


Persistence Among First-Generation College Students in Indiana:

The Impact of Precollege Preparation, College Experiences, and Financial Aid

By
Ada B. Simmons
Glenda D. Musoba
Choong Geun Chung

Indiana University

IPAS Research Report #05-01

April 2005

The College Board, the Indiana Commission for Higher Education, the Independent Colleges of
Indiana, Inc., and the State Student Assistance Commission of Indiana provided data for this
study, which was carried out as part of the Indiana Project on Academic Success. The research
reported herein was supported by the Lumina Foundation for Education and Indiana University.
The opinions expressed in this report are the authors’ and do not represent policies or positions
of the funding or collaborating agencies.



Abstract
Despite a growing body of research on the differences between first-generation college students
and their peers whose parents attended college, little is known about the factors that discriminate
first-generation college students who persist from those who leave the higher education system.
A model of student persistence that included blocks of variables related to family background,
precollege achievement, institution type, college experiences, and finances identified variables
that influenced the college persistence of over 11,000 first-generation college students enrolled
in public and private institutions of higher education in Indiana. Most variables previously
identified in studies that contrasted first-generation students with students whose parents
attended college also differentiated first-generation students who persisted from those who were
no longer enrolled after two years, but several variables previously undocumented by researchers
also influenced persistence among first-generation students. Accounting for the influence of all
other variables in the model, being Asian, having a high family income, taking remedial math
and language arts college course work, attending a research university, earning “A” grades in
college, attending full time, receiving grant aid, and having completed advanced level classes in
high school had statistically significant effects on college persistence among first-generation

students.



Persistence Among First-Generation College Students in Indiana:

The Impact of Precollege Preparation, College Experiences, and Financial Aid

Introduction

Education prognosticators foresee an increasingly diverse student population in the
United States (Keller, 2001; Levine & Associates, 1989). Many students from diverse
backgrounds come from families where they are the first to attend college. Approximately 45%
of all undergraduates are first-generation students (Education Research Institute, 1997).
Unfortunately, despite prospects for doubling their family incomes upon graduation (Tinto,
2004) and significantly enhancing their opportunities for career advancement (Leppel, 2002),
first-generation students are less likely than students from other families to enroll in higher
education and, once there, to persist.

A substantial body of research on first-generation students has developed over the past 25
years, including many studies that contrast first-generation college students with those from
families with college-educated parents. Yet little is known about the differences between first-
generation college students who persist and those who leave. Even less is known about how first-
generation college students’ persistence behaviors are influenced by their home state’s policies
on K-12 education and student financial assistance—policies that are designed and implemented
to broaden access to college and increase completion rates among groups historically
underrepresented in systems of higher education in Indiana as well as the greater United States.
This study addresses that gap by identifying how persistence among first-generation college

students in Indiana is shaped by the state’s education and financial aid policies.



Theoretical Framework

Two bodies of research inform our understanding of college persistence among first-
generation students and are summarized here. Research on persistence of first-generation
students is embedded within the larger context of research on college student persistence. The
first model of college student persistence is attributed to Tinto (1975, 1987). Tinto’s model
suggested the academic and social withdrawal of nonpersisting college students might, on a
much narrower scale, mimic the social withdrawal leading up to suicide (Spady, 1975).
Academic and social integration became the key components of a Student Integration Model
explaining college student persistence. The Student Integration Model was modified to include
the role of external factors (e.g., finances, including financial aid) in shaping students’
institutional commitment and, ultimately, their intent to persist or leave (Bean, 1980; Cabrera,
Nora, & Castafieda, 1993).

When first-generation status began to be included as a predictor variable in these models
of college student persistence, analyses revealed that first-generation students were often less
likely to persist than students from other family backgrounds (Education Research Institute,
1997). The common overlap between first-generation and minority status means that many first-
generation students possess multiple risk factors for not completing their college degrees.
Important differences between first-generation students and their counterparts whose parents
attended college have been documented in the areas of college aspirations, family knowledge of
and support for higher education, family income, precollege academic preparation, social capital,
attendance status (full-time vs. part-time), academic integration, and sensitivity to financial aid
and debt accumulation (Astin, 1972; Attinasi, 1989; Billson & Terry, 1982; Duggan, 2001;

Education Research Institute, 1997; McDonough, 1997; Nufiez & Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998;



Somers, Woodhouse, & Cofer, 2004; Stage & Hossler, 1989; Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger,
Pascarella, & Nora, 1996; York-Anderson & Bowman, 1991). In general, these differences often
point to increased risks of college attrition among first-generation students (Choy, 2001; Duggan,
2001; Horn, 1998; Nufiez & Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998), in some cases even after controlling for
covariates such as socioeconomic status, institution type, and attendance status (Nufiez &
Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998). Risk may be highest in the first year (Ishitani, 2003).

Theories of cultural and social capital (Bourdieu, 1986) offer plausible explanations for
the attitudinal and behavioral differences between first-generation students and their peers and
constitute the second major theoretical framework by which first-generation college students’
persistence has been understood. Cultural capital (Bills, 2000), the most common source of
which is one’s parents, represents the familiarity and sophistication that individuals have with the
dominant culture. Cultural capital is the system of factors that define an individual’s social
status. Students with less cultural capital may lower their educational aspirations or self-select
out of particular situations because they do not know the cultural norms for that situation. They
may also overperform to compensate for cultural capital shortages or be undercompensated for
their educational investment (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Lamont & Lareau, 1988).

Social capital refers to advantages conveyed by relationships among individuals that can
take the form of information-sharing channels and networks (Coleman, 1988). Social capital
increases when students are around others who can familiarize them with the understandings,
values, and experiences of the dominant, more valued, culture (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977;
McDonough, 1997). Students of college-educated parents typically have greater access to and
association with others who can transmit valuable knowledge about academic preparation,

college choice, and other steps and decisions associated with college attendance. Parents who



majority were White (84%). Almost half (48%) were considered middle income with family
incomes between $30,000 and $70,000, and close to half were from suburbs or towns with 21%
being from urban areas and 29% from rural areas. Almost 40% earned the basic college
preparatory diploma, and an additional 28% earned the advanced college preparatory diploma.
They were spread across the types of higher education institutions: 17% at state universities,
22% at regional four-year campuses, 9% attending an urban university, 20% attending one of the
research universities, 8% attending private institutions, and 23% attending public two-year
colleges. Compared to the state population as a whole, more first-generation students had
average or lower SAT scores. Only 16% of the sample had high SAT scores (>1/2 S.D.). College
first-year grade-point averages were also slightly lower, with 16% earning As, 41% earning Bs,
and 38% earning Cs or lower. Over one-fourth of this group took some form of remedial course
work, either in math, language arts, or both. Only 39% lived on campus and 88% attended full
time. Over 50% received grant aid either with or without also receiving a loan, while 24%

received no financial aid, either because of no need or the failure to apply.

Findings
The logistic regression analysis for persistence of the first-generation students in this
study is presented in Table 3. Many of the same variables that have characterized persisters in
general models of college student persistence were also associated with persisting first-
generation college students. Using each block of variables as a structural framework for
discussion, the findings focus on the direction and strength of effects for statistically significant

variables.
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Background Characteristics

Considering the family background block of variables in the full model, the odds of
persisting for students from families with incomes in the highest category were 1.18 times those
of middle-income students. Controlling for the influence of all other variables in the model,
being from a family with low income neither increased nor decreased the odds of these students
persisting, relative to their middle-income peers. Being Asian was associated with 1.7 times
higher odds of persisting, relative to being White, controlling for all other variables in the model.
The odds of persisting among first-generation students for whom race was missing from their
data records were lower than those of White students. The geographical locale in which students
attended high school had no significant association with the odds of persistence after accounting

for the influence of other variables in the model.

Precollege Academic Preparation

In the full model where all blocks of variables were included, several differences in high
school academic preparation were apparent between persisting and nonpersisting first-generation
students. First, students with higher levels of precollege achievement, as measured by high
school grades, had higher odds of persisting. Second, those who had attained an academically
more rigorous high school diploma, relative to a regular diploma, had higher odds of persisting.
More specifically, the odds of persisting doubled by earning an honors diploma (47 hours of
college preparatory course work) relative to earning a regular high school diploma. Similarly, the
odds ratio for a Core 40 degree (40 hours of college preparatory course work) relative to a

regular high school diploma was 1.433, controlling for all other variables in the model. High
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school grades were not significant in the final model, but had been significant before taking into

account the college experience variables, most likely college grades.

SAT Score

College entrance examination information was entered in step three. Students with the
highest SATs, those scoring above 1086, were less likely to persist (.799 odds ratio) relative to
those in the middle range of SAT scores (918 to 1086) when high school and college

achievement and the other variables were also considered in the model.

Campus Type

In the fourth step of the model, the type of institution that a student attended was entered
in the model. Compared to students at two-year institutions, the odds of persistence for students
attending an urban university were less (.799 odds ratio). However, attending a research
university was positively associated with persistence when compared to attending a two-year

campus (1.460 odds ratio).

Academic Major

First-generation students’ patterns of persistence during their first two years of college
attendance were not significantly associated with academic majors declared in the students’ first
year, controlling for other factors under consideration. Information about college majors was
entered in the model in step five. There were no significant differences in the odds of persistence
associated with being undecided about academic major relative to having declared a major in

arts, science and math, social science, health, business, education, computers, or engineering.
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The relationship between declared major and persistence warrants further examination. In
a similar analysis with all students in the 2000 cohort including both students whose parents had
and had not attended college (St. John, Hu, Simmons, Carter, & Weber, 2004), a number of the
majors were important predictors of persistence when compared to being undecided. It may be
that for first-generation students campus departments are not integrating these students as well or
that when first-generation students do not experience a fit with their major, they withdraw rather
than switch majors. First-generation students may have made major or career choices with less
information because their parents were less experienced with the college environment, and when
they were dissatisfied with their choice they did not get the guidance to switch majors but rather
concluded that college was not for them. If this was the case, institutions will need more careful

advising even for freshmen who appear to have a career direction.

Campus Experiences

In the sixth step of the model, information about students’ campus experiences entered
the model, including academic performance, enrollment in remedial course work, full-time or
part-time status, fall entry or delayed entry, and on-campus or off-campus residence. Earning
“A” college grades increased the odds of persisting relative to earning “B” grades, when
accounting for the influence of all variables in the model. Among first-generation students,
earning “C” or lower college grades substantially decreased the odds of persisting (.2 odds ratio)
relative to receiving “B” college grades. Missing grades were also associated with decreased
odds of persisting (.066 odds ratio). Perhaps the most plausible explanation for this is that

students with missing grades withdrew from classes and rarely returned the following semester.
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Taking remedial course work in both language arts and mathematics resulted in an
increase in the odds of persisting, relative to the odds associated with no remedial course work.
For those students who needed it, remedial course work appeared to be helpful. Attending
college full time had a positive impact as well, with an odds ratio of 1.675 for full-time students
relative to part-time students. Somewhat unexpectedly, college entry delayed until the second

semester had no statistically significant influence on persistence, nor did on-campus residence.

Financial Aid

Students’ financial aid packages were important predictors of their persistence patterns.
The odds of persisting for self-supporting students were lower than those for students with
dependent status. Receiving grant aid resulted in higher odds (1.182) than for their first-

generation peers who received no aid.

Confounding Relationships

The relationships between race and income and the outcome variable, persistence, were
confounded by high school curriculum and grades. In the first step of the regression, which
considered only student demographic background data, African Americans and students from
low-income families were somewhat less likely to persist relative to White students and those
from middle-income families, respectively. The negative relationship with persistence of being
African American or being from a low-income family disappeared after the second block of
variables was entered, suggesting that the initial disadvantage associated with being African
American or being from lower socioeconomic status was attenuated by high school curriculum

and grades. Thus, the initial negative influences of being African American or being from a low-
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income family were actually attributable to limited opportunities to learn. This corresponds to a
trend observed earlier by St. John, Carter, Chung, and Musoba (2004) in which low income
negatively influenced persistence for all racial groups in the 2000 cohort of first- and continuing-
generation students (except Hispanics)—but again, only in the first step of the model before high
school curriculum and grades were entered. Thus, the influence of low income on persistence in
the current study of first-generation students parallels the trend evident in the larger sample of
which it was a part.

The relationship between high school grades and persistence was confounded by college
grades and financial aid. High school grades of “A” were positively and significantly associated
with persistence across all steps of the model except the last. The strength of the coefficient was
smaller once college grades were entered into the model. When financial aid was entered in the
last step, the influence of having “A” high school grades disappeared altogether. One explanation
for this is that the influence of students’ high school grades were somewhat overwhelmed by the
influence of their college grades. Any remaining influence of “A” high school grades was
apparently accounted for by financial aid. Similarly, having low high school grades (“C” or
lower) was negatively associated with persistence until college grades were stepped into the
model, at which point the influence of low high school grades disappeared. This suggests not that
high school grades had no influence on college persistence, but more likely that the influence of
high school grades operated indirectly on persistence through college grades for these students.
Their high school preparation led to lower college grades, which were related to persistence.

Finally, in the block of variables pertaining to campus experiences, majoring in computer

science had a negative significant influence on persistence until the block of college experience
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variables entered the model. One explanation for this finding is that students who majored in

computer science were more likely to receive lower college grades.

Discussion and Implications

Several conclusions can be drawn from this study of first-generation college students in
Indiana. First, many of the variables that distinguished between first-generation persisters and
nonpersisters are those that also have been shown through prior research to distinguish between
persisting and nonpersisting college students in general. Prior academic preparation and
performance, for instance, are important influences in persistence of first-generation students, as
they have been shown to be for college students in general. The positive influences on
persistence for high (“A”) grades and the negative influences for low (“C”) high school grades
remained through multiple steps of the model until financial aid and college grades, respectively,
entered the model. This suggests that academic performance and preparation are not left behind
at high school graduation, but their influence carries over into college.

While high school grades do matter in regard to college persistence, academic programs
that encourage preparation for college, such as honors or college-preparatory curricula, have
even larger effects on persistence, and their influence is upheld in the presence of multiple
covariates. The odds ratios for college preparatory and advanced diplomas were among the
highest in this analysis. This finding highlights the need to make a rigorous curriculum available
in all schools and is consistent with a national study linking a strong academic curriculum in high
school with bachelor’s degree completion (Adelman, 1999). Unfortunately, in Indiana, all
schools did not offer honors diplomas until it became a state requirement; in many schools even

at the present time, students who want to earn an honors diploma have few choices for qualifying

16



courses. If states desire to increase the college enrollment rate of students whose parents did not
go to college, it is important to make sure all students have the opportunity to prepare adequately
for college-level work.

The negative relationship between SAT scores and persistence was counterintuitive, but
one explanation for this finding is that students with higher SAT scores are more likely to
transfer to higher education institutions located out of state, which would have been coded as
nonpersistence in this state system-level study. Students with high SAT scores have more
educational options for higher education. Alternatively, there may also be some characteristic of
high ability (as indicated by high SAT scores) that is distinct from high performance (high
grades which account for prior performance) that is not nurtured in the academic structures of
higher education for first-generation students.

As mentioned earlier, many of the same variables that predicted persistence in this study
were those that have been associated with persistence among college students more generally. A
similar analysis (St. John, Musoba, & Chung, 2004) used the same model to predict persistence
among the full cohort of first-year traditional students rather than first-generation students only.
While coefficients across models are not comparable without statistical tests of significance,
similar patterns were observed for the odds ratios in the all-student model and those for first-
generation students in the current study. The directionalities of the odds ratios were similar
across models, with the odds ratios for the first-generation students slightly stronger (more
negative or more positive) in most cases. The finding of stronger coefficients for first-generation
students appears to be supported by the work of Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, and Terenzini
(2004), in which the researchers found that the effects of campus involvement on first-generation

students’ cognitive and psychosocial outcomes (e.g., critical thinking, degree plans) were
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stronger than the effects on other students, suggesting that first-generation students may
experience the university scene more intensely than other students. Further research should
assess whether this intensity pattern is supported in other studies. Substantiated subgroup
differences in the magnitude of influence various factors have on persistence have obvious
policy implications in that policies and practices developed for the majority of students may not
be appropriate for subgroups with distinctly different patterns of response.

Second, it would be misleading to say that persistence is only about academic
preparation. Finances play a critical role in explaining persistence among first-generation college
students, as they have been shown to do for college students in general. Self-supporting first-
generation college students faced high obstacles to persistence relative to their peers who were
dependents. Self-supporting students resemble nontraditional students in some characteristics, if
not in age. They may have employment and family obligations in addition to their
responsibilities as students that may threaten their persistence in college.

Students who received grants only were more likely to persist than students with no aid.
Those who received grants only were frequently from families of lower socioeconomic status,
and the fact that they persisted at a rate higher than that of non-aided students suggests that for
those students who received it grant aid was sufficient to encourage persistence.

Third, the impact of college experience variables suggests that some of the risk factors on
persistence associated with precollege characteristics can be reduced or overcome. A major
feature associated with overcoming risk factors appears to be “A” grades in college. First-
generation students earning “A” college grades were more likely than “B” students to persist, a
finding which parallels a statewide study of all students in the 2000 cohort in which “A” students

were also more likely to persist than “B” students (St. John, Musoba, & Chung, 2004). Low high
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school grades were a risk factor for college persistence until college grades were included in the
model. This suggests that some first-generation students who performed poorly in high school
were able to recover. It may be that the positive relationship between remedial course work in
mathematics and language arts, demonstrated by the positive odds ratio, helped these students
perform well in college. A recent study found this to be true in other states as well. One common
characteristic among ten high-graduation-rate higher education institutions attended by large
proportions of low-income students was the presence of developmental or remedial programs
that were popular among first-year students (Muraskin, Lee, Wilner, & Swail, 2004). This
finding suggests that some institutional interventions designed to reduce the gaps in preparation
are working for first-generation college students. Future research should examine the relationship
between other campus interventions and persistence for this subgroup of students and, more
precisely, should identify which aspects of those programs are making a difference and how.

Fourth, there were few racial or gender differences between persisting and nonpersisting
first-generation students. Males were no more likely than females to persist, but Asians were
more likely to persist than White students. One explanation for this finding pertains to cultural
capital. It seems plausible that Asian families may have emphasized the value of higher
education to their children to the degree that they are more likely than White students to persist
in college, controlling for a host of other factors. Given that Asian first-generation students are
more likely than other ethnic groups to persist, further research is needed to replicate this finding
and explore explanations for the pattern.

Other relationships examined in this study merit further consideration, in particular, the
relationship between major choice and persistence, because of mixed findings. In an earlier study

(St. John, Hu, et al., 2004), African American sophomores in high-demand major fields were
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more likely to persist, and undecided White first-year students were less likely to persist. More
recently, a study of the full 2000 cohort (both first-generation and continuing-generation
students) (St. John, Carter, Chung, & Musoba, 2004) revealed that White students in most major
fields persisted at higher rates than undeclared students, although this did not hold for African
American students, where persistence was unaffected by their academic major. With all other
variables accounted for, neither academic major nor undecided status predicted persistence
among first-generation students in this study. One explanation for this is that first-generation
students’ commitment to a major may not be strong enough to have an influence on persistence.
A weaker commitment to a major among first-generation students may be attributable to having
made major choices without personal or parental familiarity with the college environment, or it
may simply be due to a lack of engagement with academic programs more generally, as St. John,
Carter, et al. speculated might be the case with African-Americans. Alternatively, the major
departments may be less welcoming (have a “chillier” classroom climate) than the university in
general.

The relationship between institution type and persistence was also somewhat different in
this state relative to previous national patterns. Compared to two-year institutions, attending a
research university was associated with higher odds for persistence, relative to attendance at two-
year colleges. In a previous study by Choy (2001), first-generation students were more likely to
persist at two-year rather than four-year institutions, which was not always true in this study.
Considering that many first-generation students may be encouraged by well-intentioned advisors
to start their education at a community college, the positive effect of attending a research

university in this study is important.
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The confounding effects of high school achievement and curriculum on race and income
are noteworthy in this study. In the first step of the regression, which considered only
demographic background, African Americans were less likely to persist than White students.
However, when students’ prior achievement and high school experience were added to the
model, the difference between African American and White students disappeared. This suggests
that race may have been acting initially as a proxy for academic performance or for opportunities
to learn. Considering the disparities in quality of high schools—with African American students
being more likely to attend high schools of lower quality, this finding has face validity. In
addition, there was an interesting relationship between high school grades and college grades.
Low high school grades were negatively associated with persistence until college grades were
entered into the model.

Among all variables, some of those with the strongest positive influence on persistence
among first-generation students are the opportunity to take a rigorous high school curriculum and
enrolling full time while in college. The strongest negative influences appear to be related to
college grades. Students with “C” or lower or missing grades were much less likely to persist
than students with “B” grades, even when controlling for high school grades and remedial course
work. Clearly, if institutions want to facilitate academic success for first-generation students, two
key areas would be to assure that all high schools offer a rigorous college preparatory curriculum
and to develop better academic support services or better use of those services among college
students. In addition, the finding that most majors were not associated with persistence among
first-generation students suggests that more attention should be placed by academic departments
on fully engaging students into their respective disciplines and, ultimately, strengthening

students’ commitments to completing their degree programs.
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Finally, the finding that grant aid received independently of loans was associated with
persistence draws attention to this state’s successful aid program for low-income students
(including the 21* Century Scholars Program), a group of students that has considerable overlap
with first-generation students. In an environment where increasing proportions of federal
financial aid are being redirected away from grants to loans, preserving access for students with

limited financial means takes on added importance from a state policy standpoint.

22



Table 1. Variables Included in Model (reference group denoted by italic type)

Variable/Factors Category Coding Description
Background
Gender Male 1=yes 0=no
Female
Ethnicity Native American/Other  1=yes 0=no
Asian American 1=yes 0=no
African American 1=yes 0=no
Hispanic 1=yes 0=no
White
Race=missing 1=yes 0=no
Family income Low 1=yes O=no Below $30,000/yr.
Medium $30,000-$70,000
High 1=yes O=no Above $70,000
Income=missing 1=yes 0=no
High school locale City 1=yes 0=no
Suburban/town
Rural 1=yes 0=no
Locale=missing 1=yes 0=no
Precollege academic background
High school curriuclui Diploma:Honors 1=yes O=no 47+ college prep courses
40+ college prep courses: math, sci., Eng.,
Diploma: Core 40 1=yes 0=no
Diploma: General foreign lang., etc.
High school grades GPA A 1=yes 0=no
GPAB
GPA C or lower 1=yes 0=no
GPA=missing 1=yes 0=no
College entrance exam score
High 1=yes O=no >1086 (1/2 stand. dev. above the mean)
Medium
Low 1=yes 0=no <917 (1/2 stand. dev. below the mean)
SAT score=missing 1=yes 0=no
Collegiate destination
Institution type State university 1=yes 0=no
Regional campus 1=yes 0=no
Urban university 1=yes 0=no
Research university 1=yes 0=no
Private 1=yes 0=no
2-yr. campus
Undergraduate major
Major category Humanities 1=yes 0=no
Arts 1=yes 0=no
Science/Math 1=yes 0=no
Social science 1=yes 0=no
Health 1=yes 0=no
Business 1=yes 0=no
Education 1=yes 0=no
Computer-related 1=yes 0=no
Engineering 1=yes 0=no
Other 1=yes 0=no
Undecided
Collegiate academic experience
Collegiate GPA A 1=yes 0=no
B
C or lower 1=yes 0=no
GPA=missing 1=yes 0=no
Remedial coursework Math only 1=yes 0=no
Language arts only 1=yes 0=no
Math & Lang. arts 1=yes 0=no
No remedial coursework
Enrollment status Full-time 1=yes 0=no
Part-time
Entry semester Delayed 1=yes 0=no
Fall entry
Financial aid
Financial aid status  Self-supporting 1=yes 0=no
Dependent
Financial aid package Grants but not loans 1=yes 0=no
Loans but not grants 1=yes 0=no
Both grants & loans 1=yes 0=no
Other packages 1=yes 0=no
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for the Student Sample

Used in the Continuous Enrollment Analysis

(Continuous enroliment defined as enrolling each semester through the spring semester
of the second year after starting in the fall or spring semester of the 2000 school year)

Count %
Continuous Enrollment PerS|ster_s 6704 614
Nonpersisters 4217 38.6
State Universities 1891 17.3
Regional Campuses 2345 21.5
College destination Urban Univer;ity N 1020 9.3
Research Universities 2218 20.3
Private 910 8.3
2-Year 2537 23.2
Humanities 257 2.4
Arts 360 3.3
Science and Math 640 5.9
Social Science 565 5.2
Health 965 8.8
Major in Freshman Year Business 1468 134
Education 1271 11.6
Computer 369 34
Engineering 456 4.2
Others 2204 20.2
Undecided 2366 21.7
Male 4615 42.3
Gender Female 6304 57.7
Missing 2 0.0
Native American 53 0.5
Asian Am./Pacific Islander 110 1.0
African American 767 7.0
Ethnicity Hispanic 331 3.0
White 9176 84.0
Other 115 1.1
Missing 369 3.4
Below $30,000 3116 28.5
Parent Income Level $30,000-$70,000 5275 48.3
Over $70,000 2427 22.2
Missing 103 0.9
Parent Education Level M.iddle/Jr High School or Less 326 3.0
High school 10595 97.0
City 2276 20.8
High School Locale Suburban and town 4852 44.4
Rural 3202 29.3
Missing 591 5.4
Honors 3078 28.2
High School Diploma Type  Core 40 4305 39.4
Regular or Missing 3538 32.4
A 2277 20.8
. B 4918 45.0
High School GPA C or lower 2211 20.2
Missing 1515 13.9
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High 1915 17.5

SAT Scores Mid 3323 30.4

Low 3367 30.8

Missing 2316 21.2

A 1795 16.4

College Freshman GPA B 4479 410
CorLess 4111 37.6

Missing 536 4.9

Remedial Math only 1380 12.6

Remedial Course work Remed?al Language Arts only 464 4.2
Remedial Math & Language Arts 1028 9.4

No Remedial Course work 8049 73.7

Full-time Enrollment in First  Full-time 9625 88.1
Semester Part-time 1296 11.9
Delayed Enrollment in Spring  Delayed Until Spring Semester 1013 9.3
as Freshman Enrolled in Fall Semester 9908 90.7
Housing Status as Freshman On-Campus 4238 38.8
Others 6683 61.2

Indeterminate status 2171 19.9

Dependency Status Self-supporting 104 1.0
Dependent 8646 79.2

Grants but not Loans 3335 30.5

Loans but not Grants 1657 15.2

Aid Packages Grants and Loans 2573 23.6

Other Packages 778 7.1

None 2578 23.6

Total 10921 100.0
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Table 3. Persistence Analysis for First-generation Students: Logistic Regression of Continuous Enrollment

From Fall or Spring 2000-01 to Spring 2002 for Students Whose Parents Did Not Attend College

Background Precollege . . College . . .
o Academic SAT Score Campus Type Academic Major . Financial Aid Pkg.
Characteristics Preparation Experiences
Odds . Odds . Odds , Odds . Odds . Odds : Odds .
Coeff Ratio Sig Coeff Ratio Sig Coeff Ratio Sig Coeff Ratio Sig Coeff Ratio Sig Coeff Ratio Sig Coeff Ratio Sig
-0.15 0.860 *** -0.02 0.978 -0.03 0.974 -0.05 0.953 -0.03 0.972 0.10 1.101 0.10 1.103
-0.10 0.900 -0.04  0.966 -0.04 0.963 -0.01 0.985 -0.02 0.981 -0.04 0.964 -0.04 0.961
0.66 1927 ** 057 1773 * 057 1762 * 055 1735 * 0.57 1.766 * 0.49 1.640 053 1691 *
-0.26  0.7712 ** -0.02 0.983 0.00 0.996 -0.04 0.962 -0.02 0.977 0.15 1.157 0.15 1.156
0.04 1.038 0.20 1.217 0.19 1.214 0.18 1.201 0.19 1.210 0.16 1.179 0.17 1.181
-3.15 0.043 ** 272 0.066 ** -270 0.067 ** -277 0.063 *** -277 0.063 *** -2.47 0.085 ** .248 0.084 ***
-0.13 0.875 ** -0.05 0.950 -0.05 0.954 -0.06 0.943 -0.06  0.940 -0.01 0.988 -0.04  0.960
021 1236 ** 017 1.187 ** 0.17 1.181 ** 0.15 1.166 ** 0.15 1.163 ** 0.14 1.152 * 0.17 1.181 **
-0.55 0579 ** -0.34 0.708 -0.34 0.713 -0.36  0.698 -0.36  0.696 -0.17 0.842 -0.04 0.960
-0.08 0.919 -0.10  0.905 -0.09 0.911 -0.10 0.902 -0.11  0.900 -0.05 0.956 -0.05 0.949
0.02 1.022 0.00 0.996 0.00 0.996 -0.02 0.978 -0.02 0.978 -0.04 0.959 -0.04 0.956
-0.43 0.651 *** -0.02 0.984 -0.01 0.989 -0.01 0.988 0.00 0.999 -0.03 0.970 -0.03 0.969
1.09 2961 ** 108 2935 ** 100 2730 *** 1.01 2745 ** (072 2.058 *** 0.70 2.022 ***
053 1706 *** 052 1686 ** 048 1.620 *** 049 1627 *** 037 1449 ** (036 1.433 ***
042 1524 ** 042 1519 *»* 039 1471 *** 040 1488 ** 0.15 1.161 * 0.14 1.149
-0.22 0805 ** -0.19 0.825 *=* -0.17 0846 ** -0.17 0.844 * -0.05 0.953 -0.05 0.949
-0.10 0.907 -0.05 0.953 -0.04  0.957 -0.04  0.959 0.00 1.001 -0.01 0.991
-0.10 0.902 -0.13 0.874 -0.13 0.881 -0.22 0.801 * -0.22 0.799 **
-0.10 0.905 -0.06  0.939 -0.06  0.945 0.07 1.078 0.08 1.082
-0.15 0.857 * -0.12  0.887 -0.11  0.897 -0.02 0.976 -0.03 0.974
0.09 1.095 0.04 1.041 0.08 1.086 0.08 1.083
-0.17 0.847 ** -0.19 0.831 ** -0.06 0.940 -0.07 0.933
-0.33 0.7127 ** -0.36 0.695 *>* -0.22 0.806 * -0.22  0.799 *
0.31 1.366 *** 0.27 1.310 ** 0.38 1465 **  0.38 1.460 ***
-0.16  0.852 -0.21 0.808 * -0.01 0.989 -0.04 0.964
0.29 1.332 0.26 1.291 0.26 1.294
031 1369 * 0.12 1131 0.11 1.116
0.08 1.084 0.07 1.070 0.06 1.063
-0.01 0.992 -0.04  0.965 -0.04 0.960
-0.10 0.909 -0.13 0.875 -0.14 0.868
0.07 1.071 -0.01 0.988 -0.02 0.984
0.15 1.157 0.05 1.048 0.04 1.045
-0.26  0.774 * -0.17 0.846 -0.18 0.836
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Engineering -0.10  0.902 -0.17 0.841 -0.1
Others -0.01 0.987 -0.03 0.974 -0.0
College GPA A 0.18 1.201 * 0.1
College GPA C or lower -1.61  0.200 *** -1.€
College GPA Missing -2.73  0.065 *** -2.7
Remedial Math only -0.14 0.873 -0.1
Remedial Lang. Arts only 0.07 1.074 0.0
Remed. Math & Lang. Arts 0.38 1466 *** 0.3
Full-time in First Semester 0.56 1.748 ***  0.C
Delayed Enrollment 0.03 1.033 0.0
On-Campus Housing -0.03  0.975 -0.0
Self-supporting -0.6
Grants Only 0.1
Loans Only 0.1
Grants and Loans 0.1
Other Packages 0.1
Number of Cases 10,921 10,921 10,921 10,921 10,921 10,921

Model 647 1300 1306 1386 1410 2996

Nagelkerke R® 0.078 0.152 0.153 0.162 0.164 0.326

% Correct Predict Withdrew 10.1 37.1 36.7 37.8 37.5 62.5

% Correct Predict Persisted 98.7 84.5 84.6 84.2 84.7 80.8

% Correct Predict Total 64.5 66.2 66.1 66.3 66.4 73.7

Note: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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