southern-  South-
La. Tech McNeese east western  eastern NO western
Farm or Open Country ............... . 31 29 35 37 27 (5) 21
Suburb in Metropolitan Area ............ 31 31 27 29 39 (21) 36
Central city in Metropolitan Area ....... 38 40 38 34 34 (73) 43
Total Number of Students .............. 1,681 993 1,733 1,746 1,076 41* 2,040

Source: ACT Class Profile Report, Enrolled 1969 (various institutions); Your College Freshmen
* Small number of students included render data of limited usefulness; data are <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>