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ABSTRACT 

The purposes of this study were to provide a profile of the 

veteran student in higher education and examine the theory that veteran 

students perform academically as well as nonvetera~ students. 

Research questions were categorized into two main areas of 

study, personal and academic characteristics, for three groups of col

lege students: veteran GI Bill recipients, nonveteran non-aid recip

ients, and nonveteran aid recipients. 

The data for this study were drawn from the National Longitudi

nal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS). 

It was found that veterans were older, predominantly white, 

single males from a lower socioeconomic status than nonveteran non-aid 

recipients. Veterans emerged from high school with lower aptitude 

composite, percentile rank, and grades than nonveterans. It was found 

that veterans enrolled more often in business programs in public, two

year colleges; completed more certificate programs than two-year or 

four-year degrees; and received grades comparable to nonveterans. Vet

erans were employed while students, did not change majors any more often 

than nonveterans, but did change schools more often. Veterans' reasons 

for changing majors and schools centered upon their jobs and careers. 

Fewer veterans continued their education after completion of a four

year degree. Fewer veterans changed their credit loan status from full

time to part-time than nonveteran non-aid recipients. More often 

veterans moved from part-time to full-time status. 
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It was concluded that veterans did perform as well academically 

as nonveterans in college, even though they did not do as well in high 

school. Further, there were numerous similarities between veterans who 

received the GI Bill and nonveterans who received federal financial aid. 

These results have implications for Congressional and educa

tional leaders. Specific suggestions on ways to utilize the veterans' 

profile were provided. 



CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM 

Veteran students perform better academically than nonveteran 

students (Frederikson and Schrader, 1950, p. 19). This statement, 

suggested by a major study performed thirty years ago, is believed by 

many to be true today. However, when the study is read closely, one 

learns that the veterans had only a slightly higher grade-point average 

than nonveterans. Yet the perception has remained since the first GI 

Bill students entered higher education following World War II. Dis

continued in 1976 in favor of a Volunteer Educational Assistance Pro

gram (VEAP), the GI Bill has been praised by many for its success in 

making higher education available to millions who otherwise might not 

have continued their education. It has also been viewed as the fore

runner of modern student financial assistance programs and the resultant 

aid to students attending both public and independent colleges and 

universities. Some critics take a pessimistic view and emphasize only 

the abuses found in the program. Few have conducted serious research 

to determine if veteran students are superior achievers. 

Statement of the Problem 

A profile of the veteran student in higher education does not 

exist. This study will provide that profile and will examine the theory 

that the veteran student performs academically as well as, if not better 

than, the nonveteran student in higher education. 

1 
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Background of the Study 

The concept of benefits for military service has long been es

tablished. In Europe in feudal times, vassal service was a duty that 

commoners exchanged for a strong lord's protection. Physical or econom

ic losses were at the lord's discretion. Early in American history, 

the disabled and widows were taken care of by the government. It was 

not until the War Risk Insurance Act of 1917 that the government's res

ponsibility for veteran readjustment was established. The Vocational 

Rehabilitation Act of 1918 implemented provisions of the above act. 

Benefits, however, applied only to disabled veterans; the others re

ceived only their $60 mustering out pay (Overall, 1976, p. 4). 

Near the end of World War II, Congress initiated a program to 

provide educational assistance to veterans of military service. This 

program, the GI Bill, was intended to help the veterans to readjust to 

civilian life. Since the first bill was signed on June 22, 1944, there 

have been three laws providing assistance to veterans of different per

iods of service. PL 78-346 covered those veterans who served between 

September 1940 and July 1947. The Korean Conflict Bill (PL 82-550) was 

for veterans serving between June 1950 and January 1955. The Post

Korean Period and Vietnam Era Bill (PL 89-358) covered veterans in 

service between February 1955 and December 1976. Those entering the 

military after December 31, 1976 are eligible for very different kinds 

of benefits under Public Law 94-502, the Post-Vietnam Era Program 

(Congressional Budget Office, 1979, pp. 1-2). 
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Historically the GI Bill has had a tremendous impact on American 

society and higher education. Overall describes the GI Bill as "a cata

lyst in crystallizing the educational desires of the veterans into 

needed solutions to potential post-World War II problems" of unemploy

ment, to the financial plight of higher education, and to increased 

technology requiring new and expanded training (Overall, 1976, p. 7). 

It has provided guidelines for the financing of higher education for 

all. Two schools of thought may be traced to the GI Bill: 1) anyone 

with desire and ability should go to college and 2) money will entice 

into college talented students who might otherwise not attend (Breedon, 

1972, p. 3). Johnson (1970, p. 228) estimated that money paid to a 

veteran under the GI Bill would be repaid as much as eight times by a 

college-educated veteran in the form of additional income taxes paid 

over and above what he or she would have paid with only a high-school 

diploma. 

Over eighteen million veterans have taken advantage of the GI 

Bill. Recent statistics reported by the Veterans Administration help 

put the totals in a more manageable perspective. In 1979, there were 

1.3 million participants in the program at a cost of 2.8 billion dol

lars. In 1980, the figures were 1.2 million veterans at a cost of 2.3 

billion dollars. In 1981, the figures were about the same as in 1980. 

While the numbers are declining because of a programmed delimiting date 

for each person, the VA projects over one-half million veterans in a 

program costing at least one billion dollars in 1985. An additional 

250,000 veterans will participate in the Volunteer Educational 
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Assistance Program (Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Education, Train

ing and Employment of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, House of 

Representatives, 1981, p. 3). 

What does this mean for higher education? Seventy-three percent 

of the participants and 79 percent of the funds went to higher education 

in 1978-79 (Congressional Budget Office, 1978, p. 17). By 1980, more 

than 75 percent of the veterans were in higher education (Hearing Before 

the Subcommittee, 1981, p. 3). Veterans accounted for 3 percent of the 

postsecondary enrollments and 1 percent of tuition revenues in 1978-79. 

Community college enrollments consisted of 4 percent veterans, and four

year college and university enrollments consisted of 2 percent veterans. 

Private colleges and universities enrolled 25 percent of the veterans, 

yet they received 50 percent of the dollars spent on tuition by veter

ans. Total GI Bill dollars that went for tuition and fees to postsecon

dary education exceeded 504 million dollars in 1978-79 (Congressional 

Budget Office, 1978, pp. 17-21). 

Given this substantial impact on higher education, it is sur

prising that virtually no research on veterans' educational attainments 

has been done on a national scale. Following the tremendous numbers of 

returning veterans of World War II, many institutions did local studies 

on how their veterans compared with nonveterans on a variety of topics. 

However, only one major study, by Frederikson and Schrader (1950), 

attempted to measure the performance of veterans on a large scale. But 

even this study was limited, evaluating ten thousand veterans from a 

sample of only sixteen colleges (Drew and Creager, 1972, p. 16). 
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Studies on a national scope continued to be conspicuous by their 

absence (Breeden, 1972; Drew and Creager, 1972). Numerous studies were 

done on veterans' readjustment problems, psychological adjustments, 

health problems, and the plights of the minority veterans. With the 

legislation authorizing the Veterans Cost of Instruction Program and 

other outreach programs, many needs assessments studies were done on the 

returning Vietnam veterans. Numerous institutional studies were com

pleted on the veterans' academic performance, but none attempted to 

provide data on a large scale. 

Significance of the Study 

A profile of the veteran student will add information about 

veteran students that currently cannot be found on a national scope. 

~~ile there are numerous studies concerning veteran students' char

acteristics, they arc confined to institutional or regional studies. 

In a recent computer search of the literature, no studies were found 

which related to the peacetime veteran and provided national data about 

the educational characteristics of those veterans attending school under 

the GI Bill. 

The comparison of veteran students' characteristics with non

veteran students will provide information that can be used in policy 

decisions by Congressional and educational leaders. For example, if it 

can be shown that most veterans are in two-year schools, then Congress 

may use that information when assessing the need for increases in the 

monthly stipend paid for trainin8. Should they decide that it is 
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important to continue to aid higher education by payments directly to 

students, this study could provide data on levels of college attendance. 

With the current financial restraints facing higher education, 

this study may provide meaningful recruitment and retention information 

by identifying the demand for education and educational financing among 

military veterans. The Congressional Budget Office statistics for 

veterans under 30 (the age of the population of this study) indicate 

that these people have higher unemployment rates and' lower incomes than 

do nonveterans of the same age. Information gained from the academic 

characteristics in this study may assist higher education administrators 

and counselors in planning how to help future groups of veterans. 

In response to critics who question the motives behind veterans' 

college attendance, this study will provide information on the number of 

veteran students who complete an educational objective of a degree, 

certificate, or license. A comparison between veterans and other groups 

will indicate how the groups differ on this characteristic. 

Research Questions 

Research questions were categorized into two main areas of in

vestigation, personal and academic characteristics, for three groups of 

college students: veteran GI Bill recipients; nonveteran non-aid re

cipients; and nonveteran, student-aid recipients. The following ques

tions provided direction for the study: 

1. Upon entry into college, what are the similarities and dif

ferences among the three groups on the personal characteristics of sex, 

age, ethnicity, marital status, and socioeconomic status? 



2. What are the similarities and differences among the three 

groups on the academic characteristics of aptitude, high-school rank, 

high-school grade average, major, accumulated academic credits, degrees 

earned, type and control of institution initially entered, employment 

status while attending school, and college grades? 

3. For those who changed majors, what were their reasons for 

changing? Are there differences among the three groups? 

7 

4. For each of the three groups, what is the ability level of 

those who changed majors? Are there differences among the three groups? 

5. For each of the three groups, what is the ability level of 

those who transferred from the college of initial choice? Are there 

differences among the three groups? 

6. For those who transferred, what were their reasons for 

transferring? Are there differences among the three groups? 

7. What percentages of students from each group transferred 

from two-year to four-year institutions, from four-year to two-year 

institutions, from four-year to different four-year institutions? Are 

there differences among the three groups? 

8. Of those students from each group who graduated, how many 

go on to graduate or professional schools? Are there differences among 

the three groups? 

9. Are there differences among the three groups in the numbers 

changing from full-time to part-time? Conversely, are there differences 

between the three groups in the numbers changing from part-time to full

time? 



Definition of Terms 

The following terms are used throughout this paper. 

Veteran. A person who has served on active duty for a period 

of at least 181 consecutive days and who has received a discharge under 

other than dishonorable conditions. 

Veteran GI Bill Recipient. A person who is a veteran receiving 

GI Bill benefits while attending an institution of higher education. 

Nonveteran, Non-Aid Recipient. A person who has not been in 

the military and who does not receive any federal financial assistance 

while attending an institution of higher education. 

8 

Nonveteran, Aid Recipient. A student who receives any form of 

federal financial assistance other than the GI Bill and who has not been 

in the military. 

Professional Program. A program in medicine, dentistry, law, 

theology, etc. 

Assumptions of the Study 

The following assumptions are made regarding the study. 

1. The number of GI Bill veteran students involved in this 

study make it possible to draw limited, generalized conclusions. 

2. The number of years that elapse between high-school gradua

tion and the start of college will impact on the success of students. 

3. The personal experiences of the researcher (a veteran who 

utilized the GI Bill) will not bias conclusions and recommendations. 

4. Respondents to the National Longitudinal Study of the High 

School Class of 1972 answered the questionnaire accurately. 



Limitations of the Study 

Conclusions drawn as a result of this study are limited by the 

following factors. 

1. The National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class 

of 1972 oversampled certain groups of students which may affect the 

representativeness of the sample. Adjustment for this oversampling 

may affect any conclusions that may be drawn. 

2. The study is limited to veterans of the Post-Korean period 

and Vietnam Era Bill (PL 82-550). 

3. This study is restricted to only those students who were 

high-school graduates and who continued their education in college. 

Surnma~ 

Chapter 1 has provided a brief overview of the GI Bill and its 

impact on higher education. It has been shown that a recent comprehen

sive profile of the veteran student in college is not available, and 

it has been suggested that the perception of the veteran as a superior 

student persists in the minds of many (see p. 20). The purposes of 

this study were to identify selected personal and academic characteris

tics of veteran students in higher education and to compare these 

charccteristics of veterans with two categories of nonveterans. The 

results of this study will provide information about veteran students 

to Congressional and educational leaders. 

The remainder of this study will consist of the following. 

Chapter 2 will provide a review of the recent literature concerning 

9 
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veterans in higher education. The methodology of this study will be 

summarized in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 will report findings of this study. 

A summary, conclusions, implications, and recommendations will be found 

in Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The GI Bill is a relatively recent form of federal financial 

assistance to students in higher education in the United States. \ihile 

the roots of student assistance may be traced back to the early civili

zations of Egypt, Greece, and Rome (Cohn and Leslie, 1980, p. 11), the 

scope of this study is restricted to student aid in the United States, 

particularly since the GI Bill of 1944. This review of the literature 

will consist of three components. First, a brief review of the devel

opment of financial aid in the United States will provide the reader 

with an understanding of the concepts upon which this study is based. 

The second component of this chapter consists of a review of the recent 

literature on veteran students in higher education. The third component 

is a brief review of the impact of financial aid on college achievement. 

History of Financial Aid in the United States 

Prior to the Civil War, financial assistance to poor students 

came primarily from operating funds of colleges and donations (later 

called scholarships) from wealthy donors. These funds were used to 

keep a few of the less affluent students in the predominantly affluent 

student bodies, in an attempt to counter charges of elitism (Dannells, 

1977, p. 51). 

The colonial colleges sometimes found themselves in the student 

loan business because tuition was often not prepaid. Of Dartmouth's 

11 
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1806 graduating class of 39 students, 33 owed the college money when 

their diplomas were awarded (Cohn and Leslie, 1980, p. 15). 

The public role in higher education during the colonial period 

was quite limited, since income for many of the colleges came from stu-

dent fees. With the establishment of the first state-supported college, 

the University of Virginia~ came complaints that the poor were subsidiz-

ing the education of the rich because it was the rich who attended the 

university at the expense of the taxpayers. The result of the com-

plaints was that promising poor students were given scholarships, and, 

for a time, the state assembly paid board costs (Cohn and Leslie, 1980, 

r. 17). 

After failing to take over private colleges as a result of the 

Dartmouth College case, the states and later the federal government 

(prior to the Civil War) made land grants for the creation of public 

universities. This action was the forerunner to the Morrill Act of 1862 

which established land-grant colleges. Although the grants were to 

states to establish institutions, the purpose was to aid certain groups 

of individuals, because of the growing concern for the education of the 

common people (Cohn and Leslie, 1980, p. 17). 

Following the Civil War, the use of loans became very popular. 

This popularity was associated with the American concept of the self-

made man. It was felt that loans taught responsibility and obligation 

while free types of assistance such as scholarships inhibited the de-

velopment of students' initiative (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-4). In addition 

to increased use of loans, states and colleges funded scholarship 
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programs and part-time work in order to make education more available to 

the common man (Danne11s, 1977, p. 52). 

The establishment of the Reserve Officer's Training Corps in 

1917 is generally recognized as the first example of federal financial 

aid to students (NASFAA, 1979; Leslie, 1982). Some states had previous

ly provided free tuition at state universities but had not paid monies 

directly to the students (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-4). 

The first college work study program was brought about by the 

Great Depression. Although the GI Bill is often thought of as the first 

modern federally supported financial-aid program, toe Federal Emergency 

Relief Administration actually was the beginning. The student work 

program, later transferred to the National Youth Administration, allow

ed students to work for colleges while receiving checks directly from 

the federal government (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-4). Statistics reported by 

Leslie (1982, p. 686) show that between 1933 and 1943, payments under 

the Student Work Program amounted to $93 million and were paid to almost 

620,000 students. Additional funds were provided for education through 

the Public Works Administration and the Works Progress Administration 

for other groups including immigrants, adults, and workers (Cohn and 

Leslie, 1980, p. 18). 

At the time the Social Security Act was passed in 1935, it did 

not appear to have much impact on higher education. However, by 1980, 

the survivor's benefits of that act amounted to over $1.5 billion 

(Leslie, 1982, p. 686). 
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Prior to World War II, student finance was primarily the respon

sibility of the student and his or her family. There were relatively 

few scholarships or loan programs. It was not until the Serviceman's 

Readjustment Act of 1944 (the GI Bill) that the federal role in student 

aid expanded greatly (Cohn and Leslie, 1980, p. 18). Passed to provide 

education and training for veterans returning from the war, the GI Bill 

was responsible for the training of almost eight million veterans at a 

cost to the government of $14.5 billion (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-5). 

This legislation has been modified and extended numerous times 

since it was passed. Veterans from Korea, Post-Korea, and Vietnam have 

received various forms of education during the transition from military 

to civilian life. Dependents of deceased and disabled veterans also 

have received benefits under this legislation. The GI Bill is viewed 

by many to be one of the most successful government aid programs 

(NASFAA, 1979; Leslie, 1982). 

The modern era of federal financial assistance is thought by 

many to have begun with the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

Credit for its passage has been given to the Russian Sputnik since 

without it Congress likely would have been unable to pass a loan pro

gram requiring institutional matching funds. Public concern over 

Russian superiority in science and mathematics helped convince Congress 

the loan program was needed. The first long-term loan program was based 

on the assumption that no student of ability should be denied an oppor

tunity for higher education because of financial need. It has been ex

tended by three different acts and was changed to the National Direct 



Student Loan Program in 1972. Over 5.5 million students have been 

assisted by this program since it began (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-5). 
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Numerous federal programs were originated during the early 

1960s. The College Work-Study Program (CWSP) was one of the first of 

these programs. Under this program, authorized in 1964, students who 

demonstrate financial need are provided jobs by colleges. The colleges 

fund those jobs with funds received from the federal government and a 

small amount of their own money (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-7). By 1980, the 

CWSP amounted to $550 million (Leslie, 1982, Table 1, p. 687). The 

Higher Education Act of 1965 authorized grants and loans for students 

who could demonstrate financial need. The Educational Opportunity 

Grant (later called Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant) was 

a\varded to students who had exceptional financial need. The Guaranteed 

Student Loan Program provides interest subsidies and loan guarantees on 

loans obtained by students from private lenders (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-

7). Expenditures in 1980 for these programs amounted to $370 million 

for SEOG and one billion dollars for GSL (Leslie, 1982, Table 1, p. 

687) • 

Although there was a great expansion in the numbers of co11ege

age population in the late 1960s and early 1970s, numerous capable and 

needy students were still unable to attend college. While aid programs 

existed, the amounts were limited and the mechanisms of distribution 

were not structured to the advantage of those most needy. In 1972 Con

gress passed the Higher Education Amendments, referred to by Leslie 

(1982, p. 687) as "landmark federal student aid legislation," which 
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established the basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG). The program 

provided that every student who wanted to attend postsecondary education 

was entitled to $1,400 in grant support, minus family ability to con

tribute toward the costs. Further, these grants were to be the basis 

of all other forms of aid. It has subsequently been extended and amend

ed (it is now called the Pell Grant) and is the largest federal student

grant program (NASFAA, 1979, pp. ii-8). In 1980, the program amounted 

to $2.4 billion and plans for the future called for students to receive 

up to 70 percent of their educational costs but not more than $2,600 

(Leslie, 1982, p. 687). 

The amendments also established the State Student Incentive 

Grant (SSIG). It was designed to expand the role of the states in pro

viding educational opportunity by giving the states matching funds for 

the funds the states made available to needy students (NASFAA, 1979, 

pp. ii-9). SSIGs totaled $77 million in 1980 (Leslie, 1982, Table 1, 

p. 687). 

In 1978 the Carter administration succeeded in getting passed 

the Middle-Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA). It was felt that 

middle-income families had been neglected in earlier legislation, and 

because of higher costs of education their participation rates had de

clined. The Act removed the income eligibility ceiling from the GSL 

and raised the ceiling for BEOG to $25,000. The Reagan administration 

has proposed several changes to this Act. The Education Amendments of 

1980 also extended the eligibility of several student-aid programs to 

part-time students and made changes in the needs analysis process to 



insure that independent and dependent students be treated similarly 

(Leslie, 1982, p. 689). 
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In summary, the magnitude of federal financial-aid programs is 

quite substantial. Total student-aid expenditures are close to $12 

billion, and the programs described in this section total about $11 

billion (Leslie, 1982, p. 687). The GI Bill accounts for approximately 

16 percent of this total. Section two of this chapter will be a review 

of the recent literature on veteran students in higher education. This 

part of the review is divided into two components, personal and academic 

char~cteristics. 

Personal Characteristics 

The personal characteristics that will be reviewed are sex, age, 

ethnicity, marital status, and socioeconomic status. 

Sex 

It should be no surprise that the overwhelming majority of vet

eran students are males (Thompson, 1974; Thurber, 1975; Hawaii, 1975; 

Johnson, 1975; Campbell, 1976; Anderson and Grady, 1977). Until very 

recently women did not enter the military in very large numbers. They 

have never been eligible for the draft and still have restrictions 

placed on them regarding combat duty. 

Age 

By definition, it should also be expected that veteran students 

would be older than nonveteran students. In order to receive benefits, 



eligible persons must spend at least six months in the military. Hith 

the expiration of the draft, the minimum enlistment is three years. 

Therefore, veteran students tend to be older than nonveteran students 

(Hawaii, 1975; Johnson, 1975; Crowson, 1977; Dreger, 1978; Harrower 

et al., 1980). 
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The obvious question is how much older? Clements (1973) found 

a mean age of 25.6 years at Hisconsin-Stevens Point. Thompson (1974) 

reported an average age of 28 for veterans attending the community col

leges of Washington state. The New York State Education Department 

reported a mean age of 27 (Comly, 1975). Thurber (1975) found over 80 

percent of the veterans at South Carolina ranged in age from 23-43. 

Several studies suggest that veterans are at least four years 

older than nonveteran students (Burns, 1974; Joanning, 1975; Heiss, 

1976). Drew and Creager (1972) reported a modal age for veteran stu

dents in a range from four to seven years older than nonveterans. A 

rather extreme average age of 35.9 years (ten years older than non

veterans) was reported by Campbell (1976). 

Ethnic Background 

As in the categories of sex and age, the ethnicity of the vet

eran student can be predicted. Most veterans are white (Drew and 

Creager, 1972; Burns, 1974; Thompson, 1974; Duby, 1975; Anderson and 

Grady, 1977). However, when compared with nonveteran students, a 

greater percentage of veteran students tend to be minorities (Drew and 

Creager, 1972; Burns, 1974; Duby, 1975). In the state of Washington 
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Thompson (1974) found 90 percent white, 5.6 percent black, .61 percent 

Indian, 1.6 percent Mexican-American, and 1.22 percent Asian. Anderson 

and Grady (1977) found 22 percent of the veteran students were minori

ties compared to 14 percent of the nonveteran students. In Illinois 

Johnson (1975) suggested that the racial composition appears to vary 

with the proximity to urban centers. He found that community colleges 

in areas surrounded by large urban areas tend to have a higher black 

veteran population, while those colleges in rural areas have a higher 

percentage of whites. 

Marital Status 

Research indicates that veteran students are much more likely to 

be married than are nonveteran students. Studies by Smith (1971), 

Clements (1973), Thompson (1974), Crowson (1977), and Dreger (1978) all 

report a higher incidence of marriage. Stronger statements on the in

cidence of marriage were reported by Holmes (1968)--"far more likely"-

and Burns (1974)--"much larger number." Reported statistics range from 

30 percent married (Drew and Creager, 1972; Moorefield, 1974) and 70 

percent married (Johnson, 1975; Thurber, 1975) to as high as 95 percent 

married (Campbell, 1976). 

Socioeconomic Status 

Studies reporting on the socioeconomic status of veteran stu

dents are not as plentiful as those reporting on other personal char

acteristics. Holmes (1968) reported that veterans tend to come from 

homes with lower levels of parental income and formal schooling. 
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Smith's 1971 findings were similar, suggesting that veterans often come 

from less affluent homes and have parents with a lower educational 

level. In the only longitudinal study on a wide scale, Drew and Creager 

(1972) reported that veteran students were clearly from a more disadvan

taged background. 

Academic Characteristics 

The primary theory that provided the framework for this study 

is that veteran students in higher education are generally perceived to 

perform better academically than nonveteran students. Berry and Vivall 

(1972) stated this very clearly: "Following~.JW II and to a lesser ex

tent the Korean Conflict, it was generally accepted that veterans often 

had better than average grades, lower drop-out and failure rates." 

Moorefield (1974, p. 25), following an extensive review of the GI Bill, 

reported that "all studies concluded veterans earned higher grades than 

nonveterans." Olson (1968) listed six major contributions veterans on 

the GI Bill made to higher education: 

1. It provided equality of opportunity unparalleled in the 

nation's history. 

2. Veterans demonstrated that a greater percentage of youth 

could benefit from college. 

3. Veterans helped to alter the balance between public and 

private enrollments. 

4. Popular attention, unprecedented enrollments, and the ob

vious success of the Bill forced higher education to reexamine its 
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objectives, facilities, and methods toward adjusting to students outside 

the conventional mold. 

5. Veterans made the married student an accepted member of the 

academic community. 

6. Increased federal aid was made possible, especially for 

construction, scholarships, and two more GI Bills (p. 6). 

Herbert (1974) also reported that veterans from earlier periods earned 

the reputation of being over-achievers, equalling or exceeding the 

record of the nonveteran students. 

It has been the personal experience of this researcher that this 

perception remains in the minds of many higher education administrators 

from their earlier experiences with World War II veterans. Unfortunate-

1y, there appears to be little research on today's veteran students that 

supports this concept. Two computer searches of the literature in prep-

aration for this study provided less than one hundred studies on veter-

ans' education since 1970. Of these, only one was national in scope 

(Drew and Creager, 1972), and it focused on characteristics of veterans 

upon entry into college not on performance while in college. The vast 

majority of studies has been limited to one or two institutLons or, in 

some cases, an entire state. 

The GI Bill, while considered by its recipients and society as 

an absolute entitlement, is a conditional benefit. The following items 

were described in the Veteran Administration commissioned Shannon Study: 

1. Veterans must be found eligible for benefits. 
2. They must enroll in an approved course • ••• 
3. The veteran must have an educational, vocational, or 

professional objective and must make satisfactory pro
gress toward that objective • •.• 



4. The GI Bill provides generous benefits (Veterans Admin
istration, 1978, p. 1). 

Following directly from the theory described on page 20, this 

part of the literature review will focus on recent studies concerning 

veterans and the academic characteristics of ability, major field of 

study, enrollment data and student load, employment while in school, 

persistenc8, academic achievement, and maturity. 

Ability 

Before any meaningful discussion of the success of veteran 

college students, it is necessary to consider what abilities they have 

upon entry into college. Drew and Creager (1972) conducted the only 

major study in the past twelve years that attempted to determine these 

factors. They derived their study from the Cooperative Institutional 
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Research Program. They found that veterans generally did not do as well 

in high school as did nonveteran students. Further, they were less 

likely to have been involved in such secondary school endeavors as 

student organizations, varsity sports, school paper, or academic honors 

programs such as the National Merit Scholarship program. Veteran stu-

dents also indicated lower educational aspirations. 

Two dissertations reported similar findings regarding the aca-

demic abilities of veteran students. At the University of Southern 

Mississippi, Burns (1974) found veteran student ACT Composite score of 

18.94 compared to the nonveteran student score of 19.81. Smith (1971) 

reported that veteran students entering the University of Missouri at 



Columbia performed with significantly less success academically while 

in high school than did nonveteran students. 

Numerous institutional studies corroborate the above results. 
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Clements (1973) reported that veterans did not rank as high in their 

high-school classes as did students in general. Clements also reported 

that veterans' ACT scores were lower, as did Joanning (1975). Anderson 

and Grady (1977) found that veterans scored lower on college entry tests 

and had a lower level of previous schooling than nonveterans, with vet

erans having fewer high-school graduates and more GED certificate 

holders in their group. In addition, Paraskevoupoulos and Robinson 

(1969) concluded that academic potential of veterans is underestimated 

by the ACT Composite and high-school percentile rank. These findings 

strongly suggest that veteran students enter college less prepared than 

their nonveteran peers. 

Declared Major 

Majors selected by veteran students when enrolling in college 

appear to be concentrated in business and vocational programs. Drew 

and Creager (1972) reported that veterans are more likely to plan to 

major in business or other technical fields but are less likely to 

prepare for a preprofessional major. Johnson (1975) found that veteran 

students in Illinois community colleges concentrated their studies in 

the social sciences and business areas. He noted a recent trend toward 

occupationally oriented programs. Veterans in the community college 

system in Hawaii follow a different pattern, with 52 percent in the 

liberal arts, but are similar with 44 percent in vocational areas 



(Hawaii, 1975). A 1976 study by the Veterans Administration reported 

these statistics on veterans' areas of training: business and com

merce, 30 percent; education, 10 percent; engineering, 9 percent; 

health professions, 9 percent. Anderson and Grady (1977) found more 

veteran students were in vocational programs. 

Enrollment Data and Student Load 

Enrollments of veteran students tend to follow cycles of con

flict. As wars end, enrollments increase for a while, then drop off 

until the next war (Clements, 1973). This pattern is occurring today. 

Enrollments increased immediately after the end of the Vietnam War, 

then began a gradual decline to the present. 
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Most of the studies that report characteristics of veteran 

students' enrollments have been done at individual community colleges. 

While these statistics obviously cannot be generalized to all institu

tions, they do provide some insights. The community colleges of Hawaii 

found 67 percent of their veterans were enrolled full-time compared to 

56 percent of the student body. Their part-time veteran students 

carried heavier credit hour loads (7.3 compared to 6.3) while the full

time veterans had less load (13.5 compared to 14.1) (Hawaii, 1975). 

Johnson (1975) and Campbell (1976) found the average credit hour load 

to be 10 hours while Thompson (1974) reported 15 credits and Weiss 

(1976) reported no significant difference in average credit hour loads 

of veteran and nonveteran students. Duby (1975) and Anderson and Grady 

(1977) found that veterans took three times as many courses as nonvet

erans. Thompson's 1974 findings that suggested veterans were primarily 



day students conflict with Crowson (1977) who reported that veterans 

were more likely to enroll in night classes. Campbell (1976) found 

almost half the veterans attended night classes while almost one-third 

attended both day and night courses. 

Employment 
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Although veteran students receive a stipend to attend school, 

for many the amount is not enough to live on, and they must have addi

tional income. Holmes (1968) and Crowson (1977) reported that veterans 

were more likely to work while attending college, and they were also 

more likely to work more hours than nonveterans. Johnson (1975) found 

that 85 percent of the veterans attending Illinois community colleges 

were employed. Campbell (1976) reported a similar percentage in a New 

York community college and that 95 percent of those employed worked at 

least 35 hours per week. Students attending the University of South 

Carolina in 1975 did not work quite as much, with only 71 percent of 

them employed (Thurber, 1976). 

It is probable that the earlier reported characteristics of 

being older and married with families to support would require many 

veteran students to be employed while attending school. 

Persistence 

One of the major determinants in evaluation of college success 

has been educational attainment, often defined as persistence (Astin, 

1975; Astin, 1978; Feldman and Newcomb, 1970). Much of the recent 
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research on veterans' education has focused on this topic, and the re-

su1ts appear mixed. 

Results of studies performed on populations in the late sixties 

and early seventies suggested that veterans do not persist as long as 

nonveterans. Peter (1975), reporting on a HEW-sponsored study done on 

the 1969-70 academic year, found that during the fall term more veterans 

than nonveterans left school (20.4 percent versus 4.3 percent). The 

following winter quarter 8 percent more veterans than nonveterans left 

school. Peter further learned that only 56.8 percent of the veterans 

successfully completed their first year of college compared to 87.1 

percent of the nonveterans. Clements (1973) reported that the suspen-

sion rate was much higher for veterans than for other students. Herbert 

(1974) found that veterans were significantly more prone to drop out 

than were nonveterans. In a national study, Astin (1975) reported that 

among white males, reliance on the GI Bill increased by 7 percent the 

probability of dropping out. For blacks attending predominantly white 

colleges, the figure was 8 percent. In an institutional retention study 

Twedda1e (1977) found a significantly higher proportion of nonveterans 

(75.2 percent) in the continuing group of students compared to veterans 

(69.6 percent). 

If the general perception has been that veterans are better 

students, then why do these studies suggest otherwise? Astin provides 

a possible answer: 

Possibly the effects of being a veteran (especially starting 
college in 1968) are showing up rather than the effects of 
GI support per se. That the GI group is atypical to begin 
with is reflected in the expected drop-out rates: 58% for 



men receiving major GI support vs 35% for those receiving 
none (for women the figures are 41% vs 31%). For blacks 
at white colleges, expected drop-out rates are 70% and 48%. 
It may well be that veterans (many from the Vietnam War) 
find it exceedingly difficult to adjust to traditional 
college life (1975, p. 66). 
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Astin's comments would appear to be on target when one considers 

studies performed on veterans farther removed from the Vietnam War. 

Weiss (1976) reported no significant difference between veterans and 

nonveterans on credit course completion rates. The persistence rate 

of veteran students was felt to be as good as that of the nonveteran 

students. Sutton (1975) found no difference in withdrawal rates be-

tween GI Bill recipients, other financial-aid recipients, and non-aid 

students. Completion statistics from Anderson and Grady (1977) showed 

that 30 percent of the veterans completed degree or certificate programs 

compared to 11 percent of the nonveterans. In a recent retention study 

by Harrower et al. (1980) veterans reported that they were not over-

whelmed by college because of having undergone the military experience. 

Harrower et al. suggested that those veterans were motivated by goals--

they knew what they wanted and went after it. 

Recent Veterans Administration statistics provide a good sum-

mary of the persistence issue. The VA expected 67 percent of those in 

full-time student training to complete their objectives, while only one-

third of those attending part-time were expected to finish. The VA 

suggested that attending part-time increases the time required to reach 

an educational objective and may decrease chances of eventual completion 

(Veterans Administration, 1976). 
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Academic Achievement 

The most widely used indicator of academic achievement appears 

to be the grade point average (GPA). In the comprehensive work of 

Feldman and Newcomb, The Impact of College on Students (1970), the GPA 

was the comparison variable used in the fifty studies comparing academic 

achievement of various residence groupings. Another recognized expert, 

Astin, in his Four Critical Years (1978), defined academic achievement 

as grade point average and graduation with honors. 

As indicated earlier, studies of the veterans of World War II 

reported that veterans' academic achievement was superior to nonveter

ans. The issue does not appear to be as one-sided for recent veterans 

in the limited number of studies completed. 

Four institutional studies have reported that veterans do per

form at a higher level than do nonveterans. At two California community 

colleges, Holmes (1968) found that in all comparisons the mean GPA of 

veterans was significantly greater than that of nonveterans, even after 

making statistical adjustments for age and ability. At the University 

of Illinois, Paraskevopoulos and Robinson (1969) reported that veterans 

had a significantly higher GPA than did nonveterans. The results of a 

lS74 dissertation by Burns at the University of Southern Mississippi 

indicated that the veteran's mean GPA of 2.39 was significantly greater 

than the nonveteran's GPA of 2.23. While Joanning (1975) concluded that 

as a group veterans earned higher post-service grades than nonveterans, 

his study suggested that those veterans who attended college prior to 



the service provided the difference. No difference in GPA was found 

between veterans with no prior college and nonveterans. 
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On the other side of the proverbial coin are four other insti

tutional studies that suggest there is no difference between the aca

demic achievement of veterans and nonveterans. Smith (1971) found no 

significant difference in GPA between veterans and nonveterans at the 

University of Missouri-Columbia. In the small rural Napa College, 

Hagen et ale (1973) reported no significant difference between veterans 

and nonveterans. Peter (1975) reported in a HEW demonstration project 

that veterans had lower GPAs than nonveterans, with 40 percent of the 

veterans' GPAs less than 2.00. Weiss (1976) concluded that veterans do 

not differ from nonveterans in terms of academic achievement after 

finding no significant differences in average credit hour loads, grade 

point averages, or credit-course completion rates. 

Two other studies resulted in insignificantly higher GPAs for 

veterans. Reed and Murphy (1975) concluded that "while veterans did not 

perform significantly higher, neither did they perform more poorly.1I 

Crowson (1977) reported that veterans tended to have slightly higher 

GPAs but concluded that there are no great differences in the academic 

achievement of veterans and nonveterans. 

Maturity 

A final factor to be considered in this part of the review is 

suggested by a finding discussed in the personal characteristics section 

that veterans are generally older than other students. Numerous studies 

conclude that older students often perform at a higher level than 
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younger students (Winslow, 1968; Ryan, 1969; Hull, 1970; Perkins, 1971). 

It is likely that this factor could account for higher academic achieve

ment by veterans. Reed and Murphy (1975) and Harrower et al. (1980) 

suggested younger students may not want to enroll in college until at 

least one year after high school. Wright et al. (1978) compared younger 

veterans with old~r veterans and found that younger veterans attempted 

and completed more credit hours, but older veterans had a better ratio 

of completion and a higher GPA. It was also found that older veterans 

had significantly fewer C, D, F, W, I grades than younger veterans. It 

was pointed out that both age groups earned a similar percentage of As 

and Bs, thus the older veterans were not necessarily more intelligent. 

The researchers suggested that older students cope more efficiently and 

avoid or reduce the incidence of poorer grades. 

Impact of Financial Aid 

A final topic to be included in this review is the impact of 

other kinds of financial aid on college achievement and persistence. 

Much of the financial-aid research has focused on access and choice, 

but there have been a few studies done on the effects of financial aid 

on college achievement. 

Several studies have reported that there are no statistical 

differences in grade point average between aid and non-aid recipients 

(Kaiser and Bergen, 1968; Fields and LeMay, 1973; Bergen and Zielke, 

1979). McKreight and LeMay (1982) found no differences between BEOG 

(now Pell) recipients and non-aid recipients on grade point average or 
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yearly credit hours earned during a six-year longitudinal study, Brooks 

(1980) reported that retention rate was not significantly related to 

receipt of financial aid. 

Astin's 1975 findings suggest that certain types of financial 

aid do have a positive effect on persistence. Family and spousal sup

port generally have a positive effect on persistence, as does receipt of 

grants or scholarships and participation in federal work-study programs. 

However, reliance on loans, savings, or the GI Bill seems to decrease the 

student's chances of finishing college. Brown (1980) reported similar 

findings regarding grants, work study, and loans; however, he found that 

reliance on familial support also resulted in higher drop-out rates. 

Brooks' 1980 study, while not statistically significant, also found that 

work-study recipients persisted better than non-recipients of work 

study. These findings were also suggested by Kurtz (1978) in the only 

study found on the VA work-study program. Veteran students on VA work

study had significantly greater grade point averages than veteran 

students not on the program. 

In separate reviews of the financial-aid literature, Herndon 

(1982) and Jensen (1982) both concluded that receipt of financial aid 

does have positive (although often not statistically significant) ef

fects on student persistence and retention. 

Studies on the impact of financial aid upon student success 

appear to be as inconclusive as the studies on the effects of being a 

GI Bill recipient. The comparison of these two groups with a control 

group should provide more information about the subject. 



Summary 

The limited research that has been completed on veterans' edu

cation since 1970 reveals the follo~Ying personal characteristics about 

veteran students: they are predominantly married males four years 

32 

older than nonveteran students, with a higher percentage of minorities, 

who come from lower socioeconomic status levels. Generalizations about 

academic characteristics are limited because there have been no national 

studies from which to draw conclusions. However limited, previous 

studies indicate the following academic characteristics of veteran 

students: they enter college with a lower academic ability, major 

selection is primarily in the business or vocational fields, enrollment 

and student load data are inconclusive, and results regarding academic 

achievement are mixed. 

There have been no recent studies on veterans' education that 

provide a national profile of the veteran student in higher education. 

Academic comparisons between veteran and nonveteran students on a 

national scope have also not been done. The research questions of this 

current study represent a major effort to provide this missing informa

tion. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

This chapter contains the methodology utilized to conduct this 

study. The first section contains a description of the National Longi-

tudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS) , from which the 

data for the present study were drawn. Following this description of 

the NLS, the groups studied and the variables selected for study are 

detailed. The final section of this chapter presents the method of data 

analysis. 

Description of the National Longitudinal Study 
of the High School Class of 1972 

The data for this study were drawn from the National Longitud-

inal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS). The NLS, a large-

scale, long-term survey supported by the National Center for Education 

Statistics, is designed to provide national, longitudinal data on 

American students as they leave high school and enter into early adult-

hood. The Educational Testing Service collected the base-year data in 

1972. Data from follow-up studies in 1973, 1974, 1976, and 1979 were 

integrated into base-year data by the Research Triangle Institute. Data 

were collected from students, school administrators, and counselors 

(Levinsohn et al., 1978, p. iii). The sample was selected for the NLS 

as described below: 
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The sample design may be described as a deeply stratified 
two-stage probability sample with schools as first-stage 
sampling units and students as second-stage units. The popu
lation consisted of all 1972 twelfth graders enrolled in all 
public, private, and church-affiliated high schools in the 50 
States and the District of Columbia. The first-stage sampling 
frame was constructed from computerized school files maintained 
by USOE and by the National Catholic Education Association. 

The school sampling frame was stratified into 600 final 
strata based on the following variables: 

- Type of control (public or nonpublic), 
- Geographic region (Northeast, North Central, South, and 

West), 
- Grade 12 enrollment (less than 300; 300 to 599; 600 or 

more) 
- Proximity to institutions of higher learning, 
- Percentage minority group enrollment, 
- Income level of the community, and 
- Degree of urbanization. 

In order to increase the numbers of disadvantaged students 
in the sample, schools located in low-income areas and schools 
with high proportions of minority group enrollments were sampled 
at approximately twice the sampling rate used for the remaining 
schools. Schools in the smallest grade 12 enrollment strata 
(less than 300 seniors) were selected with probabilities pro
portional to their estimated numbers of senior students and 
without replacement. Schools in the remaining strata were 
selected with equal probabilities and without replacement. In 
each final stratum, four schools were selected initially and 
then two of the four were randomly selected and designated as 
the primary selections. The other two schools were retained as 
backup or substitute selections and were to be used in the sam
ple only if one or both of the primary schools did not cooperate 
(e.g., refused, ineligible). Samples of 18 students per school 
were selected and five additional students were selected as 
alternates. The students were sampled with equal probabilities 
and without replacement within schools (Levinsohn et al., 1978, 
pp. 5-6). 
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The original design required 1,200 primary sample schools which 

would have provided 21,600 students in the study. However, because some 

schools did not participate and replacement schools were utilized, along 



with augmentation schools, the final NLS sample consisted of 1,318 

schools and 22,532 students (Levinsohn et al., 1978, pp. 6-7). 

Data Base 

Subjects 
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The subjects in this study were all selected from the NLS base

year and four follow-up surveys and assigned to one of three groups 

according to the following criteria. The Veteran GI Bill Recipients 

consisted of those who had served in the military and were discharged, 

received the GI Bill, and began college at least two years after gradu

ation from high school (fall 1974 or later). The Nonveteran Financial 

Aid Recipients consisted of those who had never served in the military, 

received some form of federal financial aid other than the GI Bill 

(regardless of amount), and who began college in fall 1974 or later. 

The Nonveteran, ~on-aid Recipients consisted of those who had never 

served in the military, had not received any form of federal financial 

aid, and who began college in the fall of 1974 or later. 

Since the NLS oversampled minorities and disadvantaged students 

at approximately twice the rate used for other students, the samples 

used in this study had to be adjusted. The procedure chosen utilized 

the major stratum numbers that were assigned to each participant. 

Schools from areas that were oversampled have a major stratum number 

of 140 or less ("Sample Design for the Selection of a Sample of Schools 

with Twelfth-graders for a Longitudinal Study," 1972, p. 1 and appen

dix). Those students with major stratum numb2rs of 140 or less were 



randomly selected with p = 0.5 while those whose major stratum numbers 

were greater than 140 were all selected. 
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The rationale for choosing only those who began college in the 

fall of 1974 or later was an attempt to take into consideration possible 

maturation effects that occur immediately after high school. The reason 

that the NLS was chosen as a data base was to counter possible effects 

of war-time service, since the likelihood of involvement in war-time 

activity was minimal for this group. 

Variables 

Variables chosen for this study also came from the NLS and were 

grouped into two major classifications. The Personal Characteristics 

category consisted of demographic information: sex, age, ethnicity, 

marital status, and socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic status is a 

composite variable made up of five components: father's education, 

mother's education, parents' income, father's occupation, and household 

items. Each participant was assigned to either the lower, middle two, 

or upper quartile ranges, depending on his or her cutoff score 

(Levinsohn, 1978, p. 75). The second category, Academic Characteris

tics, is made up of several sutgroups: (1) academic ability (aptitude 

composite, high-school rank, i'nputed average); (2) field of study (at 

entry, change, reasons for ch;.nge, type of program); (3) transfer 

status (two-year to four-year, four-year to two-year, four-year to 

four-year); (4) academic success (credit hours earned, grades, degree 

status, full- or part-time status); (5) type and control of institution 
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at entry into college; and (6) employment while in school. Aptitude 

is a composite index for general aptitude based upon the ETS developed 

cognitive tests administered in the base year to all NLS respondents. 

The base-year tests covered four content areas--vocabulary, reading, 

letter groups, and mathematics. Each participant was assigned to either 

the lower, middle two, or upper quartile ranges, depending on his or her 

score (Levinsohn, 1978, p. 75). All of these items came from the NLS 

study or were created from a combination of NLS items. 

Data Analysis 

This study used the methodology of ex post facto "causal com

parative" research (Borg, 1979). Selected personal and academic char

acteristics of veteran and nonveteran groups were compared to discover 

differences and relationships between these groups. 

Nine major research questions dealing with college enrollments 

of GI Bill recipients, nonveteran non-aid recipients, and nonveteran aid 

recipients were investigated in this study. The first question identi

fied five personal characteristics of the three groups of students and 

asked how they differ in terms of sex, age, ethnicity, marital status, 

and socioeconomic status. Question two asked how the three groups 

differ on the academic characteristics of aptitude, high-school rank, 

high-school grade average, major field, academic credits accumulated, 

degrees received, type and control of institution of initial enrollment, 

employment status while attending college, and college grades. Ques

tions three and four concerned differences among the groups on the 

subject of major field of study. Question three examined differences 



in reasons for change, and question four investigated differences in 

ability level for those who changed their major. Questions five, six, 

and seven examined different aspects of the transfer from college of 

initial enrollment item. The fifth research question compared differ

ences in ability level, while question six dealt with differences in 

reasons for transferring, and question seven investigated movement 

between different levels of institutions. Question eight examined 

differences among the groups on further study in graduate or profes

sional schools. The final research question compared the groups on 

movement from full-time to part-time status and, conversely, movement 

from part-time to full-time status. 

Each student was assigned to one of the three groups as pre

viously described. The data were initially analyzed using the Statis

tical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) procedure FREQUENCIES 

(Nie et al., 1975, p. 194). After initial descriptive statistics were 

developed, the research questions were further analyzed by SPSS to 

determine if significant differences existed between the groups. 
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Descriptive statistics were used to examine the first research 

question and the following components of research question two: reasons 

for changing majors, reasons for changing colleges, and major in which 

initially enrolled. The results were then displayed in tabular from, 

and a descriptive analysis was developed. 

SPSS procedure ONEWAY (RANGES = SCHEFFE) (Nie et al., 1975, p. 

422) was utilized to perform one-way analysis of variance (with post-hoc 

Scheffe test) for selected academic characteristics of question two 
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(aptitude, high-school rank, high-school grade average, college grades, 

and degrees earned). It was also used to analyze questions four, five, 

and nine. 

The remainder of the items from question two, question seven, 

and question eight were compared using SPSS procedure CROSSTABS and 

differences were examined using chi-square (Nie et al., 1975, p. 218). 

Summary 

A sample of college students was selected from the NLS and 

assigned to one of three groups: veteran GI Bill recipients, nonveteran 

non-aid recipients, or nonveteran aid recipients. An adjustment was 

made for the oversampling of minorities and disadvantaged students, and 

the three groups were compared on selected personal and academic char

acteristics. 

Descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages) were placed 

in tabular from to initially describe the data. For certain of the 

research questions, this constituted the extent of the statistical 

treatment. The remaining questions were studied using one-way A~OVA 

(with Scheffe post-hoc test) or chi-square to determine statistical 

significance. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter contains the findings of this study. Frequency 

and crosstabulation procedures were used to develop the summary tables 

found in this chapter. The results were reported in percentages ob

tained from the respondents although adjusted percenta~es were also 

given in the tables. Table 1 contains the numbers of subjects in each 

group and the percentages of each group by year enrolled in college. 

The personal characteristics of research question one are found in 

Tables 2 through 6. Research question two results, academic character

istics, are contained in Tables 7 through 18. Tables 19 and 20 contain 

the results of research questions three and four regarding those who 

changed majors and their reasons for doing so. The results of research 

questions five and six, those who transfer and their reasons for doirlg 

so, are found in Tables 21 and 22. Information about transfers between 

levels of institutions, research question seven, may be found in Table 

23. The results of research questions eight and nine are reported in 

Tables 24 and 25, respectively. 

Results from Analysis of Research Questions 

The samples analyzed were randomly selected and adjusted for an 

oversampling bias in the original NLS (see p. 35). The nonveteran aid 

recipients were further sampled, resulting in a 16 percent random sample 

of the 687 originally selected. 

40 
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Table 1 (p. 42) contains information about the final size of the 

respective samples and the year of college enrollment. The majority of 

veterans, 73.6 percent, entered in 1975 or later, while the majority of 

the other two groups entered college in 1974 (79.3 percent and 53.9 

percent respectively). For the years 1977-1979, the veteran and non

veteran aid groups entered college at about the same rate. 

The results of research question one, the personal characteris

tics of each of the groups, are reported in Tables 2 through 6. Table 

2 (p. 42) presents the groups classified by sex. The majority of vet

erans (88.7 percent) were male, compared to 56.3 percent of the 

nonveteran non-aid group and 41.7 percent of the nonveteran aid group. 

The mean age of veterans enrolled in college was slightly higher 

than the mean ages of the other two groups (Table 3, p. 43). There was 

not a substantial difference between the groups. 

Table 4 (p. 43) contains the numbers and percentages of each 

group by ethnicity. As expected, the greatest percentage of each group 

was white (veterans, 80.2 percent; nonveteran non-aid recipients, 92 

percent; nonveteran aid recipients, 76.5 percent). The next largest 

group was the blacks, with 14.2 percent in the veterans group, 19.1 

percent in the nonveteran aid group, and 3.4 percent in the nonveteran 

non-aid group. Other minority groups were scarcely represented. 

The marital status at entry into college for each group may be 

found in Table 5 (p. 44). In this table and subsequent tables, missing 

data are accounted for by the "adjusted frequency" column. The highest 

incidence of marriage, 15.7 percent, was found in the nonveteran aid 
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Table 1. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Year Enrolled and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

Recipients ReciEients ReciEients 
Year N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

1974 28 26.4 26.4 69 79.3 79.3 62 53.9 53.9 
1975 40 37.7 37.7 9 10.3 10.3 24 20.9 20.9 
1976 17 16.0 16.0 4 4.6 4.6 10 8.7 8.7 
1977 7 6.6 6.6 1 1.1 1.1 7 6.1 6.1 
1978 9 8.5 8.5 1 1.1 1.1 8 7.0 7.0 
1979 5 4.7 4.7 3 3.4 3.4 4 3.5 3.5 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 ll5 100.0 100.0 

Table 2. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Sex Classification and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients Recipients Recipients 
Sex N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Male 94 88.7 88.7 49 56.3 56.3 48 41.7 41.7 
Female 12 11.3 11. 3 38 43.7 43.7 67 58.3 58.3 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 ll5 100.0 100.0 
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Table 3. Mean Age of Each Group at Initial Entry into College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients ReciEients 

X SD X SD X SD 

Age 22.03 1.47 20.89 1.15 21. 45 1. 57 

Table 4. Number and Percentages of Subjects by Ethnicity and Veteran-
Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

Recipients ReciEients ReciEients 
Ethnicity N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

American Indian 0 0.0 0.0 1 1.1 1.1 2 1.7 1.7 
Black 15 14.2 14.2 3 3.4 3.4 22 19.1 19.1 
Mexican-American 1 0.9 0.9 0 0.0 0.0 2 1.7 1.7 
Puerto Rican 1 0.9 0.9 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 
Latin American 2 1.9 1.9 2 2.3 2.3 0 0.0 0.0 
Asian American 0 0.0 0.0 1 1.1 1.1 1 0.9 0.9 
White 85 80.2 80.2 80 92.0 92.0 88 76.5 76.5 
Other 1 0.9 0.9 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 
Unclassified 1 0.9 0.9 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 
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Table 5. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Marital Status and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status at Entry into College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients Recieients Reci:eients 
Marital 
Status N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Single, marry 1 0.9 1.8 6 6.9 7.8 5 4.3 6.1 
plans 

Single, no 33 31.1 60.0 57 65.5 74.0 45 39.1 54.9 
plans 

Divorced, Sep. , 2 1.9 3.6 2 2.3 2.6 5 4.3 6.1 
Widowed 

Married 10 9.4 18.2 11 12.6 14.3 18 15.7 22.0 
Remarried 1 0.9 1.8 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 
Not Married 8 7.5 14.5 1 1.1 1.3 9 7.8 11.0 
Missing 41 48.1 10 ll.5 33 28.7 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 llS 100.0 100.0 

Table 6. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Socioeconomic Status 
and Veteran-Nonveteran Status at Entry into College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

Reci:eients Recipients Recipients 
Socioeconomic 

Status N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Low 27 25.5 25.5 6 6.9 6.9 30 26.1 26.1 
Hedium 56 52.8 52.8 27 31.0 31.0 56 48.7 48.7 
High 22 20.13 20.8 54 62.1 62.1 29 25.2 25.2 
Unclass if ied 1 0.9 0.9 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 

106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 ll5 100.0 100.0 



group, followed by the nonveteran non-aid group (12.6 percent) and the 

veteran group (9.4 percent). The "missing" category was quite large 

for the veteran group (48.1 percent). 
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The results of an analysis of sGcioeconomic status may be found 

in Table 6 (p. 44). The majority of veterans (78.3 percent) and non

veteran aid recipients (74.8 percent) were in the low and medium socio

economic levels. Most of the nonveteran non-aid group, 62.1 percent, 

were in the high category. 

To summarize the results of the first research question, it 

was found that veterans were predominately male and about one and one

half years older than nonveterans. All three groups were primarily 

white, with the two financial-aid groups having more minorities in them 

than the non-aid group. The veterans group was the least likely group 

to be married. The majority of the two financial-aid groups entered 

college from a lower socioeconomic status than non-aid recipients. 

Results for research question two I similarities and differences 

between the groups on selected academic characteristics, are found in 

Tables 7 through 18. Table 7 (p. 46) shows that more veterans had a 

lower aptitude composite than the other two groups. Fifty-six percent 

of the veterans were in the low and medium categories, compared to 50.5 

percent of the nonveteran aid recipients and only 46 percent of the 

nonveteran non-aid recipients. In the low category, the results were 

even more dramatic. Only 4.6 percent of the nonveteran non-aid group 

were in the low classification, while 15.7 percent of the nonveteran 

aid group and 17.9 percent of the veteran group were included in this 
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Table 7. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Aptitude Composite and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status at Entry into College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

Aptitude ReciEients ReciEients Recipients 
Composite N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Low 19 17.9 22.9 4 4.6 6.5 18 15.7 23.1 
Medium 41 38.7 49.4 36 41.4 58.1 40 34.8 51.3 
High 23 21.7 27.7 22 25.3 35.5 20 17.4 25.6 
Unclassified 23 21.7 25 28.7 37 32.2 

106 F10.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

Table 8. Mean High School Percentile Rank by Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients ReciEients 

X SD X SD X SD 

Percentile Rank 44.29 24.57 57.29 27.73 54.25 28.55 

Table 9. Nean Imputed High School Grade Average by Veteran-Nonveteran 
Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

Recipients ReciEients ReciEients 

X SD X SD X SD --
Imputed Average 8.25 2.61 6.85 3.12 7.16 3.31 

Note: Grading Scale Consists of the following: 1 = A+, 2 = A, 3 = A-, 
4 = B+, 5 = B, 6 = B-, 7 = C+, 8 = C, 9 = C-, 10 = D+, 11 = D, 
12 = D-, 13 = F, 14 = LTF 
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category. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated, re

sulting in a statistical significance of .043. However, a post-hoc 

Scheffe at alpha equal to .05 was unable to determine which means were 

different because of the procedure's conservative nature. When alpha 

was set at .10 (as described in Myers. 1979, p. 310), differences were 

found between the nonveteran non-aid group and the nonveteran aid group. 

Another measure of achievement, high-school rank, is reported 

in Table 8 (p. 46). The mean percentile rank of the veteran group was 

44.29, which means that approximately 56 percent of the general popula

tion were ranked above them. The nonveteran aid group was in the 

54.25th percentile, with approximately 46 percent of the general popu

lation ranked higher. The nonveteran non-aid group had a mean percen

tile of 57.29 with approximately 43 percent of the general population 

scoring higher. A one-way ANOVA proved significant at the .008 level, 

with the post-hoc Scheffe multiple comparison indicating the significant 

difference was between the veteran and the nonveteran non-aid groups. 

A final measure of achievement, high-school grade point average, 

was also studied. Table 9 (p. 46) presents these results. Veterans 

were found to have a C average while nonveteran aid recipients had a 

C+ average and the nonveteran non-aid group had a B- average in high 

school. A one-way ANOVA was utilized to investigate these differences, 

and they were found to be significant at the .008 level. A post-hoc 

Scheffe was performed, indicating the significant difference was between 

the veteran and nonveteran non-aid groups. 
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Table 10 (p. 49) presents the kinds of majors chosen by each of 

the groups studied. The three most popular majors chosen by the veteran 

group were Business, Engineering, and Mechanical and Engineering Tech

nology. The three majors chosen most often by the nonveteran non-aid 

recipients ~vere Business, Education, and Social Sciences. The nonvet

eran aid group picked Business, Health Services, and in a tie for third 

choice, Education and Human and Fine Arts (of particular interest was 

the lack of popularity of the Computer Technology Major, which was 

chosen by only three of the 308 respondents). A chi-square test of 

independence was calculated, but the results were insignificant. 

The type of program in which each of the groups enrolled may be 

found in Table 11 (p. 50). The highest number of the veteran group, 

40.6 percent, enrolled in academic programs, as did the majority of 

each of the other groups (71.3 percent for the nonveteran non-aid group 

and 59.1 percent of the nonveteran aid group). The groups' rates of 

enrollment in vocational programs were similar, 17.0 percent, 17.2 

percent, anrl 19.1 percent, respectively. More veterans enrolled in 

professional programs than did either of the other groups (17.9 percent 

compared to 6.9 percent and 6.1 percent). A chi-square test of inde

pendence was significant at .006, indicating the three groups were 

different. A crosstabulation of these results revealed the following 

information. Of those who enrolled in academic programs, 39.3 percent 

were nonveteran aid recipients, 35.8 percent were nonveteran non-aid 

recipients, and 24.9 percent were veterans. For those who enrolled in 

vocational programs, 40 percent were nonveteran aid recipients, 32.7 



Table 10. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects Choosing Different Majors at Entry Into College by 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients ReciEients 
Major N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Ag or Home Ec 1 0.9 1.1 5 5.7 5.9 1 0.9 1.0 
Business 11 10.4 12.0 13 14.9 15.3 19 16.5 18.1 
Office & Clerical 2 1.9 2.2 2 2.3 2.4 5 4.3 4.8 
Computer Tech 2 1.9 2.2 1 1.1 1.2 0 0.0 0.0 
Education 7 6.6 7.6 12 l3.8 14.1 10 8.7 9.5 
Engineering 11 10.4 12.0 6 6.9 7.1 6 5.2 5.7 
Mech & Eng Tech 11 10.4 12.0 6 6.9 7.1 8 7.0 7.6 
Human & Fine Arts 4 3.8 4.3 2 2,3 2.4 10 8.7 9.5 
Health Svc 6 5.7 6.5 6 6.9 7.1 11 9.6 10.5 
Public Svc 7 6.6 7.6 4 4.6 4.7 8 7.0 7.6 
Phy Sci & Math 4 3.8 4.3 1 1.1 1.2 4 3.5 3.8 
Social Science 6 5.7 6.5 10 11.5 1l.8 7 6.1 6.7 
Biological Sci 3 2.8 3.3 5 5.7 5.9 5 4.3 4.8 
Prof Program 5 5.7 6.5 1 1.1 1.2 2 1.7 1.9 
Other 4 3.8 4.3 6 6.9 7.1 6 5.2 5.7 
Undecided 7 6.6 7.6 5 5.7 5.9 3 2.6 2.9 
Missing 14 13 ~2 2 2.3 10 8.7 

--
Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

.c
\.0 
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Table 11. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Program and Veteran
Nonveteran Status at Entry into College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients Recipients ReciEients 
TYEe of Program N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj a/_ 

Academic 43 40.6 51.2 62 71.3 73.8 68 59.1 68.7 
Vocational 18 17.0 21.4 15 17.2 17.9 22 19.1 22.2 
Professional 19 17.9 22.6 6 6.9 7.1 7 6.1 7.1 
Other 4 3.8 4.8 1 1.1 1.2 2 1.7 2.0 
Missing 22 20.8 3 3.4 16 13.9 

106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

Table 12. }1ean Accumulated Academic Credits Toward Bachelor's Degree 
by Type and Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients ReciEients 

Type of Credits X SD X SD X SD ---
Quarter Hrs to BS 32.48 59.56 54.78 77 .60 32.71 66.81 
Semester Hrs to BS 43.10 50.44 63.02 61.87 49.65 53.15 
Other Hrs to BS 4.32 12.77 17.55 44.11 12.76 41.07 



percent were veterans, and 27.3 percent were nonveteran non-aid recip

ients. Considerably more of those enrolled in professional programs 

were veterans (59.4 percent) compared to 21.9 percent nonveteran aid 

recipients and 18.8 percent nonveteran non-aid recipients. 

51 

Table 12 (p. 50) contains the mean accumulated academic credits 

toward a bachelor's degree for each of the groups. All earned credits 

since initial enrollment in fall 1974 that counted toward a bachelor's 

degree, regardless of the level of college at which they were earned 

or when they were earned ("dropouts" and "stopouts" were not excluded), 

were included in this calculation. The nonveteran non-aid recipients 

have accumulated more of each type of credit than either of the other 

two groups. The other two groups were very similar in numbers of units 

completed toward the degree. 

The numbers and percentages of each group that completed a de

gree, certificate, or license are found in Table 13 (p. 52). Eighty-two 

perceilt of the veterans group had completed such an objective compared 

to 77 percent of the nonveteran non-aid recipients and 68.7 percent of 

the nonveteran aid recipients. 

An explanation of the above results is presented in Table 14 

(p. 52). It should be noted that some of the respondents had more than 

one type of "degree, certificate, or license." Forty-five of the 87 

veterans (52 percent) who completed one of these objectives had a cer

tificate (this is 42.5 percent of the total veteran group). The vet

erans had the smallest percentage of four-year degrees, 11.3 percent. 

The nonveteran non-aid group had substantiaJly more four-year degrees 
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Table 13. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Completion of Degree, 
Certificate, License and Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients Recipients 
Completion N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Yes 87 82.1 100.0 67 77 .0 100.0 79 68.7 100.0 
Other 19 17.9 20 23.0 36 31. 3 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

Note: 'Other" includes ''No'' and "Missing" responses. 

Table 14. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Type of Degree, 
Certificate, License and Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran 
Type of Degree, GI Bill 

Certificate, Recipients 
License N % 

Two-Year Degree 11 10.4 
Four-Year Degree 12 11.3 
Graduate Degree 1 0.9 
Vocational Degree 5 4.7 
Certificate 45 42.5 
Other Graduate 13 12.3 
License 13 12.3 

Nonveteran 
Non-Aid 

ReciEients 
N % 

11 12.6 
35 40.2 

3 3.4 
4 4.6 

24 27.6 
7 8.0 

11 12.6 

Nonveteran 
Aid 

Recipients 
N % 

14 12.2 
28 24.3 

1 0.9 
10 8.7 
32 27.8 

3 2.6 
15 13.0 

Note: The total of these numbers and percentages exceed those listed in 
Table 13 because numerous subjects have more than one type of de
gree, certificate, or license. 
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completed, 40.2 percent, than either of the other two groups. The three 

groups were similar in the numbers of two-year degrees and licenses com

pleted. More of the nonveteran aid recipients completed vocational type 

"degrees, certificates, and licenses" than the other two groups. 

Table 15 (p. 54) presents information about the level of col

leges and universities attended by the three groups in this study. The 

largest number of veterans, 41.5 percent, attended two-year colleges, 

followed by other four-year colleges, 16.9 percent, and universities, 

9.4 percent. Attendance by nonveteran non-aid recipients was distribu

ted evenly among the three levels. The nonveteran aid recipients were 

almost equally divided between two-year (34.7 percent) and other four

year (32.1 percent) colleges, followed by the university level (13.9 

percent). A chi-square test of independence indicated that the groups 

were different, with a significance of .040. A crosstabulation revealed 

that 48 percent of those who attended the university were nonveteran 

non-aid recipients compared to 32 percent of the nonveteran aid group 

and 20 percent of the veteran group. Forty-five percent of the non

veteran aid group were found in other four-year colleges compared to 

32.5 percent of the nonveteran non-aid group and 22.1 percent of the 

veteran group. Approximately 40 percent of those in attendance at two

year colleges were veterans compared to 35.2 percent of the nonveteran 

aid group and 25 percent of the nonveteran non-aid group. 

Table 16 (p. 54) contains information regarding the type of 

control of the colleges and universities attended by the three groups. 

The majority of all three groups attended public colleges and 
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Table 15. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Level of College and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status at Entry into College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients ReciEients 
Level N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

University 10 9.4 13.9 24 27.6 31.2 16 13.9 17.2 
Other Four-Year 18 16.9 25.0 26 29.8 33.8 37 32.1 39.8 
Two-Year 44 41.5 61.1 27 31.0 35.1 40 34.7 43.1 
Missing 34 32.1 10 1l.5 22 19.1 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

Table 16. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Type of Control of 
College and Veteran-Nonveteran Status at Entry into College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients ReciEients 
Type Control N % Adj % N % Adj % N % --- Adj % 

Public 69 65.1 95.8 69 79.3 89.6 74 64.3 79.6 
Private 3 2.8 4.2 8 9.2 10.4 19 16.5 20.4 
Missing 34 32.1 10 1l.5 22 19.1 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 
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universities. The nonveteran non-aid group had the largest percentage, 

79.3, followed by the veterans, 65.1 percent, and the nonveteran aid 

group, 64.3 percent. The largest group in attend~nce at private col

leges and universities was the nonveteran aid recipients with 16.5 

percent. The results of a chi-square test were significant at .006. 

A cross tabulation of the results revealed that the percentage of those 

in attendance in public colleges was similar among the veteran group 

(32.56 percent), nonveteran non-aid group (32.5 percent), and the non

veteran aid group (34.9 percent). The major difference occurred among 

those in attendance at private schools. Sixty-three percent were from 

the nonveteran aid group compared to 26.7 percent from the nonveteran 

non-aid group and 10 percent from the veterans group. 

Table 17 (p. 56) presents the numbers and percentages cf stu

dents in each group who were employed while attending college. Substan

tial numbers of each group were employed, led by the veterans with 84.9 

percent and followed by the nonveteran aid recipients (80 percent) and 

the nonveteran non-aid recipients (73.6 percent). Crosstabulation by 

groups indicated that of those students working, similar numbers of 

veterans and nonveteran aid recipients worked (36.6 percent and 37.4 

percent, respectively), while only 26 percent of the nonveteran non-aid 

group were employed. 

College grades, one of the most widely accepted measures of 

academic success, are reported in Table 18 (p. 56). The means for each 

group are given for the time frames reported by the NLS. All grades 

were self-reported by the respondents. The only periods in which 
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Table 17. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Employment Status and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status While Attending College. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients ReciEients Reci:eients 
Employment 

Status N % Adj % N % --- Adj % N % Adj % 

Yes 90 84.9 100.0 64 73.6 100.0 92 80.0 100.0 
Other 16 15.1 23 26.4 23 20.0 

---
Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

Note: "Other" includes "No" and "Missing" responses. 

Table 18. Mean College Grades by Time Periods and Veteran-Nonveteran 
Status. 

Veteran 
GI Bill 

Reci:eients 

Time Period X SD 

Through Oct 1973 3.79 2.16 
Oct 74-0ct 76 3.36 1.94 
Through Oct 1976 3.53 1.90 
Nov 76-0ct 79 3.08 1.44 

Note: 1 = Mostly A, 2 
Mostly C, 6 

12 A & Yz B, 3 
!z c & Yz D, 7 

Nonveteran 
Non-Aid 

Reci:eients 

X SD 

3.60 1.42 
3.11 1. 53 
3.44 1.30 
3.39 1. 75 

Mostly B, 4 
Mostly D, 8 

Nonveteran 
Aid 

ReciEients 

X SD 

3.09 1.42 
3.06 1.69 
3.16 1. 57 
2.73 1. 52 

Yz B & ~2 C, 5 
Mostly Below D. 
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significant differences were found by one-way ANOVA were the "Grades 

through 1973" and "Grades Nov 76 through Oct 79." In the former period, 

the nonveteran aid recipients had a mean GPA of 3.09, the nonveteran 

non-aid recipients had a 3.60, and the veterans had a 3.79. The means 

were significantly different at the .038 level. The post-hoc Scheffe 

could not determine which means were different at the .05 level, there

fore the alpha level was set at .10 (as described in Myers, 1979, p. 

310). Differences were found between the veteran and nonveteran aid 

groups. For the latter period, the nonveteran aid recipients had a mean 

GPA of 2.73, the veterans a 3.08, and the nonveteran non-aid recipients 

a 3.40. The results of a one-way ANOVA were significant at the .026 

level, and the post-hoc Scheffe indicated that the two nonveteran groups 

were different. 

Research question two may be summarized as follows. When mea

sured at the completion of high school, the veterans group consistently 

rated poorly when compared to the other groups on accepted measures of 

academic achievement. The veterans had a lower aptitude composite, as 

defined by the NLS. Although the groups were found to be statistically 

different, the post-hoc test indicated the differences were between the 

two nonveteran groups. Veterans were found to have a significantly 

lower high-school class rank than the other two groups. Veterans also 

completed high school with significantly lower grades. 

Numerous differences were found on the college academic char

acteristics. The largest number in each of the three groups chose 

business as their college major, and most of them enrolled in academic 
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programs. A high number of all three groups completed academic objec

tives, with more veterans completing certificate programs than any other 

type. More nonveteran non-aid recipients completed four-year degrees 

than the combined financial-aid groups. It was found that more veterans 

attended two-year public colleges than other kinds of colleges. Non

veteran aid recipients constituted the largest group in attendance at 

private colleges and universities. A high percentage of each group was 

found to be employed while attending college. Of those employed, com

parable percentages were found for veterans and nonveteran financial aid 

recipients. 

Veterans received college grades comparable to those of the non

veteran non-aid group. There were significant differences found in only 

two of the four time periods studied. For the earlier period, differ

ences were between the veterans and the nonveteran aid recipients. In 

the latter period, differences existed between the two nonveteran 

groups. 

Tables 19 and 20 report the results of research question three 

regarding those people who changed majors at least once. In Table 19 

(p. 59), the nonveteran non-aid group had the largest percentage of 

changes within their group, 56.3 percent, followed by the veterans group 

at 52.8 percent. Only 40.9 percent of the nonveteran aid recipients 

changed majors. A cross tabulation of those who made changes indicated 

that 36.8 percent were veterans, 32.2 percent were nonveteran non-aid 

recipients, and 30.9 percent were nonveteran aid recipients. 
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Table 19. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Change of Major and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients Recipients ReciEients 
Major Change N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Yes, chan8ed 56 52.8 100.0 49 56.3 100.0 47 40.9 100.0 
once 

A11 Other 50 47.2 38 43.7 68 59.1 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

Note: "All Other" includes "No" and "Missing" responses. 

Table 20. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Reasons for Changing 
Majors and Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bi11 Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients Recipients ReciEients 
Reasons N % N % N % 

Too Difficult 4 3.8 4 4.6 1 0.9 
New People New Idea 10 9.4 18 20.7 10 8.7 
Poor Advice 7 £'.6 11 12.6 14 12.2 
Lack of Job Info 5 4.7 13 14.9 14 12.2 
Content Different 5 4.7 10 11.5 5 4.3 

than expected 
Info-Other Fields 15 14.2 22 25.3 16 13.9 
Interesting Classes 15 14.2 21 24.1 18 15.7 
More Jobs 17 16.0 12 13.8 14 12.2 
Other 14 13.2 11 12.6 10 8.7 
Better Jobs 14 13.2 10 11.5 14 12.2 
Influenced by job I 7 6.6 5 5.7 3 2.6 

have held 

Note: The totals of these reasons exceed the totals of Table 19 
because some respondents listed more than one reason for change. 
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The reasons people gave for changing majors are found in Table 

20 (p. 59). The three most often cited reasons for veterans were more 

jobs, new information about other fields and interested by courses 

(tie), and better jobs and other (tie). For nonveteran non-aid recip

ients, the reasons were as follows: new information about other fields, 

interested by courses, and met new people with new ideas. The nonvet

eran aid recipients cited interested by courses; new information about 

other fields; and poor advice, lack of job information, more jobs, 

better jobs (tie). 

For those who changed majors, a one-way ANOVA was calculated 

to see if there were any differences in aptitude among the three groups 

(research question four). The results were not significant. 

To summarize questions three and four, veterans did not change 

majors any more often than the nonveteran non-aid group. Their reasons 

for changing majors centered on job op~ortunities. For those who 

changed majors, no significant differences in aptitude were found among 

the three groups. 

Research question five examined the ability level of those who 

transferred from their college of initial choice. A one-way ANOVA was 

calculated to determine if there were any differences in aptitude among 

the three groups. The results were insignificant. 

The results of research question six, which investigated those 

students lvho transferred from their college of initial choice, are pre

sented in Tables 21 and 22. In Table 21 (p. 61), 52 percent of the 

veterans transferred compared to 47.1 percent of the nonveteran non-aid 



Table 21. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Transfer Status from College of Initial Choice and 
Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEient ReciEient ReciEient 
Transfer Student N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Yes, Did Transfer 57 52.8 54.8 41 47.1 47.7 42 36.5 38.5 
No, Not a Transfer 47 45.3 45.2 45 51.7 52.3 67 53.3 61.5 
Hissing 2 1.9 1 1.1 6 5.2 

--
Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 115 100.0 100.0 

Q'\ 
...... 
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Table 22. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Reasons for Trans-
ferring from the College of Initial Choice and Veteran-
Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEient ReciE:i·ent ReciEient 
Reason N % N % N % 

Interest Changed 4 3.8 10 11.5 6 5.2 
Wanted Less Expense 3 2.8 3 3.4 2 1.7 
Grades Too Low 0 0 0 
Smaller School 2 1.9 2 2.3 3 2.6 
Larger School 0 2 2.3 4 3.5 
School Closer to 8 7.5 4 4.6 6 5.2 

Home 
School Away from 0 2 2.3 2 1.7 

Home 
Better Career 8 7.5 10 11.5 12 10.4 
More Prestige 1 0.9 4 4.6 4 3.5 
More Development 4 3.3 6 6.9 9 7.8 
More Social 4 3.8 3 3.4 3 2.6 

Activities 
Move to Four-Year 1 0.9 13 14.9 9 7.8 

School 
Graduated 0 0 0 
Military Reasons 3 2.8 0 0 
Work Rea.sons 0 0 0 
Transferred or 0 1 1.1 1 0.9 

Moved 
Dislike 0 0 0 
Family/Personal 5 4.7 4 4.6 4 3.5 
Exchange or Year 0 0 0 

Abroad 
Not Previously 0 1 1.1 1 0.9 

in School 
Other Reasons 17 16.0 4 4.6 7 6.1 
School Where Felt 0 0 0 

Belonged 
Graduate or Prof. 2 1.9 3 3.4 3 2.6 

at Diff. School 
Health Problems 0 0 1 0.9 

or Physical 
Handicap 

Note: The totals of these reasons exceed the totals of Table 21 
because some respondents listed more than one reason for change. 



group and 36.5 percent of the nonveteran aid group. Significant dif

ferences (.034) were found among the three groups by means of a chi

square test. A crosstabulation of those \\Tho did transfer indicated 

that 40.7 percent were veterans, 30.0 percent were nonveteran aid 

recipients, and 29.3 percent were nonveteran non-aid recipients. 
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The reasons students transferred are found in Table 22 (p. 62). 

The three reasons cited most often by the veterans group were other, 

wanted school closer to home and wanted better career (tie), and family/ 

personal reasons. Nonveteran non-aid recipients reported move to a 

four-year school, interest changed and wanted better career (tie), and 

wanted more development. The reasons most often chosen by nonveteran 

aid recipients were wanted better career, wanted more development and 

move to four-year school (tie), and other reasons. 

To summarize questions five and six, veterans were found to 

change colleges more often than nonveterans. Their reasons for trans

ferring revolved around their careers and families. For those who did 

transfer, no significant differences in aptitude were found among the 

three groups. 

The results of research question seven, which examined the 

movement of students between levels of institutions, are reported in 

Table 23 (p. 64). Most of the movement was from four-year to four-year 

institutions, with the veteran group transferring at a slightly higher 

rate than the nonveteran non-aid recipients and at a considerably higher 

rate than the nonveteran aid recipients (35.8 percent, 31.0 percent, and 

23.5 percent, respectively). Veterans (15.1 percent) and nonveteran 
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Table 23. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects Transferring From One 
Level of College to Another Level by Veteran-Nonveteran 
Status. 

Level 

2-yr to 4-yr 
4-yr to 2-yr 
4-yr to 4-yr 
4-yr to Voc 
Voc to 4-yr 

Total 

Veteran 
GI Bill 

Reci.eients 
N % 

16 15.1 
9 8.5 

38 35.8 
2 1.9 
1 0.9 

66 62.2 

Nonveteran 
Non-Aid 

Reci.eients 
N % 

13 14.9 
5 5.7 

27 31. 0 
3 3.4 
3 3.4 

51 58.4 

Nonveteran 
Aid 

Recipients 
N % 

12 
6 

27 
3 
2 

50 

10.4 
5.2 

23.5 
2.6 
1.7 

43.4 

N·-, I" c.' U'-_. These totals exceed those in Table 21 because some respondents 
transferred from more than one level of college. 

Table 24. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Graduates Who Go On 
to Graduate or Professional Schools and Veteran-Nonveteran 
Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

Graduate ReciEients ReciEients ReciEients 
Study N % Adj % N % Adj % N % Adj % 

Yes 14 13.2 100.0 20 23.0 100.0 19 16.5 100.0 
Other 92 86.8 67 77.0 96 83.5 

Total 106 100.0 100.0 87 100.0 100.0 l15 100.0 100.0 

Note: "Other" includes "No" and "Missing" responses. 
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non-aid recipients (14.9 percent) transferred from two-year to four-year 

institutions at approximately the same rate. Calculation of the chi

square test failed to indicate significant differences among the groups. 

Table 24 (p. 64) contains the results of research question 

eight, the numbers and percentages of students who go on to graduate or 

professional schools. Relatively few from each group continued their 

education after the bachelor's degree. There were 23 percent of the 

nonveteran non-aid group who continued compared to 16.5 percent of the 

nonveteran aid group and 13.2 percent of the veterans. These differ

ences were determined by a chi-square test to be nonsignificant. 

Finally, the results of research question nine, changes in 

credit load status, are reported in Table 25 (p. 66). A significantly 

higher percentage of the nonveteran non-aid recipients (26.4 percent) 

changed from full-time to part-time status (chi-square significance was 

.026). Crosstabulation of these findings indicated that 43.4 percent of 

those who went from full-time to part-time status were nonveteran non

aid recipients compared to 28.3 percent for each of the other groups. 

Significant differences (.004) were also found for those who changed 

from part-time to full-time status. Crosstabulation of the results 

indicated that 53.3 percent of those students were veterans. 

This chapter has presented the cesults of this study for each 

of the nine research questions. Conclusions, implications, recommenda

tions, and a summary will be found in Chapter 5. 
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Table 25. Numbers and Percentages of Subjects by Changes in Credit 
Load Status and Veteran-Nonveteran Status. 

Veteran Nonveteran Nonveteran 
GI Bill Non-Aid Aid 

ReciEients Recipients Recipients 
Credit Load Changes N % N % N % 

Full-time to Part-time 15 14.2 23 26.4 15 13.0 

Part-time to Full-time 24 22.6 13 14.9 8 7.0 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

The preceding chapters presented the problem to be studied, a 

review of relevant literature, the research procedures followed in this 

study, and the results of this research project. This chapter consists 

of a brief summary of this study, conclusions that may be drawn from 

the data, implications for consideration, and recommendations for future 

research. 

Summary 

The primary theory that provided the framework for this study 

is that veteran students in higher education are generally perceived to 

perform better academically than nonveteran students. This theory has 

its roots in studies conducted immediately after World War II when 

thousands of veterans entered colleges and universities courtesy of the 

first GI Bill. Since that time, numerous institutional and regional 

studies have described the veteran student in higher education, but few 

have attempted to do so on a national scope. 

There were two purposes to this study. First, it was intended 

to provide a profile of the veteran student in higher education. Sec

ond, this research investigated the theory that veteran students perform 

academically as well as, if not better than, the nonveteran student in 

higher education. 
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Research questions were categorized into two main areas of 

study, personal and academic characteristics, for three groups of col

lege students: veteran GI Bill recipients, nonveteran non-aid recip

ients, and nonveteran aid recipients. 

A review of relevant literature consisted of three components. 
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First, a brief review of the development of financial aid in the United 

States provided a framework and background of the concept of student 

aid, of which the GI Bill is but one type. The second part of the re

view surveyed recent literature on veteran students in higher education. 

Finally, the last component was a brief narrative on the impact of 

financial aid on college achievement. 

The data for this study were drawn from the National Longitudi

nal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS). The subjects, none 

of whom attended college prior to fall 1974, were assigned to one of the 

three groups described above. After adjusting for a minority and dis

advantaged student sampling bias inherent in the NLS, all students 

meeting the appropriate criteria were included in the veteran GI Bill 

and the nonveteran non-aid recipients. A 16 percent subsample of the 

nonveteran aid recipients was used in order to make the numbers in the 

groups approximately equal. 

More detailed discussion of conclusions as they relate to the 

research questions posed in Chapter 1 is found in the following section 

of this chapter. 



Conclusions 

The following conclusions will be presented in the same order 

as the results were reported. The research questions examined in this 

study will be repeated in order to facilitate understanding of the 

conclusions. 

It was reported in Table 1 (p. 47) that veterans enrolled in 

college later than nonveterans. This should be Expected since the 

draft was, and the minimum enlistment in most branches of the military 

is, two years of service. It is likely that most veterans entered 

service sometime after the summer following high-school graduation. 

Their discharges would have come after the fall 1974 term began; thus 

they would have enrolled later. The results also indicated that those 

who do not enter college within two years after high-school graduation 

are very likely not to enter at all. 
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Research question one compared the similarities and differences 

among the three groups on the personal characteristics of sex classifi

cation, age, ethnicity, marital status, and socioeconolnic status. The 

findings in this study supported earlier findings that veterans are 

predominantly older white males from a lower socioeconomic status than 

nonveterans (Holmes, 1968; Smith, 1971; Drew and Creager, 1972; Clements, 

1973; Burns, 1974; Thompson, 1974; Comly, 1975; Duby, 1975; Hawaii, 1975; 

Joanning, 1975; Johnson, 1975; Thurber, 1975; Campbell, 1976; Weiss, 

1976; Anderson and Grady, 1977; Crowson, 1977; Dreger, 1978; Harrower 

et al., 1980). Contrary to earlier studies (Drew and Creager, 1972; 

Burns, 1974; Duby, 1975; Johnson, 1975; Anderson and Grady, 1977), these 



veterans did not have a higher percent8ge of minorities in their group 

nor were a greater percentage of the veterans married. The data sup

ported findings in the student-aid literature that federal student aid 

has increased the numbers of females in higher education (see Table 2, 

p. 42). The results also supported the often heard charge that minor

ities are underrepresented in higher education. Although there were 

substantially more blacks in the two groups who received financial aid 

than in the group that received no aid, other minorities were barely 

represented. 
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Further elaboration of one of the conclusions is necessary. The 

finding that fewer veterans were married dis~~·-2es with findings of 

earlier studies that veterans were much more likely to be married 

(Holmes, 1968; Smith, 1971; Drew and Creager, 1972; Clements, 1973; 

Burns, 1974; MoorefielQ, 1974; Thompson, 1974; Johnson, 1975; Thurber, 

1975; Cdmpbell, 1976; Crowson, 1977; Dreger, 1978). An unusually high 

percentage of veterans failed to respond on this variable. If the same 

percentage of missing respondents had indicated they were married as 

those who did reply, the percentage in Table 5 (p. 44) would have in

creased to 18.8 percent, resulting in a finding that more veterans were 

married than nonveterans. However, similar calculations for each of 

the other groups reveal that the highest percentage (21 percent) of 

married students would still be found in the nonveteran aid group. 

Therefore, it must be concluded that veterans were not more likely to 

be married than nonveterans. 
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Research question two compared the groups on numerous academic 

characteristics, both before and after college enrollment. The results 

reported in the tables on page 46 supported earlier findings that vet

erans emerged from high school with lower results on achievement indices 

(Smith, 1971; Drew and Creager, 1972; Clements, 1973; Burns, 1974; 

Joanning, 1975; Anderson and Grady, 1977). As shown in Table 7, more 

veterans had a lower aptitude composite than nonveterans; although the 

differences were significant, post-hoc analysis indicated the differ

ences between the groups occurred in the nonveteran groups. The vet

erans had significantly lower high-school ranks and high-school grades. 

The results of an analysis of academic characteristics after 

college enrollment form part of the basis for the profile of the vet

eran in higher education. The majors chosen by the veterans group were 

comparable to those reported in earlier studies (Drew and Creager', 1972; 

Johnson, 1975; Veterans Administration, 1976). Business was the major 

chosen most often by veterans (as well as the other groups). More 

veterans chose engineering and technology-related majors than did the 

other two groups analyzed. 

Although the three groups were significantly different in the 

type of programs in which they enrolled, close examination of Table 11 

(po 50) reveals that the groups were in some ways similar since the 

largest number of each group enrolled in academic programs. Comparable 

numbers of each group were enrolled in vocational programs, in contrast 

to those studies in the review of literature which suggested that a 

greater percentage of veterans than nonveterans would be enrolled in 
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such programs (Hawaii, 1975; Anderson and Grady, 1977). It can be con

cluded that veterans are not more likely to be enrolled in vocational 

programs than nonveterans. The study indicated that larger numbers of 

veterans than nonveterans enrolled in professional curricula. Although 

earlier studies indicated veterans were less likely to prepare for a 

pre-professional major than nonveterans (Drew and Creager, 1972), this 

finding may have resulted from the way respondents answered two ques

tions. Fewer numbers of veterans chose "professional" as a major (Table 

10) than selected "professional" as a program (Table 11). This would 

indicate a discrepancy between these two items on the NLS questionnaire. 

It is speculated that some of those who actually were in academic majors 

selected "professional" as a program because they were working toward an 

ultimate professional objective. This would explain why so few selected 

"professional" as a major. It may be concluded that veterans are more 

likely to enroll in academic than vocational or professional programs. 

They enter vocational programs in numbers comparable to nonveterans and 

are more likely to enroll in professional programs than are nonveterans. 

Veterans did not complete as many credits toward a bachelor's 

degree as the other groups. The nonveteran non-aid group had made more 

progress toward a bachelor's degree than either of the other two groups. 

This should be expected since they had the highest ability level. It 

may be concluded that it takes veterans longer to complete a bachelor's 

degree than nonveterans. 

Other findings in this study suggest possible reasons for the 

slow progress veterans make toward a baccalaureate degree. Veterans 
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were more likely to transfer from one college to another. Aside from 

disruptions of family, home, and income that often accompany such 

changes, transfer students often 18se credits when moving from one 

college to another. Although this study did not examine the number of 

hours worked, it was found that a greater number of veterans were em

ployed while attending college. Hours spent in employment would be 

subtracted from time available for other classes or homework, resulting 

in a probable negative impact on progress toward a degree. It was re

ported that more veterans attended two-year public colleges, and sig

nificantly more veterans completed certificates than any other type 

degree. These findings, in addition to Veterans Administration require

ments that veterans must be enrolled in a program with a specific ob

jective in order to receive benefits, indicate that veterans possibly 

do not work toward a bachelor's degree until after they complete the 

shorter certificate objective. It was also shown that veterans received 

grades that were at least as good as nonveterans, which suggests that 

poor grades do not contribute to slow progress toward a degree. Critics 

of the GI Bill often charge that veterans attend college with receipt 

of the monthly stipend as their only objective. Further research is 

necessary to delineate the reasons why veterans take longer to complete 

a bachelor's degree than nonveterans. 

The finding that more veterans were employed supports earlier 

studies of Holmes (1968), Johnson (1975), Campbell (1976), and Crowson 

(1977). At least one reason for this result may be found in Table 6 

(p. 44). Substantially more veterans than nonveteran non-aid recipients 



were classified in the lower two categories of socioeconomic status, 

indicating a greater financial need. Thus, more veterans had to work 

in order to attend college. 
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A major purpose of this study was to determine whether veterans 

perform as well academically as nonveterans. It was found that veterans 

emerged from high school with a lower aptitude composite, lower high

school rank, and lower high-school graoes than did nonveterans. Fur

ther, it was determined that veterans' grades in college were as good as 

the grades of nonveterans. Since veterans began from a lower threshold 

of achievement and earned grades as good as nonveterans, it may be con

cluded that veterans perform at a higher level academically than nonvet

erans. The finding that veterans were older (Table 3, p. 43) suggests 

that maturity is the probable reason for the veterans' perfo~mance. As 

discussed in Chapter 2 (p. 29), numerous studies have concluded that 

older students often perform at a higher level than younger students 

(Winslow, 1968; Ryan, 1969; Hull, 1970; Perkins, 1971; Reed and Murphy, 

1975; Wright et al., 1978; Harrower et al., 1980). These studies imply 

that motivations for older students are somehow different than for 

younger students, but that issue is beyond the scope of the current 

study. 

Research questions three and four investigated issues regarding 

those students who changed majors. Fewer veterans reported changing 

majors than did nonveteran non-aid recipients. There are at least two 

reasons why this may be true. First, Veterans Administration regula

tions require that veterans be enrolled in a specific program with a 
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defined objective. Veterans Administration regional offices interpret 

this rule differently, resulting in situations where some schools "lock

in" veterans in a major and subsequently make it difficult for them to 

change. The Veterans Administration has a strict interpretation of 

what constitutes an acceptable change and allows only two changes with

out loss of benefits. Consequently, veterans do not have as much flex

ibility regarding changes of major as nonveterans. A second possible 

reason was discussed in Chapter 2 under the subheading Maturity (see p. 

29). The literature review suggested that older students performed 

at a higher level than younger students and tended to cope more effi

ciently. The Harrower et al. study (1980) suggested that veterans were 

motivated by goals and knew what they wanted when they entered college. 

Accepting this, it would follow that veterans would tend to change 

majors less than nonveterans. 

As indicated in Table 20, veterans' changes were primarily 

attributed to job-related issues. There were no significant differ

ences in aptitude among those who changed majors. Reasons for veterans' 

changes did not differ significantly from nonveterans. 

Transfer issues were the topics of research questions five and 

six. In a format similar to the previous topic, it was found that a 

greater percentage of veterans transferred from their college of initial 

choice. Veterans moved because of career and family reasons. There 

were no significant differences in aptitude amonG those who changed 

colleges. Veterans' reasons for transferring did not differ signifi

cantly from nonveterans. 



Research question seven examined students' movement between 

levels of institutions. The greatest numbers of veterans transferred 

from four-year to four-year colleges and universities. Veterans did 

not change levels of institutions any more often than nonveteran non

aid recipients. 
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The result of research question eight was that veterans did not 

continue on to graduate school in as large numbers as did nonveterans. 

Nonveteran non-aid recipients (the group with the highest ability level) 

~ve~e the group most likely to continue their education. 

Finally, research question nine investigated changes in credit 

hour load status. Veterans did not change from full-time to part-time 

status as often as nonveteran non-aid recipients (neither did the non

veteran aid recipients). Conversely, more veterans moved from part-time 

to full-time status. The reason for these findings probably lies in the 

fact that veterans receive more money when they are full-time students 

than when they are part-time students. 

Several unhypothesized similarities were found between the 

veteran GI Bill recipients and the nonveteran aid recipients. The 

items on which the two groups were alike may be summarized as follows. 

1. They enrolled in college later and were a little older than 

the non-aid group (Table 1, p. 42; Table 3, p. 43). 

2. Both groups contained a substantial number of blacks (Table 

4, p. 43). 

3. The socioeconomic status indices and aptitude composites of 

each group were similar (Table 6, p. 44; Table 7, p. 46). 



4. They initially enrolled in universities in smaller numbers 

than the non-aid recipients (Table 15, p. 54). 
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5. A greater percentage of both groups were employed while stu

dents than were the non-aid group (Table 17, p. 56). 

6. Smaller numbers of these groups changed their credit 

load status from full-time to part-time than did the non-aid group 

(Table 25, p. 66). 

Conclusions regarding these findings would be only speculation, since 

this study was not specifically designed to compare recipients of dif

ferent types of financial aid. These results suggest, however, that 

socioeconomic status and aptitude exert considerable influence on those 

who ultimately receive financial aid while in college. 

This section has described several conclusions reached as a 

result of this study. It was determined that veterans did perform as 

well academically as nonveterans in college, even though they did not 

do as well in high school. Further, there were numerous similarities 

between veterans who received the GI Bill and nonveterans who received 

federal financial aid. Implications of these findings constitute the 

next part of this chapter. 

Implications 

In Chapter 1 it was suggested that information gained from this 

study would be useful in policy decisions of Congressional and educa

tional leaders. Although this study excluded GI Bill recipients who 

also received other types of federal financial aid, one area of poten

~ia1 policy change is suggested by the findings: many veterans attended 
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public institutions (particularly two-year colleges), and few were found 

in private institutions. That few veterans were enrolled in private 

institutions, where average tuition costs are high, and many veterans 

were enrolled in two-year public colleges, where average tuition costs 

are low, implies that veterans consider the cost of tuition when de

ciding upon a college. The original GI Bill paid tuition and fees 

directly to the colleges in addition to a stipend to the veteran. Be

cause of Congressional concern that some schools had taken advantage of 

the World War II veterans, this method of payment was abandoned before 

the Korean GI Bill and replaced by direct payments to the individual 

who then had to pay the colleges. However, one of the cornerstones of 

modern student financial-aid programs developed in 1972 was the "right" 

of students to have the "choice" of education offered by private in

stitutions, regardless of the cost. The results of this study (Table 

16) indicate the concept may have been successful for the nonveteran 

aid recipients inasmuch as 16.5 percent of this group attended private 

colleges as contrasted to 9.2 percent of nonveteran non-aid students 

and 2.8 percent of the GI Bill recipients. The data provided by this 

study suggest that veteran GI Bill recipients as a group are under

represented in private higher education. They have not been given the 

same opportunity as nonveteran aid recipients to enroll in the more 

expensive private colleges because their aid does not increase as the 

cost of attendance increases. Perhaps it is time to provide these 

veterans equal opportunity for "choice" by restoring direct tuition 

payments for veterans to colleges and universities or to institute some 



other method of payment that would allow greater attendance at private 

institutions. 

Information contained in the veterans' profile developed in 
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this study can be valuable to higher education planners as they develop 

strategies to improve student recruitment and retention. For example, 

knowledge that veterans tend to move from full-time status to part-time 

status less often than nonveterans identifies the veterans as a spe

cific group to benefit from increased retention strategies. Since full

time students are less likely to drop out than part-time students and 

veterans are less likely to become part-time students, they may be 

monitored for trends that reflect possible difficulty, such as missing 

too many classes, bad study habits indicated by poor classroom perfor

mance, and low test scores that predict probable failure. When these 

trends have been identified, specific strategies may be employed to 

keep veterans in school. By focusing on a target group that is expected 

to persist, the college will have mdximized its efforts. Knowledge 

that part-time veterans tend to become full-time more often than non

veterans identifies veterans as a group to receive improved advising 

techniques. The findings that veterans exhibit lower academic ability 

upon entry into college can impact on colleges' decisions regarding 

assessment procedures and could also have curriculum implications. 

These are but a few suggestions concerning ways the veterans' profile 

can be of value to college planners. 

Finally, the results found in Table 13 indicate that veterans 

are committed to completing educational objectives, as evidenced by 



80 

their 82 percent completion rate on degrees, certificates, and licenses. 

Critics should not be quick to dismiss these results as unimportant 

because most of the completers "only" received certificates. Granted, 

veterans need guidance and assistance in order to reach the bachelor's 

degree and above. These findings, however, suggest a willingness to 

set a goal and achieve it. The challenge for educators is to find ways 

to extend veterans' horizons to higher levels of achievement. 

A summary, conclusions, and implications of this study for 

college planners and Congressional leaders have been described in the 

preceding paragraphs. Chapter 5 will conclude with recommendations 

for further study. 

Recommendations 

The objectives of the current study have been attained. A 

profile of the veteran student in higher education has been developed, 

and the issue of veterans' academic performance as compared to their 

peers has been examined. However, this study has raised related issues 

which merit further consideration and research. 

The motivation for this study was a theory of veterans' academic 

superiority that had its origin as a result of the success of World War 

II veterans in college as a result of the first GI Bill. While the 

theory was examined for recent veterans and their peers, comparisons 

between the veterans of World War II and 1974 were not attempted. The 

scope of such a study was determined to be quite large, if not impos

sible. Higher education was considerably different in the 1940s com

pared to the 1970s. Draft deferments were virtually unheard of in 

·t.· • 
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World War II but were widely distributed in the late )~60s and early 

1970s. Academic standards have probably changed in the last thirty 

years. These factors combine to suggest that the two groups may be too 

different to compare; however, it would be informative to learn about 

any similarities or differences that may be found. 

The decision to label certain characteristics as academic or 

personal was an informed decision by this investigator. There are cer

tainly other factors that could be examined for the veteran GI Bill 

students. Future goals and aspirations are but two factors that come 

to mind. 

Specific findings suggest topics that require future research. 

Since there were so many veterans in attendance at two-year colleges, 

were they somehow different from veterans who attended four-year col

leges and universities? Did they attend simply because those institu

tions were cheaper? Why did veterans do more poorly in high school 

than nonveterans? Besides the issue of cost, were there differences 

between veterans and other students who attended community colleges? 

The literature contains many institutional and some statewide studies 

on veterans in community colleges. Unfortunately, a national study 

has never been done. 

Related issues also merit serious study. While there have been 

numerous studies on access and choice, there have been few studies done 

on the effects of student aid (of which the GI Bill is but one type) 

on student retention. Does the type of financial aid affect student 

retention? Astin's studies of the late 1960s to mid 1970s indicated 
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it does. But what about since 1977 when the "old" GI Bill was replaced 

by the new contributory program? Are there differences between those 

veterans who contribute to their own educational fund <F.G !"!iCG':: -v-I?:ter-

ans who attend college under the previous system? A study on the em

ployment success of veterans compared to nonveterans would provide 

insights on the success of the GI Bill. Further study on the use of 

military training by veterans in civilian life would provide valuable 

information to the armed services on their role in tra~ning members of 

society. Ducing the Vietnam War, much attention was given to the high 

percentage of minorities who were drafted or enlisted into the military. 

It would be beneficial to investigate if there are major differences 

between the minorities and whites who receive the GI Bill for college 

attendance. 

Finally, there has been recent concern regarding the need for a 

return to the previous GI Bill, which did not require contributions by 

the individual. Until the recent recession, the military claimed it 

needed an attractive GI Bill to encourage persons to enlist. At the 

same time, the military claimed it needed a GI Bill to keep people in 

tIL:::' service I'.;rho had decided to leave before their chance to utilize 

the old GI Bill expired. Their unexpected departure caused manpower 

shortages in critical fields. Future study would help resolve the 

dilemma of which program best serves the needs of all segments of 

society. 
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