














Table 25

Male and Female — Opportunity for Spiritual Growth

Levene's Test

for Equality
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __ Difference
F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Opportunity Equal 9.144 .003 - 341 .000 -.447 115 -.672 -.221
for spiritual variances 3.900
growth assumed
Equal - 236.137 .000 -447 120 -682 -.211
variances 3.735
not
assumed

The college choice factor “Quality of college/university faculty” revealed a mean
score of 4.85 with a standard deviation of .997 for males and a mean score of 5.22 with a
standard deviation of .826 for females. The significance level (two-tailed) was .000 with
a mean difference of -.367. Cohen’s d revealed a -.404 effect size representing a small

practical significance.
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Table 26

Male and Female — Quality of College/University Faculty

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Quality of Equal 3.396 .066 - 341 .000 -.367 100 -563 -.171
college/university variances 3.684
faculty assumed
Equal - 234.656 .001 -.367 104 -572 -162
variances 3.522
not
assumed

The college choice factor “Christian fellowship on the campus” revealed a mean

score of 4.87 with a standard deviation of 1.151 for males and a mean score of 5.29 with

a standard deviation of 1.046 for females. The significance level (two-tailed) was .001

with a mean difference of -.422. Cohen’s d revealed a -.382 effect size representing a

small practical significance.
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Table 27

Male and Female — Christian Fellowship on the Campus

Levene's Test
for Equality
of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

95%
Confidence

Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference

F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

Christian Equal 2.026 .156 - 341 .001 -.422 121 -.660 -.184
fellowship  variances 3.488
on the assumed
campus Equal - 252,819 .001 -422 124 -666 -.178

variances 3.408

not

assumed

The college choice factor “God’s leading in your life” revealed a mean score of

5.47 with a standard deviation of 1.005 for males and a mean score of 5.69 with a

standard deviation of .770 for females. The significance level (two-tailed) was .033 with

a mean difference of -.221. Cohen’s d revealed a -.246 effect size representing a small

practical significance.
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Table 28

Male and Female — God' s Leading in Your Life

Levene's Test

for Equality
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __ Difference
F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
God's Equal 14.811 .000 - 341 .023 =221 096 -411 -031
leading in  variances 2.291
your life assumed
Equal - 220.599 .033 =221 103 -.423 -.018
variances 2.150

not assumed

In summary, significance was established between males and females of this study
regarding the college choice factors:

e Auvailability of financial aid grants and loans;

e Opportunity for spiritual growth;

e Quality of college/university faculty;

e Christian fellowship on the campus; and

e God’s leading in your life.

The literature was divided on the impact of gender on college choice. Bradshaw’s

(2005) study with Southern Illinois University Edwardsville found men more likely to
enroll than women. Interestingly, 61% of the men and 73% of the women in this present

study with Nazarenes indicated they were going to enroll in a Nazarene IHE. This was
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completely opposite the finding of Bradshaw. Collins (2006) found no significant gender
or race differences amongst his 231 respondents related to the most important college
choice factors reviewed. Rowe (2002) presented the definitive word to date on gender
and college choice factors. Rowe’s work involved a meta-analysis of 180 college choice
studies and concluded that,

The literature suggests that gender impacts college choice in some ways, but has

no influence on other aspects of the process. No clear conclusion can be reached.

This may be due to the fact that gender is not one monolithic personal

characteristic in the way academic ability/performance might be viewed. (p. 30)

Rowe believed that gender inserted itself in the college choice process throughout
the literature, but defining patterns was impossible due to the innumerable variables
related to being male and female. This led back to the VTM model (2007) categories of
Student Characteristics and Personal Attributes. Gender, while a factor, was articulated in
the college choice process in many different ways based upon race, religion, socio-
economic status, family culture, parent’s education, personality, values, lifestyle, and
educational aspirations. Rowe appeared correct in the complexity of the matter of gender
and college choice.

Returning to the study at hand with Nazarene students, it was interesting that on
every one of the college choice factors with significant mean differences, the male mean
was lower than the female mean. A review of literature regarding surveys and gender
found numerous sources related to the impact of an interviewers gender on survey
responses, but nothing related to consistent male/female variances that could be

generalized. Additionally, the consistent means variance between male and female was
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quite overshadowed by the fact that the 213 females and 130 males exhibited the exact
same nine very important or extremely important college choice factors. The findings of
this study as well as Rowe (2002) indicate that colleges and universities must give
attention to each of the nine very important and extremely important college choice
factors in branding and promotional activities with both genders of Nazarene students.
Specific gender nuances of market message can and should be determined, but such will
employ focus group research with gender groupings in each locality.
Research Question Three Findings — Race/Ethnicity

The survey of this study provided respondents with 10 categories of
race/ethnicity. Of the 343 respondents, 3.2% of respondents were in the category of
“prefer not to respond” or “other.” 84.3% of respondents identified with
White/Caucasian with the remaining 12.5% representative of minority populations.
Interestingly, this closely paralleled Nazarene enrollment at the 8 IHE, with 11%
minority populations on the campuses (CON, 2007) compared to 22% at other
institutions in the U.S. (American Council on Education, 2007). Table 29 presents the

race/ethnicity of all respondents of this study.
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Table 29

Designated Race/Ethnicity of 343 Respondents

Cumulative
Frequency | Valid Percent Percent
Valid White/Caucasian 289 84.3 84.3
African American/Black 12 35 87.8
American 12 35 91.3
Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian American/Asian 7 2.0 93.3
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 2 .6 93.9
Islander
Mexican American 9 2.6 96.5
Other Latino 1 3 96.8
Other 2 .6 97.4
Prefer not to respond 9 2.6 100.0
Total 343 100.0

Given the disproportionate percentage of White/Caucasian to all other groups, the
researcher split the data table into two basic racial groups. Therefore, an Independent-
Samples t Test procedure was run on White/Caucasian and Non-White/Other. Table 30
illustrates the means for these two groups as related to the nine very important or

extremely important college choice factors.
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Table 30

Two Group Race Comparison on Nine VI and El College Choice Factors

What is your race? Std. Std. Error
N Mean Deviation Mean
Availability of financial White/Caucasian 289 5.18 1.167 .069
aid grants and loans Non- 54 546 1.059 144
White/Other
Reputation and quality White/Caucasian 289 5.15 929 .055
of college/university Non- 54 5.50 71 .105
academics White/Other
Availabilty of a desired White/Caucasian 289 5.51 778 .046
academic major Non- 54 5.52 .966 131
White/Other
Opportunity for spiritual White/Caucasian 289 5.15 1.045 .061
growth Non- 54 5.04 1.081 147
White/Other
Quality of White/Caucasian 289 5.07 .920 .054
college/university Non- 54 5.17 .863 117
faculty White/Other
Employment/career White/Caucasian 289 5.21 .926 .054
opportunities after Non- 54 5.30 .944 129

graduation

White/Other
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Table 30 - continued

Two Group Race Comparison on Nine VI and El College Choice Factors

What is your race? Std. Std. Error
N Mean Deviation Mean
Cost of attending the White/Caucasian 289 511 1.097 .065
college or university Non- 54 5.26 1.231 .168
White/Other
Christian fellowship on White/Caucasian 289 5.17 1.062 .062
the campus Non- 54 4.93 1.301 77
White/Other
God's leading in your White/Caucasian 289 5.63 .815 .048
life Non- 54 546 1.128 153

White/Other

To fully examine any significant differences of the White/Caucasian and Non-
White/Other groups, the researcher performed an Independent-Samples t Test. The results

of this test appear in Table 31.
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Table 31

Independent-Samplest Test on Two Group Race Set

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df

Sig.
(2- Mean  Std. Error
tailed) Difference Difference

95%
Confidence
Interval of the

Difference

Lower Upper

Auvailability of Equal 2.355 .126 - 341 .094 -.286 171 -622  .049
financial aid variances 1.680
grants and loans  assumed
Equal - 79.022 .076 -.286 160 -.604 .031
variances 1.795
not
assumed
Reputationand  Equal 1.732 .189 - 341 .009 -.351 134 -615 -.087
quality of variances 2.614
college/university assumed
academics Equal - 84524 004 -.351 118 -586 -.116
variances 2.969
not
assumed
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Table 31 - continued

Independent-Samplest Test on Two Group Race Set

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Availabilty ofa  Equal .283 .595 -.082 341 935 -.010 120 -246  .226
desired academic variances
major assumed
Equal -071 66.432 944 -.010 139 -288 .268
variances
not
assumed
Opportunity for  Equal .002 .964 717 341 474 112 156 -.195 418
spiritual growth  variances
assumed
Equal 701 72.726  .486 112 159 -206 .430
variances
not
assumed
Quality of Equal .822 .365 -.747 341 456 -.101 135 -367 165
college/university variances
faculty assumed
Equal -780 77.239 .438 -.101 129 -358 157
variances
not
assumed
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Table 31 - continued

Independent-Samplest Test on Two Group Race Set

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Employment/career Equal .002 961 -.594 341 553 -082 .138 -353 .189
opportunities after  variances
graduation assumed
Equal -586 73.300 .560 -.082 .140 -360 .196
variances
not assumed
Cost of attending  Equal .017 896 -89 341 371 -149 .166 -475 .178
the college or variances
university assumed
Equal -827 69.595 411 -149 180 -507 .210
variances
not assumed
Christian Equal 3.382 .067 1.491 341 137 .244 163 -.078 .565
fellowship on the  variances
campus assumed
Equal 1.298 66.824 199 .244 188 -131 .618
variances

not assumed
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Table 31 - continued

Independent-Samplest Test on Two Group Race Set

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the

(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. 't df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

God's leading in Equal 6.912 .009 1.319 341 188 170 .129 -.084 .424
your life variances
assumed
Equal 1.059 63.724 294 170 161 -151 492
variances

not assumed
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Relative to the Independent-Samples t Test performed on race, one college choice

factor demonstrated significance between White/Caucasian and Non-White/Other at the

.05 (two-tailed) level: “Reputation and quality of college/university academics.” This

revealed a mean score of 5.15 with a standard deviation of .929 for White/Caucasian and

a mean score of 5.50 with a standard deviation of .771 for Non-White/Other. The

significance level (two-tailed) was .009 with a mean difference of -.351. Cohen’s d

revealed a -.410 effect size representing a small practical significance.

Table 32

Two Group Race Comparisons on Reputation and Quality of College/University

Academics

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F  Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Reputationand  Equal 1.732 .189 - 341 .009 -.351 134 -615 -.087
quality of variances 2.614
college/university assumed
academics Equal - 84524 .004 -.351 118 -586 -.116
variances 2.969
not
assumed

The findings in Table 32 were related to the reputation and quality of the college

or university as viewed by the two-race groupings. Those in the Non-White/Other group
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exhibited a significant difference in the importance of this factor compared with those in
the White/Caucasian group. This finding suggests that the Non-White students and
students identifying as Other are concerned with matters of school reputation and quality
somewhat more than their White/Caucasian counterparts. It should also be noted that the
Cohen’s d analysis presented small practical significance in relationship to this finding.
This appeared as a very important or extremely important college choice factor for all
audiences, but it was interesting that there was statistical significance related to the Non-
White/Other group compared with the White/Caucasian group on this variable. The
literature of college choice was quite divided on the matter of race. While studies such as
Collins (2006) found no specific difference related to college choice and race, others
works, such as Palmer (2003) went to great lengths in articulating the challenges that
minorities face in the college preparation and choice process.

Finally, in reference to race, it is important to note, that the “Availability of
financial aid grants and loans” exhibited a .094 significance (two-tailed) between the
White/Caucasian and Non-White/Other groups. While this did not meet the test of
significance, nor did it present practical significance related to the Cohen’s d analysis, it
was of note when compared to the other choice factors related to race/ethnicity. While the
Independent-Samples t Test of this research did not exhibit any significant findings
regarding race and financial aid, the literature is replete with such findings. Bradshaw
(2005), in a broad study with 794 respondents, found that students from lower income
families were less likely to enroll. Palmer’s (2003) qualitative work found that minority
students were highly lacking in information and guidance regarding their college choice,

with very low levels of information from family and social networks. These matters,
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Table 35

Five Levels of Income Comparison — Availability of Financial Aid Choice Factor

Bonferroni
() Best estimate of your (J) Best estimate of your 95% Confidence
family's annual income?  family's annual income? Mean Interval
Difference  Std. Lower Upper
(1-J) Error Sig. Bound Bound
18,000 to 35,001 to 215 .183 1.000 -.30 13
35,000 65,000
65,001 to 805" .184 .000 .28 1.33
100,000
100,001 and 685" 231 .032 .03 1.34
above
No idea 403 196 .402 -.15 .96
35,001 to 18,000 to -215 .183 1.000 -73 .30
65,000 35,000
65,001 to 590" .169 .006 11 1.07
dimension2 100,000
100,001 and 470 219 328 -.15 1.09
above
No idea .188  .182 1.000 -.33 .70
65,001 to 18,000 to -805" .184 .000 -1.33 -.28
100,000 35,000
35,001 to -590°  .169 .006 -1.07 -11
65,000
100,001 and -120 .220 1.000 - 74 .50
above
No idea -402 183 .292 -.92 12
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Table 35 - continued

Five Levels of Income Comparison — Availability of Financial Aid Choice Factor

Bonferroni
() Best estimate of your  (J) Best estimate of your 95% Confidence
family's annual income?  family's annual income? Mean Interval
Difference  Std. Lower Upper
(1-J) Error  Sig. Bound Bound
100,001 and 18,000 to 35,000 -.685" 231 .032 -1.34 -.03
above 35,001 to 65,000 -470 219 328 -1.09 15
65,001 to 120 220 1.000 -.50 74
100,000
No idea -.281 .230 1.000 -.93 .37
18,000 to 35,000 -.403 196 .402 -.96 15
No idea 35,001 to 65,000 -188 182  1.000 .70 33
65,001 to 402 183  .292 -12 .92
100,000

The One-Way ANOVA and the post hoc Bonferroni revealed one difference in
groups related to the college choice factor “Quality of college/university faculty.”
Significant means differences were realized between groups 65,001 to 100,000 and No
Idea (-.450%). This finding suggests that students who did not know their family income
placed a higher value on the quality of the college/university faculty compared with those
in the 65,001 to 100,000 income category. While this was an interesting finding, the
arbitrary nature of the No Idea group discounted any practical use of such a finding for
enrollment mangers. The No Idea group was included in the survey to simply provide the

students an ability to move past the question, if needed.
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Research Question Three Findings — Geographical Location
This study sought to review Nazarenes by the eight educational regions of the
U.S. however, the data provided truly represented the Nazarenes being recruited by each
regional school as opposed to students that resided in that regional schools locality. This
matter was discussed thoroughly in the Limitations section of Chapter Three.
Table 36

Distribution by Regional List of the 343 Respondents

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Region 1 61 17.8 17.8
Region 2 36 10.5 28.3
Region 3 18 5.2 33.5
Region 4 23 6.7 40.2
Region 5 106 30.9 71.1
Region 6 45 13.1 84.3
Region 7 21 6.1 90.4
Region 8 33 9.6 100.0

Total 343 100.0

A One-Way ANOVA was utilized to analyze the responses from the eight regions related
to the nine very important or extremely important college choice factors. No means
differences were determined between these eight groupings. This did not come as a

surprise due to the broad geographic composition of each region’s list of students.
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Table 37

One-Way Analysis of Variance by Regional List

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Availability of financial Between 7.778 7 1.111 .832 561
aid grants and loans Groups

Within Groups 447.382 335 1.335

Total 455.160 342
Reputation and quality ~ Between 1.045 7 149 176 .990
of college/university Groups
academics Within Groups 284.669 335 .850

Total 285.714 342
Availabilty of a desired Between 9.020 7 1.289 2.011 .053
academic major Groups

Within Groups 214.694 335 .641

Total 223.714 342
Opportunity for spiritual Between 11.008 7 1.573 1.439 .189
growth Groups

Within Groups 366.089 335 1.093

Total 377.096 342
Quality of Between 6.730 7 961 1.163 324
college/university Groups
faculty Within Groups 276.985 335 827

Total 283.714 342
Employment/career Between 3.813 7 .545 .628 733
opportunities after Groups
graduation Within Groups 290.450 335 .867

Total 294.262 342

151



Table 37 - continued

One-Way Analysis of Variance by Regional List

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Cost of attending the Between 6.311 7 .902 716 .658
college or university Groups
Within Groups 421.520 335 1.258
Total 427.831 342
Christian fellowship on  Between 8.033 7 1.148 .940 476
the campus Groups
Within Groups 409.063 335 1.221
Total 417.096 342
God's leading in your Between 2.039 7 291 .378 915
life Groups
Within Groups 257.827 335 770
Total 259.866 342
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Research Question Three Findings - Spirituality
This study asked several questions regarding matters of spirituality, however in
the analysis phase, one question stood out as having the most applicability to analyzing
spirituality and the nine college choice factors that were very important or extremely
important to all respondents. Table 38 illustrates all respondents related to the spirituality
question, Q53: Which best describes your view?
Table 38

Three Hundred Forty-Three Respondents on Spirituality Question

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent

I'm skeptical about 10 2.9 2.9
religion

All religions lead to 2 .6 3.5
heaven

Jesus is a way to heaven 9 2.6 6.1
Jesus is the only way to 322 93.9 100.0
heaven

Total 343 100.0
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To analyze this matter of spirituality, a One-Way ANOVA was constructed

related to Q53 utilizing the nine very important or extremely important college choice

factors. Table 39 represented the findings of this analysis.

Table 39

One-Way Analysis of Variance by Spirituality and the Nine VI and EI Choice Factors

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Availability of financial Between 4.507 3 1.502 1.130 337
aid grants and loans Groups
Within Groups 450.653 339 1.329
Total 455.160 342
Reputation and quality ~ Between 347 3 116 137 .938
of college/university Groups
academics Within Groups 285.368 339 842
Total 285.714 342
Availabilty of a desired Between 1.395 3 465 .709 547
academic major Groups
Within Groups 222.319 339 .656
Total 223.714 342
Opportunity for spiritual Between 26.917 3 8.972 8.686 .000
growth Groups
Within Groups 350.180 339 1.033
Total 377.096 342

154



Table 39 - continued

One-Way Analysis of Variance by Spirituality and the Nine VI and EI Choice Factors

Quality of Between 702 3 234 .280 .840
college/university Groups
faculty Within Groups 283.013 339 .835

Total 283.714 342
Employment/career Between 1.648 3 .549 .636 592
opportunities after Groups
graduation Within Groups 292.614 339 863

Total 294.262 342
Cost of attending the Between 473 3 158 125 .945
college or university Groups

Within Groups 427.358 339 1.261

Total 427.831 342
Christian fellowship on  Between 45.491 3 15.164  13.833 .000
the campus Groups

Within Groups 371.605 339 1.096

Total 417.096 342
God's leading in your Between 61.631 3 20.544  35.131 .000
life Groups

Within Groups 198.235 339 .585

Total 259.866 342

Three college choice factors exhibited significance means differences related to

Q53. These three were: Opportunity for spiritual growth; Christian fellowship on the

campus; and God’s leading in your life. To determine specific significances between the

groupings, a post hoc Bonferroni analysis was administered on each of these three college

choice factors as presented in Tables 40-42.
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Table 40
Variance by Spirituality - Post Hoc Analysis of Opportunity for Spiritual Growth

Opportunity for spiritual growth - Bonferroni

() Which best (J) Which best Mean 95% Confidence Interval
describes your view? describes your view?  pDifference  Std. Lower Upper
(1-9) Error Sig. Bound Bound
I'm skeptical about  All religions lead to 1.100 787 .980 -.99 3.19
religion heaven
Jesus is a way to -.233 467  1.000 -1.47 1.01
heaven
Jesus is the only way -1.099" 326 .005 -1.96 -23
to heaven
All religions lead to  I'm skeptical about -1.100 787 .980 -3.19 .99
heaven religion
Jesus is a way to -1.333 795 .565 -3.44 .78
heaven
Jesus is the only way -2.199" 721 .015 -4.11 -.29
to heaven
Jesus is a way to I'm skeptical about 233 467  1.000 -1.01 1.47
heaven religion
All religions lead to 1.333 795 .565 -.78 3.44
heaven
Jesus is the only way -.865 .343 .073 -1.78 .05
to heaven
Jesus is the only way I'm skeptical about 1.099° .326 .005 .23 1.96
to heaven religion
All religions lead to 2.199" 721 .015 .29 411
heaven
Jesus is a way to .865 .343 .073 -.05 1.78

heaven

*, The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 41

Variance by Spirituality - Post Hoc Analysis of Christian Fellowship on the Campus

Christian fellowship on the campus - Bonferroni

95% Confidence Interval

() Which best (J) Which best Mean
describes your view? describes your view?  pifference  Std. Lower Upper
(1-J) Error Sig. Bound Bound
I'm skeptical about  All religions lead to -.200 .811  1.000 -2.35 1.95
religion heaven
Jesus is a way to -1.144 481 107 -2.42 A3
heaven
Jesus is the only way -1.917" 336 .000 -2.81 -1.03
to heaven
All religions lead to  I'm skeptical about .200 .811  1.000 -1.95 2.35
heaven religion
Jesus is a way to -.944 .818  1.000 -3.12 1.23
heaven
Jesus is the only way -1.717 743 128 -3.69 .25
to heaven
Jesus is a way to I'm skeptical about 1.144 481 107 -13 242
heaven religion
All religions lead to .944 .818  1.000 -1.23 3.12
heaven
Jesus is the only way -773 .354 178 -1.71 A7
to heaven
Jesus is the only way I'm skeptical about 1.917" .336 .000 1.03 2.81
to heaven religion
All religions lead to 1.717 743 128 -.25 3.69
heaven
Jesus is a way to 773 .354 178 -17 1.71

heaven

*, The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

157



Table 42

Variance by Spirituality - Post Hoc Analysis of God's Leading in Your Life

God's leading in your life - Bonferroni

95% Confidence Interval

() Which best (J) Which best Mean
describes your view? describes your view?  pifference  Std. Lower Upper
(1-J) Error Sig. Bound Bound
I'm skeptical about  All religions lead to -.100 592 1.000 -1.67 1.47
religion heaven
Jesus is a way to -1.822" 351 .000 -2.75 -.89
heaven
Jesus is the only way -2.299" 246 .000 -2.95 -1.65
to heaven
All religions lead to  I'm skeptical about .100 592 1.000 -1.47 1.67
heaven religion
Jesus is a way to -1.722" 598 .025 -3.31 -14
heaven
Jesus is the only way -2.199" 542 .000 -3.64 -.76
to heaven
Jesus is a way to I'm skeptical about 1.822" .351 .000 .89 2.75
heaven religion
All religions lead to 1.722" .598 .025 A4 3.31
heaven
Jesus is the only way -477 .258 .396 -1.16 21
to heaven
Jesus is the only way I'm skeptical about 2.299" .246 .000 1.65 2.95
to heaven religion
All religions lead to 2.199" 542 .000 76 3.64
heaven
Jesus is a way to AT77 .258 .396 -21 1.16

heaven

*, The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The One-Way ANOVA and the post hoc Bonferroni revealed two differences in

groups related to the college choice factor “Opportunity for spiritual growth.” Significant
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means differences were exhibited between “I’m skeptical about religion” and “Jesus is
the only way to heaven” (-1.099%*) related to “Opportunity for spiritual growth.”
Additionally, significant means difference were exhibited between “All religions lead to
heaven” and “Jesus is the only way to heaven” (-2.199%) related to “Opportunity for
spiritual growth.” These findings suggest that students who articulated a stronger position
on the deity of Jesus and salvation through Him also articulated more importance related
to colleges and universities that offer the opportunity for spiritual growth.

The One-Way ANOVA and the post hoc Bonferroni revealed one difference in
groups related to the college choice factor “Christian fellowship on the campus.”
Significant means differences were exhibited between “I’m skeptical about religion” and
“Jesus is the only way to heaven” (-1.917) related to “Christian fellowship on the
campus.” These findings suggest that students who articulated a stronger position on the
deity of Jesus and salvation through Him also articulated more importance related to
colleges and universities that offer the characteristic of Christian fellowship.

Finally, the One-Way ANOVA and the post hoc Bonferroni revealed four
differences in groups related to the college choice factor “God’s leading in your life.”

e Significant means differences were exhibited between “I’m skeptical about
religion” and “Jesus is a way to heaven” (-1.822*) related to “God’s leading in
your life.”

e Significant means difference were exhibited between “I’m skeptical about
religion” and “Jesus is the only way to heaven” (-2.299%*) related to “God’s

leading in your life.”
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e Significant means differences were exhibited between “All religions lead to
heaven” and “Jesus is a way to heaven” (-1.722*) related to “God’s leading in
your life.”

e Significant means differences were exhibited between “All religions lead to
heaven” and “Jesus is the only way to heaven” (-2.199%) related to “God’s leading
in your life.”

In summary, these findings suggest that students who articulated a stronger
position on the deity of Jesus and salvation through Him also articulated more importance
related to God’s leading and the college choice process. While fully developed in the
findings of Chapter Four in relationship to research question one, it is worthwhile to note
that this paralleled the research of Siebert (1994), Collins (2006), and the VTM model
(2007) related to Student Characteristics, Personal Attributes, and College

Characteristics.
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Research Question Three Findings — Politics
This study asked respondents to identify their political preference (Q55). Table 43
illustrates all 343 responses related to their political preference as well as race/ethnicity.
White/Caucasian’s in this study overwhelmingly identified as Republican. However, it
should be noted that 68% of those identifying as Democrat were also White/Caucasian.
Table 43

Political Preference of 343 Respondents as Related to Race/Ethnicity

What best describes your political preference?

3rd  none of the
Democrat Republican Independent party above Total

What is your ~ White/Caucasian 13 190 34 2 50 289
race? African 2 2 2 0 6 12
American/Black
American 1 4 1 1 5 12
Indian/Alaskan
Native
Asian 0 3 0 0 4 7
American/Asian
Native 1 1 0 0 0 2
Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander
Mexican American 1 3 1 0 4 9
Other Latino 0 0 1 0 0 1
Other 1 0 0 0 1 2
Prefer not to 0 4 1 0 4 9
respond
Total 19 207 40 3 74 343
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To further analyze college choice, a One-Way ANOVA was utilized related to
political preference and the nine very important or extremely important college choice
factors. Table 44 represented the findings of this analysis.

Table 44

One-Way Analysis of Variance by Palitics and the Nine VI and EI Choice Factors

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Availability of financial Between 8.258 -4 2.064 1.561 184
aid grants and loans Groups

Within Groups 446.902 338 1.322

Total 455.160 342
Reputation and quality ~ Between 6.434 4 1.608 1.947 102
of college/university Groups
academics Within Groups 279.281 338 .826

Total 285.714 342
Availabilty of a desired Between 4.987 4 1.247 1.927 .106
academic major Groups

Within Groups 218.727 338 .647

Total 223.714 342
Opportunity for spiritual Between 1.626 4 407 .366 .833
growth Groups

Within Groups 375.470 338 1.111

Total 377.096 342
Quality of Between 6.435 4 1.609 1.961 .100
college/university Groups
faculty Within Groups 277.280 338 .820

Total 283.714 342
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Table 44 - continued

One-Way Analysis of Variance by Palitics and the Nine VI and EI Choice Factors

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Employment/career Between 4.620 4 1.155 1.348 .252
opportunities after Groups
graduation Within Groups 289.642 338 .857
Total 294.262 342
Cost of attending the Between 16.374 4 4.093 3.363 .010
college or university Groups
Within Groups 411.457 338 1.217
Total 427.831 342
Christian fellowship on  Between 16.296 4 4.074 3.436 .009
the campus Groups
Within Groups 400.800 338 1.186
Total 417.096 342
God's leading in your Between 7.849 4 1.962 2.632 .034
life Groups
Within Groups 252.017 338 746
Total 259.866 342

The One-Way ANOVA revealed differences with political preferences related to:

Cost of attending the college or university; Christian fellowship on the campus; and

God’s leading in your life. The post hoc Bonferroni analysis revealed those indicating a

3" party political preference had significant difference with all other political preferences

related to the college choice factor “Cost of attending the college or university.”

e Significant means differences (-2.368*) were revealed between 3™ party and

Democrats related to “Cost of attending the college or university.”
e Significant means differences (-2.169) were revealed between 3" party and

Republicans related to “Cost of attending the college or university.”
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e Significant means differences (-1.950) were revealed between 3™ party and
Independent related to “Cost of attending the college or university.”
e Significant means difference (-2.162) were revealed between 3" party and None
of the above related to “Cost of attending the college or university.”
While it was interesting how the student responses varied on this related to those who self
identified as Third Party, this particular category of political preference represented less
than 1% of the 343 respondents, discounting its meaningfulness. Table 45 illustrates the
findings related to all political party preferences and the college choice factor of Cost of

attending the college or university.
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Table 45

Post Hoc Variance Analysis of Politics Related to Cost of Attending Choice Factor

(1) What best describes your

(J) What best describes your

95% Confidence Interval

Mean
political preference? political preference? Difference (I- Std. Lower Upper
J) Error Sig. Bound Bound

Democrat Republican .199 .264 1.000 -.55 .95
Independent 418 .307 1.000 -.45 1.29

dimension3
3rd party 2.368" .685 .006 43 431
none of the above .206 .284 1.000 -.60 1.01
Republican Democrat -.199 .264 1.000 -.95 .55
Independent 219 191 1.000 -.32 .76

dimension3
3rd party 2.169" .642 .008 .36 3.98
none of the above .007 .149 1.000 -42 43
Independent Democrat -.418 .307 1.000 -1.29 45
Republican -.219 191 1.000 -.76 .32

dimension2 dimension3
3rd party 1.950" .660 .034 .08 3.82
none of the above -.212 217 1.000 -.82 40
3rd party Democrat -2.368" .685 .006 -4.31 -43
Republican -2.169" .642 .008 -3.98 -.36

dimension3
Independent -1.950" .660 .034 -3.82 -.08
none of the above -2.162" .650 .010 -4.00 -.33
none of the above Democrat -.206 .284 1.000 -1.01 .60
Republican -.007 .149 1.000 -43 42

dimension3
Independent 212 217 1.000 -40 .82
3rd party 2.162" .650 .010 .33 4.00

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The One-Way ANOVA and post hoc Bonferroni analysis revealed those

indicating a Republican and Independent political preference had significant means

differences (.545%) related to the college choice factor “Christian fellowship on the
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campus.” Table 46 illustrates these results of the post hoc Bonferroni. The finding
suggests that students who self identify as Republicans may place a higher value on the
Christian fellowship on campus, but this was not a practical finding.

Table 46

Post Hoc Variance Analysis of Politics Related to Christian Fellowship Choice Factor

Bonferroni
(1) What best describes  (J) What best describes your Mean 95% Confidence Interval
your political political preference? Difference (-
preference? J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Democrat Republican -.242 .261 1.000 -.98 .50
Independent .303 .303 1.000 -.55 1.16
3rd party 719 677 1.000 -1.19 2.63
none of the above 120 .280 1.000 -.67 91
Republican Democrat .242 .261 1.000 -.50 .98
Independent 545" .188 .040 .01 1.08
3rd party 961 .633 1.000 -.83 2.75
none of the above .362 147 .145 -.05 .78
Independent Democrat -.303 .303 1.000 -1.16 .55
Republican -.545" .188 .040 -1.08 -.01
3rd party 417 .652 1.000 -1.43 2.26
none of the above -.182 214 1.000 -.79 42
3rd party Democrat -.719 677 1.000 -2.63 1.19
Republican -.961 .633 1.000 -2.75 .83
Independent -417 .652 1.000 -2.26 1.43
none of the above -.599 641 1.000 -2.41 1.21
none of the above Democrat -.120 .280 1.000 -91 .67
Republican -.362 147 145 -78 .05
Independent .182 214 1.000 -42 .79
3rd party .599 .641 1.000 -1.21 241

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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While the ANOVA indicated difference on political preference and the college
choice factor of “God’s leading in your life” the post hoc Bonferroni analysis did not,
therefore the null hypothesis was supported in relationship to significant differences of
means with this college choice factor of “God’s leading in your life” and political
preference.

In summary, the analysis of the college choice factors and political preference
indicated differences related to the college choice factors: Cost of attending the college or
university; and Christian fellowship on the campus. Cost of attending the college seemed
much less of concern to those identifying as third party political preference. However, as
noted, this sampling was extremely small. Additionally, Republicans identified Christian
fellowship on the campus as a higher priority than those of an independent party
persuasion. Finally, it must be noted that political preference does not appear within the
theoretical models of college choice or the empirical findings in this review of college
choice and enrollment literature. Additionally, the VTM model (2007) does not include
political preference in the areas of Student Characteristics or Personal Attributes. It is

therefore quite difficult to establish enrollment practice related to political preference.
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Research Question Three Findings — Nazarene ldentity
Four questions on this survey were constructed to identify Nazarene identity
(Q45, Q46, Q47, and Q48). The following results illustrate the findings related to the 343
respondents and these four questions:
Table 47

Nazarene Identity Questions — Do Your Parents Attend a Nazarene Church?

Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
no 52 15.2 15.2
yes 291 84.8 100.0
Total 343 100.0

Table 48

Nazarene ldentity Questions — Are Either of Your Parents on the Pastoral Saff of a

Nazarene Church?
Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
no 291 84.8 84.8
yes 52 15.2 100.0
Total 343 100.0
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Table 49

Nazarene Identity Questions — Did Either of Your Parents Attend a Nazarene College or

University?
Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
no 204 59.5 59.5
yes 139 40.5 100.0
Total 343 100.0
Table 50

Nazarene ldentity Questions — Did Any of Your Sblings Attend a Nazarene College or

University?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
no 243 70.8 70.8
yes 85 24.8 95.6
I have no siblings 15 4.4 100.0
Total 343 100.0

The Independent-Samples t Test analysis was done for Q45 — Do your parents
attend a Nazarene church? Significances emerged related to those who answered no and
those who answered yes related to “Availability of financial aid grants and loans” and
“Quality of college/university faculty.” Table 51 compares the means of these groupings
related to the nine very important or extremely important college choice factors while

Table 52 presents the Independent-Samples t Test.
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Table 51

Comparison of Means for Nine VI or EI Choice Factors Related to Parent CON

Attendance

Do your parents attend Std. Error
a Nazarene Church? N Mean  Std. Deviation Mean

Availability of financial no 52 5.52 918 127
aid grants and loans yes 291 5.17 1.184 .069
Reputation and quality of no 52 5.10 1.034 143
college/university yes 291 5.22 .891 .052
academics
Availability of a desired no 52 5.48 .828 115
academic major yes 291 5.52 .807 .047
Opportunity for spiritual no 52 5.33 1.043 .145
growth yes 291 5.10 1.049 .062
Quality of no 52 5.33 .879 122
college/university faculty yes 291 5.04 911 .053
Employment/career no 52 5.17 1.024 142
opportunities after yes 291 5.24 911 .053
graduation
Cost of attending the no 52 5.31 961 133
college or university yes 291 5.10 1.143 .067
Christian fellowship on no 52 5.21 1.016 141
the campus yes 291 5.12 1.120 .066
God's leading in your life no 52 5.65 .837 116

yes 291 5.60 .879 .052
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Table 52

Independent-Samplest Tests of Nine VI or El Choice Factors Related to Parent CON

Attendance
Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Auvailability of Equal 4,211 .041 2.029 341 .043 .351 173 011 691
financial aid variances
grants and loans  assumed
Equal 2.420 84530 .018 351 145 063 .639
variances
not
assumed
Reputationand  Equal 3.676 .056 -.924 341 .356 -.127 138 -398 .144
quality of variances
college/university assumed
academics Equal -834 65.249 408 -.127 153 -432 178
variances
not
assumed
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Table 52 - continued

Independent-Samplest Tests of Nine VI or El Choice Factors Related to Parent CON

Attendance

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the

(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

Availability of a Equal

desired academic variances

major assumed
Equal
variances
not
assumed

292 589 -.285 341 776 -.035 122 -275 205

-279 69.404 .781 -.035 124 -282 213

Opportunity for  Equal

spiritual growth  variances
assumed
Equal
variances
not
assumed

100 .753 1.462 341 .145 231 158 -.080 .541

1.468 70.724 .146 231 157 -.083 .544
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Table 52 - continued

Independent-Samplest Tests of Nine VI or El Choice Factors Related to Parent CON

Attendance
Levene's Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2 Mean  Std. Error _ Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Quality of Equal 124 725 2119 341 .035 .289 136 .021 557
college/university variances
faculty assumed
Equal 2.172 71.961 .033 .289 133 .024 555
variances
not
assumed
Employment/career Equal .708  .401 -.458 341 647 -064 140 -339 211
opportunities after  variances
graduation assumed
Equal -422 66.221 674 -.064 152 -367 .239
variances
not assumed
Cost of attending  Equal 646 422 1216 341 225 205 .168 -126 .536
the college or variances
university assumed
Equal 1372 79.171 174 205 149 -092 501
variances

not assumed
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Table 52 - continued
Independent-Samplest Tests of Nine VI or El Choice Factors Related to Parent CON

Attendance

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the

(- Mean  Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

Christian Equal 446 505 569 341 570 .095 166 -.233 422
fellowship on  variances

the campus assumed
Equal .609 74.937 .544 .095 155 -.215 404
variances
not
assumed
God's leading  Equal 315 575 .425 341 671 .056 131 -203 .314
in your life variances

assumed

Equal 440 72,550 .661 .056 127 -197 .309
variances

not

assumed

The Independent-Samples t Test revealed two significant differences for those
whose parents do and do not attend a Nazarene church related to: Availability of financial
aid grants and loans and Quality of college/university faculty. The college choice factor
“Availability of financial aid grants and loans” revealed a mean score of 5.52 with a

standard deviation of .918 for those whose parents do not attend a Nazarene church and a
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mean score of 5.17 with a standard deviation of 1.184 for those whose parents do attend a
Nazarene church. The significance level (two-tailed) was .018 with a mean difference of
.351. Cohen’s d revealed a .330 effect size representing a small practical significance.
The finding suggests that Nazarene students whose parents do not attend a Nazarene
church are more concerned about financial aid when compared with students who do
have parents attending a Nazarene church.

The college choice factor “Quality of college university faculty” revealed a mean
score of 5.33 with a standard deviation of .879 for those whose parents do not attend a
Nazarene church and a mean score of 5.04 with a standard deviation of .911 for those
whose parents do attend a Nazarene church. The significance level (two-tailed) was .035
with a mean difference of .289. Cohen’s d revealed a .323 effect size representing a small
practical significance. The finding suggests that Nazarene students whose parents do not
attend a Nazarene church are more concerned about quality of faculty when compared
with students who do have parents attending a Nazarene church.

The Independent-Samples t Test analysis was done for Q46 - Are either of your
parents on the pastoral staff of a Nazarene church? No significant means differences
emerged related to this question and the Nine Very Important or extremely important

college choice factors.
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The attribute of parents as Nazarene college/university alumni (Q47) was notable

with a full 40.5% of the 343 respondents indicating such applied to them.

Table 53

Comparison of Sudents with Nazarene Alumni Parents Related to the Nine VI or El

College Choice Factors

Did either of your
parents attend a
Nazarene college or

Std. Error

university? Mean Deviation

Availability of financial No 204 5.30 1.103 077
aid grants and loans Yes 139 5.11 1.220 .103
Reputation and quality of No 204 5.18 932 .065
college/university Yes 139 5.24 .889 .075
academics
Availabilty of a desired No 204 5.50 .827 .058
academic major Yes 139 5.52 783 .066
Opportunity for spiritual No 204 5.08 1.075 .075
growth Yes 139 521 1.011 .086
Quality of No 204 5.08 .909 .064
college/university faculty Yes 139 5.08 917 .078
Employment/career No 204 5.25 .959 .067
opportunities after Yes 139 5.19 .881 .075
graduation
Cost of attending the No 204 5.18 1.113 .078
college or university Yes 139 5.07 1.127 .096
Christian fellowship on No 204 5.03 1.168 .082
the campus Yes 139 5.27 991 .084
God's leading in your life No 204 5.61 922 .065

Yes 139 5.60 795 .067
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Table 54

Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Parents Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's
Test for
Equality
of
Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df

Sig.
(2- Mean  Std. Error
tailed) Difference Difference

95%
Confidence
Interval of the

Difference

Lower Upper

Auvailability of Equal .679 .410 1.509 341 132 191 127 -.058 440
financial aid variances
grants and loans  assumed
Equal 1.480 276.190 .140 191 129 -.063 445
variances
not
assumed
Reputationand  Equal 141 708 -.557 341 578 -.056 101 -254 142
quality of variances
college/university assumed
academics Equal -562 305.474 .575 -.056 100 -.252 140
variances
not
assumed
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Table 54 - Continued
Independent- Samplest Test of Sudents with Nazarene Alumni Parents Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test for

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Interval of the
Mean  Std. Error __ Difference
F Sig. t df Sig.(2tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Availabilty Equal .204 652 -.147 341 .883 -.013 .089 -188 .162
of a desired variances
academic  assumed
major Equal -.148 306.955 .882 -.013 .088 -187 .160
variances
not
assumed
Opportunity Equal .140 .709 - 341 .260 -.130 115 -.357  .097
for spiritual variances 1.128
growth assumed
Equal - 308.312 .255 -.130 114 -355  .094
variances 1.141
not
assumed
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Table 54 - Continued

Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Parents Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test for

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Quality of Equal 198 .657 .042 341 .967 .004 .100 -193  .202
college/university variances
faculty assumed
Equal .042 294.650 .967 .004 101 -194 202
variances
not
assumed
Employment/career Equal .656  .419 .665 341 507 .068 102 -133 269
opportunities after  variances
graduation assumed
Equal .675 312.371 .500 .068 100 -.130 .266
variances

not assumed
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Table 54 - Continued
Independent- Samplest Test of Sudents with Nazarene Alumni Parents Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df (2tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Cost of Equal .074 786 .849 341 .396 .105 123 -.138 .347

attending  variances
the college assumed
or Equal 847 294.142 .397 .105 123 -.138 .347
university variances

not

assumed
Christian  Equal 1.282 .258 - 341 .049 -.239 121 -.477 -.001
fellowship variances 1.977

on the assumed

campus Equal - 324.871 .042 -.239 117 -.470 -.008
variances 2.039
not
assumed

180



Table 54 - Continued

Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Parents Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
God's leading  Equal .234 629 .037 341 971 .004 096 -.185 .192
in your life variances
assumed
Equal .038 322.646 .970 .004 .093 -180 .187
variances
not
assumed

The Independent-Samples t Test revealed one significant difference. The college

choice factor “Christian fellowship on the campus” revealed a mean score of 5.03 with a

standard deviation of 1.168 for those who did not have a parent attend a Nazarene college

or university and a mean score of 5.27 with a standard deviation of .991 for those who

did have a parent attend a Nazarene college or university. The significance level (two-

tailed) was .049 with a mean difference of -.239. Cohen’s d revealed a -.229 effect size

representing a small practical significance. The finding suggests that students with

parents as Nazarene alumni placed more significance on the Christian fellowship on the
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campus, when choosing a college or university, than those that did not have a parent
attend a Nazarene IHE.

Finally, the Independent-Samples t Test analysis was also done for Q48 — Did any
of your siblings attend in the past or currently attend a Nazarene college or university?
Significances emerged related to those who answered no and those who answered yes
related to “Availability of financial aid grants and loans.” Tables 55-56 illustrate the
analysis completed on these groupings related to the nine VI and EI college choice

factors.
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Table 55

Comparison of Sudents with Nazarene Alumni Sblings Related to the Nine VI or El

College Choice Factors

Did any of your sibling
(s) attend in the past or
currently attend a

Nazarene college of Std. Std. Error
university? Mean Deviation Mean

Availability of financial No 243 5.31 1.076 .069
aid grants and loans Yes 85 5.00 1.300 141
Reputation and quality No 243 5.20 .964 .062
of college/university Yes 85 5.22 162 .083
academics
Availability of a desired No 243 5.54 .824 .053
academic major Yes 85 5.41 791 .086
Opportunity for spiritual No 243 5.12 1.079 .069
growth Yes 85 5.31 .887 .096
Quality of No 243 5.10 924 .059
college/university Yes 85 5.08 .862 .094
faculty
Employment/career No 243 5.25 .944 .061
opportunities after Yes 85 5.18 .875 .095
graduation
Cost of attending the No 243 5.11 1.163 .075
college or university Yes 85 5.19 1.029 112
Christian fellowship on No 243 5.11 1.106 071
the campus Yes 85 5.29 .961 104
God's leading in your life No 243 5.58 929 .060

Yes 85 5.73 .605 .066
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Table 56

Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Sblings Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Auvailability of Equal 5.977 .015 2.181 326 .030 313 143 .031  .595
financial aid variances
grants and loans  assumed
Equal 1.992 126.555 .049 313 157  .002 .623
variances
not
assumed
Reputationand  Equal 2.709 .101 -.189 326 .850 -.022 116 -.249 205
quality of variances
college/university assumed
academics Equal -212 184.466 .832 -.022 103 -226 .182
variances
not
assumed
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Table 56 - Continued

Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Sblings Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Availability  Equal 212 645 1.279 326 .202 .131 103 -071 .334
of a desired  variances
academic assumed
major Equal 1.304 152.212 194 131 101 -068  .331
variances not
assumed
Opportunity  Equal 3.314 .070 - 326 .153 -187 130 -.443  .069
for spiritual ~ variances 1.434
growth assumed
Equal - 176,994 117 -187 118 -420  .047
variances not 1.574

assumed
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Table 56 - Continued
Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Sblings Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. Mean  Std. Error __Difference
F Sig. t df (2tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Quality of Equal 217 642 179 326 .858 .021 114 -205 .246
college/university  variances
faculty assumed
Equal 185 156.252 .853 .021 111 -198 .239
variances
not
assumed
Employment/career Equal .170 .680 .638 326 .524 .075 117 -155 .304
opportunities after  variances
graduation assumed
Equal .662 157.239 .509 075 113 -.148 297
variances
not
assumed
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Table 56 - Continued
Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Sblings Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test for

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. Mean  Std. Error _ Difference
F Sig. t df  (2tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Cost of Equal 1.019 .313 -571 326 .569 -.081 142 -361 .199

attending  variances
the college  assumed
or Equal -605 164.376 .546 -.081 134 -346 .184
university  variances

not

assumed
Christian Equal 2.258 .134 - 326 .176 -.183 135 -.448 .082
fellowship  variances 1.357

on the assumed

campus Equal - 167.313 .149 -.183 126 -.432 .066
variances 1.451
not
assumed
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Table 56- Continued

Independent-Samplest Test of Students with Nazarene Alumni Sblings Related to the

Nine VI or El College Choice Factors

Levene's Test for

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error _ Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
God's leading Equal 7.546 .006 - 326 .181 -.145 .108 -.358 .068
in your life variances 1.342
assumed
Equal - 226.251 .103 -.145 .089 -.320 .030
variances 1.636
not
assumed

The college choice factor “Availability of financial aid grants and loans” revealed

a mean score of 5.31 with a standard deviation of 1.076 for those whose siblings did not

attend a Nazarene college or university and a mean score of 5.00 with a standard

deviation of 1.300 for those whose siblings did attend a Nazarene college or university.

The significance level (two-tailed) was .049 with a mean difference of .313. Cohen’s d

revealed a .260 effect size representing a small practical significance. The findings

suggest that students whose siblings attended a Nazarene college or university are

somewhat less concerned about financial aid than those who have not had a sibling at a

Nazarene IHE.
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In summary, the analysis of Nazarene identity found significant differences

related to the college choice factors of financial aid, quality of faculty, and Christian

fellowship.

Nazarene students whose parents did not attend a Nazarene church exhibited more
concern over financial aid and quality of faculty than those whose parents did
attend a Nazarene church.

Nazarene students who did not have a sibling ever attend a Nazarene college or
university exhibited more concern over financial aid than those that did have a
sibling go to a Nazarene IHE.

Nazarene students who had a parent attend a Nazarene college or university
exhibited more importance related to Christian fellowship on the campus than

those that did not have a parent attend a Nazarene IHE.

189



Conclusions

These are exciting, changing, and challenging days for IHE. The eight Nazarene
colleges and universities in the United States recruit and enroll Nazarene students against
a backdrop of competition, reduced demand, and economic challenge. Traditional age
enrollment is seeing minimal increase at only a few CON schools and the number of high
school age students graduating in the U.S. is declining in 28 states with very modest
gains in others. With that said, through the years, the value of a college education has
persisted. Congressional actions from the 1940s on have reinforced this. Students today
continue to value a college education but there are nuances to this target market.
Ultimately, this writer has asked how small, faith-based institutions like the CON schools
might increase their success with the target market of their own denominational students
while facing these many challenges.

Hossler, Maguire, Sevier and many others have been clarion voices promoting
data driven decision making in the area of college enrollment management and
marketing. Simply put, “The key to creating an effective product mix is to conduct
research” (Sevier, 1998, p.11). This project sought to add to the body of literature related
to student college choice and employed survey research that would provide relevant data
to contribute to a better understanding of Nazarene high school seniors.

The theoretical models of student college choice presented a guiding construct by
which all enrollment management and marketing actions related to student matriculation
is understood. The preceding pages included a review of seminal college choice models,
specifically Ihlandfelt’s (1981) matriculation funnel and four classic student college

choice models from Chapman (1981), Jackson (1982), Hanson & Litten (1982) and

190



Hossler and Gallagher (1987). Based upon their continued appearance in the literature,
the relevance of these models for enrollment management has been and continues to be
significant.

In addition to these classic models of understanding college choice, the literature
review also captured significant modern contributions by Perna (2000), Cabrera and La
Nasa (2000), Rowe (2002), Linsenmeier et al. (2002), Paulsen and St. John (2002), Allen
(2003), Palmer (2003), Acker and Fendley (2004), Bradshaw (2005), Collins (2006),
Goven et al. (2006), Gatfield and Chen (2006), Tucciarone (2007), Olive and White
(2007), Vrontis et al. (2007), Yang et al. (2008), Helgesen (2008), Noel-Levitz (2008,
2009), Sallie Mae (2009), Stamats (2009) and the CCCU (2010b).

After a thorough review of the premier college choice literature of the past fifty
years, this work relied upon Vrontis et al. (2007) as its theoretical construct and turned to
Forseth (1987), Siebert (1994), and Sauder (2008) for survey validity and reliability along
with an expert panel of Nazarene enrollment officers. Based on this research with
Nazarenes high school students, its connectivity to the literature as reviewed, and with
the guiding theoretical construct of the VTM model (2007), | now offer a summary of the
major findings of this study.

The following are selected findings in the order as reported in this study:

e The VTM model (2007) provides a practical understanding of college choice for

the theorists and practitioners of enrollment management. (pp. 48-52)

e Nazarene students appear sensitive to God’s leading in their lives relative to the

college choice process. (p.94)
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Nazarene students appear concerned over the availability of financial aid grants
and loans and the overall cost of higher education. (pp. 98-100)

Nazarene students appear to be seeking a culture of spirituality that includes
Christian fellowship on the campus as well as other opportunities for spiritual
growth. (pp. 101-102)

Nazarene students appear very interested in matters of reputation and quality
related to the college or university as a whole and its faculty. (pp. 99-103)
Nazarene students appear pragmatic relative to the availability of a specific major
as well as employment/career opportunities connected to that area of study. (pp.
95-96)

Nazarene students not choosing one of the eight Nazarene colleges or universities
appear to be making such a decision related to staying close to home. (pp. 110-
111)

Gender differences were not markedly apparent with this sampling of Nazarene
students related to college choice. Both males and females articulated the same
very important and extremely important college choice factors. (pp. 120-133)
Race/ethnicity did not have a pronounced place amongst the respondents of this
study, however, the matters of academic reputation and financial aid are of note
for students that are identifying as non-white. (pp. 134-143)

Nazarene students self identifying with lower income levels appear to have a
greater concern relative to financial aid grant and loan opportunities. (pp. 144-

149)

192



e Nazarene students that articulated a strong belief in the deity of Jesus and
salvation through Him naturally appear more interested in Christian fellowship on
the campus and opportunities for spiritual growth. (pp. 153-160)

e Nazarene students who did not have parents attending a Nazarene church or
parents/siblings who were Nazarene college alumni appear concerned over
matters of quality (academic reputation of school and faculty) and financial aid
opportunities. (pp. 168-182)

e Nazarene students whose parents were Nazarene college/university alumni appear
to value the Christian fellowship on the campus more than those not having
Nazarene alumni parents. (pp. 168-182)

Implications

This project now comes to a section that demands an articulation of the relevance
of this information as it relates to practice and future research. Presented in these final
pages will be sentiments regarding the major impact of this study; practical changes that
can be made as a result of this study; and new questions that have emerged from this
study leading to recommendations for future research.

First, this work sought to review and present relevant college choice, higher
education marketing, and enroliment management literature from the past several
decades. The Vrontis, Thrassou, & Melanthiou (2007) model or what was termed the
VTM model emerged as a premier theoretical model of college choice. This writer had
the privilege of joining an admissions and recruitment team at a Nazarene college in 1994
and has worked in higher education administration and enroliment management most of

the years since. A model of college choice, as found in Figure 9, can benefit all; from the
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chief enrollment officer to the beginning admissions counselor. The linear steps of

enrollment of the VTM model combined with the contributing external variables

represented much of the seminal literature of the college choice field. The 39 college

choice factors of this study were constructed to touch each one of these variables, and

ultimately the nine very important and extremely important did the same.

Second, the nine very important and extremely important college choice factors,

determined from the highest means of the 343 respondents provides each of the Nazarene

IHE with a relevant list of college choice factors to focus their marketing and recruitment

efforts upon. This writer believes these nine factors can be distilled to three main

categories of focus: matters of spirituality, matters of perceived value, and matters of

affordability.

Matters of Spirituality

Matters of Perceived Value

Matters of Affordability

God’s leading in your life

Availability of a desired
academic major

Availability of financial aid
grants and loans

Christian fellowship on the
campus

Employment/career
opportunities after
graduation

Cost of attending the
college or university

Opportunity for spiritual
growth

Reputation and quality of
college/university academics

Quality of college/university
faculty

Figure 12. Eades (2011) major Nazarene college choice factors.

Printed literature, website material, social media, broadcast advertisements, search

engine marketing, and campus visit presentations can all tailor messaging relative to

these nine factors. Nazarene students who desire to attend a religious IHE are following

God’s leading and desire a place of Christian fellowship and spiritual growth. Nazarene

students are value conscious shoppers and specifically want to know that the purchase
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they are making is of a quality academic product brought to them by highly skilled
faculty members. Nazarenes also want to see the dots overtly connected between their
college degree and their future career path. All IHE must adeptly articulate this. Lastly,
matters of affordability have to be addressed at all levels, especially with African
American and Hispanic student. Olive and White (2007) pointed out that so many IHE
miss the boat with Hispanic families by simply not having materials printed in Spanish
for many parents who are non-English speaking. Based on the findings of this study with
Nazarenes, the consistent clear communication about value and affordability appears
paramount. Students and families must see, at the earliest point of the journey, how the
sticker price is not the real price and that financial aid opportunities can be obtained.

Third, the issue of closeness to home, as related to research question two, has
proved to be a landmark finding of this study. In summary, Nazarenes choosing to attend
a Nazarene IHE and Nazarenes choosing not to attend a Nazarene IHE had significantly
different views when it came to the college choice factor closeness to home. While
closeness to home did not emerge on the overall list of nine very important or extremely
important college choice factors, its significance related to Nazarenes not choosing a
Nazarene college was major. The significance level (two-tailed) was .000 with a .815
effect size. This, according to the Cohen’s d analysis, was a matter of large practical
significance and deserves a lengthier treatment.

What does this finding mean for the present and future results of Nazarene IHE
with Nazarene denominational students? The writer’s experience of a Nazarene education
was related to traveling over 400 miles to the closest Nazarene college and enjoying

friends, amazing faculty, classroom learning, chapel services, singing groups, mission
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trips, dorm life, clubs, and intramural athletics. While it might be seen by some as an
ideal experience for all Nazarenes, to expect most Nazarene high-school students to have
the residential experience as described is naive in this day and age. What then can
Nazarene IHE do to capture these students determined to stay close to home? This notion
calls for some relevant literature on the matter of staying home and attending college.

We must first define what has become the primary method of staying at home for
college, namely, online learning. The U.S. Department of Education (2009) defined
online learning as, “Learning that takes place partially or entirely over the internet. This
definition excludes purely print-based correspondence education, broadcast television,
videoconferencing, etc.” (p. 9). This begs the question that has raged for decades in
higher education, can quality education happen online? The U.S. DOE (2009) meta-
analysis findings provide a definitive and affirming answer.

The overall finding of the meta-analysis is that classes with online learning

(whether taught completely online or blended) on average produce stronger

student learning outcomes than do classes with solely face-to-face instruction.

The mean effect size for all 51 contrasts was +0.24, p<.001.” (p. 18)

The growth of online education in the U.S. is staggering. The Chronicle of Higher
Education (2010) reported that in 2009, online education participation was up an
unexpected 21% and totaled some 5.6 million of the approximate 18 million college
students in the U.S. This growth followed a 17% increase in online education in 2008,
presenting a total of 28% enrollment growth of online students in the two year period. As
part of the continued research of this work, the writer spoke to the director of online

education at a Christian university with an explosively growing online population. The
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director’s tenure spanned five years, in which the university had experienced 525%
growth in online enrollment during that period. Such serves simply as further evidence of
the incredible interest and growth in this delivery method of education.

It is also quite worthy to note that this growth in online education appears to be
fueled by demand. The educational firm Inside Track (2009) reported that labor statistics
show 60% of the fastest growing jobs in the U.S. requires an associate’s degree, at a
minimum. They went on to say that despite this reality, the U.S. ranks 11" among the 30
most developed countries in post secondary education entry and 15" among the 30 in
graduation rates. The Chronicle Research Services (2011) support this in the following,

While many jobs still do not require a college degree, nor will they in the future,

most higher-paying, career-oriented jobs increasingly require a college degree as

a means of entry or advancement. In other words, the product colleges are

offering is in greater demand than ever. (pp. 1-2)

While economic turbulence persists, the necessity of a college education continues to
increase and such does not appear to be slowing. The demand for post secondary
education is not in question.

Technology today appears to be moving rapidly past the novelty of online
education to nuances of delivery through online mobile learning or what is known as
M Learning. Caverly (2009) pointed out that mobile devices are moving beyond
classroom distraction to an intriguing method of learning and educational access. He
indicated that in the fall of 2009, there were over 60,000 mobile apps for education.
Marsee (2011), an instructor and online instructional designer specializing in mobile

learning, indicated that mobile learning is being utilized through one-way electronic
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messages, instant messaging, social media such as Twitter, Facebook, Yammer, Linked-
In, YouTube, etc., pushed audio content, course content delivered through mobile
platforms (iPhone, Android, etc.), rich media (video), HTMLY5, as well as interactive
flash media and learning objects involving videos, simulations, tutorials, and interactive
media. Hayes and Papworth (2008) provided an interesting look at many of today’s most
popular social media applications. Hayes and Papworth specifically connected the social
media tools that cultivate involvement, creation, discussion, promotion, and
measurement. Cutting-edge online instructional designers appear to be utilizing many of
these means to enhance the educational experiences of students participating in online
and M Learning educational environments.

This writer sincerely believes that the importance of this cannot be over-stated.
Simply put, online education must become a strategy of Nazarene IHE specifically with
students who are completing high school. Online education to date has been viewed as a
delivery method for Nazarene adult studies programs. That day is no more. The time for
Nazarene colleges and universities to set up an online education program specifically
tailored to the recent high-school graduate is upon us. To capture a larger share of our
Nazarene denominational market, we must approach this target market in a two-pronged
fashion that clearly articulates two distinct enrollment options to the Nazarene high-
school students; a residential experience and an online experience. These two options
must be seamlessly interchangeable, allowing students to move from one to the other as

desired. Today and the future will be about educational choice and flexibility.
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Recommendations

This study represented the researcher’s diligent efforts to achieve relevant
statistical information from a very broad audience of Nazarene high-school seniors. As
with all dissertation research, there exist several limitations that were discussed in
Chapter Three related to the ability to generalize in broad fashion to all Nazarene high
school students, geographic variances, and limitations of resources and scope.

A first recommendation of this project would be a review of all messaging by the
Nazarene IHE related to the findings and conclusions of this study with Nazarene high
school seniors. Figure 12 provides a market messaging construct for these schools that is
fully supported by the findings of this study. A second recommendation of this work
would be that a team of enroliment managers across the denomination be assembled to
plan, construct, and execute a similar but more resourced study of Nazarene students on a
regular basis. For example, if undertaken every five years, it could become a relevant
benchmarking tool for the denomination. The educational climate and student preferences
are changing rapidly. Fresh, relevant, and longitudinal data will prove most beneficial. A
third recommendation would be for each school to do the same type of research project
with their own recruitment populations on an annual basis. This could be constructed
with the use of an outside consultant; however, the tools available today make such very
possible for the enrollment practitioner. While many Nazarene IHE utilize the post-
enrollment College Board’s Admitted Student Questionnaire (ASQ), a unique instrument,
constructed by Nazarenes, and utilized prior to enrollment would have much value.

A final recommendation for future research relates to the issue of closeness to

home and the prominence it played with Nazarene students choosing to not attend a
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Nazarene IHE. The Conclusion section of this chapter provided a very brief overview of
literature related to online learning and M Learning. Thorough research should be
conducted related to the development of a strong online system of education for the
recently graduated 18-year-old Nazarene. In tandem with this, new paradigms of
recruitment related to the high school student must be studied and devised relative to a
multi-pronged effort; ultimately leading students to a residential, online, or hybrid
delivery experience of Nazarene higher education. It is time to re-vision what constitutes
a Nazarene university education. At present, 85% of Nazarene high school seniors are not
choosing Nazarene higher education. A concerted effort to offer specific online and
innovative hybrid delivery methods of a Nazarene education to this young audience must
be undertaken. Will such be a project of the denomination as a whole or something
resourced and created by each individual college and university?
Final Thoughts

What will a college or university education for an 18-year-old look like in 20207
The Chronicle Research Services or CRS (2010) put forth their opinion on the college of
2020,

The traditional model of college is changing, as demonstrated by the proliferation

of colleges (particularly for-profit institutions), hybrid class schedules with night

and weekend meetings, and, most significantly, online learning. The idyll of four

years away from home - spent living and learning and growing into adulthood

will continue to wane. It will still have a place in higher education, but it will be a

smaller piece of the overall picture. (p. 1)
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The CRS continued by indicating that student convenience is the future. Lectures, class
discussions, study groups, presentations, and conversations with professors will happen
through the internet via one’s computer our mobile device. However, the traditional
residential experience was not projected to disappear by 2020. Chronicle Research
Services (2010) stated, “At the same time that many students are demanding more online
options, some also want to learn the old-fashioned way — in classrooms” (p. 1).
Certainly the challenges for Nazarene IHE are great in the current economic
climate of 2011, however, the opportunities to transform students, and hence the world
through the ministry of higher education have never been greater. This project has
hopefully served to provide relevant literature review and research to aid in the task of
bringing more Nazarene high school students to a Nazarene college or university. That
must take the form of both residential, online, and innovative hybrid programming. It is
this writer’s hope that the project has also served to reinforce the voices of Christian
higher education that articulate the value and future of such in 2011 and beyond. Dr. Carl
Zylstra, chair of the CCCU Board of Directors, stated in a recent address,
What we didn’t know was going to take place was this huge economic crisis that
swept over our world, which is causing people to rethink fundamental values,
fundamental commitments, fundamental possibilities. We don’t want people to
retrench. We want people to move forward and to break through into the new
opportunities that God is laying out for us. (CCCU Advance, 2010a, p. 25)
May it be so with the Nazarene colleges and universities in the U.S. as they consistently
seek to understand Nazarene students across this nation and meet their needs through

intentionally Christ-centered education. The literature indicates that the future will have
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some similarities with the past, but it will also include an ever-growing array of new and
innovative ways to educate the next generation of Nazarene leaders through Nazarene

higher education.
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Permission for Use of Dissertation Instrumentation

1 /)IT élel"er}‘ (name) on 5)9\ ) bcl (date)

provide permission to Timothy W. Eades to utilize and modify research

instrumentation found within my doctoral dissertation.

These permissions, granted to Timothy W. Eades, are for the expressed purpose
of his doctoral dissertation research regarding Nazarene high-school senior

college choice factors.

_Jax St
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Permission for Use of Dissertation Instrumentation

> T

! ﬁfﬂ A \//%j“ (name) on ﬁéﬂﬁﬁ (date)

provide permission to Timothy W. Eades to utilize and modify research

instrumentation found within my doctoral dissertation.
These permissions, granted to Timothy W. Eades, are for the expressed purpose

of his doctoral dissertation research regarding Nazarene high-school senior

college choice factors.
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Survey Introduction Email

This survey is part of a study with the Church of the Nazarene colleges and universities in
the United States. We are studying what motivates or gets in the way of enroliment at the
Church of the Nazarene schools. If you have decided to attend a Nazarene college or
university or if you plan to attend a different college or university, your answers are very
important. Please continue this survey either way.

All responses should be completed as soon as possible and will be ENTERED INTO A
DRAWING TO WIN one of three IPod Nanos or some great shirts provided by the
Nazarene schools. The drawing will take place on June 11, 2010.

Your responses will remain very confidential. Answer the questions as best you can, and
please complete the entire survey to be eligible for the drawing. The survey will take
around 8-10 minutes.

Your time and attention is appreciated!

Sincerely,

Tim Eades

Doctoral Candidate

teades@olivet.edu

Here is a link to the survey:

This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward

this message.

To opt out of this type of survey, click here.
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Eades Nazarene College Choice Survey
Q_A Nazarene Region (1 - 8)

Q_B Do you plan to attend a college or university this fall?
1-Yes
2-No

Q_C Do you attend a Nazarene church?
1-Yes
2-No

There are a number of reasons or factors that most students consider when deciding on
where to attend college/university. Below is such a list. We would like to know how
important this choice factor was during your decision making process on college
attendance. You will be ranking these factors in your college choice process from One to
Six. One represents “not at all important” and Six represents “extremely important”.
Chose the number you feel that corresponds best regarding the importance of that specific
college choice factor.

(Likert Scale 1 - Not at all important 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 - Extremely Important)

Q_1 A campus visit with the Admissions Office
Q_2 Codes of conduct (e.g. no alcohol)
Q_3 Advice of high school counselor or teacher
4 Availability of financial aid grants and loans
Reputation and quality of college/university academics
Availability of a desired academic major
Physical attractiveness of the college/university campus
Advice of friend(s)
Opportunity for spiritual growth
0 Letters, cards, and other literature from the Admissions Office
1 Religious denomination of the college or university
2 Advice from your parent(s)
3 Small size of the college or university
4 College/university website
5 Advice of current student(s)
6 Quality of college/university faculty
7 Closeness to home
8 Advice of college or university alumni
9 Integration of faith and learning
0 Employment/career opportunities after graduation
1 Nazarene denominational scholarship money
2 Official college visit day
3 Advice from your grandparent(s)
4 College or university representatives visit to your high school
5 Advice of a pastor or church staff member

Q.5
Q.6
Q7
Q.8
Q.9
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q.2
Q2
Q.2
Q2
Q.2
Q2
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Q_42

Q_43

Q_44

College or university representatives visit to your church or district event
The clubs and organizations available at the college or university
The quality of residential housing

College or university representatives contact by telephone
Community in which college or university is located

Personal interaction with college or university faculty

Cost of attending the college or university

Student to faculty ratio

Christian fellowship on the campus

God’s leading in your life

Information and conversations on college/university Facebook page
Familiarity with campus through involvement in events

College or university representative’s interaction at a college fair
Intercollegiate sports programs

What is your gender?
1-male
2 — female

What is your race?

1 - White/Caucasian

2 - African American/Black

3 - American Indian/Alaska Native
4 - Asian American/Asian

5 - Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
6 - Mexican American

7 - Puerto Rican

8 - Other Latino

9 — Other

10 — Prefer not to respond

Best estimate of your family’s annual income?
1 -$18,000 - $35,000

2 - $35,001 - $65,000

3 - $65,001 — $100,000

4 - $100,001 and above

5 - No idea

Best estimate of your high school Grade Point Average (GPA)?
1 —less than 2.0

2-20t025

3-261t03.0

4-31t035

5-36t04.0

6 — 4.1 and above

How often do you attend church?
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1 - once a month or less
2 —at least once a week
3 - several times a week

Q_45 Do your parents attend a Nazarene church?
0-No
1-Yes

Q_46 Are either of your parents on the pastoral staff of a Nazarene church?
0-No
1-Yes

Q_47 Did either of your parents attend a Nazarene college or university?
0-No
1-Yes

Q_48 Did any of your sibling(s) attend in the past or currently attend a Nazarene college
or university?

0-No

1-Yes

2 — | have no siblings

Q_49 Do you plan to attend a Nazarene college or university this fall?
0-No
1-Yes

Q 50 Where do you plan to attend college this fall?

Q_51 If you are not planning to attend a Nazarene college or university this fall, do you
plan to transfer to one later?

0-No

1-Yes

2 — Non Applicable

Q_52 How many times a week do you pray?
1 to 3 times a week
4 or more times a week

Q_53 Which best describes your view?
1 - I’m skeptical about religion
2 - All religions lead to heaven
3 - Jesus is a way to heaven
4 — Jesus is the only way to heaven

Q_54 How important is your faith in your daily decisions?
1 —not at all important
2 — not very important
3 — somewhat important
4 — very important
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Q_55 What best describes your political preference?
1 - Democrat
2 - Republican
3 - Independent
4 - 3" Party
5 — none of the above

Q 56 Email address?

Q 57 Zip code?
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