DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 074 887 - HE 003 831

AUTHOR Dent, Richard A.; And Others
TITLE Student Financing of Higher Education in Washington:

An Analysis of the Resources Used by Students in
Paying for Their College Educations,

INSTITUTION College Entrance Examlnatlon Board, Palo Alto,

: ' Calif,

PUB CATE Aug 72

- NOTE 230p.

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.65 HC-$§9, 87 .
DESCRIPTORS College Students; Educational Economlcs *Educational

Finance; *Financial Support; *Higher Education;
*Income; *Student Costs; Tuition
IDENTIFIERS *Washington

ABSTRACT _ | ‘

Presented in this document are the results of a study
that had as its purpose to discover the means that college students
in Washington State use in financing their educations. Findings
include: (1) almost 50% of the 'students reported 1971 parental income
of between $9,000 and $18,000; (2) over 50% of the students work
during the school year with the average hours of employment falling
between 15 and 20 hours per week; (3) students' earnings are the
primary source of money to pay‘for their educations; (4) 25% of the
students reported borrowing money at some time during their academic
careers; (5) over 50% of the respondents considered themselves
primarily self-supporting; (6) under 20% of the survey population
described themselves as recipients of student financial aid; and (7)
veterans comprise 16,9% of the total survey populat*on. Other
chapters deal with the cost of going to college, the resources
available to pay off college, parental contributions, distribution of
student aid, projecting studen* needs, and the Federally Insured
Student Loan Program in Washington. (HS)



o
O
O
-
P~
O
(@]
L

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

STUDENT FIHACIHG
0F
HIGHER EDUCATION 1ii WASHINGTON

AN ANALYSIS OF THE RESOURCES USED BY STUDENTS
IN PAYING FOR THEIR COLLEGE EDUCATIONS

A STURENT RESOURCE SURVEY
ConpucTeD By

T Wmmcmrmmes NMeemcmaei s Mo e e

(I ol eI INEQLIUNAL Urrice ]

OF THE
CoLLEGE ENTRANCE EXAMINATION BoaRD

Rictarp A, Dent, Stupy DIrector
STEPHEN J, BLAIR, Stupy ConsuLTANT
Jnes E. HeLson, STupy ConsuLTant

i k - ECEIVE
PaLo ALto, CALIFORNIA e PERSON OR Grganseines, F1OM
. . : IONS srﬂ'g?'é‘;s OF VIEW OR opyy.
L , © REPRESENT OrfiCia) e ECESSARILY
AucusT, 1972 . CATION POSITION R popject OF EOU-

S



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The Study Staff gratefully acknowledges the advice and assistance of the many
individuals who have coqtributed to.the successful completion of this report,
Especially noted is the cooperatidn of the staff of the Washington Council on
Higher Education with thanks 'to Jim Furman, Executive Director of the Council
on HigherrEdﬁcation, fof his encouragement and understanding during the labor-
ious process of report preparation.

A special acknowledgement is due Steve Blair who in addition to his labors
during the analfsis and report writing periods served as coordinator for the
'datakcollection effort and>as lizison with the higher education community,

The Study Staff also wishes to thank Susan Feeney, Director of Financial Aid

at the University of Washington, and Don Noble, Director of Financial Aid ét
Foft Steilacoom Cdmmunity College, who provided valuable consulting assistance,
bringing‘to that task considerable expertise and enthusiasm.

Substantial improvements and refineme#ts were made in the Student Resotrce
Survey questiomnaires and analysis system by staff of the Collegé Entrance
Examination Board, partiéulariy Edmund C. Jacobson, Executive.Associate,
Institutional Sérvices; William D. Van Dusen, Executive Director, Institutional
Services; and james E. Nelson, Vice>President,~Finan¢ing Higher Education.

We appreciate the carefuliassistance of Jeanne Arrington and her colléagues in
the Western Regional Office for typing the several drafts and the final coponf
the Report: - '

'We would also like to thank Hal‘Briggs, Associate Director, Optimum Systemws, Inc.,
for his valuable efforts'inbproducihg the analytical oﬁtput..

The Report remains the’full respongibility of the Studvairéctor. The consul-
tants, the ;;hstees of the College Entrance Examination Board, and the institu—.

“tions which are members of the College Board and the College‘Scholarship Service :

Assembly are in no way responsible for this Report or any recqmmendations herein.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. Report Summary . . . . . . . .. . . . . - . . 1
II. Chapter I - The Purpose of the Study . . . . . . . . . " ‘1
I1TI., Chapter 11 -~ Methodology

Part A - Pyocedure . .. . N . . . B . . . v . . . 3

Part B - Representativeness and Reliabiiity of the Survey . . . . . 6
lfart C - Reliability of Studént—Reported Family Income:Information . . . 13
;iigla Chapter III - The Washinétou Student . . . . . . .. . . 16
: V;g Chapter IV - The Cost of'Going to bollege . N . . . . . . . 31
iV£.k Chapter V - Patterns in Paying for Higher Education . . | . < . . 39

JVVII. Chapter VI - Distribugion bf Student Aid and Other Resources by Segment

) Part A - Student Aid and Other Resources . .. . ; . ‘. . . 50
:??art B - Aid Appliicant Profile ~ Four-Year Public Colleges anélﬁniversitias 60

“Part C

Aid Applicant .Profile - Four-Year Private Institutions . . . 81

Part D - Aid Applicant'Profile.~ Community Colleges . P - .. . 104
VIII. Chapter VII - Projecting Student Needs

| Part A - Student Needs and Resources . . . . . . . . . 126

kgért‘B - The Gap in Financial Resources ind Aid (éRS) . . . . . 128

IX. Chapter VIII - Special Student Groups . . . . ‘. . . . . . 133

X. <Lhapter IX -~ The Role of Educationél Loans . U 178

Part A --Long—TErm Educational Loan Indebtganess of Student Resoufces 3‘ . 145

Part B — The Availability of Federally;lhsured Student Loans .  -,9 . . 150

XI. .Chapter X - Estimating the impact of New Federal Student Aid Legislatioﬁ . 154

XIT. AppendiX « o o 4 e e v e e e e ... . L. 158

XI11. _Chgpter 11, Appendix‘II ~ Methodology . .. . . . ..__; . . 159

XIV. Chapter III, Appendix III - The Washington Student . o« e . . . . 166

ERIC




Xv.

XVII.

XVI1I.

Chapter V, Appendix V - Patterns in Paying for Higher Education .

Chapter VII, Appendix VII - Projecting Student Needs .
Chapter VIII, Appendix4VIII -~ Special Student Groups .
Chapter X, Appendix X - Estimating the Impact of New Federal Student Aid

Legislation .

»

189

202

204

217



REPORT SUMMARY

1. SIZE OF THE SURVEY POPULATIONu
Questionnaires were returned by 27,623 students (approximately 13.5% of the total
-head count enrollment in 1971-72). Washington community college students comprised
46.87% of the SRS population with public four-year institutions and independent
colleges and universities contributing 37.9% and 15.3% respectively to the total
sample. |

2. INSTITUTIONAL PARTICIPATION

Every indeoendent and public, two and four-year college and university in the state
of Washington co-~operated in the Student Resource Survey project.

3. PROFILE OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Chapter III presents a profile of Washington students derived from SRS responses.
The follcwing summary statements were extracted from the profile characteristics:

A) ETHNIC BACKGROUND

s

The representation of non-white students in post-secondary education is
apparently increasing. A comparisondof-SRS responses with state-wide
popn ‘ation data would indicate that Black students .are proportionately
represented in hlgher eduoatlon while Or1enta1/As1an-Am°r1can students are
enrolling in post-secondary programs at a rate twice their state-wide
popnlation proobrtion. Conversely, the Chicano/Mexican—Americen student_
oopulation‘is only half of their representation in the population percen-
teges. As noted in the body of the report, the responses 1nd1cat1ng an
‘Amerlcan Indlan/Natlve American heritage are apparently over - stated and

will not support any conclusions about this student population.

B) PARENTAI INCOME
Almost 50% (46.7%) of the total respondent population reported 1971 parentall
: income;of between $9000‘and $18 OOO . The communlty colleGes had the hlghest

[ERJ!:"V . _percentageOf students from fam111es w1th incomes below $6000 (22. 1%)




C)

D)

E)

F)

while the independent institutions reported the highest percentage over
$21,000 (22%). Average parental income for the three segments were:

Public Four-Year Institutions, $13,970; Independent Institutions, $14,670;

‘and Community Coileges, $11,960.

EMPLOYMERT

Better than half of the students in the survey report working during the
school year with the average hgurs of employmént falling between 15 and 20
hours per week. Better than 75% of the total repondeﬁts report working
during summer*vécations. '\

PERSONAL - INCOME

As noted above, most stuaents*work and their earnings are the primary source
of mﬁney tb‘paf for their educations. The median 1971 income of all studenks
in Fhe survey (and their spouses where applicable) was $1,670. Total

pefsonal income of under §1,000 waé reported by 35.8% of the res?ondents

while 13.2% (mostly part—timg and married students) reported annual incomes
in excess of $7,500. Employment earnings»account for approximately half

of the total resources reported by students.

EDUCATIONAL INDEBTEDNESS

One out of four repondents reported borrowing at some time during their
academic careers to date. Students at independent colleges were most
likely to borrow (38.5% of that survey sample) while community college

students borrowed least often (16.2%).. Total indebtedness varied greatly

" but 4.4% of the studénfs owed, at present, .more than '$2,500.

SELF-SUPPORTING STUDENTS
Financial aid officers have noted for several years, a growing tendency on

the part of students to declare their financial independence from their

‘parents. Better than 50% of the SRS respondents‘considered themselves

‘“ptimarily self-supporting. = The federal government has -set down regulations

ii




under which a student can egtablish his self-supporting status for federal
student aid programs., To,saﬁisfy the regulations, a student may not have
been claimed as é tax dependent for the precééding two years, may .not

haye received more fhan $200 in parental support during the last year, and
‘ﬁéy not reside with his/her parénts. "In applying these guidelines to the
SRS respondents, we find that 37.6% of comﬁunity college'students meet the
requireménés as do 33.1% and 22.6% of public and independent four—&ear insti-
tution  students respeéﬁiﬁely. If the trend continues, the self-supporting
student will soon be the average student in our institutiqns. The reasons
behind the growth are not certain; students.frﬁm low income families ;re‘
self-supporting as a matter of necessity but choice (student or parents?) is
increasingly important. For exémple, in the four-year public institution
sample, 23.3% of legally self-sﬁppofting undergraduates and 30.1% of

legally salf~3upporting1g:aduates réportéa parental income in excess of
$15,000 per year. One would assumé that - some support from parenté would

be possible at this fﬁéome ievel. For whatever reasons, it would apéear
that a growing number of students from upper—middle income families are
self-supporting when it cdmes to pa?ing for a post-secondafy education.

G) AID APPLICANTS

Slightly under 20%'of the survey population éescribedlthemselves aé
recipients of séudent finéncial aid. ‘When the individual reponses to all
student assistance programs (including loans not perceived'és aid and awards
for which ndzmean'fest_waé applie&) were tallied, one out of three received
support frdm a; 1§ast one fiqancial assistance program. Depeﬁdency on
student aidAwas directly related to college costs with independent insti-
tution students the most‘likeiy to seek and receive asSistaﬁce‘apd cbmmunity

céllége students least likely to épply for and be awarded financial aid.

iii : o .



H) VETERANS STATUS.

Veterans comprise 16.9% of the total survey population. They are most
likely to enroll in the community colleges (22% of that survey population)
and least likely to attend private institutions (11.1%). The G.I. Bill

is the largest single’program of financial support for students in the
State. Thefe is insufficient evidence to determine whether the veterans
institutional choice is.primarily determined by tuition costs or is more
"a factor of his prior academic experience and the program offerings of the

institution chosen.

|THE COST OF GOING TQ COLLEGE (Chapter IV)

The average cost of attendance was computed for student sub-population in all three
segments. Exclusive of tuition, the nine month maintenance budget (room and books,
transportation and clothing, recreation and incedental expenses) for all students

(on the average) ranged from $1.800 to $§2,000 ner vear. The analveis hy student

- characteristics (married-single, self-supporting-living with‘parénts, etc.) displayed

a consistent pattern among all segments. Two major differences were noted:
In the comparison of sub-populations, community college students and women consis-
tently reported lower average budgets than four-year institution students or men.

PAYING FOR COLLEGE - THE RESOURCES AVAILABLE (Chapter V)

Self-help is thé sum of resources available from a stuaent's employment, his/her
savings (presumably from previous employment), and the amount the studenf borrows
fofﬂacadrmic year expensés; Students aré’primafily respgnsiblesfof meeting.their

own educational cosfs; éverage self-helpycomprises 65% of thé average totalkresoﬁrces
at ail pupli; institutions and 55% of the average resources at independent colleges
and gniversitiesf Parental éupport is the next most impértant resource at independent
colleges (29%;of total reSOurcés) while ityis of lesser importance at public four-year

and two-year institutions (20% and 15% of total resources fespectively).

O
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Grants and schoiarships are more impo:?ant than federal and state benefits in the
independent institutions averaging $27O per student vs a $200 benefit average. The
opposite is true in the public sec?idn with benéfité out weighting .grants; $230 vs
“w$160 in senior public institutions, and $320.vs $100 in commanity colleges.
The largest difference in available resources noted in thekanalysis of suB-populations
was the large gap between average male resources and average female resources.
Women reported from $730 to $970 less resoufces than their male classmates for the
nine month academic year. Womgn did receive higher parental contributions than men

but were substantially below the male average in almost every other category.

6. PARENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Perhaps the most surprising finding.from the SRS study was the large number of
parents who, acCording'to‘their sons and daughters, are making little or no conti-
bﬁtion towards college costs. The majority (60.4%) of community college students
recéived under $20C in parental support during 197i;72 with 44.7% reporting no
parental contribution. Compafable figures for pubiic four-year and independent
institutions were 50.4% under $200 (38.7% no contribution) and 39.4% under 5200
(2?.8% no contribution) respectively.
A comparison of student-reported parental support with the expected College
Scholafship Service parental contributions for legaliy dependent Undergradﬁate sfudents
showed another contradiction. Parents wigh incomes under $6,000 contributed substan-
tuaily more‘ﬁo college costs than th; standard CSS contribution. Parents with
incomes between $6,000 and $12,000 contributed at a rate approximating the national
CSs ﬁorms while families with incomes over $12,000 undercontributed substantially.
In fact, the higher the‘family income, the léss likely were parents to méke the
~standard contribuﬁion. Parents do seem less wil}ing to contribute substantially
towards college costs, but more important than willingnéss, is the wide divergence
~between financing theory and famiiy fiscal reality. The theory of fiﬁanciai need

analysis asserts that the parental contribution is primary;k Simplistically stated,

O




need_analysis is a process whereby the student's budget is established, the'expected
parental contribution is subtracted from the ﬁ:dget as is some student self-help
contribution. The difference between costs and these resources is financial need
which can be met by other resources ¢.g., benefits or additional self-help, grants,
SCholarships, etc.

In practice, the parental contribution seems to be the final step in the financing
equation. First, the student works (and borrows), then he/she may apply for
financial aid, and finally the parent fills’the gap between these resources and the
student's needs. |
Indicative of this pattern is the parental con?ributions reported (by segments)

for families with thé same aéproximate income, The average CSS expectation for
families with two to three children and annual incomes of between $12,000 and 514,999
is $i,560. The student reported'éarental support for this income range is $840 at
independent institutions, $620 at senior public colleges and universities and $430

at community colleges. Thus, within the same income range, parental contributions
increase with increasing costs.

More research is needed on this sﬁbject; planners studying new financing patterns in
post-secondaryveducation must identify pa:ental contribution levelé that will provide
a meeting_point between economically feasibie coﬁtributions and the amount of money
parént; are villing to contribute towards college costs.

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID (Chapter VI)

~ Although each institutional. segmeut demonstrates individual program differences and

although all institutions clearly need additional aid resources, the distribution of

the available aid funds among the segmenfs is basically equitable. No groups of

‘institutions report a disproportionate share of the available dollars.

PROSJECTING STUDENT NEEDS (Chapter VII)
A simplified‘and straight forward projection of the amount of additional resources

needed to meet the reported student deficits indicates that Washington needs as much
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as thirty-six million additional dollars tc meet student deficits. The actual
cost of adequate aid progréms is probably substantially below this amount. Chapter

VII suggests an analytical aprroach that could be used to identify the true deficit.

9. THE FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM (FISL) IN WASHINGTON (Chapter IX)
There is evidence to suggest that the F.I.S.L. program as it presently functions
is not meeting the needsuof Washington students. Yoanger students, community
college students, and non-white students all seem to be encountering considerable.

difficulties in securing F.I.S.L. program loans.

10. LIMITATIONS OF THE SRS PROJECT
The Student Résource Survey Project'has coilected an immnense amount of information
from over 27,000 Washington students. This report, as lengthy as it is, comes
nowhere near exhausting the analytical potential exisiing jp the student reported
.dataj  | |
The Sﬁs approach carries with it several cbvious limitaﬁions. T?e data is student’
repof;ed, anonymous, ard unvefified.( The responses, however, a;pear to be internallyyr
consisteﬂt and with adjustments for sampling techhiques, sufficiently reliable for
planning purpvses, The SRS study has identified current patterns in paying for
post-secondary education. The data is describtive of how thing; are, but does nqt
explain why thef afe that way. Further study on the 'why' questions is needed if

the SRS output is to be of maximum value.
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CHAPTFR I

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

At the direction of the State of Washington Tec'slature (House Concerrent Resoluﬁion
72-7), the Council on Higher Education + make a comprehensive study of
the problems in and‘methods of financinyg - . -ondary education in the state.

The Council was asked to study in particular the role of educational loans in stu-
dent payments“towards the cost of higher‘education;

Iﬁ;accorﬁance with these directi?es, the Councii has undertaken a series of studies
that inelude:

A. An analysis of the philosophical preﬁises that underlie the present
cost/price structure in post-secondary education

B. The historical development of methods in financing higher education

C. The possible options open to the state in restructuring higher education
finance : ' '

Concurrent with the in-state concern for higher educetion has been increasing
national debate on the role of the federal government in financing peet~secendary
education; a debate that culminated in the paéeage;of a ieéislative landmark - the
Higher Education Amendments ef 1972. The new Higher Educeeion Act is the most com--
prehensive aed coﬁplex piece ef federal legislation ever‘passed in this field.

The impact of the‘legislation will undoubtedly be great, but as of this date
(August 13, 1972), the major problems in the intefpretation of the law and the ad-
ministrationlof the pfograms remain unresolved. |

In anticipation of the federal 1egislation and in keeping with tﬁeir charges from
this 1egis1ature, staff of the Coencil on ﬂiéher Education met with representatives
of the Colleée Entrence Examination Boerd to diseuss a study that would setisfy one
of the Council's major needsk- current ;ﬁd broad-based ieformation on how
Weshington students were preeently‘paying fer their post-secondary education.

The College Board had deveioped; over the past two years, a service program known

as the Student Resource Survey (SRS). The SRS program was initially intended to

Elii(jovideﬂa vehicle for individual institutions of highefveducation to collect and -

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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organize the data they needed to dOCUmeﬁt their requests to the federal government
for student aid funds. ‘Adaptations of the program were subsequently made for state-
wide‘studies in California (concurrent with the Washington Study), North Cérolina
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; Further refinements of the questionnaire and
anaiysis program were made in the”Winter of 1971-72 and finally, ar agreement
between the Council on Higher Educétion and the College Entrance Examination Board
was reached in the Spring of 1972 to use the SRS progfam, modified for Washington
neéds, as the major vehicle for a statewide study of student fiﬁancing patternS'in

higher education. This report is one major result of thadt agreement.




CHAPTER II - PART A

METHODOLOGY

PROCEDURE

Pursuant to the agreement between the Council on Higher Education and the College
_Entrance Examination Board, = . " reetings with financial aid officers and
Council representatives were ... .cted by the College Board staff to tailor the
Student Resource Survey to the needs and education components of the State of
Washington. After the redrafting of the sampling document, additional meetings
were held with public*aﬁd private, two and four-yeér institution- apd State Higher
Education Agency representatives including‘students, financial aid offiéers, regis-
trars and institutional researcﬁers. Based upon these meetings, a final survey
document was developed and disseminated to the institutions on‘April 25,-1972 (a
copy of the questionnaire is included as Exhibit A, Abpendix II); Completed
questlonnalres were returned to the Council on Higher Education for Peypunchlng
by May 17, 1972 :These data elements were then forwarded to the College Entrance

Examination Board for analysis.

SAMPLING TECHNIQUES

Because of phe complex nature of the questions inbluded in- the Student Resource
Survey and the differénces in backgrounds and economic copditions found among
Washingtén students, it was necessary for the study‘to be based on a comparatively
large sampling of the student population. ‘Each institution;was therefore provid%ﬂ.
with enough questionnéires to cover approximately 40%Z of their student population.
Tﬁe following minimum number of returns Were-requested:
.y
A, For instltuthnr ‘with a full—tlme ;nrollment of 1000 or less, a-.return

of 350,

B. For institutions with a full~time enrollment of 1000 to 5000, 350 or. 10%,
whlchever is greater,



C. For institutions with a full-time enrollment of 5000 and above, 1250
or 10%, whichever is greaterxr.

Every public four-year college or university, community college aﬁd independent
(non-profit) college or univérsity in the state (forty-three institutions in all)
participated in the survey; éll closely approximated the minimum returns reduired
with 347 exceeding the minimum by an average of 33%. A lis;qu the participating
institutions and thrir vage .ve sample sizes is included ig the Appendices
(Exhibit B, Append.. Li).

Eleven ¢ifferent sampling techniques were utilized by the partiqipating institutions
with 67% involviné the.use of in~session classes. Of this 67%, 37% of the classes
sampled were chosen totally at random; 137 were strétified samples reflecting the
types of students in atténdancé at those institutions with the.femaining 172 falling
somewhere between. Eleven percent utilized a random mailing and the remaining 22%
utilized other student contact points including dormatories, cafeterias, student
lounges, student unions and course registration, Each participating imstitution
~has received an institutional print-out containing, for that institution, the same

coaputer anélysis utilized in this report,

CONFIDENTIALITY OF RESPONSES

‘This Student Resoufce,Survey.report is based én student—réported, unverified
reéponses to the SRS questionnaire. The questionnaire did not contain.anyplacev
for the identification of individual students ngr weretthe responses of students
checked in anyway. Stuééﬁts were free to answer all of the questions, part of them
or none of them. Stugent cooperation was, ho&ever,'pf the highest order. Of those

students returning the questionnaire, the .esponse rates to all of the questions

exceeded 90>bercent.
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GROUPING OF DATA

Given the large nuwber of institutions and students involved in the survey and

the difference in “vpe, size, program offerings and location of those institutions,
it was decided that it was beyond the séope of this document to attempf any report
on individual institutions. As a result, all of the data were aggregated into
three segments representing the major institutional types in the state. THus, all
publiq'four—year colleges and universities are considereq as one.segment, all com-
munity colieges'as a éeuﬁnd segment and all non-profit independent colleges-and
univérsities as the third segment,. This grogping does reflect thermgjor differences
in governance of the institutions,”admissions criteria, progfam offerinés ana;iﬁost
important for thié study, the major differences in the cost of going to college.
Substantial variations among institutions inuindividual segments ﬁay make the anal-
ysis in this report ihappropriate for any iﬁaividual institution, but the sample

e YT PO, . et ~ e . .
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patterns of the student sub-populations analyzed in the report.



CHAPTER .I - PART B

REPRESENTATIVENESS AND RELTABILITY QE'Eﬁﬂ SURVEY

RELIABILITY

" As noted, the Student Resource Survey collected ancnymous, unverified student
‘responses to a series of 69‘questions, 33 of which asked for descriptive infor-
mation on studentvcharacteristics, e.g., sex, class, place of abode, etc.; and
frr ) -
36 of which asked for specific financial information on . the cpst of going to
.coliege and the financial resources used to pay college costs.
A review of the questionnaire (Exhibit A, Appendix II), oili demonstrate that
almosthell of the questions concern items that a student should reasonably. be
expected to answer about himself/herself. The only exception to this general
rule is the qnestion on parental income and'those concerned with the tax depend-

ency status of the student and his siblings. The reliability of studént-reported

parental income is discussed in Part ¢ of this chapter.

HOW RELIABLE WERE THE RESPONSES

Any research.based_on anonymous questionnaires has inherent in it several sets of
problems in data’ collectlon and analys1s Simply stated the potentlal problems
in the SRS project centered on the areas of honesty, perception, nomenclature and

\

interpretation. . . ' ' » ‘ .

e

HONESTY : .

e E
i

Students were-told that they need not answer any questlons to which they objected.
The response rate was gratifying with a 90% + completion rate for those students
who returned questionnaires.  The response-rate indicates that the respondents took

the time to read and complete the questlonnaire. The subject matter seemed to strike

a responsive chord of student interests.




E

Frequent responses need not mean straight answers and any researcher must be alert
to students who (like most of us) a¥e irritated by questionnaires and enjoy playing
games with them. There weré.a number of responses ;hat>were logically impossible,
e.g., great resou:ées - no costs; living out-of-state but commuting daily (from

. {
great disténces) and a variety of other examples. In total, the number of apparent
'aberrations was small and did not have mﬁch impact on the sample populations.
Generally, the student responses were internélly consistent and éppeared te T leer
honest efforts to answer the qugstidns. Where comparable data were availéble, e.g.,
actual tuitions, average 1oéns,‘etc., the student responses gréuped‘closely arouhd
the expected averages. |

The study team is confident that the SRS responses reflect an honest and conscien-

tious effort by the student respondents to provide the requested information.

PERCEPTION
Simply stated, will the student answer the question you asked or hill he/she
respond to a differing percéﬁtion of what the question meant?;;Financial aid is a
complex field.and_the student responsesi;o ddéstions.on aid reéeived do indicate
some,perceptual ﬁifferenﬁes. The respondents weré'asked if they had applied for .
aid. Many.students said they had not but‘thén repbrted feceiving financial aid
awards for which'a formal aid application was a reéuiremént. The discrepancy aﬁpears
fto be primarily a result of the student ?érception of what éomprises fiﬁancial aid.
Loan aﬁd employment programs even‘though they réquire'the formal application/need
éhalysis procedureégsare‘not considered finanéial-aid by many sfudents. |
Two other areas contained appafent perceptual problems ?‘bﬁdgeﬁs and resources.
Student-reported cost of attendance Bﬁdgets‘and resources:to.meet thqse costs (part—
iCUlarly‘cont;ibutions from parents) are often lower than'staﬁdard ihstitutiqnal‘ |

budgets or normal parental expected contributions. The budgéts developed by colleges

(%)
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- Education, in gengral, and student aid in particular, have their own "in-group" ;'

normally cover the total nine-month cost of living for a student including such

items as medicéi insurance, clotﬁing, recreation, etc. Normal parental contribu-
tion also includes the cost of room and board at home, the student's share of in-
surance and medical expenées, car insurance (where applicable), etc. It appears
that many students reported primarily their out-of-nnecket w.pcns  and the cash
Pﬁreﬁtal ﬂonﬁfibution that came directlv to them. Thus, for many students, both
income amd expenses seem to be slightly understated (by $200 to $400).

Perceptual differences ére noted in mkosezsections.wheré the problem seems most

apparent. : -

-NOMEECIATURE

vocabulary. Gran% and scholarshif’ programs are described in a varietyof terms,
many of them attempting to identify the source of funds. Terminology also differs
among institutions even when desceribime the wsame promram. Tt 9s not surprisiﬁg:

therefore, that stmdents'aré‘oftem confused on what they should call the aid they

receive. - This nomenclature confusion does not: affect the dollars reported or the

totals. for grants amd scholarships, lomns, Job, etc. It is :a warning, however,
that caution should be exercised Inm projectiing the responses to a specific program

to a segment or st=tewide measure of the magnitude of’the program.

. INTERPRETATION

Two types of interpretatfon decisions were made in the course of the report. First,

the responses to questions requiring a dollmr answer were phrased in ranges (see

Q

RIC

Exhibit A, Appendix IT). A student reporting a resource or expense between $601 and
$1000‘ﬁou1dféheck‘thathange, The analysis 'program consisZently used mid-points of

the ranges ($800 in the example) #En computiugﬁzwerages.>

s v B
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Thus, to the extent‘that a given responée would systematically fall at either the
lcwer or upﬁer end cof the range, the results are under or overstateds. The |
standard range at the upper dollar levels is 3500, thus the potential error is
probably under $200 for any item. In general, the over-estimates and under-
estimates can-be expectedlto cancel eééh“other’ouf considering the large number
of dollor responses Feqdestéd. The other major interpretation concern is centered
on program regulations.

Many étudent aid'programs are legislativély directed to specific student popu-
Tations. kWhenever these circumstances exist, the distribution pattern of awards-
«an appear to bé.skewéd. The history and legiélative base of these programs is
explained only‘for tﬁose areaé‘where the project team deéided that further ex-;
position Qas necessary.

TTINN TYOTIATMA M ™
AvIIL AN LSO ALANL ALV L

Reliability is concerned with the validity of responses for those students in the
.survey ﬁoﬁulation. Representativeness spéaks to the degree that thdse responsés
canvbe interpreted {and ppdjegted) as representative of the responses thaf all
stgdents in the state would have given if they had cdmpleted questionnaires. -The
closer a saﬁple (in size) approaches the uﬁiQérse to be studied, the more likely.

it is to be representative.

A COMPARISON OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT AND- THE SRS RESPONDENT POPULATION
Using figures provided by the Council on Higher Education the comparative percent-

ages of the total §tudent enrollment and the SRS population are as follows:




PUBLIC -FOUR -YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUIITY - TOTAL
INSTITUTTONS . INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES

FULL ENROLIMENT

1971 73,051 19,941 110,979 203,971
SRS POPULATION 10,462 4,230 - 12,931 27,623
PERCENTAGE OF _ : . -
ENROLLMENRT IN SRS 14.3% 21.2% 11.7% 13.5%
" POPULATION 3 ' :

¥

The sample.size for each segment and for the state is large enough numerically
to insure a high level of confidence if the sample reflects the major character-

istics of the student population.

PROBLEMS IN REPRESENTATIVENESS OF. ACADEMIC LOAD

As previously noted, two-third's of thé institutions in the survey used class
‘room distribution and the majority of the reméining institutions used campus
cohﬁéct point to distribute questionnaires.

Thué, those’stqdents‘who were most likely to be on campus or were taking the
iérgest of class hours were more likély to receive questidnnaires. For all

three segments, full-time students are ovef-represented in the survey population.
(See Appendix II, Table 1) The variance ranges from‘a_4% oVerrepreséntatiqn’in
Four-Year Public Institutions to 10% in Indépendent Inéti;utioﬁs to 27% in the
¢ommunity éoileges. (Thé commuhity coilegeé ‘having the largest number of part—'

time students)

CLASS LEVEL
For the four-year institutions,.both.public and.private, some variance exists

between SRS class levels and full enfollment;statistics. In the public institutions,

- 10 -~



the percentages of graduate students dre virtually identical for both the survey
population and the total enrollment (16% plus).

The SRS sample overestimates upper division students by approximately 9% and
underestimates lower division students by the same amount.

For .the Indépendent-Institutions, the opposite is true with graduate students
underrepresénted (SRS) by over 13% and upper division students overrepresented byA
almost 107 (Appendix II, fable 2) . -Although attrition from fall to spring and
mid-year changes in class status cbntribﬁte to the variance, it is probable that

the results are more a reflection of the class rooms chosen for sampling.

SEX
The Community College sample contains 11% more wémen than is true of the total
enrollment population. Women are 1ikewise ovetreprésented in the Four-Year
Institutional samples but to a lesser degree (3 to 6%). (Appendix II, Table 3)
Thébreasons for the -variance are matters for conjeéture. It is possible that a
highef percentage of women feturned the questionnairé. JIt is equally likely

that the classes surveyed had a higher percentage of women.

ETHNIC BACKGORUND

Thé Ameficén Indian population isfoverstatéd in the SRSitabulations for’all
ithreeksegemnts. TheAtefhinology used on the questionnaire'wassAmerican Indian/
NatiQe American. It appears as if some 2% ofAthe respondents may have‘inter;
preﬁed the term as meaning‘native born Américan'add responded accordingly. The
fbther ethnic group percentages‘exhibit normal growth for the 1970 comparision

'figutes:and appear ‘to be representative. (Appendix IT, Table 4)

_‘]_]_._.



SUMMARY

The problem in representation noted do not seriously affect the SRS responses.
The variénces.are important, however, i? any attempt to project the SRS fiandings
to the emire‘Washington student population,

A projection formula that weighted the responses in accordanpe with the relative
representation of the different studenf sub~populations would be a valuable and

reasonably accurate tnol for planning purposes.

- 12 -



. CHAPTER II ~ PART C

The RELIABILITY of STUDENT-RYPORTED FAMILY INCCME INFORMATION

Family income is ah important variable in any study of studgnt financial
aid, and it is closely related to.the type and amount of aid resources that are
available to an individual student. It is also a major factor in,famiiy deci-
sions about sending their children to colleges of differiﬁg costs.

The ideal approach to obtaining family income data is to work with National
or State census figures, or in some other way to'go directly to parents. In the
ébs;nce of specific census data on incomes of families with children in college,
student—reported family income data has been found to berreasonably fepresentativé
of study populations sampled and sufficiently reliable fbr most policy and plan-
hing purﬁoses.

Allyof”tﬁe data from the Washington Student Resource Survey were student-
feported and unverified. Because of different approaches to data collectién on
éampuses and within segments, rveéspondent groups may nof be'fu11y representative
of ehrolled students or-of financial aid recipiehts. Despite these obvious limi-
tations, a 90% response rate to the questions regarding family .income from a
totél sufvey'respondent group of mére than 27,000 students provides- valuable and

_useful infornation. | |
The results from tﬁe éurvey appear to be coﬁpatible Qith other available
‘data and indicate appropriate similarity in income distributions. Based upon
these comparisons, it is possible go describe‘and estimate with some degree of
confidence a number of impoftant factors that relate to the economic situations.
of Washington college students. | |

Table II-5 presents survey results ‘for undergraduate students compar.ed
with;recently published Census Bureau.data oé the inqomes of families with child-
ren in college; with the resulfs of a recent national College Scholarship Servicé

(CSS) study of how collegé éophomores financed their education; and, with 1970-71

- 13 -



CSS Institutional Summary Data for more than 18,000’undefgraduates whose parents
had filed a Parent's Confidential:Statement of family income and resources for
Washington cdlleges and universities. |

Washington has long had a public committment to provide widespread
~e§ucationa1 opportunity and, as' a result, has had a higher college-going rate
than is true nationglly. This higher participation rate includes a larger per-
centage of low-income students than would normaliy be found in a national samplé;

At the same time, the state has a higher percentage cf families with

" incomes over $15;000 than the ;éfidnal average, and students from higher-income
families normally‘pursue a post-secondary education.

These two factors: increased pafﬁicipation by low-income families and a
highef percentage of $15,000-plus iﬁﬁome families serve to depress the percent¥
age of middle-income families when compared with national Jata.

The CSS filing populatioﬁ represents families. who have formally applied
for student financial aid. As would be expected, a higher percentage of low- and
miﬁdle—inéome families are aid applicants, and thus tﬁis Eomparison‘ddes demon- |
strate a heavier concentration atklowgr income 1evels:than either the SRS sufvey_
. populgtion or the national comparison populationé. |

ﬁith these understandable compariéon differences, thersurQey resulté~
appear to‘be acceptablé,Auseful, and‘sufficiently reliable'for'planning, project—

ing, and reporting purposes.
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TABLE 11 - 5 _

—_—

COMPARISON OF WASHINGTON STATE SRS STUDENT-R:ZPORTED, PARENT-REPORTED, and NATIONALLY
REPORTED FAMILY INCOME INFORMATION

A1l Higher Education Institutions Public Univ. & Colleges Independent Univ. & noddm@mm‘ ” Communi ty oogdmum

: _ Nat'l Nat'] Nat'l , : Nat'l
S.R.$.1° (ss2 CENSUS4 S.R.S.1 :ss2 sampLe SRS css? sawpLEd  gpsl €SS2 SAMPLE
Family Income
Less Than . o
$5,000 13% 149 8% 7% “4% 11% 11% 9% 8% 16% 213 159
$5,000 to _ ,
mm.mmo 20% 35% 27% 17% 5% 27% 19% 29%  22% 23%  42% 359
$10,000 to :
$14,999 , 25% 347% - 29% 28% 349 31% 23% 36% . 27% 25% wo&. 35%
$15,000 and | o | ST
Above 31% 17% 29% 42% 17% 28% 37% 25% 41% ©25%  7.5% 19
Vot
Reported 10% - 8% 6% - 2% 10% - 17 11% - 2%
SOURCES:: - : ,
1. Student Resource Survey, Washington Undergraduate Students, 1972,
2. CSS Institutional Summary Data Reports for all Washington Undergraduate PCS Filers, 1970-1971.
3. How College Students Finance Their Education, A National Survey, 1969-1970; €SS, New York, 1972.
4. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series p.20, No. NMN. U.S. Printing
Office, Washington D.C., 1971, ‘
S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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CHAPTER III

THE WASHINGTON STUDENT

The Student Resource Survey Questionnaire was administered to students at every public
four-year institution, community college and four-year independent institution in the
State of Washing;on; Sample sizes and methods differed among the participating in-
stitutions (as described in Chapter II), but usable resﬁonses were obtained from
27,623 students. Of the total respondents, 10,462 students (37.9%) were attending
four—year public institutions, 4,230 (15.3%) were gnrolled in independent colleges
and Qniversities, and 12,931 (46.8%) were in Washington community colleges: The size
6f the sample for each participating institutioﬂ is listed in Appendix II.

In the following sectipn, the responses to the individual student descriptive ques-
tions on the questionnaire are discussed for the total sample and for the three in-
stitutional types‘of segments. Detailed tables listing the actual frequency of re-

sponses by segment and for the total sample are to be found in Appendix III.
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SEX

In the total sample, there were 55.7% men and 44.3% women. The public four-year
institutions were within .6% of the total sample norms and of each other. Tie in-

dependent institutions did show a slightly different pattern with 51% men and 49%

women..

The median age for the total sample population and for all three segments is be-
tween 21 and 22 years of age. The‘pﬁblic institutions, however, do involve larger
numbers of older students with the cbmmunity collegés reportihg 27f3% of their sam-
ple population to be over 25 years of age as comparedlto:24.6% for the four-year in-
stitutions and 15.3% for the independents. O0f the community college survey popula;
tion, 4.9% said that they were older then 40 years of age. Stuaents at the inde—
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ETHNIC BACKGROUND

The ethnic question on the questionnaire asked students how they described themselves
and provided a number of options. In many other surveys, students have been reluctant
to answer ethnic background questions, but 99% of the survey respomdents answered this
question. In general, the response patterns match very well with what has been dis-
covered abOutﬂminority enrollments in previous surveys. However, there is one problem
area. For the total survey, 3.4% of the students indicated that they were of Am~ :ican
Indian/Native American ethnic origin. This would seem to be abouf,ZZ higher than
other data would validate. It appears as if a fair number of the-946 respondents were
answering Native American as native born American and not as American Indians.
Caucasian students comprised 88% of the responding population in all thrée segments
and were 87.2% of the total sample when the 1% non-respondents were also counted.
Black/Afro:Americam/Negro students were 2.3% of the survey population in both public
sectors and 2Z in the independent institutions. Chicano/Mexican-American/Spanish-
4Speaking Americans were a small percentage of the respondents (.9%) and were twice as
likely to be found in community colleges (1.2% of that survey poﬁulation) as in the
four-year institutions (.6%) or independents (.5%). Oriental/Asian Americans and
Filipino students were equally represented'(3§9%) in the fodr;year publics and inde-
pendent institutions and comprised 3% of the community college respondents. In the
total survey, 628 students made a valid response of "other" to the ethnic question

while 264 students did not answer the question. .

MARITAL STATUS

From the total samﬁle, 70.4%‘of the students indicated that they had ne&er married
with a high of 81.2% éo‘respondiné iﬂ the private segment as compared to 65.7%Z in the
community college and 71.8% in the four-year publics. Conve¥sely,_mar;ied students.
" comprised 27.8% and 24.4% of the'coﬁmunity college and public four-year respondents,
but iny 16.27% of the independeﬁt’institution sample. Only 4.8%Z of the total sample

indicated that they were separated, :divorced, widowed or other. (see Table 4).
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CLASS LEVEL

In the total sample, 5% of tme resmondents:indicatéd that they were in the lower
division (high school semiorsi, col’@ige freshmen and sophmores},, 33% in the upper
division (college juniows;, senmiors ;=id fifth-year undergraduates) and 9% in graduate
divisions. Private four—yeyﬂ'iﬁsti1m£ions had 49.3% lower division, 45.97% upper
division and 4.8% gradu=te wx.tudents: =s compared to 33.4%Z, 50.1% and 16.4% respec-
tiyely for public foursyear dpstitwz=fons. In coﬁmunity colleges, 19.77% of the re-
spondents indicated that tiey-were mot lower division. - (see Table 5).
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Eighty~four percent of the students in the total sample in.'icated that they were
attending school full-time in the Spring of 1972. An additiimal 9.7% of the re-
spondents were carrying a course load of % to 3/4 of the fuli~time load while 6.3%
were taking less thgn % of a full-time course load. The-independent institutions
had the highest percentage of full-time students (90.9%) while the communitf col-
leges had the most part-time respondents (19.8%). Public four-year institutions

reported lhz'part—timers and 86% full-time s:udents. (see Table 6).

RESIDENCE STATUS FOR TUITION PURPOSES

In the total samﬁle, 85.7% of the respondents indicated that they were Qashington
residents. As expected, the independent institutions had the largest number of
non-Washington studeﬂts (30.6%) while the community colleges had the smallest per;
centage of non-residents (8.27). Fofeign students comprised 3.17% and 3% of the
four-year public and independent institutions respectively. California (2.5% of
the survey population) and Oregor: (2.1%) were the largest identified feeder states

exporting students to Washington. (see Table 7).

DEGREE PLANS
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Seventy-seven peréent of all respondents in the survey indicated xhat they intend
to complete at least a bachelor's degree. All but 5.4% of respondents from‘four—
year public institutions are planning on at least a bachelor's degree with 34.4%'
intending to pursue a mastef'd degree and 21.9% intending on completing studies
through the doctoral level. Slightly fewer Students.in independent institutions
(16.9%) are planning on doctor's degrees, but virtually the same overall percentage
(94.8%) are planning on a bachelor's or higher degree. In the community colleges,
58.8% of the respondents'indicated>their intentions of eventually completing at
least a bachelor's degree with 8.6% indicating blaﬁs to continue their education
through the doctoral level. No degree or certificate plans were expressed by 8.4%
of the community college responaents and‘oflé.4% and 3.8%Z of respondents from four-

year public and private institutions respectively. (see Table 8).

" PARENTAL INCOME

The median 1971 income of their parents as reported by the sfudents in the total
survey population fell in the $12,000 to $14,999 range. Median incomes for four-
year public and priyate institutions were in the same range with community college
students reporting median parental incomes in the $9000 to $li,99§ range. The inde-
pendent institutions had the highést‘percentage of families with incomes over $18,000
(30.4%) and the least percéntage under $6000 (14.97%). The pattern was reversed in

. the cbmhunity‘colleges with 18.5%Z of the families reported ha&ing $18,000 plus in-
comes and 22.1% under $6000. The ﬁublic four—yeaf institutions were in the middle
portion, bﬁt had a pattern much like the indépendentslwith 26.8% over $18,000 and
15.8% under $6000.‘ (see Table 9).
lfhis pattern is-reflectéd in the:avérage income of student's families among the
three sectors: Public four-year institutions —‘$13,970; Independéﬁt Institutions —-
$14,670; and Community Colleges - $11,960. The combinea distribution of all family

income is shown in the following chart.
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EMPLOYMENT

In the total sample, 52.4% of the students atéending school more than one-half time
reported that they héd worked in a part-time job while school was in session. A
majority (56.7%) of community college reépondents were working as were slightly under
half of the respondents from four-year .institutions. Community college studeﬁts also
tended to work longer hours with 20.8% of the sample population reporting over 20
hours per week employment vs 11.1% at the independent colleges and 11.3% at the public

four-year institutions. (see Table 10).

PERSONAL INCOME

The median 1971 income for all respondents in the. survey (and their spouses where

applicable) was $1670. Over one-third (35.8%) of the réspondents reported total 1971

income of below $1000 while 13.2% reported-incomes over $7,500 during the 1971-72

year.' As previously noted, community college students were more likely to work longer
hours than students at four-year insivitutions. It follows therefore that earnings
would be higher and this is the case és 14.8% of the community college respondents

report earnings in éxcess of $7500 for the year as compared to 9% with this level of
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¢ @&mrnings at independent institutions and 12.6% at public four-year institutions.

‘{4zee Table 11),

EDUCATIONAL INDEBTEDNESS

In the ‘total survey population, one out of four respondents indicated that they had
borrowed money under at least one long-term educational loan program. The frequency
ef borrowing varied greatly by segment with 38.5% of the survey population in the
private colleges reporting indebtedness as contraéted with 16.2% at the community
¢'ileges and 31.9% at thg public four-year institutions. Total loans in excess of
$2500 were reported by 4.4% of the survey population (17.2% of those borrowing).
(see Table 12).

Chapter IX contains a detailed analysis of borrowing patterns and total indebtedness.

SELF-SUPPORTING STATUS

Half of the survey population (50.7%) indicated that they were primarily self-sup-
porting and only 13.8% said that they did not ‘contribute at all to their own support.
In order for a siudent to qualify as self-supporting as an applicant for federal stu-
dent financial aid, the .student must meet certain criteria:

1. He must not have been dlaimed as a tax dependent for the last two years

2. He must have réceived leés than $200 in parental sUpéort'during the last year

“3. He must not‘livé with his parents.
In the public four—year‘sample, 54,8% of the respondeﬁts indicated that they were
presently self-supporting. (see Table i3).. An analysis of the responses ﬁo the
_federal $a7fm£uéporting eligibility criteria indicates that 33.1% of the public fourf
year sample satisfy the federal requirements. Comparabie figures for those feeling
fhat»tﬁéy are primarily self-supporting and those who meet the federal éuidelines
(both as pefcentagesvpf survey population)‘are community colleges, 50.7% and 37.6%

and indepehdent inétitutions, 40.7% and 22.6%,
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The federal guidelines are quite strict and it is surprising that such high.percent—
ages of students might be able to meet them. Students perceptions as to being pri-
mariiy seif—supporting also seem quite réliable. The analysis of budgets and re-
sources clearly indicated that more than half of the students were, through jobs and
loans, paying the greater portion of their college expenses and parents on the aver-

age were contributing very modest amounts.,
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TYPE OF HOUSING

In the totai survey population, 20.87% of the students indicated that they wereuliving
with their parents. Community college students were far more likely to be living at |
home (34.5%) than were students at four—year institutions (undef 10%) .
College'housing (dormitories or college apartments) was the major place of residence
(42.3%) of students at independent colleges and was also popular at public four-vear
institut;ons (30%Z). Only 13.1% of the community college respondents reported living
in college housing.

Off-campus housing alone or‘with spouse was a significant mode of living on all seg?
ments and was reported by 23.4%7 of the total population. Students at independent
colleges were less likely (15.9% of the population) to report this type of housing
than were students in public institutions (24~25% range). Off-campus housing with

roommates was reported by 19.7% of the four-year public respondents and of _approxi-~
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(see Table 14).
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MODE OF TRANSPORTATION TO CAMPUS

As noted, most students at private colleges live on or near campus. It is not sur-
prising that 65.3% 6f them walk to school as do 57.5% of the students at public four-
year campuses and 28.2% at community colleges. The automobile is the prevailing mode
of transportation at community colleges (67.3%) and is the transportation reported by
30~317 of the students at all four-year_institutions. Only 2.1% of the respondents
indicated that they used public transportation, a smaller percenvage than the 3:.3%

who ride bicycles or motorcycles to classes. (see Table 16).

AID APPLICANTS

iny 4,913 students, 18.6% of the survey population, reported applying for and re-
ceiving financial aid through their institution aid office in 1971-72., Seventy-three
percent of the sample said they never applied and 8.4% applied but .were denied aid.
In s {233.5%) of tue
survey population reported receiving some kind of aid. The différehce between the

two figures is primarily accounted for by non-campus aid programs although student
perception of what constitutes an aid applicatior. also iﬁfluénces this gap. In re-
sponses to questions on federal programs that demand a studenf apply to his caﬁpus aid
office, 10 to 15% of actual recipients would indicate that they Had not applied for aid,
The actual percentage of camﬁus aid-applicants isvundoubtedly higher than the survey
results indicate. |

However, the responses:do clearly indicate égveral patterns. Students at higher cost
independent institutions are more iikely to.receive campus~based aid (28.6%) than stu-
dénts at.community colleges (ISZ) or seniar public instituﬁions (19.32). More students
at all institutions (4.8% of total) are denied financial aid because they can not meet

eligibility requirements for the various aid prdgrams than are denied aid because of

insufficient funds (2.3%). (see Table 17).
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GRADE AVERAGE

The majerity of the students at all segments and in the total sample (60.9%) report
their grades as.mOStly B's. The highest percentage of mostly A's is the 24.2% re-
ported by public four-year institutions. Independent college respondents reported
18.9% in the A category and community colleges 19.9%. Graduate programg traditionally
have a higlier grading pattern than undergraduate programs and, as the senior public
institutions have the highest percentage of graduate students in the survey, it is

not surprising that the average grades reported tend to be higher in this segment.
Conversely, C grades are most_common in the éqmmunity colleges (20.9%) and the inde-

pendents (18.8%) and are underrepresented (13%) in the senior publics. (see Table 18).

VETERAN STATUS

Veterans constitute a substantial percentage (16.97 of the total sample population).

. —wlem L. NNO L Y
Vetersne are meet lilely o onreo MaKe up 224 Of the

survey respondents. They are least likely to enroll in private institutions (11.1%)

and comprise 13.27 of respondents at public four-year institutions. (see Table 19).

METHOD OF ADMISSION

The majority of students in the survey population in all segmen;s were admitted to
their present.institutibn as a first time freshman (73.17% aﬁ the community colleges,
68.7% at thé independents, and 55.37% at public four-year ihétitutions). 0f the public
four-year respondents, 11.47% were admitteé as_gradﬁates of other four-year institutions
as were 2.8% of the private college respondents and 2.1% at the community colleges.

.An interesting pattern seems to exist for Washingﬁon cpmmuniﬁy college students transf.
ferring to four-year institutions. More students (lO.SZ at public four-year and 7.3%
at independents) are admitted as community college transfers without the A.A. degree
than are admitted as community collegé graauates (7.1% and 6.67% respeétivély). Out-

of-state undergraduates transfers account for 6.4% of the survey respondents at public
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four~year institutions and 7.4% and 3.2% at independents and community colleges re-

spectively. (see Table 20).

EDUCATIONAL PLANS FOR 1972

Nearly all of the respondents plan either to return to school in the fall of 1972
(80.1%) or planned to graduate in June 1972 (12.87%). Students planning on stopping
out and returning to school at some later date comprised 6% of the community college
survey population and 4.4% of the public four-year respondents, but only 2,3% at the
private colleges. Students who plan on cdropping out with no plans to return are 3%
of the community college respondents but under 1%% at all four—year institutions.

(see Table 21).

THE WASHINGTON STUDENT - TOTAL SAMPLE

Statistically, the average Washington student is a state resident, white; 21 years of
age and single. He is a tull-time student presently enrolled in the lower division,

is planning to return to school in the fall and plans to obtain at least a bachelor's
degtee. He comes from a middle—income.family in the $10,000 to $14,000 range, probably
works and if employed, is averaging about 17 hours per week of work with annual earn-
ings under $2000. He lives within two miles of campus and is‘equally likely to walk

or drive a car to campus. He has a grade point between 2.5 and 3.5 and has never
applied fpr financial aid. During the school year, he lives in an off-campusiapartment.
If an undergraduate, he was édmitted to his present institution as a first—time ftgsh~
man.' If a graduate studeht, his bachelor's dégree is from an institution other thén“

the one he is attending as a graduate student.

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

The average’student at the public four-year institutions is enrolled . in the upper. divi-

sion, is certain he will get his bachelor's degree and is planning on a master's or a
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doctor's degree as well. He considers himself primarily4se1f—supporting and lives
close enough .to walk to cless. He lives in either‘an off-campus apartment or in uni-
versity or college-owned housing. He is more likely to be a transfer etudent than are
his‘counterparts in the other two segments (although he was still probabiy admitted as

a first-time freshman).

INDEPENDENT INSTITUTiONS

The student at the independent institution most likely lives on canpus in a college
dormitory. He recelves more financiel support from‘his parents than do his public
institution-connterparts and considers himself mostly dependent upon his parents for
financial support. He is certain he will obtain his bachelor's degree and feels that

the odds are 50-50 that he will obtain a graduate degree,

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

The community college etudent‘is somewhat older then his four-year counterpart and is
more likely to live at home with nis parents. He 1ivesﬂmore than three miles from
cempus and drives to school.. Hevnlens to complete a‘bechelor’s degree, but is not
'sure about gradnate study. He works annaverage of 19 3 hours per week to help pay for
his educatlon and employment is his most 1mportant financial reeource. He has never

applied for financial assistance, but does contribute heavily to his own support.

OTHER STUDENTS

If the student'is a veteran, he is most . 1ikely to be enrolled - in a community coliege
"and least likely to be attending an 1ndependent institution.

If the student is not attending school full time, he is probably.at a community college
ano is least likely to be at an independent institution.

If the student 1s not a Washlngton re51dent, he is most 11ke1y to be attendlng anrlnde;
pendent college. If he is not a U.S. c1tlzen, he 1is probabl& attendlng a four~year

'“"“110 1nst1tution or an 1ndependent institution.
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If the student is married, he is probably attending a publiic institution.
If the student is an-aid applicant, his chances of receiving it are best at the inde-

pendent institution and about the same in the two public segments.
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CHAPTER IV

THE COST OF GOING TO COLLEGF

STUDENT MAINTENANCE BUDGETS

The survey parﬁicipants responded to questions tﬁat asked for the amount of money
they spent during the 1971-72 school year for'tuition and fees, books and supplies,
transportatipn, room and board, clothing,<recreation and incidental expenses.
Average tuition and fees reported by the respondents were as follows:
'A. Public Four-Year Institutions - $640
B, Independent Institutions —-$137O
. C. Community Colleges - $450

These averages are composites of graduate and undergraduate tuitions, out-~of-state
and out-of-district and full-time, pért—time fee~differentials.
Since the amounts for tuition and fees are fixéd by regulations and can be speci-
ficallf computed for anv group of students in a given'ingritnrinﬁ and as thev,  dn
most cases, are not depepdent upon the personal characteristics of the students,
fhey have been eliminated ffom the foliowing comﬁarisoné in order to more accurately
réfiect those budget items amenable to student uhdice.
Mainteﬁance budgets, therefore, refer to'the coéts of going to college exclusive of
tuition and fee charges. Specifically; a‘maintenance budget iﬁciﬁdes room and
board costs; clothing, recreational and ihcidental expenées,'the amount spent on
transportation and on bodks-aﬁd éourse ﬁaterials; As the'émbunt of money spent on
books is more a function of.thé academic program undertaken than of any other stu-
dent characteristic, and as transportétion expenses vary greatly within;eachlstudent

) sub—pdpﬁlationréccording‘to mode of travel, constants will be utilized for these two

items in constructing average maintenance budgets. The constants used are as follows:
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Books and Supplies Transportation

Public Four-Year Institutions $150 $230
Independent Institutions 140 230
fCOmmunity Colleges ' 130. 240

For room and board, clothing, recreational and incidental expenses, the actual

amounts reported by students in the various sub-populations are employed.

STANDARD BUDGETS

As noted iﬁ the ﬁrofile of the Washington Studeﬁt Resource Survey, the pattern of
iiving arrangements while attending college hés become more diwerse as students
exercise free choice on deciding how and wheie fhey wish to.live (éee Taﬁle 14,
Appendix III)T | |
As a result, it has been extremely difficult to construct standard budgets that can
equitably cover the divergent 1iving patterns and concommitant costs. Budgets analy-
sis, however, still provides amn impbrtant téol in analyzing gross costs and available
resources. ‘Mést of this‘séction wili, hoWeVer,.be devoted to delineating those items.
that are most affected by student choice. As a bench mark, itimqulé be appropriate
to identify the average maintenaﬁce budget for all students in ithe survey. The ab—
proximate mean maintenance budgets‘by'segmént are .as follows:

A, Public Four-Year Institutions - $2010 .

B. IndependentlInstitutions~— $1790

C.. Community Colleges - $1810 : _ ”’T
These figures refléct maintenance costs for the survey'ﬁgpuﬂation, but intersegmental
differences should.not be projected from them. The puBlic—foUr year sample contained
the largest group of graduate and older full-time self-supporting studeﬂts. Ihe
higher living costs of this. group has inflatéd the maintenance average. Similarly,
the community college population contains a larger percenfageiof married, older and

ERIC
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self—su?porting students than the independent institution population. One would
suppose that living arramse=zents, marital status and other individual characteris-—
tiCS‘should:have more efferts on maintenance budgets than the type of imstitution a
student chose to attend. T='remainder of this section provides this amalysis by
various stqdent-characterisrics.

AVERAGE MAINTENANCE BUDGETS COMPARING
PLACE OF RESIDENCE AND TYPE OF INSTITUTIONS!

- PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR  PRIVATE FOUR-YEAR COMMUNITY
PLACE OF RESIDENCE INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
LIVING WITH PARENTS $1410 $1390 , $1120
- UNIVERSITY OR COLLEGE
RESIDENCE HALL - 1580 1450 1470
RENTED ROOM 1670 = 1640 - 1570
'OTHER OFF-CAMPUS HOUS~-
ING, ALONE OR WITH E
SPOUSE 2960 , 3040 . 2580
. ING, WITH 1 OR 2
ROOMMATES , 1680 - " 1680 1540
OTHER OFF-CAMPUS HOUS-
ING, WITH 3 OR MORE _ ' :
ROOMMATES ‘ ' 1510 1430 1590

lFor students attending moreE=n: one~half time

In examining Table 1, Place o Residence, residing with parents is the leasit- expen-
sive followed ciosely by liwiug in.residenng?halls,'rénted~fooﬁs.and shariigr accom— |
‘modétions wifh;three or more= ¥meommates. Simdents in four-year public schoels indi-
cate their t&tal,maintenance «Ests are 6n1y'8% more to reside in the dorm tﬁan"aﬁ
home. Students at private scimamls indicate this difference is only 4.3%. Cost dif-
ferentials. between residing: at hoﬁe and three or more roommates are even less.

Private institution students report this difference as 3.2%; four-year publics, 7.77%.
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While these cost differences are small, they are not in the same relationship as

the cost for the actual residence. Students at four-year public schools, for ex-~

‘ample, report an additional $271 in room and board cost to live in a dorm rather

than at home. These same students indicate that clothing and miscellaneous costs
decrease $97 so that the net increase to live in the dorm is only $174. The most
expensive place of residence reported was other off-campus housing, alone or with
spouse. In all three types of institutions the costs indicated in this.catégory are
double living at home. As this is thé prevailing living arrangement for married
couples and families, the higher cost if quite 1ogi;al.

In comparing living costs with‘institgtiohal types, we note that students from the
four-year institutions, public and private, reportvextremély consistent figures.

The largest difference reported is $130 for students liviﬂg in residence halls with
public institution studeqts spending ~ore than those in private colleges and univer-

sities. With one exception (three or more roommates), community college students

consistently report living or less money in every type of housing arrangement than

their four—year institution counterparts. The same phenomenon ﬁas noted in a Student
Resourée Survey conducted concurrently with the Nashingtnnﬂsu?vey‘in the State of
California. -At presént, the reason for the differential is a matter for conjeczufe
on}y. Two possible suggestiéns for the difference have been offered. The first
recognizes that community college studentS'génerally come from lower—iﬁcome familie;
than studeﬁts at four-year inétiﬁutions and suggests, therefore, that community col-
lege respondents are more conditioned to lower 1iving standards wlgich is refilected
in their expenses while attending school. Thewéecond‘posﬁibie.snlution iis -derived
from the age of the students.. Full-time community college students tend tn be in

the 18-20 bracket and have not had the experience in measuring their expenses that

.the four-year students have had. Therefore, community-college students are less

budget~sophisticated. and tend to underreport expenses.- Both of these observations

undoubtedly contribute to the perceived differential, but the data are not sufficient
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to state with any certainty their relationship to the lower community college budgets.

ETHNIC, SEX AND CLASS LEVEL DIFFERERTIALS

ETHNIC DIFFERENCES

In the public four-year institutions, Black students report the highest average main-
tenance budget ($2160) and Chicano/Mexican-Americans the 1oyest ($1810) . The budgets
fo; white and Oriental/Asian students are fairl§ close to éanh other and to the over;
all mean of $2010 ($2030 and $1960 respectively). 1In the private institutions, the
pattern is reversed with the .small Spanish backgrouv' .” popukation (22 students)‘re—
porting the highest maintenance budget ($1990) and Blacks the lowest ($1630). Ag;;n,
whitg and Asian/Oriental students gathér around the $1790 owerall mean ($lBOb and
$1780.réspectively). In the community coileges,‘Blaék»students again report the
Jowest maintenance budgets ($1%80). White‘studenté feportﬁthe highest £$1830) and
Cnlcano'and Uriental backgroumds indicatemaintenance budgeis- of $l770hand,$l730 re-
spectivel&. The relationships ‘between ethnic backgrouhd and average maintenance
budgets is not at all consistemt. among iﬁstitutional types.. ‘Black students seem to
fare best atlfbur—year publiC'institutiqns, bﬁt report the loweét mean budget ét
independent and community colleges. Thg Spanish‘backgrqﬁmﬁWChicano'poéulation occu-
pies a different position in ‘every institutionall sampie =#fle Oriental/Asian back-
ground and Caucasian students are generally close with the largest difference the $I100

JTower total maintenance budget reported by Oriental/Asian.students in the community

colleges;
SEX

There. is a pronounced difference in maintenance costs as reported by sex. This pat-
tern is consistent by type of institution. The maintenance cost at community col-

leges for men was $1950 and wowen $1680; four~year public men $2180 and women $1820;

-,
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and four-year private men $1970 and women $1620. The reason for this substantial
difference appears to be in place of residence. For example, 33% of all females
at four-year public institutions live in the.dorm ~vs 207 of the men. Conversely,
the most expensive type.of residential category (othef off-campus housing, alone

or with spouse) found 29% of the men and 18% of the women.

- CLASS LEVEL

Another pronounced pattern is-the relationship between year of school and costs of

1 . .
attending. As the numberrof years increases, so do the costs as indicated by the

following chart.

MAINTENANCE COSTS

FOUR-YEAR FOUR-YEAR ,
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS - PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

MEAN MEDIAN  MEAN MEDIAN |

LOWER DIVISION $1,673 ©$1,506 $1.,.546 $1,380 |
UPPER DIVISION 2,013 1,687 ‘ 1,977 1,587
GRADUATE ' 2,804 2,453 - 2,707 1,906

Thereasons for these cost diffe;eﬁtia;siare'those just mentioned, i.e., older stu-
dents tend to reside in more expénsive housing. The residence halls are occupied
by 63.4% of 1oﬁer~division stgdents, 32.4% upper division and only 4.17% of gfadu—
ates. Conversely, only 7;2% of the'lower division students reside in off-éampus
(alone or with spouse) housing; the most expensive housing type.

While the patterhs of relative costs are 'similar using both the mean and the median,
it should be noted that the  median figures tend to reflect more accurately as the
actual expenses. Budget means are uéually skewed highér‘by a small number of stu~
dents with extremely higﬁ-expenses, e.g., married students with several children

who are reasonably affluent,
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MARITAL STATUS

The factor that has the most dramatic impact upon maintenance costs is marital sta-

tus and number of children.

MEDIAN AND MEAN MAINTENANCE BUDGET ‘COMPARISONS BY FANTLY STATUSL

FOUR-YEAR ENDEPENDENT '‘COMMUNITY
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
I ‘
FAMILY STATUS MEDIAN MEAN MEDT AN MEAN MEWIAR MEAN
| SANGLE $1,530 $1,670 . $1,410 $1,540 $1,350 $1.,460
- MARRIED - NO
CHILDREN 2,710 2,950 Z,510 2,940 12,350 2,480
MARRIED - ONE ' L
CHILD 2,960 3,390 2,940 3,510 2,250 2,670
{, MARRIED ~ TWO
| ‘CHILDREN 3,290 3,750 3,470 3,770 2,420 13,120

EFor students attending more than one-half itiime

- TE=-median and mean maintenance budgets of simngle gtudentsxafe consistently close
for-all three institutional segments. More: jpronounced gaps between. :median and. mean
gre:-evident for married stud;uts, but there:is,littlé:intersegmemteﬂ‘consistency in
:ﬁhemmean/median;differential.

A1l three survey populations contain substantial nﬁmbers of marrfed:-with earnings
fan® budgets) in excess of $6000 and these students tend to skew-the means towards
Hiehigh side. ~Agéin,‘stgdehts from all fouréyear'institutionsrxeport comparable'
-maimtenaﬁceucbétslﬁhile community college students aré cansistently spending leés

on their living expenses.

INSTITUTIONAL BUDGETS

It is apropos at this time to compare what students report as their cost and what

financial aid officers use as standard budgets. The following chart examines this

relationship. !
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A COMPARISON OF STANDARD INSTITUTIONAL MAINTENANCE BUDGETS
AND STUDENT-REPORTED MEAN MAINTENANCE TOTALS

FOUR-YEAR FOUR-YEAR COMMUNITE
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES:
AS REPORTED BY: AS REPORTED BY: AS REPORTED Bx:
FINAN., FINAN. FAKAN,
STUDENTS AID OFF. STUDENTS AID OFF. STUDENTS &4TD-OFF.
DEPENDENT AT HOME - $1,400 $1,,100 $1,390 $1,190 $1,120 $1.,280
RESIDENT (SINGLE | |
;‘ STUDENTS RESIDING
OTHER THAN WITH | _
, PARENTS 1,680 1,640 1,540 1,670 1,490 4, 560

#all

College financial aid officers construct sfudents budgets that normalliyy —#msf
cost items that comprise living expenses including all of the items listed ir: the
beginning of this section. The aid office budgeg is an average budget:; im mractice,
allovances ave usually made for students who can demonstrate that they have: ighrer
valid expenses than the standard budget. The averagé stude;% and institmrHomal tbud~
gets at four-year institutions are very close for resident students. Summﬁ@%&mgly,
the campus budgets are no;iceaﬁly lower than the student—reported budgets: Furr:student s
living at home. This is unusual because campus budgets usually reflect thee e to
the parent of maintaining the:studenf in the family home while stﬁdents‘cmmxﬁﬁzing
SRS—-type quéstionnaires seldom adéquately quantify‘how this type of‘parentﬁﬁxsm@port
translates into dollars. |
-In the community colleges, the more tr&ditional pattern is demonstrated witim:the
stu&ent~reported living at Home*budget 1owef than the institutional standard. 'The
mbre modest expéctation and/or underreporting of costs of‘community coilege students
is aléo evident in the fairly substantial gap bétween the $1490 maintenance "budget
fo; fesident-students and ;he $1.860 institutional‘sténdard.
Individual campus analysis of the SRS budget data should prove invaluable in adjust- ‘

~ing finanéial aid office standards to reflect student budget reality.
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CHAPTER V

PATTERNS IN PAYING FOR LIGHER EDUCATION

The surve& populations for all three segments contain Students from many different
backgfounds. Mar’tal status, economic history, age, class level and life-style
oBviously vary considerably‘among 27,000 plus studenf;. Financing patterns are
related to the differences among' people and thus, individual students raise the
reséurces they need to meet educational costs in a variety of ways. In this section,
we will attempt to tréce the average resources utilized by identified population
groups in each of the three institutional segments. This approach should enable

us to illustrate the differences in financing patﬁerns.both within and across in-

stitutional types.

PROCEDURAL NOTE

Appendix V, Tables 1-12, contain the data derived to support this section.
Colﬁmn.l, Recipients, on Table 1-3, lists the average dollar receiVéd’from
the resqurce’catégo:ies by students who reported themselves as réqipients
of that resdurce.. To get the average resource for the total POpulation, i
the total resource dollars were divided by the survey populat;oh“ >Simi1ar1y,
oy
average resources for men were derived by dividing the résqurces repdrted by
male recipients among all men. The same procedure was followed for each sub-
population. Obyiously, within each sub-population, an§‘individual student
could deﬁonstrate a completely different pattern of resources. waaver,
average resources. per individual in a sub-population is the best -way to show
the relative iﬁportance of different financial:séurces in the stﬁdent financ-~

ing of post-secondary education.
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LEGEXD - AFP = AID FROM PAREXTS
EMPLOY. = EWPLOYMEXT EARWINGS

G = GRANTS AND SCLOLARS: :
B = STATE AUD FEJEDAL BEREFITS
L = EDUCATIONAL LOALS

S = PERSONAL SAV1INGS

The bar graph makes one point quite clear; in all three segments, students are pro-
viding the majority of their own resources from earnings and personal savingé (pré—
sumably saved frqm-prévious employment). 1In the four-year public-institﬁtions,‘earn—
ipgs,and‘savings‘comprise 56.87% of the average resources for the total survey popula-

tion. ‘In the independent colleges and community colleges, the comparable percentages

‘are 46.17% and 60.7% respectively. If loans are added to the employment/savings totals,

average self~help becomes 64.8% of total resources at publié four-year institutions,
54.9% at privates colleges and 65.4% at .the CAmmunitybcolleges. The higher average
eérnings reported at the public-four;yeér iﬁs;itutions“is attributable ;o the larger
graduate population who reported substéntial earnings on research'and‘téaching assist-
antshibs.

Parental éupport also differs'considerably‘with students ;t independent institutions

receiving an $850 average (297% of total resoufces), students at publi& four-year in-

stitutions averageing $540 (20%) and at community Colleges $320 (15%). One would
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expect that the amount of parental support that students normally receive would be
related to parental income and parents at independent institutions have a highef mean
income ($14,670) andbat community colleges a‘lower mean ($11,960) with the parents. of
public four-year students in the middle averaging $l3;970., There does seem to be some
relationship between parental income and parental support.

One other point of comparison should also be considered - tuition and fees which are
the largest single variable in a student's budget. For independent institutions, the
average tuition was $1370 as compared to $640'in public four-year institutions and
$450 in community colleges. If parental incomes, parental support and average tuition

are compared, the mathematical relationships expressed as parts of 100 would be as

follows:
Public 4-~Year Independent . Community
Institutions Institutions Colleges
Parental Income 34 | To 36 To 29
Parental Snpport ' 32 V To 50 To 19
Averaée Tuition and Fees 26 To ’ 56 | To 18

Earentél support at public four-year institutions appears to be slightly more related
to parental income than to tuitions; however, on the whole, the ratios displayed would
'suggest that the amount of tuition and fees charged has a direct relationship upon
péfental support. It is possiblé that many parents perceive the tuition and fees bill
as their responsibility but living costs are thé‘students' responsibility. In any
casé, higher tuition charges bring more parentél support .and nof in direct proportion
to parental inCOmé;

Several other points of comparison should Be notéd. Average grants and scholarships
.are direcﬁly related to college costs with stuaents from the highér nriced private
colleges'averagingn$270~asvcomparedvtn $l6b‘in senior public institutions and $100 in

community colleges,
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Conversely, average benefits are highest at the community colleges ($320), next high
at four-year publics ($230) and lowest at the independents ($200). The average bene-
fits follow the same distribution as G.I. Bill recipients (the largest benefit ﬁro—
gfam) who are most likely to be enrolled in community coilégeS‘and least likely to
attend indePendent institutions. Thus, state and fedéral benefit programs are a more
importaht source of financing than grants and sgholarships in the public institutions

with the opposite being true in the independent institutions.

AVERAGE RESOURCES FOR SELECTED SUB—POPULATIONS

MEN AND WOMEN

AVERAGE RESOURCES OF MEN AND WOMEN BY SECMENT

MEN
FOUR-YEAR PUELIC , ' , I ‘ ] $2980
© INSTITUTIONS AFP EMPLOY. ‘ | ¢ B L s
INDEPENDENT * l ' ' j $3290
INSTITUTIONS AFP EMPLOY, ‘ | 6 B L |s]|
COMMUNTTY ' I I l l $2410
COLLEGES AFP , EMPLOY. G B Lls )
WOMEN
FOUR-YEAR PUELIC | : l
INSTITUTIONRS AFP EMPLOY, G B L S $2170
INDEPENDENT ‘ :
INSTITUTIONS AFP EMPLOY. ¢ Bl 1. s $2560
. COMMUNITY '
COLLEGES AFP | . EMprov, l'cleiL| s $1440
' : ] : ! 1 . ! : 1
| i T ] T [ T
500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500
LEGEND - AFP = AID FROM PARENTS
- EMPLOY. = ENMPLOYMENT EARNINGS
G = GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS
: B = STATE AND FEDERAL BENEFITS
Q L = EDUCATIONAL LCANS
ERIC § = PERSOMAL SAVINGS
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Women receive more parental support than do men averaging 1’ times the men's parvental
contribution for tﬁe total survey popr:lation. Women also receive about fhe sane
average loan resources as men. But in all other categories, the average resources
reported By women are significantly lower than those reported by meﬁ. The two largest
differen;ials are in employment earnings and benefits received. The lower benefit
totai for women is a product of the impact of the disproportionately malé G.I. Bill
.recipients on the total benefit dollars. The employmentAdifferential is more diffi-
cult tq explain. Students were asked whether they had sought emplbyment in the summer
of 1971. Better than 55% of the males in the survey population reported working full-
time as cowpared to 37% of the women. Over 21% of the women indicated that they had
ndt looked for summer work vs approximately 12% of the males so reporting. Better
than 117 of the women reported looking fo; work but not locating employment while 30%
plus said that they could only find part-time summer work. Comparable figﬁres for men
were 9% and 237 respectively. |

In brief, women were less likely to seek work and if looking, were more likely to be
unempioye& or working part-time. It would seem, therefore, that the employment dif-
ferential is effected equally by fewer women seeking work and fewer employment oppor-
tugities for those women who do wish to work. SIhe questionnaire did not ask for
average hourly wages so that ;t is not possible to trace the impact of pay differen-
tials on the average earnings.

In the four-year institutions, women also received lower a&erage grant and scholarship
resources than mén,‘ In the four-year public institutions; the total average resources
for women were only 72}3% of the male fotal; In the independent ipstitutioﬁs and com—
mﬁnity'colleges, the comparable figures were 77.87 and 59.8%‘respecti§ely. Obviously,
 women students are financing their education with resources substantially below those

of their male counterparts.
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FINANCING PATTERNS BY ETHENIC BACKGROUND

Considerable variance in total and type of resources is demonstrated by ethnic groups
both within and among institutions. Befecre too many conclusions are drawn from the

~ results, it is important to remember that the total number of non-white students in-
volved (particularly Chicano/Mexican-American/Other Spanish~Speaking Americans) is
small and may not be perfectly representative of all minority students enrolled in

Washington higher education.

BLACK STUDENTS

Black students at four-year public institutions reported $2900 in total resources, the
largest amount reported by any ethnic group. Self-help, employment, savings and loans
account for 56.9% of the total. (Self-help is 57.3% of the white total of $2650).
Black students report higher grants and scholarships than whites ($530 to $140), but
1owe£ rarental sxopért {$200 to $560).

At the independent institutions, Black students report almost the lowest average total
resources.($2750) as compared to $2960 for whites. Blacks report $1610 in self-help
‘vs $164D for white students. Grants and benefits are higher fpr Blacks ($890) than
for whites ($450), but parental support is lower (8250 to $870).

At the cdmmunity colleges, Blacks again report the next to the low total resources.

- The differential is caused primarily by a sudden drop in self-help ($850) vs $144C for
‘whites. Paréntal contributions are verv close, $310 for Blacks and 5340 for thtes as
are total grants and benefits, $54Q and‘$420 respectively,

As grants and scholarships are usually based.on demonstrated finanéial need, one would
‘expeCt that Black students fnoﬁ lower average income families would receiﬁe more aid
and report less paréntal SUpporf. This is the case in all<tﬁree segméntg. Total
resources for Black students appear to be slightly better than average at public four-
year instit<.ions and below aQerage at the independent and community éolleggs; For

some reason, self-help opportunities for Blacks are far below the norm at community
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colleges, but are substantially the seme at four-year institutions.

CHICANO /MEXTCAN~AMERICAN/OTHER SPANISH~SPEAKING AMERICANS

At all public institutions, Chicano students report the lowest average total resources

($2250 at the four~year schools and $1630 at the community colleges).

Parental Support Self-Help Grants & Benefits
White Chicano White Chicano White Chicano
Public Four-Year .
Institutions 560 170 - 1,720 1,180 370 900
Community Colleges 340 110 1,440 970 420 550

Given the lower family income and lover pérental support, the higher grants and bene-
fits tend to equalize the non-se.f hélp resources. However, it appears that self-help
opportunities are substantially lower for Chicano students than fqr whites. At the
independent institutions, oﬁly 22 Chicano/Spanish-Américans wvere identified. Although
the number is small, they seem to be of substantially different backgrounds than the

' Chicanos in the public sections. They reporﬁ'parental suppért of $640, very close to
the white average of $870. ‘Grants and benefits’($890) are substantially larger than
the white average ($450) and self-help ($1520) is close to the white total ($1640).
However, for'the employment component of self-help, Chicanos' report lower earnings

($810) than do white students ($1190), but substantially higher loans ($500 vs $260),

ORIENTAL, ASIAN-AMERICAN AND FILIPINO STUDENTS

Although students from Oriental/Asian backgrouﬁds report lower average parental in-
come than white students, Oriental parents contfibute.more_dollér suppoft than do

white parents. In the independent éolléges,'the amounf of support is absblutely
gfeater (8980 for Orientals'and $870 for whites). The same holds true in the community
coileges ($3§0 and $340‘respectively).

In the public four—year‘institutions, thé absbluté amount is slightly smaller‘($530

to $560), but it is a higher percentage of family income,
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Oriental students in all segments report borrowing less than any other group and
report the highest contribution from personal savings. Self-help varies consider-
ably by segment representing 637 of ﬁotal rescurces in the community colleges, 60%

in the four-year publics‘and 45% in the independent institutions. Total grants,
scholarships and benefits are very close for Oriental and white students, but the
composition is reversed with Oriental students receiving more in grants and schplar-
ships and white étudents more in benefits. Oriental students report the lowest total
average resources in the independent institutions, the second highest in the community
colleges and the next to low in the senior public institutions. (see Tables 7-9,

Appendix V for the average resource breakdown).

FINANCING PATTERNS FOR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

Dependent undergraduates living at home with their parents are extremely reliant upon
self-help (particularly jobs) to finance their educations. In the public four-year
institutions, self-help comprises.68.7% of the total resources, in the independents
54.67% and for the community colleges 70.5%. Parental support in all segments is’ lower
than that afforded dependent undergraduates living away from home. Loans and benefits
are very small parts of the total resources of dependent students at home. In the
publie sector, they also tend to get smaller grants and scholarships than their counter-
parts living away from home. Surprisingly, average grants and scholarships are signi-
ficantly higher for the 'at home' student in the independent institution than they

are for his on-campus classmate.

Dependent students iiving away fromihome report highef parental support than those
iiving at home; $650;VS $380 in the community colleges; $890 vs $580 in the senior
publics;‘ana éll70 vs $760 in the independents. They also.earn elightly leés and
borrow more. In total average resources, they report from $140 to $260 more than
.‘their,fa; home' counterpar;s. Considering the ces; differential of living away from

home, they jin effect have less resources than . those students living with their parents,
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Self-supporting students in all segments average no more than $20 in parental assist-
ance. They are almost gompletely reliant upon empioyment and benefits. They work
more and borrowmore thaﬁ their dependent classmates. o
Self-help accounts for 727 of total resources in senior public institutions and aver-
age benefits add 21.3% more. bomparable self-help and benefit percentages are 69.7%
and 20.6% in the independent institutiogs and 64.9% and 29.7% in the community col-

leges. The high average benefit is traceable to the large numbers of self~supporting

. G.I. Bill recipients in the survey population.

GRADUATE STUDENTS

Graduate students finance most of their education with empioyment earnings. Teaching
and research assistantships are a méjor source of these earnings. “In the public four-
year instituﬁions, earnings accounted for $2070 of the $3450C average total resources.k
In the privates, $2250 out of $3570 earnings accounted for the total rescurces. In

all four-year institutions, graduate students report more average écholarships, grants
and benefits than all undergraduates (but lower benefits than self-supporiing under-
graduates). .In the public sector, graduate students also borrow more but undergraduates
borrow more in the private iqstitutions. Parental support ($190 in publics and $240

in privates)_is also lower than for undergraduates ($610 and $890 ;espectively).

(see Tables 4-6, Appéndix V).

FINANCING PATTERNS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

o«
L, i

For discussion purposes, this section will ‘concentrate on students wﬁo reported family
incomes of under $6000, over $18,000 or between $12,000 and $15,000 dollars. Tables
10-125 Appendix V also contain resource information for parental incomes between $6000

and $9000, $9000 and $12,000 and $15,000 and $18,000.
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PARENTAL SUPPORT BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

UNDER $60C0 $12,000 TO $14,999 OVER $18,000
PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS $220 $620 $1,030
INDEPENDENT IN-
STITUTIONS 330 - 840 1,610
COMMUNITY COLLEGES 200 , 430 900

Parental support increases as family income increases; however, within any given in-
come range, the amount of parental support is clearly related to the cost of the in-

stitution attended.

SELT-HELP BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

UNDER $6000 $12,000 TO $14,999 OVER $18,000
PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS : $1,790 - $1,630 $1,540
INDEPENDENT INCTI
TUTIONS 1,730 1,420 71,410
COMMUNITY COLLEGES 1,200 1,360 1,320

In the four-year institutions, self-help (particularly employment) is inversely re-
lated to family income with students from higher income feportiné more éavings than
loans and the opposite being true for the under $6000 bracket.

In»the cormunity colleges, self-help is higher at higher incomes. The differences afé
almost identical with the differences in earnings reported.i In addition, savingé are

_gréater than loans at all levels, but the gap is wider at higher income ranges.

AVERAGE GRANTS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND BENEFITS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

UNDER $6000  $12,000 TO $14,999 OVER $18,000
PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR | | _
INSTITUTIONS $660 $280 o $240
INDEPENDENT INSTI- |
TUTIONS _ 640 ] 410 230
Q COMMUNITY COLLEGES 630 290 ~ ' 220

AR



The average grants and benefits total for under $6000 family recipients is vir-
tually identical in all segments. The composition diff:rs considerably, however,
with benefits accounting for 71.4% of the total in the community colleges and
graﬁts and scholarships compfising 59.4% of the total in the independents and the
two sources splitting 50-50 in the public four-year institutions. As the middle
bincome range 1is approached, the grants/benefits split is almost 50-50 in the pri-
vates, but heavily weighted to benefits in the public section. In the over $18,000
income bracket, the'weighting towafds benefits is continued in public institutions,
but grants and scholarships sfill comprise the greatest part of the total in the

independent colleges.
SUMMARY

The analysis of all of the sub-jopulation has shown clearly the importance of em-
plo&ment and other self-~help programé in financing post—education. Students are
paying'thg major portion of the cost of attending institutions of higher educationl
Benefif programs,‘particularly the G.I. Bill, are an important source of additional
Tesources pafticularly for sélf—supporfing undergraduates. All of the sub-popu-
lation discussed appears to demonstrate significant variances in financing patterns

that should prove useful in designing additional assistance programs.
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CHAPTER VI — PART A

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID AND OTHER RESOURCES BY SEGMENT

The second part of this chapter contains detailed student aid profiles for the
three institutional groups: public four-year and independent colleges and uni-

versities and community colleges. The purpose of this section is to compare by

~ segment the available resources to determine whether aid funds are equitably dis-

tributed among Washington institutions. It is oftéu too easy to draw erroneous

conclusions from comparative data. To avoid this danger, we will attempt to in~

clude in the analysis those historical and legislative factors that have influ-

enced the development of student aid programs. If all institutions and students
were alike, one would expect the distribution ¢ aid dollars to be equal. Using
our sample population,_the ccmmunity college Qtudents‘should represent 46.87% of

the resources, public four-year students 37.8%, and independent institution stu-
dénts 15.3%Z. However, institutions are not alike and aid programs are affected

by institutional diffevences. Campus-based aid programs, the largest single

source of funds for Jashingtonlstudents, are designed to give aid to needy stu-~
dents in.au amount sufficient to meet college coéts. Thus, students at higher
cost independent institutions will receive larger average amounts to meet their
educational bills. At the same time; priority in the assignﬁent of the federal
undergraduate dollars is given to students-from 1ow—iﬁcome~families.- Using $7500
per year.as‘the upper end of this target population, the percéntages of students -
in our sﬁrvey population from families with incomes below-$7§00 are: public
four-year and independﬁnt colleges aﬁa universities 21,6% in both segments and
community colleges 29.5%. Thus we would expect the community colleges to have:

a higher perééntage of tae student recipients while iﬁdependent institutions

should show a dollar percentage higher than their share of students receiving aid

representing their ruigher budget costs. One other fact should be kept in mind

conéerning the federal programs. Program regulations demand a yearly application

for federal funds and subsequent proof that the funds were expended correctly.
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An institution cannoﬁ build an aid program overnight. It is a cumulative process
that takes several years., Thus, newer institutions and institutions with consid-
erable enrollment growth will often show a smaller aid program than older, more
stable (in enrollment) institutions. It would appear as if several Washiggﬁon
community colleges are in this position.

With these cautions in mind, we can proceed to draw some conclusions.

GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

DIVTREBUTION OF GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS BY SEGMENT — TABLE VI-1

PUBLIC 4-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY

INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N % X % N %
SEGMENT PERCENTAGES 10,462 37.8 4,230 15.3 12,931 46.8

GRANTS AND SCHOLAR-

SHIPS N 7 N % N %
EDUCATYONAL OPPOR- PR 288 39,0 150 20.3 300 40.7

TUNITY GRANT "D 132,480 37.5 88,650 25.1 132,000 37.4
OTHER FEDERAL GRANTS

(NURSING AND HEALTH R 168 34.6 97 20.0 220 45.4

PROFESSIONS AND LEEP) D 129,760 38.4 85,376 25.2 123,200 36.4
STATE GRANTS (TUITION .

AND FEE WAIVER AND R 904 29,2 915 29.5 1,280 41.3

NEED GRANTS) D 112,820 10.0 474,927 42.3 535,400 47.7
INSTITUTTONAL (GRANT OR

SCHOLARSHIP, EOP, FEL~ R 264 36.9 221 30.9 230 32.1
- LOWSHIPS, TRAINEESHIP) D 205,920 45.7 150,501 33.4 . 94,300 20.9
ALL OTHER OUTSIDE GRANTS R = 524 33.1 269 19,6 579 42.2

(BIA AND ALL OTHERS) D 513,480 46.9 230,533 21.0 350,463 32.0

*R = Number of Recipients

%
S
n

Total Dollars

.
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EDUCATIONAL OPPrRITUNITY GEATTS (10G)

The EOG program is a targetted program with a legal priority assigned to stmdents
from low-income famiiies. As noted previously, the community colleges hawe ti.
highest percentage of students with under $7300 family incomes. The undervepre-
sentation of the community eclleges iy therefore mwre severe than it app@ears om
a straight percentage base. Wo dowvt part of this underrepresentation is attri-

butable to enrollment growth that has outpaced aid resources. Regardless of the

reascn, it is clear that community colleges need more EOG funéds.

OTHER FEDERAL GRANTS

Health Professions, Nursing and Law Enforcement Grants and Scholarships arg pro-

~~~~~~

offers that particular program., Tht smount of money a student receives is also a

nrodiuet of the nrogvam cost ha A
. .
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these two factors,

STATE GRANTS

"State Grants" consist of Tuition and Fee Waivers, State Need Grants and Tuition
Supplement Grants. The Tuition and Fee Waivers are available only iﬁ the public
sector and the Tuition Supplement Grants only within the private sector. The lafge
amount of state grants found within phe-independent institutions is attributable

to the receipt by each Wéshington residént of a Tuition Supplement Grant coupled
with, on the average, larger State Need Grants awarded to‘students in this secteor

to meet the greater budgetary costs of attendance at the private colleges.

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS

Traditionally independent institutions have been more successful in attracting

private donor funds than public institutions. The private colleges are also more
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dependent upon student aid to assist in meeting thei£ higher costs and often divert
current incore into student aid programs. Similarly, institutions with graduate
programs have been able to attract outside money (primarily federal) for fellow-
ships and trafmeeships, It is thefefore not surprising that the indepéndent insti-
tutions and senior public institutions report much more aid in this area than tﬁe
community colleges. If the graduate student funds were removed from the four-year

public segment, their profile would be very close to that of the community colleges.

ALL OTHER QUTSIDE GRANTS

Again, we note a slight overrepresentation of independent college students and a
proportiornate underrepresentation of community college respondents. The differences

are small and these programs seem to be well distributed among all institutions.
BENEFITS

DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS BY SEGMEITI ~ TABLE VI-2

PUBLIC 4-YEAR INDEPENDENT ~ COMMUNITY
INSTITITIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N % Y % N %
SEGMENT PERCENTAGES 10,462 37.8 4,230 15,3 12,931 46.8
BENEFITS N 7 N % N %
G.I. BIIL PR 1,007 3L.9 348 11,0 1,800 57.1
“"D 1,691,760 32.9 557,496 10.8 2,898,000 56.3 -
SOCIAL SECURITY R 353 35.4 124 12.4 - 520 52.1
: : D 282,400 37.0 90,892 11.9 390,000 51.1
ALL OTHER BENEFITS R 444 28,2 213 -13.5 920 58.3
D 415,640 27.3 197,759 13.0 909,500 59.7
*R = Number of Recipients
*%D _

Total Dollars




BENEFITS

As demonstrated by the close correlation between percentage of recipients and
share of dollars, benefit programs normally carry a fixed stipend that does not
vary with the cost of the institution attended. Some benefit programs such as
welfare also put an absolute limit on the amount of additional money a student
can receive. Given this predetermined dollar amount, it is not surprising that
benefit recipients are more cost conscious than- most other students and tend to

enroll in the lowest price institutions viz., the community colleges.

EDUCATIONAL LOANS

DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATIONAL IOANS BY SEGMENT ~ TABLE VI-3

PUBLIC 4-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY
INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N yA N % N %
SEGHMENT PERCENTAGES 10,462 37.8 4.230 15.3 12.931 46.8
LOAN PROGRAMS N % N % N %
WATIONAL DEFENSE ~ *R 900 47.5 504 26.6 491 25.9
STUDENT LOAN *%D 576,000 47.6 347,256 28.7 286,253 23.7
OTHER FEDERAL LOANS .
(NURSING AND HEALTH R 296 39.8 175 23.5 273 36.7
PROFESSIONS AND LEEP) D 403,360 51.2 185,356 23.5 199,363 25.3
FEDERALLY-INSURED STU~ .R 975 50.2 403 20.8 " 564 29.0
DENT LOANS D 984,750 49.2 - 442,494 22.1 573,588 28.7
. -ALL OTHERS (INSTITU-
TIONAL LONG~-TERM LOANS R 292 41,4 169 23.9 245 34,7
AND OTHER LOANS) D 180,180 39.3 113,897 24.8 164,594 35,9
*R = Number of Recipients
**D = Total Dollars



NATIOKAL DEFEHNSE STUDENT LOANS (NDSL)

The NDSL program has traditionally been available to students from the middle- |
income.range as well as to those from lower family incomes. As a result, it has
been of prime importance to higher cost independent institutions., The NDSL pro-
gram also makes the lending college or university responsible for the collection

of the loan when the student has finished his/her education. Many community col-
leges have been reluctant to participate in the NDSL because of the 1§an collection
requirement particularly when such a 1ong period of time can péss for studenéé who
pursue their education to the graduate level. It would not be unusual for six or
seven years to elapse from the time the loan is made until it reaches collection
status. Thus, we can see a strong overrepresentation of independent and senior

public institutions in the NDSL distribution.

OTHER FEDERAL LOANS

The same observations hold true here as were listed for the companion scholarships
and grants. The dollars go to institutions with the particular programs in amounts

related to the program cost.

FEDERALLY-INSURED STUDENT LOANS (FISL)

The\frequency’of‘borrowing.increases as students undertake more education. Thus,
graduates are nore likely to have borrowed than undergraduates and seniors more so
than freshmen. It ;s therefore logical that students in four-year institutions at
more expensive inétitutionsvwill borrow more 6£ten than' community college students,
However, as noted in éhapter IX, the much greater difficulﬁies encountered by com-
munity college students in securing FISL has ﬁndoubtedly added to the skewing in

favor of four-year institutions.



ALL OTHER LOANS

Independent institutions are much more likely to have their own lcan programs than
are public institutions. Similarly, graduate students have access to a wider range
of loans than undergraduates., The distributicn pattern portrayed in Table VI-3 is

representative of these factors.

STUDENT AID AND OTHER RESOURCES

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID AND OTHER RESOURCES BY SEGMENT ~ TABLE VI-4

PUBLIC 4-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY
INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N % ‘ N % : N %
SEGMENT PERCENTAGES 10,464 37.8 4,230 15.3 12,931 46.8
EMPLOYMENT N % N % N A
COLLEGE WORKSTUDY *R 763 26.3 628 21.7 1,509 52.0
**h [ S B eYaYa) NN Nt 0Ny nN1T 0 “2r =An AR
o RIS R ERNEVAY) “d e TS gVl Ll e O 11Dy 100 G el
ASSISTANTSHIPS, R 1,056 57.9 303 16.6 464 25.5
TEACHING OR RESEARCH D 2,016,480 64.5 - 455,133. 14.6 654,830 20.9
ON-CAMPUS NON-WORK STUDY R 1,799 44,3 969 23.8 1,296 .31.9
D 903,860 44,5 480,914 23.7 648,768 *31.9
OFF-CAMPUS NON-WORK STUDY R 8,518 39,3 3,411 15,7 9,743 45,0
D 8,397,500 39.6 3,092,194 14.6 9,693,341 45,8

R

il

Number of Recipients

Ak

o
It

Total Dollars

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM (CWSP)

. The CWS program is a federal aid program designed to provide employment opportuni-
ties for needy students. Under CWSP, the federal‘goVernmeﬁt'provides 80% -of the

students' ‘earnings and the institution or cooperating non-profit agency provides the
gs, : ‘ P g P y P
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remsining 20%. Priority for employment is assigned the 1ewest family income stu-
dents. ‘The community colleges and the independent institutions have apparently
- placed considerable emphasis on the college work~study program. Conversely, the
number of work-study jobs reported by public four—year students is much lower than
would be expected from the percentage of ickq“-"ir{é‘&ﬁé”éE"{Jaé}'lé!""‘i‘}i‘"‘ﬁhat sample. The
underrepresentation of senior public institntional students seems to be quite

severe,

ASSISTANTSHIPS

_Assistentships; histotically and by present practice, are normally awarded to grad-
uate students to.help them‘finance their‘edueation and to‘pfovide'the institutions
with iow cost teaching and reseatch staff. The public four-year institutions re--

porc, by far, the greatest number and pereentages of gradnate students.\ It is not
surprising that they have the preponderance‘of assistantships or that community col-

 leges (without graduate programs) report the lowest proportion of these positions.

ON-~CAMPUS’ NON-WORK STUDY

The four-year 1nst1tut10ns both publlc and private are overreplesented in this cate-

T T gory whild the community &oiﬁ‘egéé ;r‘e‘h;'a\;li{{n}é;‘{r;p‘r;'se};iéﬁ'" The largest factor
1nf1uenc1né Lhis difference is (1n all probablllty) the scope of -the 1nst1tut10ns
auxiliary services. Four~year institutions are‘mofe campus—~oriented than community

'ceileges. Dormitorirs, food service and‘stndent activities are enterprises of eon—
siderable magnitude in residential colleges and generate substantial numbers of stu-
dent jobs. Without further infqrmation on the types of jobs included in this section
of the sutney,iit is not possinle to draw any conelusions as‘to'the nnmber of stu-
dent Jmpleyees in relation‘to the nunber of jebs where tney-couldkbe profitably

employed.
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OFF~CAMPUS NON-WORK STUDY

The percentages of students employed and the share of total earnings by segment
are both very close to the total sample breakdown. Studente in all three segments

seem to be equally likely to work and, if working, to earn approximately the same

amounts of money.
SUMMARY

Although 'all three institutional segments have a clear need for additional student
aid funds, (see Chapter VII), there ere noticeable‘differences in the present pat-
- terns of aid program awards and dollare. AIf we exclude bernfits which follow the
student and are‘not,greatly influenced by institutional decisions, it appears as
if the.independent institutiors comsistently report a greater share of both the
nnmberlof avards and the dollars awarded. Given the greater dependence by inde-
pendent ingtirnrinns on aid dollarae in arder to reerai+r and rvatasdin gfudpnrg;Air ia
logical that they would put greater emphasis on student aid programs.
~The pubiic four—yeaf institntioné“ére.overrepresented in loan funds and,report‘about
their proporeionate.share of‘grents and scholarships. 1t would appeef that they
eqnldrgpg:ade Epe}r;eol}egemyepk:stndy’p:ogramiuand eqpld utilize considerably more
funds (if available) in this area.
The cemmunity collegee‘report_substantial college work—study pfogfams,.bnt are
underrepresented in grants and scholarships and in loans. If costs increase, the.
loan. shortage will become efucialy
" In general, the distribution of‘aid funds appears quite equitable. No group of in-
stitutions dominates the profile and, once allowances are made for institutional
differences; the pettern would seemingly indieafe thet regardless of type of insti-
tution attended; Washington students have comparable chances of receiving student

aid funds,
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CHAPTERNT (VI-B, VI~C, AND VI-D)

The next three sections are aid applicant ond resource profiles for the three
institutional types - public four-year colleges and universities, .independent

institutions and community colleges.

The profiles reports are on aggregate data for the individual segments and may
not be representative of any particular institution within a segment. The pro-
files were written to stand alone so that they could be used by the respective
segments without the necessity of extracting their data from the total report.
As a result, the structure of the profiles is identical. The same organization,
tables, analyses and wording is employed throughout. The reports are intention-
aily repetitious so the reader is advised that any attempt to read the three
profiles in one sitting is recommended only as a cure for insomnia.
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CHAPYER VI ~ PART B

AID ATPLICANT PROFILE ' R -

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

PARENTAL TNCOME AND SUPPORT BY AID APPLICANT STATUS

APPLICANT = APPLICANT

APPT.ICANT APPLICANT BUT NO - DENIED AID
NONfAID AID BUT " 'FUNDS NO REASON
APPLICANT GRANTED . INELIGIBLE AVATLABLE GIVEN
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 15,150 10,580 . 12,470 11,630 - 11,840
PARENTAL SUPPORT~ 730 310 660 - 7480 510
SUPPORT AS A PERCENTAGE
OF INCOME _ 4.8 2.9% 5.3Y 4.1% 4.3%
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 6.766 1,798 . 489 291 155 |

If we describe the potentially neediest student as one who comes from a family of
below $7500 annual income, then 36.8% of the aided population are in the neediest

cétegory as are 17% of the non-applicant pepulation and approximateiy 25% of the

- e [ - . oo - e ) 2

applied bﬁf‘dén;;d aid‘gréup. donvérSely, 20.27% of the aided population come
from‘families with incomes over $15,000 per year gnd 4,9% of the aid grcup report
family income of over $25,QOO per year. It is probabie that the aid“granted to
high income students is mostly_in the graduate area where;assisﬁantships, fellow-
ships, etc., have traditioﬂally beén awarde§ on'the basis of academic accompliéh—
ments irrespective of financial . need.

Thére are, however, large numbers of studeﬁts who on the basis of family incomes
should dehonstrate a need fo; financial aid who are not aid récipientéiand, in

the majority of cases, have never applied for aid. Of the non-aid applicahts,




35.6% report receiving no financial support from their parents during the 1971-
72 academic year. These students are heavily relicnt upon employment and lcans

to finance their education,

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF ATID RACIPIENTS.

AM. INDIAN BLACK  CAUCASIAN CHICANO ORIENTAL  OTHER

AVERAGE FAMILY - ‘ - N S S ‘
'INCOME © . $6,800 $7,810 $14,700 $8,320 $10,470 $11,130

PERCENTAGE OF :
| TOTAL SURVEY AL e, :
POPULATION 3172 7 203% 87.7% .67 3.97% 2.4%

PERCENTAGE OF
| AID POPULATION 2.9% 5.0 82.3% 1.7% 3.8% 4.4% |

The 1§wer averége inéomes of non-white families would ihdicate a higher need for
fiﬁancial assistance by minority students. The responses on the survey would
bear this out witH 50% of all Chicano students having been awarded aid and 432
of all.Black st@dents_also reporting theméélvesvhaving been granted aid. Ofufhe.

White student pépulation, 18.2% report receiving aid.

- - — - o — -~

“As nbted, only 1,964 students report themselves to be aid recipients of awards
granted‘throuéh their campus aid éffices. ‘HoﬁeQer,,wﬁén‘the indi?idﬁal responses
to the series:of questioné on aid programs are tbtalled, 3,754 students (35.9%

of the survey popuiétion) are receiving student aid of éome form o£‘gno;her. The
diffgrenée between the two totals feflects tﬁe large number of outside aid aﬁd,‘
,loah programs and is also.doubtlessly influenc¢d by student perceptions of what

comprises financial aid. ' ‘ g

- A1 -




TYPES OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

. SUMMARY

PROGRAM | NO. OF RECIPIENTS - AVERAGE AWARD
- hiﬁiTION AND FEE.ﬁAIVERs 706 590

STATE NEEb GRANT 198 260

FEDERAL GRANTS (NURSING AND HEALTH
PROFESSIONS -~ SCHOLARSHIPS AND

EDUCATIONAL CPPORTUNITY GRANTS) 424 ) * 580
(EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS | - ‘
ALONE) (288) (460)
LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
GRANTS : 32 510
INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS 264 780
' OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS AND GRANTS 466 960
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 58 ' 1140

TUITION WAIVERS

sTuitionKWaivers are the largest single grant program in the public sector with
e 6T of thie vey‘popplation reporting'}eceiving.these'aWardé.
The chief beneficiaries of the tuitign‘waiyer program appear to be szself-support-
ing graduate studehts (ll.S%‘of the survey population, 21.1% of tuition waiver
-recifients); Self~suppcrting uhdergraduatesvalsc received tuition waivers at a
rate (29.0%) greater than their repfesentafion in the survey population (21.6%).
The group.least likely to receive wsivers were.dependent uhdergraduates living
at home‘with their parents‘(3.7z ofirecipients versus 8.?% of the'population).
As tuitioﬁ"waivers‘are need based, it would be logical to expect a higher re=

presentation of low income mlnorlty students and such is the case with non-white

students comprising 26.1% of rhe recipient group (12 3% of the survey populaLion)
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WASHINGTON STATE NEED GRANT - -

The new state need grant program is designed for undergraduate students only.

The majority of the recipients (78.3%) were dependent students living away from
home who reported average grants of $320. Self-supporting recipients (18.2%)
reported average grants of $590 demonstrating the hirher need of students in this

category.

FEDERAL GRANTS

Of the tdtal federal granté reported, 288 vere Educational.Opportunity Grants
(EOG) with an average amount of $460. Nursing and Heélth Professions Scholar—
ships accounted for 136 awards with an average stipend of $830.

Federal grants particﬁlarly E.O0.G.'s are directed by law to low income/disad-
vantaged stﬁdents. Non—whiteistudents comprise 26.9% of the federal grant re-
cipients with-average avards of $750 for Blacks, $620 for Chicanos and $680 for
Astﬁdents from Oriental/Aisian backgrounds as compared to a $580 average for white

recipients.

P . - . - -

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM GRANTS

Grants under this program are designed for students entering into law enforce-
ment fields or for practitioners in the field who wish to continue their ‘educa-
tion, Not surprisingly, 5.1 of the recipients are self-supporting students and

the majority would probably fall into the practitioner category.

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

Included in this category are the full range of institutional awards including

graduate fellowships and traineeships. The average award of‘$780 is somewhat



misleadirg with only 9.8% of recipients reporting actual awards in the $600 to
$1000 range. Most awards are for very modest émounts (51.2% under $400) but
there are a sﬁbstantiél’number (13.7%) reporting stipends over $2000 fo;,the

“yéarf’ Cf thé 36 students‘reportingrthé $5600 ﬁiug aGéras; all 6;%75 apé
graduate students. Indeed, graduate sﬁudents comprise 22.7% of the institu—'
tional awardees élthough.théy are only 14.9240f the survey population.

Average awards to graduate students are almost $1900 per recipient compared

to undergraduate awards of under $500 per recipient.

OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS, GRANTS AND FELLOWSHIPS

This category includes all dthéf non—-institutional awé:ds reported by survey
. respondents. As expected, the“amounts.of gwards reported range widely with

327 of recipientg receiving ayardé of under $400 and 16.1% reporting awards

""" Awards also vary greaily by dcyénd&ﬂty‘bLaLuD witl wudesgraduaies

1iving at.home averaging $520, thoéglliving away from home $740 aﬁd se1f~5up-v

porting undefgraduates ayeraging $900. Dépendént graduaté students reported

average Stipendsiof:$1330wwhile self—suppdrting.graduate students'received
the highest stipends - $2110." Graduaie Studemts were also ‘slightly overrep- |
: resénted iby 2.3%) in the reéipiént_pégplation and vere cléarly thé‘majority

of students (46 out of 75) receiving stipends over $2000.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS (BIA)

Qf the 58’students who reporféd receiving~§IA awardé, 40 identified themselves
as American Indians while 14 ident;fied them$e1ves as Caudasiahs and 3 as
‘Biacks.

Sélffsupporting students comprised 55.27% of the.fecipient group with.average

awafds of err $i400, while dependent undergradgates living away from home,

representing 43.12 of the‘feéipients,iréported average stipendé of $770.

) ' , ‘ .
RC | .
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TOTAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RECIPIENTS

- . -

AM. INDIAN. BLACK CAUCASTIAN CHICANO ORTENTAL OTHER

PERCENTAGE OF

SURVEY . - | |
POPULATION 3.1% 2.3 87.7% 6% 3.9% 2.4%

PERCENTAGE OF ‘ . ‘ o ’
RECIPIENTS - 4.3% 4.9%  80.1% 1.6Z2 . 5.3% 3.7%

AVERAGE AWARD $1,390 $1,530  $940 $1,450 $1,290  $1.090

Both the higher pefcentages receiving grants and the higher éveragg awards re-
M““fiéét the lower family incomes and greater financial need of non-white students.
An analysis of the recipient populétion by Séx indicate that men and women are

equally likely to receive awards but the average grants for“men {51160) is sub-

stantially higher than that $790 average reported for women. '

__TOTAL GRANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS AND CL4SS LEVEL

~ UNDERGRADUATES . ~ GRADUATES 4
DEPENDENT DEPENDENT ~SELF - fi= -= =~ --— - SEL¥~ . =] |
AT HOME  AWAY SUPPORTING || DEPENDENT  ;SUPPORTING
PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY _ | *
POPULATION 8.7% 53,7% 21.6% 3.4% 11.5%
PERCENTAGE OF _ | |
" RECIPIENTS 4.8% 48.8% 23.5% 4.1% 18.8%
AVERAGE TOTAL AWARD  $550 - $740  s890- || $1,810 $1,870

ey

Graduate students and self-supporting undergraduates are much more likely to

recelve grants and scholarships than are dependent undergraduates and their

average awards aré similarily substantially'higher.




ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF GRANT, SCHOLARSHIP RECIDIENTS

MOSTLY A'S ' MOSTLY B'S MOSTLY C'S
ALL STUDENTS 24,27 62.8% 137%
GPANT RECIPILNTS * T - 229047 58.8% 10.2%

As many scholarship programs reward academic excellence, it is not surprising
to find A students overrepresented in the reqipient‘group. The number of B and
C studenté receiving éwafds is likewise a clear indicatipn-thaﬁ many programs
are prjmarily‘coﬂcerned with the néed of the:recipients and requ}re only normal

academic progress.
SUMMARY

T ~17
Lip Gwdy

1672 students roportad recgiying@grant or schgl;Lahip adoiblauce wiill au
approximate average total award of $1620._ Stipends did vary greatly with a

median totéi/aWard of siigbtly over $600. Awards of under $400 were reported by
28.9% of the recipients while‘16.7Z reported totél avards in’excess of $2000.,
The doiiar'valuE”Df‘all,gyahts°and'schqlgréhips reported was: dpprorimgtely ~—

$1,715,770.

STATE AND FEDERAL BENEFITS

‘ sﬁMMARY >
" PROGRAM ‘  NUMBFR OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AMOUNT
¢. 1.BILL | | o7 . 1680
SOCTAL SECURITY : o353 o 800
WELFARE - S 74 | 590
STATE VOCATIONAL REAABILITATION 86 | - 990
o | OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS e ' 1010
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G. I. BILL

G. I. Bill benefits are by for the most important single benefit prbgram with
9.6% of the total survey population reporting themselves‘to be G. I. Bill re-
cipienfé. Given the séme&hai older averzgé aée of the veterans, it is not sur-
prising that 84.27% of the recipients are self~supporting'students. Most (76,2%)
G, I. Bill recipients do not apply for additiqnal fiﬁancial assistance but 14,37
do report themselves as aid awarded students.

Thé ethnic background of G. I. Bill reéipients is vé;y close td that of the

total survey population.

SOCTAL SECURITY

'
}

0f the reporting Social Security fecipients, 68.3%-did not apply for additional.
financial aSsistance. The.average benefit received by‘the non-applicant group
($820) was higher then that reported by the successful aid applicants ($680) who
comprised 19.3% of the récipients. White sfudenfé (87.7% of the shrvey popula-
“tion) represented 90.17% of the recipient group and also reported the hiéhest

average benefit ($830). Because of the limitation that stops benefits when the

B e e e gy . B Bm —b e P T T S S T T

S T e - —
recipient reaches age 22, 98% of the recipients were undergraduates.

WELFARE

Oﬁly 74 students reported receiving welfare benefits during the 1971-72 school
year. of the‘recipient group, 64.97 Qere self~5uppo;ting students with self-
supporting undergraduates reporting the highest average benefit ($750). De-
pendent undergfaduates living away from home wére the next largest segment of
‘thé population (29.7%) and reborted average benefits of $330. ‘Sixty and eight-

tenths percent of welfare recipients had, surprisingly, not sought supplementary

-~
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financial assistance. An additional 322 students reported receiving food stamps

during the ‘academic year (3.2% of the survey population).

STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

-— - - -cp. D - -

- -

Less than 1% of the survey population reported benefits under these programs.
Most of those reporting were-self—supportiﬁg students (61;6%) with average bene-
fits of apbroximately $i130. Dependent undergraduates (37.2% of recipients)
reporged average 5énefifs‘bf $760. Again, the majority of recipients (65.1%) did
“not apply for financial aid and the average benefits for non-applicants ($1140)
was éonsiderably highér than the $740 average reported by the 24 .47 of the re-

cipients who applied for and were awarded additional financial assistance.

" OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS

CQf those wopor other state and federal Leuerlill pru-—
grams; 32.7% reported stipends under $400 for the year while 14.5% received sti-
pends over $2000.. Self—supporting students comprised‘46l1% of the recipient

"pobulation (33.1% of the survey population) with'average benefits of $12603While

ihm”dependent.undargraduates2649*7%.nacipiants)~geported avexage. .bencfits of $770. _ .-

The majoricy of recipients. in this categﬁry (75.7%) did not seek additional
financial aid and' the average stipend they reported ($1060) was considerably
higher than the $770 reported by the 16.9% who received additional financial

assistance:

- 'TOTAL BENEFITS

Iﬁ all, 1628 students (15.6%:6f the survey populétiog) reported receiving Some
-sort of federal or state benefit stipeﬁd. 0f this gfoup, approximétely 160 re~
ceived benefits under 2 or more programs. |
Q
ERIC
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There does appear to be soﬁe cbrrelation between incomes and benefits received.
_Sﬁudents from families with incomes under $6000 per year comprise 14.27% of the
survey population but are 21.27Z of the benefit recipients. Conversely students

- with family incomes oversS18.000 per yean. sromel=lideof the survey population but
only 17.6% of the benefit recipients.
The aggregate dollars made available to the 1628 recipients in the survey totalled

approximately $2,390,700 of which $1,693,800 is attributable to G. I. Bill bene-

fits.
EDUCATIONAL TOANS
SUMMARY
PROGRAM : NUMBER OF .BORROWERS AVERAGE AMOUNT BORROWED
FEDERAL LOANS (NURSING, HEALTH PRO-
TECSIONS AND NATIONAL DITINGL OTU-
DENT LOANS) ' 1162 820
(N.D.S.L. LOANS ONLY) (500) | (640)
LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION LOANS | 34 780
' FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOANS 975 . 1010
T 7| INSTITUTIONAL LONG—-TERM LOANS - 67 V 540
OTHER LOANS \ 225 . . 640
a o : ~ FEDERAL LOANS

J

0f the 1162 federal-loéns repbrted by the sﬁrvey respondents, 262 are.Nursing or
Health Professionsgloans with én‘averagé‘amount borrowed of approximaﬁeiy $i450.»
The National Defense Student Loan‘is Fhé largest of the campué—based‘fedéral
loan programs and 900 students report an avérage 1oaniof $640 uﬁder this pro;

gram. Non-white students (12.3% of the. survey population) are 18.4% of the

- (9 -



borrowers with Black and Chicano students borrewing with a frequency 2-1/2 and
3-1/2 times the respective representation in the survey population. Self-
supporting students are also over-represented in the borrowing population

(40% versus 33.1% of the survey). Average loans are largest for graduate stu-—
dents (over $1300) and least for dependent undefgraduates living at home ($550).
Self-supporting undergraduates report loans of $780 while dependent undérgrad—‘
uétes living away from home average $760. Most (93.6%) of thé N.D.S.L. loans

are going to undergraduates.

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM LOANS (L.EQE.P.)

Only 34 students report borrowing under this program with 21 of the 34 reporting

as self-supporting students. Of the borrowers, 31 are white and 20 are under—-- .- -

graduates.

FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOANS (F.I.S.L.)

As previously noted, non-white students were over-represented in the borrowing

population under the ‘campus-based federal loan programs. Conversely, they rep-

resent only 9.5% of the F.I.S.L. borrowers (but 12.3% of the survey population).

Non-white students also repoft average F.I,S.L. loans that range from $80 to

$230 below the $1020 average reported by white students.

Self-supporting students represent 48% of the bprrowers and report average loans

of $1010 for undergraduafes and $1200 for gradﬁates. Dependent students living
at home are least likely to borrow'and report #helsmallest average loan‘($f40);
Dependent undergraduates living away from home are also uhderrepreéentea in the.
borrowing‘population and report average loans of $950.

of tﬁe 975 borrowars{ 35.4% also applied for and received additional finaﬁcialh
aid while 43,72 did not seek aid and 19.7% applied for aid but‘we;e denied assis=

tance.
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INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM LOANS

Of the 67 borrowers responding, 16 (23.9%) were non-vwhite, a pattern similar to

that shown on campué—based federél loansg, |

Graduate students constituted 10.5% of the borrowers and reported averagé loans
of ‘approximately $830 while the undergraduate loans averaged 3520. Twenty-five
- (37.3%) of.the borrowers did not consider themselves to be aid apnlicants. Most

of the loans were of modest size; 55.2% of "em v2re for under $400 with only -

9% exceeding $1000.

. OTHER LOANS

S

Two hundred and twenty-five students reported receiving loans from some other
source. The average loan for all borrowers responding in this category was

3640 with 46.7% reporting loans of under 5400 and 18.6% borrowing more then $1000.

TOTAL LOANS

BORROWING PATTERNS FOR SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS

PERCENTAGE OF  PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY BORROWING |
POPULATION POPULATION  AVERAGE LOAN
MALES o s63n 55.47 .. $1020
FEMALES - | 43,72  sh.6x 900
‘UNDERCRAbUAEE | |
' DEPENDENT AT HOME - 8(?2 . ‘»  : 5;221' 720
| DEPENDENT AVAY TROM HOME  53.7% Csusz e
,SELF~SUPP6RTiNC‘ |  _€ 21.6% 30.6% _ ~ iooo”'
“jva#ADUATE  a L BRI oo | ‘
‘.?“ffDEPENDENT[‘” | | “ﬂ2.72:' _ ‘_ . 1400
‘flsﬁﬁfésupébkriNGf . L  ‘~ iélizij’jg‘.<‘J '142Q




BORROWING PATTERNS FOR SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS

PERCENTAGE 'OF  PERCLNTAGE OF
(Continued) | SURVEY BORROWING ‘

' POPULATION POPULATION AVERAGE LOAN
ETHNIC BACXGROUND |
AMERICAN INDIAN 3.1% 3.1% _ . $ 750
BLACK' ' - 2.3%2 4,17 1090 .
CAUCASIAN : 87.7% . 85,3% 990
! CHICANO | ' .67 1.3% 910

ORIENTAL/ASIAN 3.9% 3.0% | 780
OTHER | 2.47 3.3% 1010

As the table indicates, men and women are almost equally likely to borrow with
the average loan for mén’being somewhat'greater. Self-supporting students are
more reliant on loans than dependent students and at the undergraduate level
tend #o borrow substanﬁially more.
Black’and-Chiéané students are more likely to borrow than White or Asian stu-
dents witﬂ~31acks borrowing the higheét average amount an% American Indian and
Oriental/Asian students taking the smallest average loans.
The 2219 respondingvborrowers renresent 21.27% .:f the total survey population.
Of those borrowing, approximately 240 students report bofruwing under 2 Oor more€
prégrams., Loans under $40Q accounted for 14.4% of the toéélnghile”7.52 of thé
requndepts indicatcd totai 1o§ns in éXéeSs of $2000 during the séhool year.
Most borrowers>(56.6Z)7reported‘themSelves as aid‘;écipients and the great ma-
ljoriﬁy.(9%.3ﬁ) were fﬁllffime st;denté; | B
Dﬁringli§7lf72, approximagely $2,183,7OO were borroWed by the students in tbé’

survey.populatioﬁ for an average loan of,$980.,'



STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

TERM-TIME SUMMARY

PROGRAM * ¥ . NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS
| COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM . '499 N $ 600
ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR
RESEARCH © 720 2250
ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON- .
WORK- STUDY) 1352 420

OFF-CAMPUS EMPIOYMENT 3241 800

SUMMER  EMPLOYMENT SUMMARY®

PROGRAM ‘ | NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS
COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 264 $ 600
ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR :

RESEARCH | : 336 1180
ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-

WORK-STUDY) | 447 | 540
OFF~CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT 5277 1100 4

* The summer earnings question asked for the net return from
summer earnings that was available for school-year expenses.
Most students apparently responded accurately but there were

* indications that some of the responses gave total.gross earn-
ings. The average used for the analysis are called summer
earnings but they are an understatement of gross ea¥nings
and an overstatement of savings derived from summer eafhings.

- COLLEGE 'HORK~-STUDY PROGRAM

h

Of the stddénts~indicéting term~time work-study- earnings, 41.6% earned less than

-

$4OO during the school yéar.1 By iaw, priority for work-study jobs is given to A

“students from 105~income_families. It is therefore not surprising that 23.4%

i
=
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of those employed were non-white. All minority groups were over represented

in the work-study population exéept students from Oriental and Asian backgrounds

who were only .87 of the term-time college work-~study population. Undergrad-

uates veprescnted 93.4% of those employed but graduates had the highest earnings
with lD“of_the_lB:dependent é:adgate students responding indicating earnings cof.
over $2500. Coﬁvefseiy only 6 out of 466 undergraduétes indicated earnings of

a similar magnitude.

Self—sﬁpporting and dependent living at home undergraduates reported earnings of
$690 and $740 respectively, significantly higher than the $440 reported by depen-
dent underéraduates living awaj froﬁ home. Theﬂaifference is probably attribut-
able to the former groups being more consistently available for work including
working during vacation periods wﬁen the dependent-living—away student returns
to his family home. Fewer students (264 versus 499) are employed on college
work-study jobs during the summer. HNen-white studente reneat the same nattern
as they demonstrate durine the term.by being overrepresented in the college
work-study population. There is one noticeable difference;however. Asian back-
grounds wiio comprised only .8% of the term-time empioyed are 4.9% of the summer
employment force.

Self-supporting students who were 32.17% of the term—time& work force are 44,37 of
the summer work'forcé.' Again aﬁ indicaﬁion of“theif-ayailébility fc year-

round employment.

. ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHINGISQ;RESEARCH

" In-all, 720 students reported term-time assistantships with approximate average

earnings of $2,250.

&Thisroverall‘average was a product of a large humber of .stipends ove - $2500 pef

year (59.3%) and'earnings diétributidﬁ for the rest of‘tﬁe,respondents that

N



reported relatively equal percentages of students with eafnings in every dollar
interval from below $206’to $2000 to $2500.l'Seventy—seyen and two-tenths percent .
of the recipients were graduate students as were all but 31 of those 427 students
who reported the plus $2500 earnings.
Andnalysis of ‘assistantships by the'ethhié'batkgfdund of those employed reveals
that students from Oriental/Asian backgrounds are overrepresented in this group
- with 7.1% of the respondents (3.97 c¢f the survey population). Similarily, stu-
dents who responded to the '"Other' on the ethnic question (2.47 of'the survey)
represent 6.9% of the assistantships. Blacks show the same representation as
theX'do in the survey population, but not one Chicano reports haviag an assist-
antehip.
From the undergraduate respondents, self-supporting students (7.9% of recipients}
report average earnings of $1740 as contrasted with the $2500-plus average for
graduate scudaﬁts énd a‘$910 average for“depeﬁdenpfundergraduates (14.9% of. re-
cipients).
Most (64.9%) holders of assistantships do not apply for ofher financial aid but
27.1% did consider themselves aid applicant recipients and 5.6% fvere aid appgﬁ'
A .
cants denied additional assistance, _ ' %
Summer assistantships demonstrate the same ethnic patterns, éid application
status and class levels as term—-time work éxcept that graduates are even more
'overwhelmingky in the majority (éﬁ.ﬁ%). Average summer éafﬁings fbr the 59
uﬁdergraduates responding were below'$750 while graduate students reported sum-

mer earnings of over $1250. ‘ v

01 0US EMPLOYMENT, Mi¥-WCtK-STUDY

Most term-time jobs tended tr be rather short in duration with 54.7% of the

. respondents indicating'eardings‘of’undér $400 and only 9.1% réporting garningsv.
Q ! R o / o - |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



of over $1000 for the school year. Most of the jobs in this category went to
undergraduates (94.5%) with dependent students living away from home represent-
ing the largest group of working students (73.2%) but with the smal}est average
earnings ($400)., Self- supportlng undergraduates were 167 of those employed and

- ;averaged $720.‘ Comparable flgures fnr dependent undeLgraduates—11pang at none
and for graduate students were 5.3%, $510 and 5.4%Z and $1110 respectively. Agai:
the majority (59.17%) of students holding jobs on campus did not apply for finan-
cial aid. The summer on-campus w0rkforc0J$447*studentsl_is roughly one~third of
the{size as the term—timelworkforce (i353) but the earnings pattern (52.4% under
$400) remains much the same. Graduate students are a larger portion of the sum-
mer respondents (11.2%) but their summer earnings are lower than those reported
by seif-supporting and dependenp at home undergraduates (8750). Dependent under-

graduates living awsy from home report the smallest summer earnings.

OTHER EMPLOYMENT (OFF-CAMPUS)

Graduate students are least likely to seek off-campus term-time employment (918%
of respondents versus 14%,9% of the survey population) while dependent undergrad-
uates living at home are most likely to be working off campus (13.9;% and 8.7%
of the working and survey populations respectively). Average earnings ranged
from a low of'$7OO fof dependent graduates and dependent undefgraduates living
away from home while self—suppe?ting graduates reported avefaée earnings of $950
self—suppo*alng undergraduatns $950, and the dependent at home undergraduates
$§260. Inuall, 3241 students‘worked of f pampus during the school year (31.0A of”
the survey population)‘with an overall:mean ofj$800.r As-eapected, more students
(5277, 50 4% of the survey popularion) report off- campus summer earnlngs. Mi-

‘nority sLudents who had reporLed worklng more often than whites in on—campus




jobs are underrepresented in’ the summer off—campygsgob population, probably an.
indication of the'éontinuing difficul£ies encoﬁntéred by non-white students in
getting summer jobs in the open market. Chicano students also reported the
smallest average earnings ($670) while the Blacks who had obtained jobe reported
the highest average ($1390)- versus $1100 for whites and:$1040 for Asian stu- -
dents,

Graduate students were still underrepresented'by 5.4%Z in the summer employed off-
campus population but self-supporting graduates reported the highest average |
summer earningé ($1630) followed by self-supporting undergraduates ($1500). De-
pendent students a£ both the graduate and undergraduate 1eve}s reported summer

~arnings in the $920-$980 range.

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

1 .
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ing the summer and school‘year 1971-72. 0Of the respondents, 22.7% report aggre—
gate earnings of undér $600 while 17.2% earned more than $3000 for the year;
Students who.did not apply for aid earned more ($1800 average) than aid reci-
pients ($1520). There was no néticeable_change in emplbyment pattexns by the
reported family incomes of students.v’Students from families with over $18,000
incomes are just as likely to wérk aslstudentslfrom under $6000 per year income
families athough the latter do febort higher earnings ($i,900 average) than

the former ($1700).




PERCENTAGE OF  PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY WORKING
POPULATION _ POPULATION AVERAGE EARNINGS
MEN » 56.3% 58.3% $2050
WOMEN ) ‘ 43.7% 41.7% 1170
UNDERGRADUATE
LIVING AT HOME 8.7% '9.1z 1520
LIVING AWAY FROM HOME 53.7% | 56.2% 1240
SELF--SUPPORTING 21.6% 20.4% 2230
GRADUATE ’
DEPENDENT - 3.47% 3.1% 2080.
% 3140

EARNING PATTERXNS Of SELECTED SUB-POPUILATIONS

SELT--SUPPORTING 11.5% 11.2

Thrre were little differences in the percentages of students working in dif-

~ ferent ethnic'groups. Blacks were underrepresented by 0.57 in the total working

populatiou and "Other" studeuts overrepresented by 0.6%. - A1l other groups were
within 0.1% of their representation in the total survey population. Average
earnings however did seem to be influenced by ethuic background as considerable
variance exists. ‘Empioyed Black students reported annual earnings averaging:
$2070 as contrasted with $1160 for Chicaﬁog, 1610 for Asiaanmerican students,
$1700 for whites and $177C for American Imdians.

Partvtime students (9 5% of those employed) reported annual earnings.of $2270 -

substantially higher than the $1640 average for full~t1me students. As the

table indicates graduate students, self supportlng students and men-all earn

‘substantially more than depundent undergraduates and women.

TOtal ealnlngs of approx1mately 13,580, OOO vere reported by 7966 students for

aVeraDe annual earnln\, of $l700 plus dollars for those employed or about $1300

per head for the 10,&62 students 1n the survey populatlon.

Y



TOTAI. SELF-HELP

In all, 78.4% of the survey population report working or borrowing to help meet
"educational expenses during the 1971-72 scheol year. Of this group, 16.9% re-
port totel self*help of under $600 while 19.3% report self-help <{ over $3000
for theryear. | o . L . o

There axé no appreciable differeﬁces in the prcbabilityjef etadents reporting
self—help by ethnic background, dependency status or class level. Men, however,
(58.1% reporting self-heilp and 56.3% of the survey populaticn) are eomewhat

more likely te work than are women and also report higher average sc. f-help
($2180 versus $1390).

Black students repert $2300 in average self-help as compared to $1870 for Whites,
.'$1410 for Chicanos, and $1760 and'$l920 for Asian-American and Americen Indian
students respectively. : o "
.Self—suppo?ting graduate students report $3230‘in_$e1£vhelb as comﬁafed te $2310
for depeﬁdegt graduate students and $2380 for self-supporting undergraduates,

Dependent undergravuates reported self-help in the $1450 to $1500 range.

TOTAL AID

Total aid excludes all employment except college work~study and all federal
and state benefits and personal savings and parental support. It does include
the full range of student loans and also all fellowships} grants z..d scholar-

“ships including those not based on financial need.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS . N

AM. INDIANS BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO ASIAN OTHER

PERCENT OF ETHNIC
GROUP RECEIVING o o : )
AID . 42.2% 54,07 34.4% .. 58,8% 41.9%  60.3%.

AVERAGE TOTAL AID -$1640 $2280 . $1590 - $1860. ‘- $1960 . - $2080.

LA



Non-white students represent 16.6% of the aided population (12.3%Z of the survey
population) and consistently report higher total aiqbthan the majority white
oopulation. The highest figure reported is th: $2280 average for Black étu—
dents but a gobd part of this would be a reflection of the higher total self;help
reported by Blacks. As total aid normally beéars an inverse relationshii to.
family income, it would be mermal for Abn~white &tu&ents with lower family in-
comes to need and receive more aid more often. o

Eighteen percent of the studentsAreporting aid had total aid -in excess d% $3000
while 23.6% had total aid under $600. The totai aid mean for all paid recipients
was $1660. Of the 676 respondents with total aid over $3000, 530 (78.4%) were |
graduate students and an additional 78 were self—suppofting undergraduates.

Lower division aid recipients,averaged $1130 in total, upper division recipients
$1250 and graduate studeats $2960.

The studenct least likely to receive aid was the dependent undergraduate living -

R
&

at home (8,7% of the survey popul;tion-but only 4.2% oE aided students) who also
reported the lowest total aid (830) of any.sub-popula;iouf

Totdl aid of $6,224,500 was reported by 373@ recipients dufing the 1971-72 school
year. If to this ye add the $ll,104,000 of benefits and non-work-study and off-

campus earnings, we get student directed or instituted resources of $19,719,270,

an average of $1880 per student in the survey population.




CHAPTER VI - PART C

AN APPLICANT PROFILE

FOUR-YFAR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

PARENTAL INCOM:.. AND SUPPORT BY AID APPLICANT STATUS
APPLICANT  APPLICANT |

APPLICANT APPLICANT BUT NO DENIED AID |
NON-AID AID BUT FUNDS NO REASON
APPLICAN" GRANTED INELIGIBLE AVAILABLE GIVEN
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 16,740 10,890 13,030 10,670 11,640
PARENTAL SUPPORT 1,180 520 * 950 540 1,420
SUPPORT AS A PERCENTAGE
OF INCOME 7.0% 4.8% 7.2% 5.02% 12.22%
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 2,115 965 198 74 37
' If we counsider the potentially needie ‘udents to be those repnrting annual family

incomes of $7500 cr less, then 21.6% of the respondents fall into the neediest cate-
'gory. TVentyFtwo percent of the aid recipients reported incomes in this category

as did 25.6% of those who applied for butlwere denied aid and 16.1% who mever ap-
ﬁlied at all., Of the aided population, 20.97% comes from families with mean in-
comes over $25,000 per year. It is probable that the aid granted to high income
stﬁdents is mosﬁly in the graduate area‘where assistantships, felloWéhips,{etc.

have been traditionally granted on the basis of academic accomplishments,irref
. spgctive of financial need. v‘ N
ThEre are, however, 1argé numbers of student; who on the basis of‘famiiy‘incomesy

should demonstrate a need-for financial aid who are not aid recipients or, in

the majority of cases, have never applied for aid. Of the non-aid applicants
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25,47 report receiving no financial support from their parents during the 1971-

72 acaderic year. These students are heavily reliant upon employment.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS

{

o

AM. IKDIAN BLACK CAUCASTAN CHICANO ORIENTAL _ OTHER

AVERAGE FAMILY : '
INCOME $7,970 §7,520 $15,200 $11,930 $12,930 $13,470

PERCENTAGE OF
TOTAL SURVEY
POPULATION 2.9% 2.0%  88.2% 0.5  3.9% 2.5%

PERCENTAGE OF

AID POPULATION _2.4% 2.5% 86.8% 0.9% 3.7% 3.6%

The lower average incqmes of the non-white respondents suggest that there would
be a higher need for financial assistance by minofity students, The responses
on thé survey would bear thls out. UI those responding to the question on ti-
nancialﬁéid, 407 of the Blacks reported being aid_recipients as did 47.5%_of
the Chicanos, 27.2% oi the Oriental/Asian students and 27?7% Qf the whites.
Only 1109 respondents -reported themselves as recipients of financial assistance
through the campus financial aid office. However an analysis of respoﬁses to
other quéstions relating to specific campus aid programs reveals that more than
2000 students (48,6% of the surveyed population) are réceiving aid of some kind
or another. Of those identified as aid recipients, 45.5% must either be fésort—’
ing to outside)sources of, aid or simply do not perceive»thsﬁr aid as a form of

campus administered financial aid.

o~
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TYPES OF ASSISTANCE RtCEIVED
GRANTS AXND SCHOLARSHIPS

SUMMARY
PROGRA? NO. OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AVIARD
RLSIDENT TUITION WAIVER OR
YIITION SUPPLEMENT GRANT 704 580
STATE NEED -GRANT S231 - 310
FEDERAL GRANTS (NURSING AND HFALTH
PROFESSIONS — SCHOLARSHIPS AND
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS) 217 730
(EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS
ALONE) (150) (590)
LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION _PROGRAM
GRANTS - . , 30 . 540
INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS ‘ , 221 | 680
'OTHER SHCOLARSHIPS AND GRANTS 269 ’ 860
| BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - 22 i ~ 1100

TUITION WAIVERS

Tuition and fee waivers constitute the single largest form of financial assist-
ance available to students attending private institutions. Of the eotal sur-
vey population, 16.6% reported having received tuition waivers. By ethnic
breakdown 1.8% of the Blacks were. waiver recipiénte (2.0% of survey sample), -
as were 0.4% of the OfientallAsiens;(3.9% of sample).. Likewise, 87.2% of the
white respondents were recinients of exemntions (88.22‘of sample) .

f Selfwsupportinﬂ = ergraduate and graduate students nere the most 1ike1y to
receive -exemptions reportlnb 2° 7% (19.6% of survey) and 3.77% (3. 0% of survey)

' respectively. Commuter students, those dependent undergraduates 11v1ng at. home,

also were overrepresented in the recipient group (13.2% tuition waivers versus

;§83f‘ff



8.6% survey sample). The least likely to receive exemptions were dependent under-

graduates and graduates living away from home.

WASHINGTON STATE NEED GRANT

The State Need Grant ?rogram is designed to assist undergraéuété students with
high ﬁeea:‘ %hus it.iékngf.éurprising that.éthniclminorifies cbmpriéed:iG.ZZ

(11.8% of survey sample) of the recipient population. The majority (54.02) of
State Need Grant awardees were undergraduate dependents living away from home,

reporting average grants of $330. Seif—supporting students (28.9% of recipients
versus 19.6% of sufvay) received smaller average grants in the amount of $240.

Dependent undergraduates living at home reported the largest grant amounts,

averaging $360 for the 16.1% who received them (8.6% of the survey sample).

FEDERAL GRANTS

Of the total number of érants reported, 150 of the 217 @ere Educational Opporé
tunity Grants averaging $590 per award. The average of all federal grants, in-
cluding the EOG's, however, was substantially higher than the EOG alone, at
. $730. The average Nursing and Health Professions.tholarshipkﬁas $1030.
Federal granté, particularly EOG's, are targeted toystudeﬁés from low income
families. Thus we would expect to see a large percentage of these grants
avarded to non-white students, as in fact they are. Non-whites comprise 19.3%
(11.8% of survey) of the federal grané recipients. Blacks received 6.72 (2.0%
of sprvey) of the.grants at a $570 ave?age; Chicénos receivede;OZ (0.5% of
- survey) at a $630 averége;‘4.7% (3,9%’of sample) weant to Oriental/Asian stu~
dehts with average grants of $760. White recipie@ts were 8@.72 of the aided

1

group although 88.2% of the sample. They reported average grants of, $590,
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LAWY ENFORCEHENT»EDUCATION PROGRAM GRANTS

Grants under this program are deéigged for studentsvwho are either entering
or are employéed in law enforcement agencies. Grants authorized under this

program are'ndg avarded according to need; 46.72 of the recipients are self-
supporting, 36.7% are dependent undergrads. The grants for“self—supporting
students are understandably larger, averaging $590 per grant versus $5lO for

the dependent undergraduate.

" INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

Included in this categgry are the full range of institutionai awards, includ-
ing graduate fellbwsﬁips and traineeships. Of tﬁose awarded, 61.5% were
undergraduate dependents living away from home reporting an average grént
amouné of $730 and 16372 of the recipients who received average grants of
$780-were self—-supporting undergraduates. As woﬁld be expected, proportiqn—
atély smallér average grants were awarded to commuters wﬁo represented 14;0%
(8.6% of sample) of the recipients. The graduate sample was overrepresented
atn7.ZZ although only 4.9% of survey sample. The avérage grant for this group

was surprisingly small at $150.

OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS, GRANTS OR FELLOWSHIPS

This category inciudes‘all chér non—insﬁitutionai awards reported by survey-
respondents. The awards feported range widely with 52%":’the ﬁﬂ&efgraduate
awards averaging $600 or beiow éven though the average undefgraduéte‘séhqlar-
, shipsvrangebfrom $820,t0.$1070. The 13% of the recipients who7reported‘awards

" over $2000 raised the averqge considerably. The average grants also vary

- qc .
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greatly by dependeicy status élthough surprisingly, the grant amount for the com-
muter student is larger than for.all other groups. Sipce the commuters represent
only 8.2% of the recipients (8.6% of survey) and 13.6% of tﬁe commuters awarded
reported aid in excess of~$2QOO, the average grant size is not a Qery useful index.
We would usually ex}ect tﬂéJsélf—supporting undergraduate to receive the largest
grants. Average grants for self-supporting graduate students were $1030; they
made up 6.3% of the recipients, an overrepresentation of almost 2%. No dependent

graduate student awards were reported.

BUREAU OF INDiAN AFFAIRS

Of the 22 students who reported receiving BIA awards, 11 identified themselQes as
American Indians, while 6 identified themselves as White, 2 as Bléck and 3 as
"Other." Sixty-eight percent described themselves as dependent undergraduates with
average grants of $1220, 18.2% as self-supporting undergraduates iicth aQeragé awards
of $1110 and 13.6% as dependent undergraduates living at home with the smallest

grants averaging only $470.

TOTAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RECIPIENTS

AMERICAN
INDIAN BLACK  WHITE  CHICANO _ ORIENTAL OTHER

. PERCENT OF SURVEY - |
' FOPULATION 2.9 2.0 88.2 .5 3.9 2.5
PERCENT OF RECI- : o B , \ _
PIENTS 3.0 2.2 87.2 7 3.8 3.1
AVERAGE AWARD - $1,150 $1,540  $850 181,530 $960 ~ $1,360

Both. the higher percentage of non~whites receivingvgrantS'ahd the reported highe-
averége awards reflect the lower-income family income and the greater financial need

of non-white students.



An‘analysis of the recipient populapidn by sex curiously indicates that women have
a slight edge over men on total aid at 47.2% vs 45.6%, although the survey sample

indicates that men represent 51% of the sample and woﬁen 49%. Interestingly enough
the average grant size is substantially greatef for men than for women, $990 as op-

posed to $810 for women.

TOTAL GRANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS AND CLASS LEVEL

UNDERGRADUATES ' GRADUATES
DEPENDENT  DEPENDENT  DEPENDENT SELF—
AT HOME AVAY SELF-SUPP. DEPENDENT SUPP.
PERCENT OF SURVEY
POPULATION 8.6 67.2 19.6 1.9 - 3.0
PERCENT OF RECI- ‘
PIENTS 11.3 62.2 22.6 A 3.6

AVERAGE AWARD $780 $910 $870 $1,630 $1,290

In private colleges, the self-supporting undergraduate and the dependgnt living at
home appear to be the principal beneficiaries‘of'grants and,scholarships. The fact
that 47.3% of the sémple population of commuters are from families with incomes
under $12,00Q may be a partial explanation fof the large average grant size. Of the
self—supporting‘undergraduates;765;2Z also come from families of $12,000 and below
income. However, only 35% of the dependents‘living away from home come from fami-
lies with incomes below this level. Seemingly students living near private schools
find it less costly to attend a private‘schopl“énd commute rather than attend a -
public institution where he/shg‘may have &o.live avay from home and assume foom and
boaﬁd costs.

Self-supporting graduate and:dndergfaduate students are most likely to‘receivg
grants and on the averagé,-their awérds are larger than both depéndent unaérgraduate

students and graduate students.
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ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF GRANT AND SCHOLARSHIP RECIPIENTS

MOSTLY A'S MOSTLY B'S MOSTLY C'S
ALL STUDENTS 18.9% 62.0% 18.8%
GRANT RECIPLENTS 25.0 54.5 16.1

As maﬁy schoiarshiﬁ programs reward academic excellence — a carryover from the “Blﬁe!
Chip" Scholéréhip"days wvhen need was not the .principal consideration for scholarship
awards — it is not surprising to discover an'overrepresentation of‘A\students as
award recipients. However; the numbers of B and C students receiving awards is like-
wise a clear indicator that mow many programs are primarily concerned with the need

" of the recipients and require only normal academic progress.
SUMMARY

Ih all, 1247 students reported grant and scholarship stipends with'an average sti-
pend of $200. The awards varied greatly Ly etlnic group. Witk ithe excepiion of

white and Asian recipieht groups, the average grant/scholarship size ranged from
"$1150 to $1540. Three percent ofrthe awards‘were for $400 or less, Only 10.67% in-~
dicafed avards greater thén $2000. The éollar value of all grants and scholérships

reported was approximately $1,122,300.00.

STATE AND FEDERAL BENEFITS SUMMAR.

PROGRAM . NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS 4 AVERAGE AMOUNT
G.I; BILL o 348 - $1,600

| SOCIAL SECURITY : o 124 . | 730
WELFARE | T 24 | _ 690

© STATE VOCATIONAL o
 REHABILITATION 31 . 1,560

'OTHER FEDERAL AND - |
STATE BENEFITS 158 - ~ 840




G.I. BILL

The G.I. Bill is the single largest benefit program both in terms of numbérs aided -
(8.2% of the survey population) and size of benefits on an average grant basgis.
Seventfﬂtwo percent of the G.I. Bill recipients report Fh;t,they are self-support-
fing undergraduates, ‘This is understandable as most veteransvére older than the
aVerage student. Seemingly becéuse of the lucrative benefits of the G.I. Bill,

69% of the 61 recipients didn't apply for additional financial aid although 18.47%

do report themselves as aid recipients.

SOCIAL SECURITY

0f those reporting Social Security benefits, 58% are dependeht uhdérgraduates living
away from home; 21% are dependents at home and .17% are self-supporting. Forty-four

percent did not apply for additional aid, however, 417% réported recéiving additional
nﬂnicfanca;. The average beonefits of the w

~
[ 1 e

icant group eaceeded Lhe appiicant
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group fairly substantially,.$780 as compared with $620. White students represented
-about 79.8% of the recipient group, a qomewhat underrepresentatlon when compared to
the 88.27% proportion they make up of the survey, The benefits of the white applicant
group vas on the average somewhat higher ($770) than for other ethnic groups repért—
ing berefits.. It is not surprising that 982 of the benefit recipients were under-

graduates in as much as Social Security benefits stop at age 27,
© WELFARE

‘onlf 24 stﬁdgnts reported Welfare bénefits.f'Of‘these, 58.3% Were‘undergraduate
Self—supporting stud%nﬁs with average benefits of‘$760.“Seventy—fi§e percent of
those on welfare were whites showiné a substantially tge; -1fare package ($790)
tﬁén other ethnic’groups.‘_Blacks, 8.3% of recipients ande.O% qf the‘sufvey popu~
lation, rqbértea benefité‘of $670, and 8.3% of‘recipients and’.SZ of the‘survey

(Spanish—Americéns)falso‘reported welfare payments averaging $4OO,Lan,OVérrepresent—‘7




ation for both of these groups. One third of the welfare recipients had not applied
for financial aid which may be the product of fearing reduction in benefits when

receiving any outside assistance.

| STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EMPLOYMENT SECURITY -

Less than 1% of the—suxvey population reported benefitélunder this program. Of the
recipients, 5&.8% with‘average benefits of nea:l& $2000, were undergraduate self-
sﬁpporting students. Fifty-eight percent of the recipients did not apply for addi-
tional aid. Their‘average benefits weré substantially higher ($1860) than for the
25.8% who reported receiving financial aid ($1060). Ethnicéllyg the white popula-
tion was'only slightly underrépresented with 83.9% (88.2% of survey sample) report-
ing average benefits of $l690. Blacks (9.7%) who received $1170 were overrepresented.

All other ethnic minorities were underrepresented in this area.

.OTHEK FEDERAL Or. STATE BBNLELLS

.This category, showing less than a 1% recipient group; became something of a catch-
all for those receiving benefits falling outside the realm oflsocial Security,
Welfare, G.1I, Bill, etc. ‘As such, the average awards could be expected to vary
greatly which they do ($300 - $1600). The white pbpulation is overrepresented
slightly {(89.37 - 88.2%). Of those reporting receiving benefits, 46.22 were under-
gﬁaduéte deﬁeﬁdents awvay from home and 31.6% were undergraduate self-supporting
students, This group receivéd average benefits of more‘thaﬁ-$1000 greater than the
uﬁdergraduate dependents ($1610 ¥Y$SOOO). Sixty-two percent indicated that they

4 didn't apply for éid and their benefits were substantially greater than the 29, 1%

aided group((éllOO - $330).




TOTAL BENEFITS

'0f the total survey respondents, 14,4% reported stipends under state and federal
programs while 12,17 of this recipient group were aided on two or more benefit pro-
grams. | |

There appear: to be a correlation between need as représented by family income and
the identificétion of benefit recipients; 14.9% of the sampie reﬁort family incomes
of less than $6000 as compared to 20.3% of the bepefit récipienfs. Although the
sample shows that 30.4% of éhe respondents report incomes in excess of $18,000, only
16.2% are beneficiaries under state and federal benefit programs. .There appeared to
be no great variation of grant size among income categories.

Théwaggregate.dollars available to the 611 recipients of beﬁefits totaled approxi-
mately $838,290 of which the G.I. Bill makes up the single largest segment at

$557,500.,00.

- EDUCATIONAL LOANS SUM-ARY

PROGRAM : BORROWERS ' AVERAGE AMOUNT

FEDERAL LOANS (NURSING
AND HEALTH PROFESSIONS
AND NATIONAL DEFENSE

STUDENT LOANS) ‘ 643 $ 770
(NDSL ONLY) - (504) {690)

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION | -

LOANS. o 36 ‘ 1,000
FEDERALLY~INSURED STUDENT _ -

LOANS . s | 403 | 1,100
INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM | | L

LOANS | | 36 ~ 570
OTHER LOANS 133 700

- 9] -



FEDERAL LOANS

Of the survey sample, 643 students or 15.2% réported assistance under one of the
Federal Loans Programs. Of these, 139 were recipients of Nursing or He;lth Pro-
fessions loans bogrowing on the average of $1080.00. The remaining torrowers (78%)
were on the single largest institutionally-based loan prog?am borrowing an average
of $690 6n the Hational Defense Student Loan Program. The greatest percentage of
borrowers reported vere undergraduate dependents living away from home, . The average
NﬁSL loan reported is somewhat smaller than that for nursing students, as the ceil-
ing on NDSL's for undergraduates ié $1000 and for Nursing and Health Professions is
SlSOO. Although the population of white borrowers is greater than,the‘survey sample
, (89.12 -~ 88.2%), the non-white loan recipient group shows that both Blacks and
Chicanos are overrepresented two times their,;espective representation of the total:
-sample.  Self-supporting students are also'Bvérrepresented (28%.to 19.6%. of survey).
AQerage loaﬁs‘ as expected. are greateétlﬁor gradua;eystudgq?s ?fA§9§QiF_SGFf75H?f..W -
porting undergraduates also receive larger.loans than do dependent undergraduates
(8740 vs $670). Most NDSL's go to undergrads with iess than 1% of the graduate
students reporting assistance on this prﬁgram although they make up 4.97% of the

sample population,

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM (LEEP)

Thirty~six students, less than 1% of the survey sample, reported LEEP stipends
averagiﬁg §1000, Since LEEP loans are directed prinéipally to.in-service and pre-
service law‘eﬁforcement employees, it is uot surpriéing‘phat 58.3% are self-support-~
ing students. Surpriéingly, 80.6% of the recipient group did apply for additional
~aid . and 8.3% of the recipient group was Black, showing an QVerrepreﬁentation four

times the survey sample. - ,
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FEDERALLY-INSURED LOAN PROGRAM (FISL)

As previously noted, non-white students were overrepresented in the borrowing popu- .
lation under the campus—baaed federal loan programs. Conversely, they represent only
10.9% of the FISL borrowers, but 11.8% of the survey population. 'The.average loan
amounts for all ethnic grdups are fairly comparable although the Black borrowers
repnrt on the average of $300 less than all other groupsr 'Of the borrowing popula-
tion, 54.67% are dependeut undergraduates living away from houe with average loans of
$1090 and 34.2% are self-supporting students although they represent only 19.67% of
the sample. The average amount borroved by both dependent and independent shows

very little variability at the undergraduate level. Graduate students; however,
report average loans about $270 greater than the undergraduates (1330 grads vs 1060).

Dependent undergrads are the least likely to borrow on the FISL Program; 4.5% of

. ' ‘ ! . ' N
dependents living at home borrowed loan amounts comparable in size to other under-
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grads living away from home are also underrepresented (67% vs 54.6% of borrowers).

‘0f the 403 TFISL borrowers, 38.8% also applied for and received additional aid while

[:R\j:
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45.4% didn't apply and an additional 13.9% applied but were denied assistance.

INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM LOANS

Of the 36 borrowers from institutionally- control]ed long-term loan programs; 16.8%
were non-white (although only 11.9% of survey eample), a pattern more pronounced
than tHat shown on campus-based federal ioans}

Undergraduates utlllzed these loan funds to a greater extent than graduate etudeuts
(97.2% vs 2.8%) and also borrowed more ($650 vs $300). The dependent undergraduate
student living at home‘borrows on the average‘of $400 to $500 mote than other under-
graduates ($930 ve $500).“Of those recipients reuorting institutional loans, 66.7%
had applieddfor and received other financial assistance; 19.4%«5ad.not applied for

other-financial aid. Forty—seven percent of the loans were modest in size, not ex-




ceeding $400,00.
L
OTHER LOANS

Average outside loans of $700 were reported by 133‘students (11.8% of the survey
population). fhe variability among the undergraduates, dependents vs independents,
is fairly significant. bependents living at home, although slightly overrepresehted
(9% vs 8.6%) borrowed $370 on the average. However, dependents living away from
home borrowed nearly twice that amount (5630) while undergraduate self-gupporting
students borrowed on the average of $1100, Graduate self-supporting students bor-
rowed $650 more than undergraduate self-supporting students. Half of the loans were

for less than $600 and only.18.7% borrowed amounts greater than $1000.

TOTAL LOAXS

BORROWING PATTERNS FOR SELECTED SUB POPULATIONS

I Y 0T cupuny % OF TORROuEn )
' POPULATION POPULATION AVERAGE LOAN

MALES | 1.0% 43,07 $1,030
FEMALES . 49,0 . 48.1 960
UNDERGRADUATE DEPENDENT _

AT HOME 8.6 7.2 800
UNDERGRADUATE DEPENDENT |

AWAY FROM HOME _ 67.0 60.5 930
UNDERGRADUATE ‘SELF~SUP- .

PORTING o 19.6 29.0 1,120
GRADUATE DEPENDENT 1.9 5 1,190
GRADUATE SELF-SUPPORTING 3.0 : 2.8 1,260




ETHNIC BACKEGROUND

% OF SURVLY % OF DORROWER |

PQPULATION PCPULATION AVERAGE LOAN
AMERICAN INDIAN 2,97 2.8% $ 800
BLACK ' 2.0 ' 2.4 1,000
CAUCASIAN . 88.2 | 88.2 990
CHICANO s .9 1,100
ORTENTAL/ASTAN 3.9 3.2 1,040
OTHER 2.5 2.7 1,030

As the table indicates, men and women are almost equally likely to borrow with fhe
average loan for men beoing somewhat greater, Self—supportingvstﬁdents are‘mpre reli~
ant on loans than dependent students and at the undergraduate level teﬁd to borrow
gubstantially more than the average.

Black‘and Chicano students are more likely to borrow than whité, Asian or American
Tndiane, " Chicann etndante horrow the hishect avera
and whites borrowing the least.

The 1129 responding borrowers represent 26.7% of the total survey populatioh; Of
those borrowing, 626 students report borrowing under two or more programs. Loans
under $600 account for 26,2% of the totals while 6.6% of the‘respondents indicated
;otal»loans in excess of $2000 during the year. Most borrowers (61.5%) reported ‘
themselves as aid recipients aid the great majority (93.3%).wefe fuil~time.

During 1971-72, approximately $1,111,280 was borroved by the students in the survey

population with an average loan of $980. Of the borrowers, 36.6%Z had family incomes

below $9000.




STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

TERM-TIME SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS
COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 482 S 560
ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING

OR RESEARCIH 215 1,700
ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-

WORK-STUDY) 751 490
O]‘F CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT 1,282 750

SUMMER SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS
COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 146 ' $ 490
ASSTSTANTSHIPS, TEACHING -

OR RESEARCH . 88 1,020
OX~CAMPUS EXIPLOYMENT (WOnN- . , )

WORK~STUDY) 218 520
OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT 2,129 1,000

COLLEGE WORK~-STUDY PRGGRAM

0f tne;£82 students indicating term-time work-study earnings, 49.4% earned less than
$400 during the school year.‘ By law, priority for work-study jobs is given to stu;
Qents from low-income families. . It is therefore not surprising that 14.3% of those
"~ employed were non~white (non-whites represent‘11.8% of‘ehe survey). All minority
igroupq nere oveTrepresented in the Work~Study populatlon except students from
‘Orlental/A51an backgrounds who were 3.1% of the Col’ege Work-Study population uut -
3.9% of the survey. Undergraduates 1epresented 97.3% of those employed, but gradu—
ates had the highest earnlngs with 9 of the ll dependent gr?duates employcd repurtlng
earnlngs in excess of §2000 in contrast w1th undergraduates reportlng average earnmr'

: 1ngq of only $560 Even among self supportlng unnergraduates, the average earning
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were' only about 25% of the reported average earnings in -he graduate students

sector. Only 16 out of 469 (3.4%) of the undergrads reported earnings in excess

of $2000.
- Undergracuates, both self--supporting a: 'ing at home, reported earnings
of $620 and $570 respectively, somewhat L. ... .nan the $500 reported by dependent

undefgraduates living away from home. The differgnce is'probably;attributable to
the former groups being more consistently available for work inélUding work during
vacation periods when the dependent student living away returﬁs to his family home,
Signific;ntly‘fewer students (146 vs 482) are emplojed in Coliegé'Work-Study jobs
during the summer period.. Non-white students participating in the summer College
‘WOrk—Study program are again overrepresented (i3% vs 11.2%); Some‘interesting dif-
ferences might be noted. Whereas the Blacks report almost double representation in
the summer vs academic year participation (4.1% summer vs 2.5% academic), the
Oriental/Asian group is significantly under;epresented during the summer program
(7% sﬁmmer vs 3.1% term and 3.9% of total suryey). American Indians and Chicanos
pérticipated in term-time rathef than in summef,employment,on the Coliege Work-Study

Program.

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR RESEARCH

Two hundred and fifteen students reported average earnings of $1700 on term-time
‘assistantships. This overall average was a pioduct of a large number of stipends

over $2500 earned principally by self-supporting graduate sfudents. The average
earnings of all.undergraduates was $1010, significantly below the overall averagé of
all students reporting assistantship support; 42.5% of the recipients were graduate .
étudents as were 84.3% éf those re?orting stipeﬁds in ekcess of $2500."

"An anaijsié of assistantships by ethnic background révealé that each‘of the ethnic
minorities with the exception of American Indians (4.27% vs 2.9% of survey), are under-
' represented in these programs. However, those respondents describing themselves as

ERIC
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"Other" were overrepresented (5.1% vs 2.5% of survey). Blaqké approximate the
survey representation (1.92 vs 2%); however, not one Chicano reports having re-
ceived an aséistantship.

Among the undergraduate respondents, self-suppotting students who make up 14% of
the recipients, report earnings of $1330 as contrasted with $2600 reported by self-
supporting graduate students.

Most holders (52.6%) of a551stantsh1ps do not apply for other financial aid; however,
27.4% were aided and 16.7% were denlea additional assistance.

Summer aséiétantships overall show less minority patticipation,than'during the aca-
demic year. The most dramatic differences can be seen in the Indian and Black re-
sp.ndent groups. 'Wherein 4.2% (2.97% of survey) American Indians report earnings for
term-time assistantships, no Indians report earnings for the summeYr; however, the
Black respondents report precisely the contrary indicating a 1.9Z>recipient group
during the regular academiz year, but 5.7% (2% of survey) in the summer assistant-
ship program. The Chiéanos'again ate‘unrepresented in the summer program, and the
"participation of the Oriental/Asian group diminished from 3.3% to 2.3% during the
summer. The average summer earnings‘were generally much lower-than for‘term—timé
employment, $1020.as opposed to $1700 earninét during the ye;r. Again the greatest
percentage of summer recipients were graduate studentsA(4O.9%) with average earnings

of $1280. The average éarnings of undergraduate recipients was $540.

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-WORK~STUDY)

Average'earningé of $.90 were reported by 751 students employed on campu in non-
Work-Study JObS during the academlc year., However 51.5% indicated €arnings under
$400 suggest:ng that most term—time jobs are of short. duratlon. Only . 8% repprted
earnings over $1000 for the séme period. Almost all (99.54) of rhe jobs went to

-undergraduates with 80.27% going to dependént uﬁdergraduates living away ftom’home,
However, this same group reports thesmallest.average éarnings (8440) . Self-sup-

@ rting undergrads represented 11.1% of the rec1p1ent populatlon W1th average earn-

EKC
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ings of $830. Self—éupporting graduates average $1250. Those students living at
home were 8.3% of the recipients reporting average earnings of $63(C. Again the
majority (52.3%) of students holding jobs on campus did nr~ pply for financial

aid. However, 28.1% identified themselves as applying and réceiving aid and 13.6%
applied for aid but were denied. The summer on-campus work force was less than a
third the si;e of the term—timé : » hut recipients reported higher ave?age earn-
ings‘($520) although 47.7%“stilﬁ ", ced earnings under $400. The graduate student
group was better representéd during the summer program (6.47% vs .5% during term—time)
and their réported earnings were on the averagé cbmparabie to the undergraduaty re-
spondents. ‘Dependent underérads living away from home report the smallest summer
earnings ($460). Undergrads living away from home report the smallest summer earn-
ings ($460). Unde?g?ads living away from home only constituted 61.9% of the summer

work force élthough they represented 80.2% during term employment.

;
) vy
LR

OTHER  EHPLOYMENT (OFF-CAMPUS)

Dependent undergraduates living atuhome are the most likely group to seek off—campgs
‘term—time employment (lZ.ZZ.Vs 8.6% of survey sample)f The other groups qf uﬁder—
gradua;e and graduate recipients are underrepresented for term-time of f-campus em;
ployment, The average earﬁings reported for»off—campus employment was $750, sub-
stantially higher than for those eméloyed‘on campus term—time. Self-supporting
undergrads and graduate‘students'reéorted thelhighest'average earnings of $850.
Dependent recipients, both undergraduates and graduateé, indicated‘edrnings of $700.
In all, 1282 'students workéd off campus during the school year (30.3% of survey pop-
ulation) with an overall mean of $750.. As expected; more ékudents (2129 or 50.3%

of survey) report off—cémpus summer ea;nings. Minoritykstudents who had reported
working more thenfthénlwhitas in on-campus jobs (25.2% vs-il.ZZ of survey)-a£c under-
represented in. the summer offfCampus job population (10.2% vs 11.2% of survef). Thié

may very likely be indicative of the continuing difficulties encountered by non-white

O
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students in getting summer jobs in.the open market. Chicano sfﬁdents reported the
smallest average earnings ($460) while the Blacks reported the highest average
($2140) vs $1010 for whites and $870 for Asians.

Graduate students were agaiﬁ underrepresented in the summer employed off-campus
pobﬁlation (2,2% vs 4.9% of‘éurvey); The average summer earnings were $1000 with
self-supporting students rerorting the highest average earnings.. Self—sgpporting
undergrads repor L . -earnings at $15§O with graduate self—suppofting
second at $1180. Dependent studegts' earnings at both the graduate and undergraduate

levels ranged from $830 to $1080,

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT-

lh'all, 3240 students (76;6%.0f survey group) report épme earnings during the summer

and échool yvear of 1971-72. Of the respondents, 24,2% report aggregate earnings of

under $600_whi1e 1211%‘earned more than $3C00 per year. Students who did not apply

for ‘aid earned more on the average than did those who were also aid recipients |
($1560‘vs $1390). There was no noticeablg change in employment patterns by thé

- reported family incomes of students. Slight variations occur at the extremes of

the spectrum witﬁ low-income repipientsiaﬁd ?ef&vhigh ificome sfudeﬁts underrepre-

sented in the total‘employment;picture. Howevér, though underrepresented students.

comingvfrom’the lowest income grOUp report the.highest earnings; their averagé

$1840 earnings is significantly highe: than in ahy éther,category. The averageuof

all other groups is $1490,
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- EARNTNGS PATTERN OF SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS: e
" PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE > AVERAGE

OF SURVEY - WORKING EARNINGS
MEN 51.0% 4.5 $1,880
WOMEN ©49.0 42.6 | 1,080
UNDERGRADUATE AT HOME 8.6 ' 8.5 1,430
UNDERGRADUATE LIVING
AWAY FROM HOME | 67.0 68.3 1,220
UNDERGRADUATE SELF- . ' S |
SUPPORTING 19.6 18.6 2,320
GRADUATE DEPENDENT 1.9 1.4 2,420
GRADUATE SELF-SUPPORTING 3.0 : 3.2 3,400

There were only'margrnal differences in the percentages of students working by the
ethnic representation among employment respondents. Average earnings among ethnic
groups did vary considerably. Generelly, the Blacks reported the highest earnings
at $1880; Chicanes at the other end of the spectrum ecarned about $700 less than
Biecks at $1170. The only ethnic group reporting smaller earnings were the Asian/
'Orientals at $1110. -Whites, Indians and ”Other” reported approximately comparszble
average earnings of $1540, $1530 and $1470 reepectively.

Students‘carrying an academic 1oad of_from one-half to three-quarters of a full
course schedule represented 6.17% of thoseremployed and reported annual earnings of
l$l900 suBstentially higﬂér thah the $1500 average for full-time students, suggesting
that theee students‘epend more time’wor%ing than do rulletime students. Graduate
.studente, self—éupperting students and men all earn substantially more than depend-
ent uﬁderéraduates and women. .- o |

Total earnings of approximately $4,960,440 were reported by 3240 students for aver-
age annual earnings of $1530 for those employed or about $1170 per head for the 4230

students in the survey population.
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TOTAL SELF—HELP

In all, 79.5% (3322) of the survey population report working or borrowing to help
meet educational expenses during the 1971-72 school year. Of thie group, 19.5%
report total self-help of under $600 while 16.4% veport self-help over.$3000 for
the year. |

There are no appreciable differences in the probability of students reporting self-
help by ethnic background, dependency status or class level. Men are somewhat more
likely to work than are women and thus report higher average self—help ($2050 vs  1400).
Black students reportv$2000 in‘average self-help ae compared to $1770 for whites;
$1960 for Ch1canos and $1320 for A51ans, whlle Indians report $197O
Self—supportlng graduate students report $359O in self-help as compared to $2470
for dependent students (graduate) and q2350 for undergraduate sel‘-supoortlng stu-

dents. Dependent undergraduates reported self-help in the $1460~1630 range

TOTAL AID

"Total a1d excludes all employment except College Work—Study and all federal and
state beneflts and personal sav1ngs and parental support. It does include the full
range of student loans and also all fellowshlps, grants and scholarships including
those not based on financialdneed.

_ ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF. AID' RECIPIENTS

AMERICAN . ,
INDIAN BLACK WHITE CHICANO' ASTAN OTHER

A

PERCENTAGE OF SURVEY - 2.9% 2.0% 88.2% .5% 3.9% 2.5

PERCENTAGE OF SURVEY
POPULATION RECEIV- | S ;
ING AID 3.3 2.1 87.4 .7 3.4 1 3.0

AVERAGE TOTAL AID $1,610  $1,820  §1,440  $1,940  $1,300 $2,090
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Non-white students represent 12.6% of fhe aided population (11.8% of survey) and
consistently report higher fqtal aid than the white popu;ation. The highest figure
"reported is the $2090 for "Other" and $l820Af0r Blacks. As total aid normally
bears an inverse relatibnship to family inéome, it would be normal for non—whites_
with lower family incomes to need and receive more aid more often.

Of the students repdrting aid, 11.1% had total aid in excess of §3000 while 58% héd
aid below the $1470 mean for all aid regipients. Of the 226 respondents with rotal
aid over $3000, 31.8% were graduate studénts and 42.02 were undérgraduates living
away from home; , ' : ' gﬁ
Lower division aid recipients avefaged $1380 in total, upper division recipients
$1350 andlgraduatesb$3190.

Total aid of $2,989,320 was reported by 2033 récipients during the 1971-72 school
&ear. If to this we aqd the $4,165,340 of non—work—étudy and off-campus earnings

reported, we get student-directed or instituted resources of $7,154,660, an average

of $1690 per student in the survey population.
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CHAPTER VI - PART D

AID APPLICANT PROFILE .

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

,PARENTAL,INCOME AND SUPPORT BY AID APPLICANT STATUS
' APPLICANT  APPLICANT

,4 APPLICANT ABPLICANT  BUT NO DENIED ATD
NON-AID  ATD BUT  FUNDS . NO REASON
APPLICANT  GRANTED . INELIGTBLE _ AVAILABLE _ GLVEN
AVERAGE FAMILY TNCOME 12,750 8,630 11,600 11,1200 10,920
PARENTAL SUPPORT . 480 210 520 270 . 580
SUPPORT AS A PERCENTAGE ‘
OF INGOME o 3.8 2.4% 4.5% 2.4% .5.3%
NUMBER OF RESPONBENTS 8,574 1.659 411 198 133

If, -as with the four~-year public and indlependent segments, we describe as potentially
néediest, students from families with incomes béiow $7,500, then of the éided popu-
lation 47.37% are withim this neediest caregory as are 25.7%Z of the non-applicant
population and épproximately 26% of the applifed buf‘non—awarﬂbd group. At the op~-
posite end of ghé immome‘spectrum.llz of theuaidéd population reported annual family
incomes in excess of $15,000 and of this 1.3% in excess of‘$25,000. This high parental
income may Be'exélained im part by 53.17 of the grant Tecipients declaringvthemsélVes
to e primarily self—supp@rting. As ‘such, the“pareﬁtal'incnﬁe is‘feported but is not

a source of support.

Many. students should on tire basis ‘of family #~come demonstrate a need for financial

aid. Ofﬂthé 78.1% of the students who have giver applied for aid, 43% have not re-

QA ruimext provided by R
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ceived any support from their paremts «luring e 1971-72 academic year. As such,
this student population must be relying heavilly mpon the remaining financial resources:

employment, b&refits, and loams.
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ETHNTC BACKGROUND UF AID RECIPIENTS

AM. INDIAN BLACK  CAUCASIAN CHICANO ORIENTAL OTHER

AVERAGE FAMILY : i ’
INCOME $7,760 $9,680 $12,370 $7,050 $9,640 $10,600

[PERCENTAGE OF
TOTAL SURVEY
POPULATION 3.9% 2.3% 88.2% 1.27 2.1% 2.27

PERCENTAGE OF ,
- AID POPULATIOX 6.3% 3.0% 83.4% 2.7% 1.4% 3.2%

The assumption that loﬁer incomes of non-white familiés would indicate a higher
priority for financial aid is seemingly confirmed with the responsés to this survey.
0f the American Indian applying for aid, 76.8% report receiv£ng aid. The same is
true‘with the Chicanos: Of those applying for aid, 90.7% report receiving aid.

With an increase in average family income the percentage receiving. awards de;reases.
With an average family incame far Rlacks applying far aid of $9i6865'77_82 renort
receiving aid. -One outstanding varianceMiéxthe Orientals: With average family
incomes similar to that of the Blacks, only 43.9% of Oriental aid applicants re-
ported réceiving aid. |
Within oﬁr "potentially" needy student category, family income beldw‘$7,500, fall
56.2% of the American Indian réspondents,‘SG;éz.of the Blacks, 68.8% of the Chicanos,
37.7% of ‘the Asians,.and 40% of the "other." The difference between these and the
24.9%.of the American Indians, 21.4% of the Blacks, 36.3% of the Chicanos, 9.7%

‘of tﬁe Asians and 15.67% of the "others”'réceiving aid ére>"neediest” étudents
without fiﬁancial aid.

While‘only 14.2% of the commuﬁity cpliege respondents report themsélves to be
recipients of aid awarded‘through‘thé institution's aid officé; 26.9% of the survey
population report through othér duestions on éid programs receiving one form or

another of financial aid. The difference reflects the large number of outside aid
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and loan programe and is also doubtlessly influenced by stident perceptions of

what comprises student aid.

‘TYPES OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

SUMMARY

NO. OF RECIPIENTS . AVERAGE AWARD
TUITION AND FEE WATVERS o 1030 430
STATE NEED GRANT . 250 - 370

FEDERAL GRANTS (NURSING AND HEALTH
" PROFESSIONS - SCHOLARSHIPS AND

- EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS) 420 ' 510
- (EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS .
ALONE (300) (440)
LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM S
GRANTS 100 410
INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS © 230 410
OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS AND GRANTS 450 450

. BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 129 ' 1147

TUITION WAIVERS

Tuition Waivers are the'largest single grant progrém within the édblic sector
with 8% of. the survey population reporting‘recéipt of a tuiﬁion.waiver.

The chief beneficiaries of the tuition waiver program'aﬁpear to be the self-~
supporting students (36.5% of the waivers) féllowed 5y dependent students liy-
ing-éway from home (36.0% of the.waivers) and the dependent students living at
'hbme (23.47 of the waivers). The self—éupporting student, 37.1% of the su¥vey
ﬁdpulation, :and the dependent student, living away from home, 32.4ZVof;the

survey population, are overrepresented in this program. The group least likely

- 166 —~



to receive wailvers vere dependent students living at home (23.4% of the recipients
versus 30.47% of the survey population).

As tuition waivers are neéd based, there is a higher representation of ldw income
minority students, 19.9% of the recipient group versus 11.8% of the survey popu-

lation.

WASHINGTON STATE NEED GRANT

The new.State Need Grant Program was in its second year at the time 6f this survey.
'Grants wvere directed to dependent undergraduate students; Accordiﬁg to the re-

L3 .
ported data“54.3% of tie grant recipients were dependent students living away from
home while only'lSFS% were dependept students iiving at home. ‘Self—supporting
students (30.2% of the recipients and 5U.7% of the survey population) reported

average grants of $580. The average grant of the dependent living at home is $270

higher than that of the dependent away from home ($480 to $210 respectively),.

 FEDERAL GRANTS

Of‘the total federal granfs reportéd,‘298 were;pducational Opportﬁnity Grants (EOG)
with .an avefagé amount of $440. .Nursing and Health Professions ScholaréhiPS'ac—
counted for 117 awards wiﬁ? an éveraée stipend of $670.

.Federal grants, parﬁicﬁlarly E.0.G.'s are directed by‘law to low incomé/disadvantagec
students. . Non—ﬁhiteé éémprise 20.7% of the federal grant recipients with average‘
awards of'$550 for American Indians, $5340 for Blacks, $600 for Chicanos, énd $430

for students from Oriental/Asian backgrounds as compared to a $490 for.White re-

cipients.
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LAW EIFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM GRANTS

Grants under this program are designed for studénts enﬁering into law en-
forcement fields or for practitioners in the fieid who wish to continue their
educ;tion. 88.9% are Caucasian (88,2%Z of the survey population), while 4.0% are
American ihdian (3.9% of the survey population) and 5.1% are Black {2.3% of the

survey population). Not surprisingly, 65% are self-supporting.

INSTITUTIONAL. GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS®

Included in this category are the full range of institutional awards inéluding»
Institutiopal Educational Opportunity Program grants and traineeships. The re~
cipients within this category of aid comprise 1.8% of the survey population and 16.5%
of those receiving grant and schoiarship aid of some sort. The average award is

$405 with 70.5% of the awards being less fhan $400. Of this'group_cnly 48.QZ

report themselves as having been gfanted aid by the institution's aid office.

OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS, GRANTS, AND FELLOWSHIPS

This categoryAincludes all other non-institutional awards‘repofted by suryey‘re—’
spondents. This cétegory bf aid is somewhat simila: to fﬁe previous category with
6?.9% of‘the‘recipiénts/having aid.amounting to $400 or 1eés. While both the de-
pgndenf at home gnd dependént éway from home reported.as‘recéiving the samé‘per-
centage of this category of graﬁt aid (38.0% to 37.3% respectively) thé debendent at
home is receiving $300 less of an average grant aid than the dependent away from
‘ﬁome ($290 as compared to $590). The éeif-supporting sﬁudent is obtaining 21.2%l

~of this aid which is éveraging $480.




BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFATIRS (BIA)

Of the 129 students who repofted receipt of BIA awards, 86 identified them-
selves‘as American Indians while 32 identified themselves as Caucasians, 5 as
Blacks, 1 as Chicano, 1 as Asian and 3 as "other'.

Self-supporting students comprise 43.47% of the recipient group with average awards
of $1,360 while dependentslliving away from home representi;g 40.3%_0f>the re-~
cipienté‘report stipends of $850. Dependents at home, with reported average grants

of $1,260 comprise the remaining 15.5%.

TOTAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSIHIPS

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RECIPIENTS

AM. INDIAN BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO ORIENTAL OTHER

PRROAENTACE OF

SURVEY
POPULATION 3.9 2.37  88.2% 1.2% 217 2.2%
PERCENTAGE OF : -
RECTPTENTS 7.1% 3.17  83.1% 2.2% 1.9%7 . 2.5%
AVERAGE AWARD $1,140 - $1,190  $600 " 8970 $860  ° $880

Both the higher percentage receiving gfants and the higher average awards reflect

generally lower family incomes and the greater financial need of non-white students.

TOTAL GRANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS AND CLASS LEVEL

UNDERGRADUATES ‘GRADUATES
DEPENDENT DEPENDENT SELF - - SELT
AT HOME  AWAY SUPPORTING || DEPENDENT  SUPPORTING
PERCENTAGE OF .
SURVEY o ' | ~
 POPULATION - 28.9. 30,9 . '36.1 1.1 3.0
PERCENTAGE OT N
~ RECIPIENTS 26.3 35.3 35.1 |} .3 3.0
\)‘ ; ) : . ) . )
* [R]C_AVERAGE TOTAL AWARD _§480  $660 $790 $1,180 $1,460

IText Provided by ERIC
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The dependent living away from home student is‘more likely to receive a grant
rof ééﬁgzérshiputhan are selfjsupporﬁing or dependent living at home students.
However, the self-supporting student does report the highest average stipend
of the three. undergraduate classification. The large average’grants reported

by students in the "other" category probably represents older students engaged

in a specific trade or skill programs that carry substantial stipends.

‘ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF GRANT, SCHOLARSHIP RECIPIENTS

MOSTLY A'S - MOSTLY B'S ' MOSTLY C'S
ALL STUDENTS 19.9% | 58. 8% . 20.9%
GRANT RECIPIENTS 22.3% 59.6% ' 18.2%

Wﬁile ﬁany schiolarship programs reward academic excellence as was reflected in the
fduf~year public section of this study, it is nd; surprising to find- somewhat less
vl a shewlng Luwards uigher acade@ic;achievers in the community coliege recipient
. grbup. The‘number of B and C students receiving awards is a clear indication that
‘generally grant programs at the éommunity.co;lege level are primarily concerned with

the financial need of the recipients and require only normal academic progress.

ASUMMARY

2} i

In all, 2,010 students reported receiving grant or scholarship assistance with an
approximate average total award of $680.-‘Stipends of $400 or less were held by
51.3% of the recipients with 65% of the grants being $600 or less. The dollar

value of all grants and scholarships reported was appfOXimately $1,323,080.
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STATE AND FEDERAL BENEFITS

SUMMARY
PROGRAM | NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AMOUNT
G. I. BILL | 1,800 1,610
SOCTAL SECURITY | 520 a0
WELFARE - - 230 1,150
STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 280 810
OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS 410 1,020

' G.I. BILL

G. I. Bill benefits are by far the most important single benefit program with 13.9%
16f3ﬁhe total Survey population reporting themselves to be G.I. Bill recipients.
éf&en the somewhat older average age of the veterans, it is not surprising that 84%
of the ?ecipients.are‘Self—supporting students, Most (8l.7%) G.I. Bill recipients
do not apply tor additional financial assisténce but 10.9% do report themselves as
aid awarded students. |
The ethnic background of G.I. Bill recipients is'almost identical to that of the
- total survey population.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Qf the reporting Social Security recipients, 74.8% did not‘apply for additional
fiﬁancial assisténce. The average'beﬁefit_received by the non-aid applicant group
3($750) was_lowér than that reported by the successful aid applicant ($770) who com-
prised 13.4% of the récipienté. White students (88.2% of the survey population)

represented 87.6% of the recipient group and reported the.lowest average benefit ($740).
WELFARE

Within the community college segment, 225 students reported receiving welfare be-
nefits during the 1971-72 school year. Of the recipient group 76% were self-sup-
n‘ E[{i(jporting students with an average benefit of $1,270. Dependent students living

IText Provided by ERIC
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away from home with an average grant of $670 received about $120 more than the
dependent at home, each with about equal representation. While.67.1Z of the
recipients reported that they had not applied for financial aid this may be due

in 1argé part to the Department of Public Assistance poliéy restricting outside aid
to only educationally related costs. With the low tuitibn and fees charged in
this secter, many welfare recipients may not feel additional resources are necessary

or coupled with training grants these educationally-related costs may be fully met.

STATE VOCATIONAL REUABILITATION AND EMPLOYMENT- SECURITY

About 2% of the survey poéulation réported.benefits under these programs. Most

of those reporting were self—supportiné students (70.2%) with average benefits

of approximately $880. Dependent stﬁdenté living at ‘home éomprise the next largest
group with only 16.3% and average grants of $530. Dependents living away from
home had average grants of $730. Again the majori£y of recipients (76.2%) did

not apply for financial aid and the average benefits for non-applicants ($840)

was higher than the $640 average reported by the 13.8% of the recipients who applied

for and were awarded supplementary financial assistance.:-

OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS

Of those reporting to be beneficiaries of other state and'federgl benefits pro-
grams; 44.5% reported sfibends gnder $400 for the year while 17.27% received stipends
~over $2,000. Self~sﬁpporting students comprised 52.3% of the reciﬁient population
(32.8% of the survey populatiop) with a§erage‘benefits of $1,320 while dépendént
students (42.8% of the recipients) feportéd'average benefits of $66C.

The méjofity.of :ecipients in the cafegdry (75.5%) did not Seek additional

financial aid and the average stipend they reported ($1,lOQ) was considerably
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higher than the $800 reported by the 18.8% who received additional financial

assistance.

- TOTAL BENEFITS

In all, 2,802 students (21.7% of the survey popul&ition) reporﬁed receiving

some sort of federal or state benefit stipend. 0 this group, approximztely 400
students received benefits under two or more prsgrams.

There does appear to be some correlation between family income and benefits

received. Students from familiés with incomes under $6000 per year comprise 22.1%

of ghe survey population but are 27.2% of the benefit»recipients. Conversely, students
with family incomeé over $18,000 per year are 18.5% of the survey population but

only 11.8% of the benefit recipients.img

The>aggregate dollars made available to the 2,802 recipients in the survey totaled

approximately $3,143,706 ot which $2,9006,814 is attributable to G.L. Bill benefits.

EDUCATIONAL LOANS

SUMMARY

PROGRAM - NUMBER OF RORROWERS _AVERAGE AMOUNT BORROWED
FEDERAL LOANS (NURSING, HEALTH PRO-

FESSIONS AND NATIONAL DETENSE STU- |

DENT LOANS) 669 659

(N.D.S.L. LOANS ONLY) - (491) | o (583)
LAV ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION LOANS . 95 - un
FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOANS s64 11017
INSTITUTIONAL LONG~TERM LOANS o 64k . 643
OTHER LOANS | | O 682
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TEDERAL LOANS

0f the 669 federal loans reported by the smrvey‘respondents, 178 aﬁé Nursing or
Health Professions loans with an average.amouht borrowed of approximately $870.
The National Defense Student Loan is the largest of the campus based federal
loan programs and 491 reciéients reported :an averagé loan of $580 under this
program. MNon-white students (11.8% of the survey.populatipn)‘are 17.5% of the
borrowerS'with American Indian and Chicanc students borrowing with a frequency
two and four and one-half times their respective representation in‘the survey
population. Depéndent living away ffom home students are over-represented in

the borrowing population (52.8% of the bdrrowers versus 23.4Z of the survey pop-
ulation). Average loans are the largest for self—suppogging stﬁdents (over $730)

and least for dependents living away($620).

CLAW BENYURCEMENT BDUCAYLLON PROGRAM LOANS (L.E.E.P.)

Ninty-five students report borrowing an average of $470 under this'program with
59 of the 95 recipients reporting themselves as self-supporting students. Of the

borrowers, 83 are White and 81 are full-time students.

FEDERALLY~INSURED STUDENT LOANS (F.1.5.L.)

As previousiy noted? the non~white students were oyerrepresented in'the borréwing
population under the campus based federal loan programs; Conversely, they re-
prespnt only 7.3% of the F.I.S.L.. borrowers (but 11.8% of the survey populatlon)
Non—wh:te students also report average F.I.S5.L. loans that range from $70 to $270
below the $1,020 average reported by White students.

Self—sﬂ;porting stﬁdents represént 447 of.thé borréwars and report average loans

of $1,010. Dependent students living at home are least likely to borrow and report

an average loan of $1050. Depéndeﬁt students living; away .from.home report loans




BORROWING PATTEEIS FOR SELECTED SUB—POPULATIONS
PERCENTAGE ©F PERCENTAGE OF

(Continued) SUR¥ZY BORROWING
_ POF®L.ATION POPULATTION AVERAGE LOAN

UNDERGRADUATE

DEPENDENT AT HOME 2897 . 15.0% $ 950

DEPENDENT AWAY FROM HOME 3092 43.3% 760

SELF SUPPORTING 3617 38.6% . 720
GRADUATE

DEPENDENT 1.1% 2% | 2,680

SELF-SUPPORTING 3.0% 3.0% 1,120

ETHNIC BEACKGROUND

AMERICAN TNDIAN 3.9% 5.4% 610
BLACK | 2.3% . 2.1% . 850
CAUCAST AN , 88.2%  86.7% 890
CHICANO .67 2.2% - 980
. ORIENTAL/ASTAN 2.1% 5% 1,060
OTHER o 2.2% _ 2.7% 1,150

As the table indicates, the borrowing population is about equal in meﬁ to women with
the average loan fof men being somewhat greater. Dependent students living away

from home‘are glightly more relient on loans’ than selfFSupporting students and a

great deal more so. than deﬁendents at home. While about one-half of the depgndent‘
studenﬁs 1iving at homé borrow those that do average $180 and $230 more than the
dependent away from home and.ﬁhe self—supporting‘reSpondents;

Americaﬁ Indian and Chicano students are more likely to borrow than White, Aéians,

-and Blaéks, with Asian and ”othe;s” borrowing thé highest avefage amounts and American

~Indian and Blacks taking tfe 'smalliest average loans.
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The 1,424 responding borrowers represent 11% of the total sur-oy population.

0f those borrowing, approximately 149 studehté report borrowirg under two or more
programs. Loans under $400 accounted for 21.8% of the totals while 5.5% of tﬁe
respondents indicated total loans in excess of $2000 during the school year.

Most borrowers (52.5%) reported themselves as aid recipients and the great majority
(92.3%) were full-time students. -*

During the 1971-72 academic year, approximatelyl$1,251,700 was borrowed by the

students in the survey population with an average loan of $880.

STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

TERM-TIME SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 1120 . $§ 520
ASSTSTANTSHIPS, TEACHLNG UR

RESEARCH 330 1,560
ON~CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-
" WORK -STUDY) : | 1010 , 490
OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT 4060 ' 810

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT SUMMARY*

PROGRAM ‘ NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM _ 389 o $ 497
ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR : _

RESEARCH - | 134 1,045
ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON- :
"WORK STUDY) ‘ 286 Co 538
OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT - 5683 - -- 1,127

* The summer earnings question asked for the net return from
summer earnings that was available for school-year expenses.

‘Most students apparently re‘sporided accurately but there were
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% (Continued)

indications that some of the responses gave total gross earn-
ings. The average used for the analysis are called summer
earnings but they are an understatement of gross earnings

. and an overstatement of savings derived from summer earnings.

COLLEGE WORK~STUDY PROGRAM

0f the students indicating term—time work~study'e§rnings, 43.87% earned less than
$400'duriﬁg thé school year. By law, priority for work-study jobs is given

to students frém low income'families. It is therefore not surprising that 15;9%

of thbse employed_ware'non—white. All minority groups were overrepresented in the
work-study population exéeptlstudents from Chicano and Asian backgrounds. These
latter two groups had employment percentages that equalled their percentage of the
survey population.

Self-supporting and dependent students away from home réported earnings of $580

and $500 respectively, which is not sighificantly higher than tﬁe $550 reported

by dependent students living at home. Considerably more dependent students away
f?om home work than do dependent students 1iving at home (42.6% to 24.9% respectively).
Significantly fewer students (389 versus 1122) are employed in colleée work~study
jobs during the summer. Non-white students repeat the same pattern as they demon-
strate during the term by being generally overrepresented in the college work-study
population.

.Self—supportingkstudents who were 31.1% of the term~time work force are 41.4% of

the summer work force.

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR RESEARCH

In all, 327 Students reported term-time assistant ships with approximate average
earnings of $1160.

This overall average was a product of a 1érge numbér of stipends cver $2500 per year
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(35.5%) and 24.5% over $3000 per year. The distribution of assistantships by
dollar amounts shows an interesting pattern with a steadily decreasing percentage

of awards down to the $1500 level then a mirror image increase from that point on.

AMOUNT OF GRANT PERCENT OF TOTAL

81 to $200 20.27%
$201 to $400 12.2
$401 to $600 8.6
$601 to-$1000 8.3
$1001 to $1500 1.8
$1501 to $2000 6.1
$2001 to $2500 7.3
$2501 to $3000 11.0
$3001 and above 24.5

An analysis of assistantships by ethnic background of those employed reveals that

IS

Caucasians provide the overall thrust of this decrease-increase pattern with

American Indians adding to the lower stipends and Asians to the higher. American.
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survey population); Blacks and Chicanos show the same representation as they do the
survey population, but Whites, Asians and "others" are undérrepresented. Whiie ﬁhé
Asians are underrepresented all are receiving in excess of $1000 and five out of the
six are in excess of $3000. |

Froﬁ the undergraduate respondents, self-supporting students (22% of the recipients)
report average earnings of $1000. as coﬁtraéted with the $2640 average for graduate
studénts (42.2% of recipienfs and 3.5% of thé survey populatién) and a $37O average
for dependents at home (15.5% of recipients) and $630 for dependents éway‘from home
(18.3% of recipients).

Most (70%) holders of aééiftantships do not apply for other financial aid but 19.6%

did consider themselves aid applicant recipients and 10.4% were aid applicants

denied additional assistance. .
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Lhummer assistantships show an intercsting shift, .with the Caucasians and Asians
increasig while the "other" remains fairly constant and American Indians, Blacks,
and- Chicanos drepping, in some cases, radically,

"ETHNIC BACKGROUND
OF ASSTSTANTSHIP RELCIPIENTS

AMERICAN
i INDIAN BLACKS - CAUCASTANS CHICANO  ASTIAN OTHERS
TERM-TIME 6.3 3.2 84.1 1.3 1.8 3.2
| SUMMER 0.7 1.5 88.8 .7 5.2 3.0

Summer assistantships shift from the self-supporting undergraduate to the dependent
undergraduates and the special student group gradﬁate. Graduate average awards
drop from term-time by about $1000 to $1540 for graduate devendent and.$1710 for
graduafe se;f*supporting. The self-supporting undergraduate average also dropped

$430 from $1010 to $580.

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT, NON-WORK-STUDY

Most term—-time jobs consisting of seemingly rather short wdrking periods with 50.67%
of the reépondents indicating earnings of under $400 and only 8.5% reported earnings
©of over $1000 for the school year. Most of the jobs in ﬁhis category went to de-
pendent students living away from home (61.5%) of the.working studenté but-with on1¥
$10 mére in average earnings than that of the lowest (dependent at home with $450};
‘Self-supporting undergraduaﬁes were 16.6% of thoée employed and averaged $590.
Comparable figures forldepeﬁdent graduate and self—éupporting_graduate were .37,
$820 and 2.1%, $1130 respectively. Again, the majority.(70.1%) of the étudents

holding jobs on campus did not apply for financial aid. The summer on-campus work
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force (286 students) is more than one-third of the size as the term-time work
force (1006) but the earnings pattern (56.0% under $440) remains much the same.
Undergraduate depehdent away from home students are a larger portion of the summer
respondents (53.4%) but their summer earnings are lower ($500) than those reported

by the self-supporting ($770) but the same as dependent at home undergraduates.

OTHER EMPLOYMENT (OFF CAMPUS)

Depeﬁdcnt undergraduates living at home are most likely to be working off- campus
(41.57% and 28.9% of the working and survey population respectlvely) Average earnings
ranged from a low of $630 for dependent graduates through dependent uﬁdergraduate at
home ($780), and self-supporting undergraduates ($940) to the high of $1020 for self-
supporting graduates. In all, 4057 students worked off catpus during the schopl'
vear (31.3% of the population surveyed) with.an overali mean of $810.

A, Zupoctod, wmoro students (;,633, 44% ol the suivey population) repori oli-campus
summer earnings. Minority students who had reported werking more often thvan Whites

- in on-campus jobs are underrepresented in the summer off-campus job population.
Probably an indication of the continuing difficulties eﬁtountered by non~white
students in getting summer jobs in the open market, Chicano stﬁdents also reported
the smallest average:térm4time earnings ($140) while the Blacks who had obtained

jobs reported the highest average (1580) versus $470 for Whites and $64d for Asian
students. | | | ‘

Undergrééuate dependent away students are‘overrepfesented in summer empleoyment with
,52'4% of the summer employéd jobs (30.97% of éhe survey population) and the 1owesf
income averége ($500) but'self—supportiné<students reppftedvthe highest average
summer earnings,($770). Dépendént students at- home and away reforted average  summer

earnings of $500.
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TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

- In all, 8,304 students (64.2% of the total population) reported some earnings
during the summer and school year 1971-72. Of the respondents, 25.1% report
aggregate earnings of under $600 whiie 17.1% earned more than $3000 for the year.
_Students who did not apply for aid earned more ($1820 average) than did aid re-
cipients ($1380 average).‘ There was no noticeable change in employment patterns by
the reported family incomes of students with the exception of the two highest ranges.
Students from the $15,000-$17,999 range worked 6.5% less than the average and the
$18,000 and up range students are 3.8% above the average. Thus, students from
families with over $18,000 per year income are more likely to work than students
from under $6,000 per year income families although the 1at£er do report higher

earnings ($1730 average) than the former ($1610).

EARNING PATTERNS OF SELECTED SUR-POPULATICHS

PERCENTAGE OF PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY WORKING
POPULATION POPULATION AVERAGE EARNINGS
MEN ' _ 56.8 - 60.6 .$2,110
WOMEN 43.2 39.4° 1,100
UNDERGRADUATE |
LIVING AT HOME 28.9 - 9.1 1,420
LIVING AWAY FROM HOME . 30.9- 34,3 ' h 1,280
SELF-SUPPORTING 36.1 204 . 2,380 i
GRADUATE |
 DEPENDENT 1.1 - ' 1.0 1,890
_SELF-SUPPORTING. 3.0 . 2.8 3,240
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There were little differences in the percentages of students working in different
ethnic groups. Blacks were underrepresented by f7Z in the total working population
as were Chiqanos by .5% and Caucasian students overreﬁresented by 1.5%. All other
groups were within .2% of their representation in the total survey population.
Average earnings, however, did seem to be influenced by ethnic background as a con-
siderable variance exists. Employed Black students reported annusl earnings aver-
aging $1560 as contrasted with $1720 for Chicanos; $1530.for Asian American students,
$§1730 for Whites and $1840 for American Indians. _ | o
Part-time students (11.2% of those cmployed) reportéd annual earnings of $2300--
substantially higher than the $1640 aQerage for full-time students. As the table
indicated graduate self-supporting students and men all earn substantially more than
dependent, undergraduates and women.

Total earnings of approximately $14,291,000 were reported by 8304 students for
average annual earninwis ot $1721 plus dollars for those employed of about $1110

per head for the 12,931 students in the survey population.

TOTAL SELF-HELP

~In all, 65.6% of the survey population report working or borrowing to help meet
educational expenses . during the 1971-72 school year. Of this group, 22.4% report
total self-help of under $600 while 19.0% report self-help of over $3000 for the
year. | ’ |

There are slight‘diffexences in the representétion of students reporting éelf-
help by ethnic background with Whites at 89.7% (1.5% above their survey represen-
tation) and Blacks and Chicano and Indians dropping Slightly in their represen-
:-tation. Men (55.1% reporting self-help and 56.8%;of the survey population) are

-somewhat more 1ikely to work than-are women (36.5% reporting self-help and 43.2%
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of the survey population) and tlus men re?o?t ﬁigher average self-help (82160
versus $1230).

With an average reported self-help of $1800 for the total survey population, Blacks
repofted $1540 in average self-help as compared to $1810 for Whites, $1620 for
Chicanos, and $1520 and $1960 for Asian/American and American Indian students re-
spectively.

Self—supporting graduate students report $3290 in self-help a; compared to $1770
for dependent graduate students and $2420 for‘self—supporting undergraduates.

Dependent undergraduates repcrted self-help in the $1410 to $1480 range.
TOTAL AID

Total aid excludes all employment except college work-study and all federal and
state benefits and personél savings and parental support. It does include the
full range of student loans and also all fellowships, grants and scholarships in-

cluding those not based on financial need.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS'

AM. TINDIANS BLACK CAUCASTIAN CHICANO ASTAN OTHER

PERCENT OF ETHNIC
GROUP RECELVING - _ _ :
AID . 37.9% 26.7% 26.6% 35.3% 20.4%  31.8%

AVERAGE TOTAL AID $600 $500 $310 $550 $30C $300

Non-white studenté represent l3.5Z of the aidéd population (11.87% of the survey
populétion) and consistantly report higher total aid ($350) than tbe majority White
population. Thé‘highest figure reported is the $1600 average fof Black séudents

but a good part of‘this would be a reflection of the higher tdtalbselfwhelp reported N
by Blacks. As total aid normally bears an inverse rel;tionship.to family income,

it would be normal for non-vhite students with lower family incomes to neced and re-

IToxt Provided by ERI




ceive more aid, more often.

Seven percent of the students reporting aid had total aid in excess of $3000 while
59.5% had aid below the $1110 mean for all a’d recipients. Of the 244 respondents
with total aid over $3000, 85 (38.8%) were in the special graduate student category
and an additional 86 were self-supporting undergraduates.

The distribution between undergraduates dependent at hoﬁe, dependent away,
self-supporting and the graduate dependent and self-supporting were all constant
to their survey representaticn.

Total aid of $3,874,630 was reported by 3475 recipients during the 1971-72 school
year. If to this we add the $10,342,110 of non-work-study and off campus earnings
reported, we get student directed or 1nltlatLd resources of $4,216,730 an average

of $1100 per student in the survey population..
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CHAPTER VII - PART A

PROJECTING STUDENT NEEDS

The measurement of the gap between student resources and student neceds in the

‘second part of this chapter is a straight forward analysis of the SRS responses.

It, therefore, carries with it sevéral limitations of the SRS format.

Students were asked to report their costé and resources. If all studeats operated
on a balénced budget, one would expect that the ;esults would show resources equal
to costs or a surplus of resources over costs. In fact, élmost 30% of the respond-
ents inaicated a resource deficit. It is these studenﬁs whose needs are project-d
1r) Part B. |

Sevgral cautions.musﬁ be expressed to those who would interpret the reports.

These are:

A. No attempt was made to interpret student budgets. A student who had the
resources to live at a subsistence level énq repo#ted resources equal to
the budget was not considered to have a need gav even though he/she may
‘have been living below the poverty level.

B, Similarly, students who'reported budgets that indicated a high cost of
living pattern an&*a_shortfall of resources‘to meet.their costs were con-
'siaered tb have gaps even though the.living standard may have been higher
than soéiety could reasonably be expected to support.

C. Perception differences ﬁhere direct out-of-pocket expenses were reported
rather than total costs and resources (inéluding parental expenditures on
both side of the ledger) were not adjusted; thus, underéstimates of both
costs and resources do exist, |
D. No judgements were made on the type of reéources reported by students.

If a student had finaﬁced his education by excessive hours of work and
heavy borrowing, he/she was not considered to have a deficit if resources

approximated costs.

Q - . :
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E. As previously noted, mid—points of dollar ranges were used in the analysis.
Small deficits or surplusses ($200 — $300) may well result from the use of
mid-points rather thau being indicative of actual conditions.

In projecting actual needs for the purposes of legislation and financing, these

cautions must be kept in mind.

A. The identification of realistiq budget standards for students, budgets that
identify a living standard that‘society could feasonably be expected to
support.

. B. The establishmenﬁ'of reasonable,self—help expectations (loans and employment
earnings) that would set the normal student contribution towards educational
costs;

C. The identification of the length of time over which society should assist
a student in meeting college coéts including the possibility of differential
financial aid at different cliass levelis.

These assumptions, once identified, could be appligd‘to the SRS ddta to produce pro—-

"jections of the sﬁudents need for financial assistance in paying for post-secondary

education.

O
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CHAPTER VII - PART B

THE GAP IN FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND AID (SRS)

The analysis of the survey responseé included a de;ermination of individual and
aggregate student financial neéds'remaining after all resources and financial aid
were subtracted from college expense budgets. It is'apparent from the results
that  the costs of attending college in Washington pose a real barrier.to some stu-
dents and disproportionate hardships to others. Although‘these students now in
‘cdllege are someth making ends meet, the lack bf financial resources results in
unequal opportunities and unreasonable sacrifices for many needy students and their
families. Without additional funds, a number of Students.indicate that they have
no.other recourse but to stop-out or drop—out of college, A
Twenty~eight percent of the total survéy respondents showed a deficit in financial
resources averaging $1080, with a median deficit of $635. As average deficit figures
are exaggerated by graduate and self—suppqrting student data, medians were calculated
to bettar represent the shortage of resources expérienced.by most students., Applying
the median deficit against the enﬁire survey population, there is a median per capita
_déficit of $180, or a total‘of almost $5 million dollars additional in resoufpes and
aid required to fully‘meet the college-posts of these studen;s. Projecting these
figﬁres for the total Washington State ﬁigher Education enrollment in September of
1971,.approximately'$36 miliion dollars more in resources and aid would have_beeh
required to ﬁeetvthe need of every stﬁdent.
The private college reépondents to the survey had the.largest gaps'between budgets
and resources averaging $740 for 36% of the total. The public four~year‘institu~
tions followed‘with 28% having median deficits of $680 and 26% of the community col-
“lege students had deficits of $550. | o o
When parental incomes are consideréd, the largest deficits (5780) are found for 20%
of the total responding group, with iﬁcome levels of less than $6000. Fifty-two
percent are below $12,000_in iﬂqome; with the large remaindervépparently'represénting
a high proportion of the éelf-supporting pOpulation‘or those others unable to realize

[ERJ!:de support from their parents that might be expected. The pattern is similar for
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each segment of higher education.

STUDENTS WITH FINANCIAL DEFICITS (NEED ATTER ALL RESOURCES AND AID)

PUBLIC 4~YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNTITY TOTAL
INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS ‘COLLEGES SAMPLE
N % N % N 2 N %
10,462 4,230 12,931 27,623
: TOTAL RLESPONDENTS WITHY | . ' ‘ :
DEFICITS 2,944 - 287 1,505 36% 3,380 26% . 7,829 28%
AVERAGE. FINANCIAL DEFICIT $1,005 $1,295 $1,050 $1 ,680
MEDIAN PINANCTAL DEFICIT 680 740 550 635
TOTAL PER CAPITA DEFICIT 190 265 | 145 | 180
SEX MEDIANS AND PERCENTAGE |
WITH DEFICITS
MALE | $ 490 24% $ 875 31% $ 500 21% §  555 247
FEMALE 540 33 780 40 6k0 33 625 " 34
FTRNTC RACKGROUND (MEDTANG | |
AND PERCENTAGE) .
AMERTCAN INDIAN | % 820 39%  § 740 427 . 8 500 27% $ 670 32%
BIACK/NEGRO L | 800 39 1,100 39 | 410 32 685 35
CAUCASIAN 510 27 730 35 505 26 545 27
SPANISH AMERICAN | | 790 31 310 23 510 28 575 28
ASIAN/FILIPINO 1,120 34 . 750 51- 750 33 920 36
OTHER. , 480 44 690 52 510 42 720 32
APPLIED TFOR FINANCIAL AID
(MEDIANS AND PERCENTAGE)
NO _ $ 490 67% $ 730 - 61% $ 510 762 $ 540 71%
' YES ~ GRANTED | | 730 21 740 - 30 500 16 655 20
| YES - INELIGIBLE | | 480 6 675 5 . 870 4 650 4
YES - NO FUNDS | 820 4 1,240 3 1,590 3 1,190 3
_YES - NO REASON 505 2 675 1. 150 1 440 2
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The financial deficit data were also evaluated with the question of plans to
return .to college in tive following term. With deficits averaging $540, 93% of
the‘total expressed Zicir intentions wo continue. Six percent with deficits of
$610 indicated their plzms to stop-out and return later; 37 with deficits of $900
plan to drop-out and mnzimetufﬁ. The. patterns and percentageé waere. very similar
for each segment.

The stop-out and drop-out students represeut attrition directly traceable to the
lack of sufficient resources, 2.1% of the total sample. On the hypothesis that
these studénts would continue enréllment if their resources were at least equal
to those of others in the sample remaining:in college, they would have to be
identified and provided assistancg in the amount of $100,210, Proceeding on
this same '"demand" theory and ﬁfojeéting this response to the entire Washingtoﬁ
Fall of 1971 enrolled student population, approximately $718,000 additional dol-
lafs in resources and aid would be required. | | |

e

¥ STUbENTS WITH FINANCIAL DEFICITS

In identif§iﬁg aid resource gaps, especially for low-income students, it is im—.
portant to recognize othef data from this survey that iﬁdicate.low~income stu-
dents are already working;zamd borrowing;significantly more than their mwiddle-
income_classmétes. Abowezz "reasonable™ self-help level, these.students reqﬁire
financial assistaﬁce in the form of gramts. If thelsame level of self4elp were
held for aliiétudents, dsFicits for thmsegin the.middle—incomerraugesa&@uld be
reduced with :some grant aiit, but primarily with loan:and‘workgaésistance, »Those
‘from,high income familieg wiith resource gaps should be assisted almoét exclu~
sively through employment zmmd loan opportunities.

It is interésting to note that 71% of all students'with deficits of $540 in re-

sources indicated that they had not applied to their institution for financial

aid. In the community colleges, 76%Z of the students wfth'reméining need of $510

ERIC
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hadbnot applied for aid. For the priﬁates, it was 61% with deficits of $730 and
for the public four-year institufions, 67% with $490 had deficits.

Twenty percent (20%) of the total responding group with deficits had applied for
and received aid, but still showed a deficit.of‘$655. Another group of 4% with
almost the same deficit'amount, $655, had applied for aid, but were told that they
were ineligible. Three percent with large deficits of $1190 were told that the
institution had insufficient funds to help them and. 2% with smaller resource gaps
of $440 ﬁete denied éid with no reason given. The private institutions had the
‘highest percentage (30%) of their students receiving aid that also indicated de-
ficits amounting to $740. The community colleges had the lowest percentége (16%)
of aided students showing deficits.

In examining gaps in resources, one other éét of data appear to be significant.
Female students are more likely to have def1c1Ls (34%) than is true for the men
(247%) , and the medlan deficit is higher, $625 compared -to $56J. This pattern is
" maintained with each of the segments of higher education shQW1ng significantly‘
more women with deficits.

Although not as marked, a higher percentage of all minmiity‘students have larger
deficits than is true for Caucasian students. Twenty-seven pegcent (27%) of the
total respondent group of Caucasian students indicate median deficits of $545 as
comparad with 32% of American Indiané with déficits of $670;35% of Blacknstudenté
with $685 resource gaps;‘$575 deficits for 28% of the Spanish Americans; and $920
gaps for 36% of the'Asian/Filipino students. This paftern holds true for all seg-
~ments with the largest degree of difference shown Wiﬁh,respmnses from the four-
year public‘institutions.

The majority of students‘in the survey éample (51%) with deficits of $550 aré de—~
'pendent nndergraduates living awéy from home.. The next largest group (30%) are
éelf¥supp0;ting with fesnurce-gapS'of:$785. Thirteen nernent'with‘deficits of $385

~are undergraduates living at home; 2% are dependent graduates with $825 deficits
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and 4% are self-supporting graduates with gaps of $780. Although the percentages
vary si;nificanply% the pattern of deficits by AGpéndency status hold true to form
for all segments of higher education.

In sumhary, it is possible to use this data on financial deficits to estimate the
whortage in reéources and student aid, institution Ey institufion, by segment and
for the eatire state. Depending upon assumptions and.variables used, it is possi-
ble to estimate additional resources required in the state ranging from $700,000
to $36 million. Additional grant assistance is- required to close the gap for low
and middle-income families and. additional self~help assiszance is needed for all
students. The vast majority of stu&ents plan to tinue. their education despite
a: shortage in resources, but there appearé to be a breakimg point beyond which
studenté plan to drop-out or stop-out, Most‘of the studenmts with remaining need
kave ndﬁ applied for student =id, and it aﬁpears tHat extra efforts are needed to
inform these individuals of stwdent aid opportunitieém Women and minority students

indicate that they more often have deficits in resources znd in larger amounts

than is true for the typical white male students in higher education. Real finan-

cial barriers do exist for mamy college students in Washimgton and the apportunities

are not equal.

- 132 -~



CHAPTER VITI

SPECIAL STUDENT GROUPS

In the past decade, higher education and society in general have become increas-—
ingly aware of the special problem facing certaiﬁ of its constituant groups part-
icularly ethnic minorities and more recently, women. This chapter attempts to
compare selected profile and financial data for these groups with the sﬁrvey popu~-
lation norms. Four sub-populations are considered: Women, Black/Afro American
students, Chicano/Méxican American and other Spénish~8peaking students,'and
Oriental/Asian American studeﬁts (i&cludihg Filipinos). A separate analysis of

the American Indian/Native American respondents was also planned for the section

but, «@s noted in Chapter III, the number of Am=rican Indian respondents seems to

be significantly overstated and the data too questionable to sustain an analysis,

BLACK STUDENTS

The_Black.student;js much more likely to live .away from home than is the total
student body. Forwinstance, only 8.7% of community college Black students live at
ihmme"compared to 26.5% of the total group. The exception to this pattern is found
in Blacks atfending;private‘schools (10.8% Black students live at home vs 8.4% of
all students). Black students are also more likely to be self—suppofting. The
most striking example of this is found at the‘private schools (51.8% of Black stu-
dents are self-supporting compated to onl& 19.4% of the total enrollment). The
smallest differencé bé&ween self-supporting Blacks and the total enrollment is
found at community colleges (42.7% Black students compared to 32.97% of the total).
(see Taﬁle‘l,_Appendix VILI).

Tﬁe Black sﬁudent is more likely to be'marrigd except at the community collegeswhere
the‘percentages are nearly the same (28.4% married Black students vs 27.8%.6f the

total grcoup). The greatest difference is at four-year publib institutions (32.7Z
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of Blacks arec married as compared to only 24.47 of the total envollment). Private
séﬁools report that 23.4% of their Black students are married vs 16.2% of all stu-~
dents. The smallest percentage of separated, divorced or widowed students are also .
reported at private institutioﬁs. (see Table 1, Appendix VIII).

At the community colleges, more Black students aspire to a bachelor's degree or
higher (63.4%) than is ;rue of the survey population - 58.8%).. How=ver, the percent
cof all public fmur;year institution students @gpiring to this level is 10 percent
higher than it is for Black students (94.8% vs 84.2%). An extremely high percenﬁage
«of Black students attending four-year ihstitgmimns intend to comple#e :a doctorate,
31.67Z as contrasted to 21.9% for the total stmdent population.

1e Black students generally have higher edmcational aspiratiienss, their grade

paiint averages are reported to be lower .in all 'three types of Institutions. The

comparative mean grade point averages as reEpwmted by the students are:

'TYPES CT INCTITUTICONS | TETACYS TOTAL ‘STTDINT RCDY
Two-Year Institutions . 2.82 : 2,93
Four-Year Public Institutions : 2.94 | ‘ 3.05
Four-Year Private Institutioﬂs 2,59 : 2.94

e Black studenf tends fo bé equally persistent'in’his education.. .More Blacks
«@5.4%) than the total group (80%) plan to return next fall. Thiis pattern is not
camsitstent .at four-year public institutionS'where 73.5% oﬁ the Biack students will
retarrn compared to 78.7% of the total student body. (;ee Table 2, Appendix VIII).
The*parentalwincome of the Black studeﬂ%ﬁis considerably lower than that of the
total student body for all three types of.iﬁstitutions. The greatest difference
occurs at the privatekschools where the meaﬁ~paren£al income of Black students is
slightly over one-half of that for the total student body (é7520 vs $14,670).
Therewis also a substantial difference in parental income found at the four-year
public insfitqtions ($7810 for Blacks compared to $13,980 for‘the total). There

Q ;5 a slight leveling off of this pattern at the community colleges ($9680 for Blacks
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compared to $11,450 for the total). The percentage of Black students with parental

incomes of less than $6000 is much larger than it is for the total sample; the cam-

parative percentages are:

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS o BLACKS
Two-Year Institutions 45.9%
Four-Year Public Institutions 47.0
Four-Year Private Institutions -~ 51.3

TOTAL STUDENT E{IDY

22,17
15.8

14.9

As might be expected, the parental contribution reported by Blacks is lower #l.

the survey norm. The only exception to this pattern is at the community ool

where Black students report a higher contribution ($580) than the total gromp (5440)

even though the mean expected College Scholarship Service eontribution is Yower:

($lZéO vs $1530).

In allqthree types of institutions, Black students aré
receive financial assistance. This is especially true
where 6Q.9%'of Black students apply for aid vs 37.4%.
abplicénts dpcreéses at the community colleges (27.5 %

- to 21.9% of the total number of students). (see Table

more likely to apply W sz
at four-year private ssshwaiis
The pefcéntage ofABlaxﬁa;fii
of Black students comggr—"

2=

3, Appendix VIII). A gz

percentage of Blacks also receive aid in all three types of institutions:

TYPES QE_INSTITUTIONS-_ BLAéKS
Two-Year Instituti;ﬁs; . | 21.4%
Four-Year Public Institutions ' 43.0
Four—Year Private Institutions | 40,0

TOTAL STUDENT B@ODY

15.0%

At all but private institutions, the Black students report a hilgher average budget

for nine months than does the total student body. The

differences are explained &y

higher room and board costs (except at community colleges), clothing, recreatiom s

miscellaneous expenses). To help meet this higher budget, the Black student earms

re and borrows mbre. (see Table 4, Appendix VIII).
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CHICANO STUDENTS

Those students in the survey population who raeported themselves to be Chicano/
Mexican American or Other Spanish—Speakiqg American repcrted grade point averages
slightly less than reported by the total group. The greatest difference otcu:s at
the private institutions where the grade point average differgnce is .21. The

following table compares Chicanos with the total enrollment:

TYPES OF msﬁu.‘UTIONs CHICANOS TOTAL -STUDENT BODY
TWO~Yeaf Institutions 2.91 2.93
Four~Year Public Institutions 2.98 ' ) 3.05

 Four-Yeaxr Private Institutions 2.73 . . 2.94

The educational asgirations of Chicancs are slightly lover than those expressed by
the total student survey. The largest difference in Chicanos intéﬁding ﬁo receive

a bachelor's degree or more éécurs at four-year private instictutions (86.4%Z Chicanos
plan on a bachelor's degree or more compared with 92.8% of the survey population).
_The‘averages at four-year public institutions are $8,319 for Chiéano families and
$13,975 fér the total survey. The Chicano student also comes from a family with
Sigﬁificantly lqwer income than the average reporfed for the total survey population.
Chicanos attending private institutions iﬁdicate a difference of $2745 ($11,925 for
Chicanos, $14,6j0 for the totél). In-thé community colleges, Chicanos show a sig\:~
nificant difference ($7048 vs $11,956). Whenystudénts from families with inéomes
~of less than $6000 were compared, the Chicano made up a considerably lafger percent-

age of this group at all segments:

TYPEé oF INSTITUinNS CHICANOS | TOiAL STUDENT BODY
Two—Yéar Institutions | 54.0%7. | '22.1%
Four%Year Public Instituticns | ‘ 43.5 : 15.8
Four-Year Pfivate Inétitutions ‘ 30.0 14;9
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Given the lower family income, it is not surprising that parental contribution is
~also lower than the total population mean. Chicanbs from community colleges re-
port é sizeable difference in funds from home compared to the total group ($18Q for
Chicanos vs $440 for the total). The most dramatic difference, however, occurs ét
fouf—year public institutions where the difference in expected contribution is $430
($200 for Chicanos compared to $630 for the total). The differential at fpur-year
private institutions is the smalles%p($830 for Chicanos, $1000 for the total group).
(see Table 5, Appendix VIII).

Chicanos tend to work about the same number of hours at all three types of insti-
tutions. It is interesting, the note that aithough Chicanos work about the same,
their earnings ara much lower. Community céllege Chicand students earn 92.77 of

the average earniggs for the potai population; four-year public institutions Chicamo
students earn 87;52 of that total; and in four;year private iustitutions, the com-
parable figure isg 88f2%,

Chicanos borrow less at two-year and fqdr~year public institutions to meet‘phei;
»expensés.? Chicands attending four-year ﬁrivate institutions borrow slightly more

($1,990 for Chicamos, $1,720 for the total gfbup). (see Table 5, Appendix VIII).

ASTAN/ORIENTAL AND FILIPINO STUDENTS

The Asian/Oriental and Filipino background student comprises 3% of the total survey
population... They represent 3.9% of.the survey pobulatioh in all four-yéar institu-
tions and 2.1% of the community college sample. Asian Americén students are the
largest minority group in the Washington SRS Study;.and théir ;esponses td the SRS
qyeétionnaifé differ significantly in many areas from the responses of the tofal
sﬁrvey population.

Asian/Oriental American students have substantially higher academic aspirations than

the-total student group. This expectation difference is most noticeable at the
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doctorata level where 36.7% of the Asian American students at the senior public
institutions indicated their desire to complete a doctoral program as compared to
21.9% for the survey sample. Comparable doctoral aspiration levels at the inde-
pendent institutions and community colleges (Asian American first)‘are 19.6% and
16.9% and 18.3% and 8.6% respectively. The Asian student is almost more persistent
than his classmates with approximately 4% more Asian Americans reporting that they
will return to school in the fall. Aeademically,‘there is 1o apprecrable difference

in the grade average of Asien background students‘and the total student body. |
The Asian Ameriean also reports what can only be interpreted as a more consiStent

and traditional family relationship. He is much less likely to be self-supporting
than are most students and is more likely to be a single dependent student living
with his parents. The family relationship is demonstrated most clearly hy the
responses.to the parental suppor’ .,uestions. 1In all three segments, Asian Ameri.can
students report mean famil- i-.comes of from $1800 to $3400 per year less than the
mean income of all other students; yet the average amount of parental support is

from $30 to $140 higher than the total survey average. Asian/Oriental parents ap-
.parently make the greatest.financial secrifiee of any reporting group in assuring

a higher education for their children.

'Asian background students are more likely to seek financiai aid than the total sam-
ple population, but are less likely to receive aid. They tend to borrow more (if
less often) at the comnnnity colleges and independent colleges and universities, but
report a lower indebtedness at the public feur—year institutions.

Asian Americans also report working an average of from 1 to 3% hours less per week
-during the school year than the total survey population,and as a result of the fewer
hours worked tern-time.and lower summerAearnings, report annual earnings $400 to $800
below- that of the total population. One of the most prevalent trends identified from
" the SRS data is the large‘number of students seekingJor being forced to seek finan-
cial and legal.emancipétion(b This trend is noticeable ameng the Oriental/Asian and
Q
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Filipino American students but does not cccur as frequently as it does among the
total population. Most of the characteristics displayéd by this group of students
would fall into the historic and traditional categories of the average American
students as he was thought of five to ten years ago. (see Tables 6 & 7, Appendix

VIII for documentation of this section).

WOMEN STUDENTS

At both the graduate and undergraduateilevel, women are much less likely to be self-
sﬁppqrting than men wﬁich very likely relates to the fact that a greater percentage
of men ghan.women who are attending college are married. At the community college,
23.8% of women are self—supporting as compared with 447 of the men; at the four—yéar
public. institution, 21.8% are married as compared with 41% and 12.3%las‘coﬁpareq
with431.7Z ;t the priQate college. Women and men arevleast likely to be seif—sup«
porting at the private colleges.  Only at the community college level are‘WOmen more
likely to live at home than men (27.7% vs 26.1Zj'while at the private college, menv
are more likely to reside af home (8.67% men vs 7.8% women). At the fbur—year.bublic
university level, the saﬁe percent of men reéor;ed living at home as did women.

(see Table @, Appendix VIII).

Women students iﬁ all institﬁtions are more likely to béwsingle than men - 68.97 vs
€3.8% at the community college; 87.9% women in four-year'publiés vs 75;6% men at
sames and‘79.l% women vs 67,1% men'iﬁ private institutions. (see Table 9; Appendix 
VIII).

Women are élso less 1ike1y to‘pursue advanced degrees than men as is evidenced in
responses at all 1eveis. Of the,ﬁomen respondepts, 24.6% in the community collggés
indicated thei£ plan to pursue degrees beyqnd the bachelor's degree”(3l.7%’pf men)’;
’comparable figures are 47.22~of the women vs 64.7% men at the four—year publics while
43% of the women-expfessed aspirations for advanced degrees at the private institu-
tions vs 58.6% of the‘men. in spité of their lower‘cducétional aspirations, women

erform better écademica]ly‘than men at all institutional levels: 3.0 GPA vs 2.9




at the community college; 3.1 vs 3.0 at the four- -year public college/university;
and 3.0 compared with 2.9 in the private institution. The persistence rate for
women, in spite of their better academic successes, is consistently and, in the
case of community college students, significantly less than for men. At the two-
‘year level, only 83.9% of the women.reported they would return for the next aca-
demic year or graduate at the end of the vurrent onme as compared with 97, 6% of

the men. At the four-year publlc level, the difference in persistence between
women and men is very little, 9e,7é vs 95.2% and the same is true for those attend-—
ing private institutions, 95.7% vs 96.4%. (sece Table 10, App8nd1k VIII).

‘The mean parental income for women is slightly greater than that for men at the
community college ($12,680 vs $11,670) and public four-year institutions ($14,610
vs $13,920); but the mean parental income for men at four-~year independent schools
is greater for_nen than for women ($15, 010 vs $l4,840). In the consideration of
low-income families, fewer women than men come from family income levels under
$6000 at the community college (19.4% women vs 22.6% men) and four-year public in-
stitution (137 vs’15;7Z).A In the private schooi, both men and women are  equally
iikely to be from families with incomes under $6000.

The CSS expected parental contribution for women is about the same.as for men at the
community college level ($1580 as compared with $1540 for men), but at the four-
year public ievel, it is significantly.lees than for men ($1860 vs $1920) even
though women reported hlgher mean average incomes than did the men. At the indef
pendent 1nst1tut10n, the €SS expecLed contribution was greater for men than for
women ($198O for the men vs $1850 for the women) 3 but the mean income for men was
also hlgher in this segment ($15,010 men and $14,840 for women) Althongh CSS cal-
culatlons in all cases but one indicate that men students should receive greater.
parental support than women, this is not in fact the case. Women reported re-
ce1v1ng sllghtly hlgher parcntal contribution than men at the communlty college

($600 vs $340) and’ significantly more at the four-year public (¢850 vs $490) and
‘ i
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four-year independent ($1250 vs $830).

STUDENT-REPORTED PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION WOMEN MEN

Two-Year Institutions v $ 600 $ 340

Four—Year fublic Institutions ~ 850 490  (see Table 11)
Four-Year Private Institutions S ~1,250 §30

The total nine-month academic budget for women is considerably less than the same
budget for men at the institutional levels,"Women report a budget of $1770 vs a
$1960 budget for men at the community college; $2260 vs $2660 at the four-year
public level and $2870 vs $3110 at the priva*e institution. The most dramatic
differenceewin the men and women's budgets appears to be within the room and board
category. Women are more likely to live with a group of people and they also tend
to have more economical food reguirements resulting in a saving factor in fhis
category. (see Table 12,-Appendix Viii). |

. Women consistently show lower personal iucomes than men, the .greatest variance.
being reported at the four-year independent school level ($3080 for men vs $1760°

‘for women) . At the community college, men report personal iﬁcomes of $3700 vs
$3000 for women and the difference at the four-year public level is about $1000
with women reporting $2590 while men indicate $3500. interestingly enough, women
seem to have more income at the two-year public level and the amount proportion-
aﬁely dimieishes at the four-year public ($2590) and four-year independent ($1760)
respectively, The probable cause for this substantial difference would seem to be
_that womeq‘attending community colleges are more likely to be employed than those
attending four-y:ar public end private colleges. On the whoie, women attending
public‘institutions, both two and four-year, feporf less indebtedness than men,
($1230 vs $1410 ac the eommunity college and $1670 vs $1800 at the fo?r—yearelevel).
However, women aetually‘report slightly greatef indebtedness than meﬁ at the four-

year private imstitutions, $1720 vs $1710,

O
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In all segzments, women earn less and borrow more often than men while attending
college. Statistics ave not available for the number of hours women are emploved
VS men; thever, if traditional patterns hold true, we would expect that women are
paid on the average substantially less than men.

For all employment programs, term—time and summertime, both on and off-campus,
women earn on the a&erage‘of $900 less than mén. At the communitylcollege level,
women earn 51100 vs $2100 reported earned by men; women report $1170 vs $2050 for
mca at the four-jcar public level and $1080 vs éiSSO at the independent four-year
college. Except at the community college level where women report average gfants
and saholafships grcater than men ($110 vs $100), women report smaller grants and
scholarships in fbur—year institut;ons‘($140 vs $190 at four-year publics and $260
vs $290 at four-year privates).

Other federal and state benefits which include G.I. benefits, Social Security, Voc-~
ational Rehabilitation and public assistance, men average greater benefits than
womeﬁ. Since the G.1. program is the singlé largest program available at all in-
stitutional levels and men are wmore generally the beneficiaries of this program,
lit is not surprising that the average benefits for men are substantially higher
than benefits for women. Unfortunétely; male/female statistics.fof cach of these
programs is not available, but it would be intéresting to consider the,aVerage
variance between benefit recipients if G.I. Bill benefits were deleted. At the
two-year. level, men report benefits of $1580 as compared with $1190 fér,women; at
the four—year(publig level, mén indicate $1550 vs($1200 benefits for women; and
$1500 vs $1010 at the four—year'independent schools.

During the 1971 academic year, women tended to borrow more haavilybthan'men at all
three levels; the average per capita indebtedness is éilo vs $100 at the community
college, $220’VS $220 atrﬁhe four-year publics, and $280 vs $260 at the'private |

.4 four-year institutions.
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Wowen in general seem to have substantially fewer resources than men although
women's parents offer more support than do men's. Generally men have more sub-
stantial earnings and savings than women; thus making up for the difference and

driving the average resources for men substantially higher than women's available

resources.

STUDENT-REPORTED RESQURCES WOMEN MEN
Two-Year Institutions _ '$2,200 $3,060
Four~Year Public Institutions 2,670 3,360

Four-Year Private Institutions 3,030 3,570

Women demonstrate a greater financial need than men at the community college,
$1220 vs $1150. At the four-year public level, women show a need of $1270 vs

$1430 for men and $1650 vs $1740 at the four-year private institution. (see Table 12).

Women attending Washington colleges tend to be single dependent undergraduates

with a financial need slightly less than that for men ($1380 vs $1440). They tend
to borrow more, earn less; and receive smaller grants and scholarships and other
benefits than do men. Women tend to live more cheaply than men, to have less per-
sonal income and more indebtedness. DMost women students come from families with

a slightly higher income than men students and do on the whole receive more parental
support while in college than dolmen. Women in Washington consistently perforﬁ
better than men academically.élthough they are less persistent in their edpcation

and reveal fewer aspirations for advanced degrees.




CHAPTTR IX

THE ROLE OF EDUCATIONAL LOANS

INTRODUCTION

Much of the recent discussion on financing higher education has centered on the
importahée of students loans in future financing structures.

Loans provide a means for a student to invest in his/her future and to pay for the
schooling from the earnings that are attributable, at least in part, to the
education they received. There is not, at present any national -census on How
much students can reasonably be asked to borrow. The indebtedness a student could
carry wduld'obviously vary in accordance with his future earning power and the
terms of the loans. The chapter looks at two main components of the loan question.
Part A reviews the present indebtedness of the Washington students in the SRS popu-
lation. Part B concentrates on the availability of Federally-Insured Stgéent

Tinana et ant a1t 2T Al T en Aabeetamiten MNew n nmde
il [N LaLhr et <O JCULLOCS . e ive o

, poton 1y +the 1
on Part B woﬁld be in order.

A substantial number of students report being turned down for Federally-Insured
Student.lLoans. It is probable that many of the turn-downs are in fact turn-
offs where a4 student was discouraged from applying.
The patterns portrayed in Part B may be as much a function of the interaction of
students with individuals within igading institutions as it is of bank policies |
that piace restrictions upon the4i;an program; Whatever the reasons may be, Part

B does idehtify‘SOmc appavently serious problams in the Federally-Insured Student

. . ‘ . . -
Loan Program as it exists in Washington.
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CHAFTER IX - PART A

LONG -TERM EDUCATIONAL LOAN INDEBTEDNESS OF STUDENT BORROWERS

Of the 27,623 students in the statewide sample, 6509 respondents (23.6%) indi-
cated that they did owe money under long term educational loan programs. The

profile of their responses is as follows:

TOTAL INDEBTEDXESS PUBLIC 4-YEAR INDEPENDEXNT COMMUNITY TOTAL SAMPLE

—STUDENT (AND SPOUSE) INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
__ N % N % N % N %
TOTAL NUMBER BORRONTNG 3165  48.5 1452  22.3 1001 20.2 6505 100
AMOUNT FEORROWED
5 3o 495 489 15.5 160 1L.0 465 4.5 1114 - 17.1
500 to 999 705  22.3 304 20.9 613  32.2 1622 24.9
1000 to 3999 625 19.8 332 22.9 317 16.7 1274 19.6
1500 to 2499 697  22.1 388 26.7 299 15,7 1384 21.3
2500 to 3499 337 10.7 151 10.4 104 5.5 592 9.1
3500 to 4499 142 4.5 65 4.5 34 1.8 241 3.7
4500 to 5999 78 2.5 28 1.9 22 1.2 128 2.0
6000 to 7499 , 61 1.9 19 1.3 28 1.5 108 1.7
Over 7500 | | 22 . 0.7 5 0.3 19 1.0 46 0.7

in.analyziﬁg the iong term borrowing patterns of the respondent population, there
are‘séyefal important factors to be kept in mind, The students reporting edupa—
tional in&ebtedness have . been daught at ﬁné'particular stage of their.acadeﬁic
(and borrowing) career. Eighty-five percent of the survey population indicated
that they would be returning to school in the fall, If 85% of those borrowing

IToxt Provided by ERI
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also plan to return, we can exbect most of them to have tr continue to borrow to
finance their education. They survey is also heavily weighted towards lower
division students (58%) who consistantly report 10waf total borrowing, having been
in school less time. Average loan burdens for borrowing lower division students
at 4-year bublid institutions is repofted as $1050 as contrasted with $1730 re-
ported by upper division students and $2460 for graduate students. Comparabie
figures for the respective.class levels at independent institutions are $1320,
$1930, and $2700.
During the 1971-72 schoeol year, 4772 students reported receiving educational
leans. This is 73.3% of all students reporting long term indebtedness. ™o
tentative propositions «ould be proferred to explain the high correlation between
1971-72 borrowing and total borrowingf The first.is that studenté who have to
borrow tend to borrow almost every year and therefore Qill normally show up in
LOLIL curreac aud Lotal borrowing cavegories. The second proposition would sug-
gest thét the 1argé number of current year borrowers reflects a real increase
in the numbers of studentslborrowing for eaucational«expenses and that both
the number of students borrowing and the total indebtedness of stpdents is on
the increase and will result in total loan burdens substantially higher than
the‘average‘indicéted in the survey response.
In support of the second proposition is the marked increase in self-supporting
students that college financia1 aid officers have been noting for several years.
Of the &4-year public inStitutign-survey population, 21.67% of the respondents are
self-supporting undérgraduates (and 41.47% report borrowing).apd-il.SZ are self-
supporting graduate students (of whom, 45.4% have borrowed). A éimilar pattern
exists ap the ;ommunity colleges and indepéndent institutions. There are more
self—supporfing students (37.1% aﬁd 22.67% respectiveiy§ and thése are ‘the stu=
dents who must rely host heavily uvpon loans (46.6% and 32.9% of borrowersrrer
Spectively).
ERIC
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If the trend towards self-supporting by more and more students continues, it will

invariably lea? tc higher tctal indebtedness.

WHO IS BORROWING

An analysis of the ethnic backgrounds 6f borrowers clearly indicates that Black
and Chicano students rely wmuch more heavily upon loans than do white or Oriental
students.

In public 4-year institutions, 51.0% of the Black students borrowed as did 57.4%
of the Chicanos as contrasted with 29.6% of whiée students and 28.37%7 of Oriental
background students. Average indebtedness for tﬁese groups varied greatly, how-
gver, with Blacks reporting the highest total indebtedness ($197Q) and Chicanos
the least indebtedness ($1260) and whites and Orientals falling in-between wiﬁh
$1730 and $1530 respectively.

For independent institurions the comparable tigures for percent having borrowed
and average total indebtedness were: Blacks - 42.2% and $1640; whites - 34.27%
and $1690; Chicanos - 72.7% and $1980; and Orientals ~ 32.9% and $1760. There
were only 22 Chicanos in the independent sample so the number is not large, but
it is interesting to note the Chcano switch from 16west average indebtedness

in 4-year publics to the highest loan bufden in the private segment.

Fewer students borrowed and owed less if they did borrow in the community col-
leges but again the pattern was the éame with 23.77% of ihe ﬁlacks owing an

. average of $1470 as compared to 26.8% of»fhe Chicano students (owing $é90 on

the average) and white students 14,2évand $1320, and 10.2% and $1490 for
Oriental students.

In the public four-year institutions,‘men aré slightly more likely to borrow
than are women and dwe,somewhat more on the?average (81800 versus -$1670). In

the independent colleges, women are overrepresented by almost one percent in
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the borrowing population and have slightly higher average debts {($1720 vorsus
$1710 for men).‘ Women are also. the majority (53 out of 103) of those horrowers
at independent colleges reporting indebtedness of cver $3500. At the community
colleges women (43.2% of survey population and 47.9% of borrowers) are signifi-
cantly more likely to borrow than men but report slightly lower indebtedness

($1230 versus $1410 for men).

PARENTAL INCOME AND RBORROWING JRUM: Ty

FOUR--YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

- UNDER 6,000 9,000 12,000 15,000 OVER
PARENTAL INCOME $6,000 to to to to 18,000
: . 8,999 11,999 14,999 17,999 )

PERCENT OF SURVEY POPULATION 14.2% - 12.3% 16.5% 17.2% 12.17 27.7%

PERCENT OF BORROWERS - 20.4%  17.0% T 16.37  18.4% 8.9%  12.8Y
AVERAGE INDEBTEDNESS . $1570 $1570 $1760 $l920 $1590 $1880

_INDEPENDEN _INSTITUTIONS

PERCERT OF SURVLY POPULATION  13.8% 13.9% 14.97% 16.0% 10.97 30.5%

PERCENT OTF BORROWERS 19.7% 20.4% 19.8% 15.57% 10.6% 14.17

AVERAGE INDEBTEDNESS $1540 - $1620 $1690 $2010 $1710 51720

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

PERCENT OF SURVEY POPULATION  19.9% 15.7%  18.3% 16.7% - 9.8% 19.6%
PERCENT OF BORROWERS 25.0% 19.4%  15.6% 16.1% 7.0% 9.4%
AVERAGE INDERTEDNESS $1089 $1140  $1380 $1590 '$1700 $1540

In all types of institutions, students from families with incomes below $9000 are
consistently borrowing more often than students from higher income families, Con-

versely, the average indebtedness of the lower income students is also lower than .
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that of their highes income classmates. This could be caused by more cauticus

borrowing by lower income students but it could also be influenced by overrep-

reseﬁtation of lower income students in lowver division programs and in the «oms-
munity colleges where indeistedness is obviously less as it is for two years of
education rather than four ©or mors years, The lztter is probably the bigeest
factor although low income students do seem to be more cautious about acquiring
large debts. 4
Lovwer income students are more often financial ai< wecipients tian students frod!
higher income families o it is wet surprising te find that aid recipients @i
are more likely to borrow than ncn-recipients) report lower average indebtedness
than non-aid applicants; $1760 for non-applicants versus $1680 for aid recimfwnts
.
in the public four-year institutions and $1840 versus $1660 respectively im the
independent institutiong with cemparable figures‘of $1540 and $1040 in the com-
munity colleges; The amount of money an aid recipient can borrow is usuélly
limited to that amount for which he can objectively demoﬁstrate financial need.
The lower indebtedness of aid recipients is undoubtedly a result of limiting
his borrowing to his needs. The new higher education amendment of 1972 extends
need analysis to the Federally Insured Student Loan Prograﬁ: It is probable that
n:ed analysis will lower the average amount borrowed particularly for students
from higher income families and thus lower total indebtedness for theée students
who at present tend to borrow more per loan when they do borrow.
With 17.2% of the borrowers reporting total indebtedness of over $2500 and 2.4%
exceeding $6000 in total debt, substantial‘numbers of students borrowing large
suﬁs of money to finance their education.
And although the pattern is not yet clear, one inference that can be dréwn from
thé data would indicate that more students are loan dependent than ever before;
and that‘the outside limit of reasonable loan burdens under existing program

regulations is being approached by an increasing number of students.



CHATTER IX — PART R

P

THE AVAILABILITY OF FEDERALLY-INSURED STUDENT LOANS

There has been considerable concern aboult the difficulties students may be egcounw
tering inm securing Federally-Insured Student Loans from lending institutions part-
icipating in the federal loan program. As a result of this concern, students who
had attempted to borrow under the'FISL.program were asked a seriés of questions
aBout the loan application process. Their answers indicate clearly that serious

problers do exist in the FISL program in Washington.

HOW IMPORTANT ARE FISL LOANS

Of the 27,623 students in the total survey population, seven percent (1942 students)

reported horrowing under the FISL program during the 1971-72 school year.

FISL BORROWERS IX 1971-72

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
TYPE OF INSTITUTION EORROWERS AVERAGE LOAN POPULATION
FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC -
INSTITUTIONS 975 $1,010 9.3%
INDEPENDENT INSTI- . .
© TYUTIONS 403 1,100 9.5
COMMUNITY COLLEGES 564 1,020 ' 4.4

Students at four-year institutions were considerably more likely to borrow»than
were community college students, although the average amount borrowed by the re-
spondents remained relatively constant regardless of the type or cost of the in-
stitution attended. |

FISL program loans’éré not the major source of educational loans‘for the survey
population. 'Reépondénts feported receiving 1895 National DefenSe Student Loans
during 1971-72 school year plus several hundred more Nursing. and Health Professions
Loans. -Thus, the cawmpus-based federal studén; ioans were a more important source

of funds than were the bank initiated FISL loans.



This is contrary to the pattern in many states where the state guaranty loans or
direct FISL loans are by far the major source of student borrowing.
One reason for the lesser reliance on I'ISL program loans may be the difficulty

students encounter in securing theit loans from banks and other participating

lending institutions.

SUCCESS OF POTIHWTIAL BORROWERS IN SECURING LOANS

HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED PUBLIC 4-VEAR IIDEPENDEX COMMUNITY
A FEDERALLY-INSURED CIRSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
" STUDLENT LOAN? '\
N % N % N %
NO. I WAS REFUSED A
LOAN BY THE ONLY BANK
THAT I CONTACTED. 311 16.3% 139 17.4% 907  22.8%
NO. I TRIED TWO OR MORE
BANKS AND COULD NOT i _
OBTAIN A LOAN. . 105 5.5 63 7.9 286 7.2
YES., I OBTATNED A LOAN, (
DUT T WAS INITIALLY
TURKED DOWN BY AT
LEAST ONE OTHER BANK 216 11.3 87  10.9 432  10.8
YES. I RECEIVED A LOAN
FROM THE FIRST BANK
I CONTACTED. 1,271 66.8 508  63.7 2,360 59.2
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPON- . e
DENTS 1,903 797 3,985 100%°

Asithe table indicates, 1afge numbers 0f»students are encounte;ing difficulties in.
obtaining FISL loans. Overall, 70% of potential applicants do éucceed in receiving
loans with. 10.8% having to go to two or more banks before finding an institution
willing to lend them money.

Studentskat fouf—year institutions were much more likely to obtain a loan than were
students at community colleges (78.1% at four-year publics, 74.6% at independent

institutions vs 55.2% borrewing success at the community colleges).

- Of those students who persevered after being turned down by at least one bank, 60%

finally succeeded in obtaining a loan.
O
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The reasons for a bank refusing a loan most frequently cited by the respondents
were:

A. No loans to freshmen or sophomores (22.7%).

B. ©No loans to non-depositors (13.1%).

C. Bank had lent all the money availabla for the program (12.5%).

D. ©No reascn given by the bank {13.9%).

E. Other reasons (37.8%).
White students were also much more likely to receive FISL loans than non-white stu-—
dents (71.6% cventual success rate vs 55.8%7 for non-vhites). This pattern is partF
icularly pervasive among community coliege respondents where 64.37% of the non-white
applicants were refused loans.
Students were also asked if they obtained the full amount of the loan for wh;ph
"they had applied (under the legal Jlimit 6f $1500). More than 80% of the respondents
from four-year institutions indicated that they had reccived the full application
amount while 65.2% of community college borrowers responded affirmatively to the
_same questions.’
In moét cases, the student himself decided on the amount he wished to borrow (70.5%
at four-year pubiics; 61.5% at independents and 60.27 at community colleges), but
in many cases, the bank (17.1%, 237 and 21.37% respectively by institutional type)

or campus financial aid officer (12.4%, 15.5% and 18.5%) set the application amount.
SUMMARY

Erom the student respohses to the questions on the Federaliy—lnsured Student Loan
Program, it.is evident that the direct lending institution program as it presently
 functi0ns in Washington is less.tﬁan an ideal vehicle for providing educational
loans for students. Of the respondents, 40.8% were turned down by at least one bank

and 30% of the total respondent group were unable to secure a loan at all.



If higher costs or changing financing patterns should increase the demand for
educational loans, then some incentives for lending institutions to increase

their willingness to make loans would have to be developed.
& pe
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CHAPTER X

ESTIMATING THIE IMPACT OF WEW FREDFARAL STUDENT ALD LEGISLATION

In June, the President of the United States signed into law the "Education

Amendments of 1972", a landmark piecec of legislat;on that will hive major impact .

on student financial 2id and other important higher education programs. In its
omniBus form, the Bill covers a wide array of progréms and issues in ﬁighef lduca-
tion, continues most of the legislation enacted during the 1960's with amendments; and

introduces “several major new concepts in federal financing of education. New .programs

~*

are authoriged including Basic EducationalVOppo;tunity Graﬁts, State Scholarship
InCéntive Grants, general aid to institutions of higher ecducation, and community
college agsistance. -
It will téke some months before the Bill and all of its impact will be understood,
How this legislation will operate will depend greatly on the moneys that are yet

to be appropriated, and on the guidelines and fegulations for the programs as deter-
mined by the Commissioner of Educétion. For the purposes of this report, however,
the Student Resource Survey responses were andlyzed in texms of what is,known about
the potential impact of the Basic Grant program on student aid programs in the

State. Half-time students, now eligible for all Federal student aid programs, were

“inc¢luded iA all data cross-tabulations and evaluations, and esfimates were mddd on™

the numbefs of students to be reacﬁed with the new Basic Gfants program.

Under the Basic Grant Program, every‘student will be entitled to receive a grant as
the foﬁndatiOn for all oﬁher student‘assistance programs. - If fully funded, students
would fcceive up to $1400 less the expected family contribution (to Be determined

by the Commfgsioner of REducation, but aséumed to be fhe same as CSS éxpectatibns),

or ﬁaif phe cost of attending college, whichever‘is less. 1In the event, as expected,
thét appropriations are insufficient td méet the full entitieﬁent, then Bagic Grants

are to be 'reduced on a prescribed graduated scale and are not to exceed 60% of '"need"

if funding for the program is between 75 and 100% of the authorized level or 50% of

O
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"need" if the fundirg level is less than 75%. Examples of Basic Gra~t amounts,
entitlements, and awards under various levels of college cost and program funding

are given below:

FAMILY A ’
COLLEGE  CONTI- FINANCIAL BEG  FULL FUNDING ENTI-  75-99%  LESS THAN 75%
COST BUTION NEED ' AMOUKT  TLEMENT/AWARD FUNDING AWARD FUNDING AWARD
$3,000 $ -0~  $3,000 $1,400 $1,400 $1,050 $1,050
3,000 - 500 2,500 . 900 900 630 630
2,500 560 2,000 900 900 630 630
2,000 500 1,500 900 900 630 630
1,500 -0- 1,500 1,400 750 900 . 750
1,500 500 1,000 900 750 600 500
1,500 1,000 500 400 400 200 200

For each institution and segment of higher education in this study, an analysis was
4maﬁc‘of the estimated Basic Grant eligibility for dependent undergraduate students,
uéing gtudéntnrepprted total éollege budget data and CSS expected parental conti-
butions. Self-supporting students were‘identified as being pntantially eligibie for
Basic Grants, but the method of determining award‘amounts*is not specified in-the law
and it i; not noﬁ‘possible to ;ﬁeculatc on the pertinent gui&elines and gegulations

- .yet.to .be.developed ~— o e e e e e s




Highlights of the Basic Grants analysis are presented in the following table:

BASIC GRANT ANATYSTS!

FOUR-YEFAR PUBLTC ~ INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY
INSTITUTIONS TNSTITULIONS  COLLEGES
PERCENT OF DEPENDENT UNDERGRAD ‘
LLIGIBLE FOR B,G, - 199 245, 18%
PERCENT OF ABOVE NOW RECEIVING AID . 297, 439, 25%
! AVERAGE FULL-FUNDING AWARD $738 $834 - $654
PERCENT ENROLLED FULL-TTME 85% - . 91% - 83%
AVERAGE 507% NEED AWARD - | $ 478 $ 564 § 408
" AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD ' 491 | 582 429
AVERAGE PART-TTME AVARD | | 383 378 304
AVERAGE STUDENT EXPLISE BUDGE | 2,490 2,990 1,870
PERCENT OF SELF-SUPPORTING UNDERGRADS 229, - 21% 367,
“ PERCENT OF ABOVE NOW RECEIVING. AID T 19% - 35% - 25%
AVERAGE STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGET $2,840 $3,580 $2,305
1Sée Appendix X, Table I for the éompleté'anal?sis v

It ig Enggfggﬁinguyg_pote“that only 18% of the undergraduate gtgdenﬁs_atithﬁ.community
colleges are estimated to be dependent and eligible for Basic Grants, compared to 19% .
for Foqr—year‘public institutions and 24% for private éollegé and universities.‘.Ffrst
reactions are to expect:a reverse order of such percentages, but further analysis of
the data indicated that the high percentage (36%) of self-supporting students in the
community coileges is responsible.for‘this phenomenon. .Self-suppofting students

repbrt an. average family incomgjof approximately $9,87O at the community college, with
dependentvéﬁﬁdents repo:éing an average of‘él3,250. The overall average of $11,960 and
the income distribution for -the whole is distorted, then; by the self-éupparting_ |
student picturef“'The private institutions show the highest percent (24%) of Basic

N




Grant eligiblé undergraduate dependent students and they have the lowest percentage
(21%) of self-supporting students.

One critical factor identified in the analysis for Basic Grants is that 75% of the
éommunity college undergraduate depeﬂdent students estimated to be cligiblc arc not

now receivineg any financial aid from the institutiens. (In fact, 63% reported that they

had not even applied for financial aid). This holds true for 71% of the four-year
public institution students and for 57% of thosé.chrolled at private colleges énd
universitics. If these percéntages hold, the potential dpllar impact of Basic Grants

on student aid will be extremely significant.

The‘actuél award schedule for Basic Grants wiil be prepared by the U,S. Office of
Education, after.the family contribution rates are determined and the amount of_app10<.
priations becomes known. Institutions Qill be asked to estimate the nuwmbers of enrolled
undergraduates eligible for Basic Grants, but all students with established eligibility
are entitled to the determined award amounts regardless of institutions estimates or. its
participation in other student aid prbgrams}

TheAdaﬁa repo;ted from this sur§ey should make‘it poséible to estimate the nhmbers of
Basic Grqnt eligible_unﬁergraduéte students and, once thé‘award‘schedule is avéilable,
Fq.gét}maté thg\ﬁqlla#ghQf‘fbundafign‘qsgistange that will be availaﬁle‘by campus and
segﬁént and-fér the entire State. It is not-now.known'how‘this new_program is to fit
7ith the‘supplementary E.0.G., wofk—study, and Direct Student Loan programs iﬁ‘prdvidingg
2} ﬁpackage” of aid for a particular student. But it is clear that ihfdrﬁed estimétes of
Basic Grant avaiiability wili‘be required for an inétitution to pfepare an application .

for sufficient supplementary funds.
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APPERDIX -

THE CHARI'S, TABLIS AND EXHIBITS. IN THE APPENDIX ARE
KEYED TO THE CHAPTERS IN THE REPORT PROYER.

THE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FCR SEVERAL OF THE
CHATTERS WAS INCLUDED IN THE BODY OF TEE FEPORT AND
A8 NOT REPRTNTFD. TN THTS S¥OTTON . "I"'HF'_T-‘.'FTTO'.QJ?, THFEE
IS NOT AN APPENDIX ENTRY FOR EACE CHAPTER. .

—~. 158 -



CHAFTER 11 - APPENGIX 11

MUY Ny
1 [

il LR SR AN BVL Y T WP O |




-
3

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

34. .} Washinglon Stoie Need Srant

35. (....) Federal gronts: Educctional Oppor.
tunity Gronts, Mursing Scholorship or
Heaolth Prafessiens Seholarship

36. {.. ) Low Enforcement £ducation Progrom
Gront (L.E.EP.

37. {....) Inuitutienal grants or scholarships
(Also .inciude EOP grents, fellow.
ships, ond traineeships}

Ja. Scholorships or grants or feltowships

" from sources not previously listed

A9, (... )} Bureau of Indion Affairs

40. (...} G.I. Bill

41. [.....) Sociol Security

42, {..... } Public Assistcnce

43. (...} State Vocational Rehobiliiation—
Employment Security

44. (....) Other Federal or Stote benefits not
previously listed

LOANS .

45. {....} Noticnal Defense Stydent Laon, Nurs-
ing or Heclth Professions Student
Loon

46, {[.....) low Enforcement Educotion Progrom
Loans [L.E.E.P.)

47. {....) Fedcrolly Insured Student La;:m,‘or
.other state guaranteed locns {loans
oblained threugh banks or other
lending agencies) .

48. [....) Institutiona! long-term loons not pre-
viously listed

49. (... } Other loans [exclude college emer.
gency loons)

ADDITIONAL FlNANCIjAI. INFORMATION

50. Whot wos the 0norovimnta amauns nf 1671

income - {yours ond spoute’s} from em-
ployment before toxes (ex:ludt all gift
ald ond loans}?
(€} O %010 999
{1} O -$1,000 1o $1.999
- {2} [J $2.000 to $2,999
{3) O $3.000 ta0 $3.999
{4} ] $4,000 10 54,599
{5) [, $5.000 10 55,999
{8} O $6,090 10 87,499
A7) O $7.500 10 £8.599
(8) O $9.000 10 $11,999
{9} ) $!2,000 ard cbove -
51. How mu:h do you (und your spouse) oweo
for o!l long-tern: (luden' foon progroms?
10} 050
(1) O $1 to $499
{2) O $500 to 59979
{3) [J $1,00010 $1,49%
14) [1°$'.500 10 $2,499
(5).[] $2,500 10 $3,499"
[6) OO .%3.500 10 54,499
7) O $4,500 10 $5,999
(8} [J $6,000 10 57,499
% O %$7.500 ond over
52. Did you opply for financiol cid at your
compus for 1971.727
{0) O No
(1) O Yes, | applied for aid ond # was
granted
(2) O Yes, | opplied far oid, but | wos
. told thot | waos |neI|g|ble
{3) O Yes, 1 opplied for aid, but | waos
- told no funds were ovoiloble .

O Yes, | opplied for oid, but | was
d‘enled-—na reason for denial “wos
glvcn

53. How did you find out that flnoncial aid

prozroms were ovoiloble?
{0) O Parents
(1) O Frlends
{2) O High schoa!l counselar

[3) O Printed notice ' <

{4) OO Other

-y

61.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

Indicate {avel of your. frustration with this
gqueztionneire. [Thit question is 1o re-
lieve boredom and :3 eoptienol.

{0} O No bether -

{11 O A slight bother but no difficulty in

onswering questions

{2) O A reol nuisance but ne difiiculty in

answering questions

[4) [J A recl hossle coupled with difficutty

ir- answering questicns

[4) O Whot, onother questionnaire?

{.--- } How mony of your Yrethers or sisters
are dependent on your porents «: ‘e-
gol guordian: for finonciol support?

[ (- } How riony of these dependent broth-

ers or sisters included in onswer 53
are also in :o_llega this yeor?

Did your porents cloim you os u.dependent
for Federo! 1ox purpases for. the col~ndor
yeor 19717

{0) O VYes

“

) O No

will you; porents ¢loim you as @ dependent
for Federol tax purposes in the 1972
colendor year?

o] J Ye_s (1} O Ne

Are you receiving food stomps?

{0) [J Yes 1) J Ne

60.

62.

63.

64,

OTHER QUESTIONS

When ot college, whers do you normally
live?

10) I3 With porents

(1} O \iith relotives

2) University ar college residence holl

(3} University or coiiege oporrmenr or

Hevae

Froternity or Sorarity

Off campus, non-college re,ldence

hali

O
]
{41 O
0O

(6]’ ) FRented room with or without board
0
O
O

15)

{7} Other off.compus housmg olone or
with spouse

{8) Other off. compus housing with one

or twe roommates

Cther . off-campus  housing  with

three or more rocommates

9}

What Is the dnlume Irom your llvlng quor-

jers (o cempus?
{0} O ! live en campus
{1} O Under 1 mile .
[2) [3 More than'1 mile but less thon 3
{3) O More thon 3 miles but lets thon 5
{4) [ More than 5 miles bu? less thon 10
(8} O Morc than 10 miler but less thon 15

{6) [3 Moare than 15 miles but less thon 25
(Z) O Mare than 25

How do you usuolly get to yoir college
campus?

{0 G Woalk

{1} O Avutomobile

{2} O Use public transpaortgtion

{31 O Cor poal .

{4) [J Bike or matorbike

{5} O College bus

(6} {J Hitchhike

How wo.uld you rote your ocodemle
achievemen? as measured by grodes in
collcge?

10} O Mostly A's (3.5 or higher}

(1) O Mostly B's (2.5 10 3.4)

12) O Mestly Cs 1.5 10 2.4}

{3) O Mastiy D's {below 1.5}

{4) 1 No grodes reczived os yet

Are you o veteron of the U.S. Armed
Forces?

0} O Yes 'O No

55,

¢6.

67.

68,

Hew wero you admilted to the sallege you
ore now attending?

(0 O A: o first 2unc freshman

{1} {3 As a Mtonsfer from o Washington
community college with on AA.
degrec

{2) O As o tronsfer from o Washington
community <ollega without an AA.
degree

{3] O As ¢ tronsfer frem o Vashington
univoraity compus

{4) [J As c tonsfer from o Washington
state colicge

{5} O As o tronsfer from o private Wosh.
ingtan four.year institution

{6) O +: <o tronsfer from o feur-yeor non-
Weshington institution

71 [J As o transfer from « Iwo-year non-

. Waslhungton insntution

wi [ As a groducte of ¢ four.yeor in-
" stitution

{#) O Other

Are you plonning to r:iuln 12 schoel in the
foll {72}?
(0] I Yes
(1) 0 No—t plon to receive my degres
{2) O No—I| plon to drop out nnd return
foter
{31 O No—1 plan to drop out

Wers you employed summer of 19717

(0) O No, ond | did not seek sumrier em-
ployment

{1) [J No, but | did seek summer employ-.

. ment

{2} O Yes. but could enly scture portetime
emplcyment

{3} O Yes, | worked full-time lost summer

tlove you ever applied for o Federally In-
sured Student Loon ‘[loon obtoined fromn
o bank eor lending ogensy—cxciudes
loons from your college}?

(0] {J Yes {1y O No

1f you unswnred question’ 68 offirmatively,
pleozs respond to questions 69-72.

9.

7o.

1.

72.

Hove you ever received o Federolly Insured
Student loon?

[0 O No. ! wos refused o !can by 1he
only bonk (or other lending ogency)
that | contocted

{1} O No. | tried two or more bonks cnd
could not obtoin o lcon .

{2) O Yes, | wos refused o loon frem the

. first bonk contacted but received
one frem the secand bonk opplied
to

{3} ] Yes, 1 wos refused a loon by two or

more banks befere | ﬁn Hv ab'

- lained o loan .-

{4) O Yes, | received o lcon from the first
bank 1 contacted -

Who - detennined tho omoun! of the loan
for which you opplied?. {The legel moxi-
mum fer' any one yeor is $1500} _

{0} O Myself ’

{1} {3 The. bonk set thc omount wunder

$1500 '

i2) O The Finoncial Aid Officar tald me

how muth | could borrow withaut
reducing my other financiol oid

Did you ob?a'n the full emount for which
you opplied?

{0) [J Yes {1 0 Noj

¥ you were refused o Federally Insurad
Student Loon whot - reason was given?
{(f refused more thon once use the frst
tzoson glven or the most common—ane
response only})

{01' O No loons to freshmen or sophomores

(1) O No loons to voc-tech-students

{2) O No lcan 1o non- depasnlurs (s.udcnt
and/er porents)

{3} O Out of bonking oreo

(4) 3 | wos told my grodes were too low

(5} O Th= bonk had lent 81t of the money
_ovoifoble dar this progrom .

[6] O Na louns given to mareied wemen

{7) O Bonk opproved loon but Federal
government wauld not insure Joan

18) [J Other

{?) O No rz2osan given
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A

Conduclcd by this
Education.

The purpese of this surve,

their education.

2

SPACES 1, 2,

key punching coin-
pye code,

enc colleges.

care feserved for

4,

10.

STUDENT RESOURCE SURVEY

institetion in cooperation with the Stote of Woshington Council

on Higher

is to collect informotion for wse in determining hew nudcms finance

The
we  will

secondory educatiun in this State ond the adequacy of student finoncial aid pregroms.
infermation needed can be collected only from students,
solely upon the occuracy of the data;

success af this
be groteful for your cooperation.

The su:vcy is olso 10 be conducted at other public and private univérsities ond
The results will be helpful in the ossessment of cureent nietheds of financing post-

The
survey depends

You ore not osked to provide your nome or ony other identifying doto, ond your responses will
be completely confidentiol, :

In which of the lo"uwing programs are

You enrolled?

{0} O Agriculture  Sciences
{1} [J Business Adminisration or
mazrce Technolagics
{2} [J Humonities or Sociol Sciences
{3} [OJ Physicol and Life ‘:uences. Mathe-
matics
{4) [J Engincering, Architecture, or Me-
chanical” and Engincering Technol.
© ogies,
{5} [J Education
(6} [J Nursing
{7} O Heolth P-ofesslons or Health Serv:
ices ond Paramedicol Technalogies
(8} OJ Low. Public Aflairs ond Services, or
Public Service Related Technclogies
9) [0 Undeclored mojor_or other

Com-

Whot is your current class level?

{0} O High school senior

(1) O Collegs  freshmon—0.44

eredit hours

{2} O CoMege sophomore—45.B9 quarter
credit hours

(3) [J Collece  junior—-90-134
<redit hours

4} O3 College  seninr—135.179 quarter
credit hoirg -

quarter

quatiar

(5} O Fifth-yeor “undergraduote

(6) [ First-yeor gmdume or prcfessmnc!
student

7} O Sccond-year groduote or profes-
sionol student

(8} O Third-yeor groduate or profusmncl
student

9 0 Fourth-year (or more} gruducte or

professionol student

What class food cre you corrying?

[0} [ Less thap ¥ af .o full-time course:

of study
() O % to % of o full-time* course of
study : ’
[2) [ A tull-time course of study
Age at nearest birthday: o
{0} 0117 or under  {5) O 22-34°
M s 6y O 25-29
2) O 9. (7) O 30-34
(3) O 20 (8) [ 35.40
{4 O _2|_ {9} (3 41 ond over
Sex:
) O Mate (1) O Female

How do you describe yourself?

(0} [0 Americon Indian/Notive American
{1 O 8lock/Afro Amcri:un/Negro

12} [0 Caucosion/White

{3) [J Chicono/Mexicon Americon

(4} [ Filipino

(5) [0 Orientol/Asion Americon

(8) [ Other Spanish-speaking Americon
{Z) O Other

Moritol status:
{0} [ Never morried
{1 {3 Married

{3) O Divon;:ed

f2) O Seporct:d {5) O Other
[ees ) If you huve :hlldrcn, how mony of

them are dependon? on you for sup-
part? .

{4) [J Widowed -

12. Residence stotus’ for luition purposas:
(0} O Washington resident
(1) O Nen-Woshington residznt other than
5,6,7,8, or  below
{2} [J Fereign student —— Nzn. .mrnvgram
viso . .
{3} [ Immigront — Woshington resideney
} estoblished
{4) [J Immigront — Washington residency
not estoblished
(5} J Alosko resident
(6} OO Colifornia resident
(7) O Howaji resident
(8} [ Idoho resident
{9} [J Oregon resident
13. YWhat is the highest level of educzotion you
plan to complete here or elsewhere?
{0} [0 Doctor's degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., J.D.,
M.D., D.DS., e}
(1) [3 Moster's degree {M.A.. M.S., etc.] of
first prcfessicnol degree
© (2} 3 Bochelor's degrce |B.A., B.S.. etc.)
{3) [J Associated Art, Assacioted Technicol
degree (vocotional-technical)
(4} ] Associoted Artz  degree [general
studies)
i5] [J Non.degree terminal progrom be.
tweg 4 ULk £ yeUis slUuy
.16} [0 Non'degree technicol progrom—
less then 1 'yeor study
{71 O Nc degrez plons
FINANCIAL QUESTIONS
14, Whether you are’independent of your por-
ents or nol, whot was the approximote
1971 income of your parents or legal
‘guaidian “before toxes (include ‘income
from all sources)? -~
[0} 1 Less than $3,000 o year
11! {3 Betwezn $3,000 ond $5.999
{2) 7 Between $6.000 ond $7,499
(3) [ Betwaen $7,500 and $8,999
{4) O Between $9,000 ond $11,999
{5} [0 Between $12,000 ond $14,959
(6) [0 Between $15,000 and $17,999
(7} [0 Betwesn $1B.000 and 320,999 .
{8) O Between $21 ,000 and $24,999
(9] O $25,000 ond olove
15. On the average, about how many hours per
woek are you employed while school is
in session?
9} [ None
1} 1 10 5 hours
{2) [J 4 1010 hours
{3) [J 111015 hours
(4) [ 1610 20 houss
{5} EJ 21 to 25 hours
(6] [ 26 to 30 hours
7} O 31 ta 35 hours
(8). {J 36 or more
16. Do you {and spouse If applicable) contrib-

ule fo your own support?
(0) O No ,
1) O Yes, but my porents and/or spouse's
porents provide vaost of my support
(2) O Yes, | om primorily self-supporting

r
<

Questions 17 te 49 relate to the costs of ot-
tending "college ond ithe ways in which .you
finance your education.
plicoble

Pleose enter the ap-
the dollor
} which pre-

code corrosponding fo
onges {stoted below} in the { ...
edes questions 17 throuyh 49.
Code Ronge

{0) for $00 or None
(1) for $1 to $200

{2) far $201 to $400
{3) for $401 10 $4600
{4) for $601 to $1,000
{5} for $1,001 to $1,500
(6) for $1.501 1o $2.000
{7) for $2,001 to $2.500
(8} for $2,501 to $3,000
{9} for $3,001 ond above

COLLEGE EXPENSES:

Estimote your totol nine-

. month atodemic budget for the tursent 1971~

72 year, vsing the dollor runges obove. For
marsied students, estimole fotal famity budget
for o nine-month ocodemic yeor and enter
speuse’s tuition ond fees under itam 21.

17. (....) Tuition ond fees

18. 7. V.Rocks, sunnplics ond courwr moate.
rials -

19. {..... ) Rogm ond board

20. { ...} Tronsportation

21. {....} Clothing, recreation, health care and
other expenses

SOURCE OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT: Estimoie the

omount of money you will teceive or uillize
durmg the nine-month academic year {1972-

73) irom eoch of the lulluwmg sources. using
the dotlar onges obove.
FAMILY .
22. [... } Porent or legol guardion
23, {.... ) Spouse .
OWN EMPLOYMENT
A. School year emnloyment
24, {....) College Work.Study Progrom
25. (... ] Assistontships, teaching or research
26. {..... } ' On campus employment (non-Caollege
Work-svqu Program}
27. {....) Other .em[;luymém
B. Summer employment
28. (...} College Work-S5tudy Progrom
29, feeem } Assistontships, teaching or research
30. ({....} On-compus employment {non-College
Work-Study Progrom)
31, {..... ) Other empluyl;nent

PERSONAL SAVINGS

32. (..}

From {Exclude omounts in

28-31)

savings

GRANTS, SCHOLARSHIPS, FELLOWSHIPS,
AND TRAINEESHIPS

33.

{-.... ) Tuition and Fee Wolver [public In-
stitutions) or Tuition Supplement
Gront (privete institutions)



EXHIBIT B, APPENDIX IX

WASHINGTON STUDENT RESOURCE SURVEY

Community Colleges

Bellevue - 316
Big Bend - 292
Centfalia.— 384
Clark - 846
Columbia ﬁasin - 503
Edmonds - 264
Everett - 393
Fort: Steilcoom - 358
"Grays Harbor —-350
Green River - 620
Highline.—'996
Lower Colﬁmbia - 256
Olympic - 1,079
_Pepinsula - 365
-Seattie, Central Camp
Seattle, North Campﬁs
Seattle, South Campus
Shoreline - 353
Skagit Valley - 653
Spokane - 793
Spokane Ealls - 323
Tacoma - 638
| Walla w;lla -. 392
Wenétcheé:Valléy - 92

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

Community Colleges Cont'd

Whatcom - 123

Yakima Valley - 687

Public Four~Year71nstitutions

" Central Washington State - i,l?l
Eastern Washingpon State - 1,313
Evergreen State - 235
University of Washington - 4,791
Washington Sﬁate Univé;sity*é 1,582

Western Washington State - 1,370

Independent Institutions .

" Fort Wright College of Holy Names - 67

Gonzaga University - 234

. .Northwest .College.~.233 .

us — 1,005 Pacific Lutheran‘University - 629
- 334 ~ St. Martin's College — 291
~ 516 - - Seattle Pacific College - 260

-Seattle University - 319
University of Pﬁget Sound - 1,512
Wallé Walla College -~ 363

Whiﬁman College - 141

Whitworth College - 181

- 161 -



APPENDIX IT, TABLE 1

SRS SAMPLE TO ACTUAL-ACADEMIC LOANS
M

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT « - COMMUNTTY

INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES
SRS ACTUAL* . SRS _  ACTUAL* SRS ACTUAL *
FULL-TIME - 86.0 82.2 - 90.9 80.6 80.2 52,5

PART-TIME¥** 14.0 17.8 ‘ 9.1 19.4 : 19.8 47.5

[

-t

* HEGIS opening enrollment m
%% Sum of "Less than '1/2 of a full-time course load" and " 1/2 to 3/4 of a mcwwunwsm_OOCﬁmw load

SRS responses.

162 ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



APPENDI} II, TABLE 2

e - ¢ e
SRS SAMPLE TO ACTUAL-CLASS LEVELS

FOUR-YZAR INSTITUTIONS

PERCENTAGE OF w PERCENTAGE OF
PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR | INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS ) ” INSTITUTIONS
SRS "ACTUAL» { SRS  ACUTAL*®
: (FALL, 1971) : _ (FALL, 1971)
LOWER DIVISION 33.4 42,0 M 49,3 47.6
UPPER DIVISION . . 50.1 41.5 ’ '45.9 36.1
. _
i GRADUATE DIVISION 16.4 _1€.5 * 4.8 ) 16.3%%

163 -

* SOURCE: Office of Program Planning and Fiscal zmsmmmamSn,mwovchnwom & Enrollment
Section, ''Colleges and Universities Enrollment Trends, 1965-1971," Form A,

11/24/71. :
Fee 14.4 percent are classified as "graduate and profgssional, 1.9 percent are
: " " .
other". : .

<

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.
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APPENDIX_II, TABLE 3

SRS SAMPLE TO ACTUAL-SEX OF RESPONDENTS

]

SEX ’ PUBLIC FOUR~YEAR INDEPENDENT . COMMUNITY,
INSTITUTIONS HZmHHHGHHOZm OOH.H_MQMm
SRS ACTUAL®* . SRS - ,PO,H.G»._H.* SRS : ACTUAL*
MALE . 56.3 59.7 . mw.o mpwbw V 56.8 68.0
43:2 32.0

- FEMALE _ 43.7 40.3 ©49.0 45,6

3

.

]
*SOURCE: Institutional Responses to data request by CHE Fall, 1971

-

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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APPENDIX II, TABLE 4

{
. ‘ m .
SRS SAMPLE TO ACTUAL-ETINIC BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS
; i

PERCENTAGE OF PERCENYAGE OF " PERCENTAGE OF PERCENTAGE OF
PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENL ENT | f COMUNTTY TOTAL STATE OF
INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTTONS . COLLEGES WASHINGTON POPULATION
SRS ACTUAL* . SRS ACTUAL* 'ors  acTuaLs
AMERICAN INDIAN 3.1, .6 | 2.9 b 3.9 - .8 o 1.0
BLACK 2.3, 1.6 2.0 2.0 [2.3 2.1 o 2.1
CAUCASTAN 91.5%% 94 ik 92.1%% 99, 4% 92,14k 94, Giedk .93, 9wA
CHICANO A6 ;3 4 1.0 .9 3 1.8

xooc:nwwo: mwmrmw macnmnwo:ym:nowwamsn mnmnwmnwomvuc:mvkumvcavcwwwmsmmwmﬂnmSHomHOanG:mmwmﬂmmcmﬂmm:uo~:
lment of Minority Students, in 1970. . -

*% Sum of Caucasian, Filipino, other Spanish Speaking, Other, and No Wmmﬁozmm.

alaatood

**% Caucasian and other categories not specifiecally noted.

- . - . i

-
O

A
PAFulText provided by ERIC

E
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APTENDIX IIT

TABLE 1, SEX OF RESPONDINTS

SEX

INDEPENDENT

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR COMMUNITY ToTAL
INSTITUTIONS TNSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAPLE
HALE 5,5 56.3 1,984 51.0 606 568 13,919 5.0
FEMALE L1k 3.7 1,07 49.0 5,05 3.2 11,107 4.3

‘.\)

B A i Tox: Provided by ERIC .

- E




| APPENDIX _..HHH . : W
N ! TABLE 2, AGE OF wmw.mozomzam
AGE AT NEAREST . PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY o TOTAL .-
BIRTHDAY , INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES . SAMPLE
| , N 7 N 7 N % N7
17 AND UNDER 38 4 B 3 s a9 us s |
18 | 177 7 17 3.0 S el 32 T71s 26 mu,@w
19 o L,5% 15.3 994~ 23.6 . 2,862 22.4 ,_mu»mo_.HwLo.;. )
20 | 1,448 13.9 787 18.7 2,388 18.7 = urwNw_ 6.9
21 2,019 19.4 862 20.5 1,506 12.1 4,427, 16.2
22 - 24 | N VAR VAP T 785 18.7 2,006 15.7 ;_mvwowwﬁ@mﬁ_
25 — 29 | 1,709 16,4 o382 9.1 1,698 ww.m o ,u,umOm_Hupmw.
30 - 34 _ Csi0 49 138 3.3 703 5.5 1,351 o
35 -40 208 2.0 6 1.5 o4 36 733 2.7
40 AND OVER ) 180 1.7 57 14 632 49 869 .u.M 
- B |



LR Rl PO - e ot

’ \Lv. N
APPENDI{ III | _ i B
TABLE 3, ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS
HOW DO YOU- DESCRIBE PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR . INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY ~  TOTAL .
YOURSELF? : INSTITUTIONS . INSTITUTIONS : COLLEGES . SAMPLE _“J:~
N 7 N 4 N % N % /
AMERICAN INDIAN/ . e R
NATIVE AMERICAN 322 . 3.1 122 2.9 © 502 3.9 946 3.4
. BLACK/AFRO AMERICAN/ . | S R TR
NEGRO _ 239 2.3 - 83- 2.0 230 2.3 6220 2.3
CAUCASIAN/WHITE 9,092  87.7 3,705 86.2 11,282 88.2. 24,075 87.2
CHICANO /MEXTCAN : _ . T EREEE
. AMPRICAN . 46 A 4 .3 126 1.0 186 .7
FILIPINO . | 32 .3 23 .5 LS5 4 I10 40
ORIENTAL/AS FAN S R
" AMERICAN 371 3.6 141 3.4 : o219 1.7 - 731 2.6
OTHER SPANISH-SPEAKING | N TR A
AMERTCANS S 22 .2 8 . .2 o 27 .20 51 2
OTHER y 247 2.4 104 2.5 277 2.2 . 628 2.3
NO RESPONSE OR , . S
~ INVALID : 91 .9 \ 30 7 : 143 1.1 = 264 1.0
OF
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TABLE 4, MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS

APPENDIX III

INDEPENDENT

MARITAL mHPHGm‘ PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR COMMUNITY How>ﬂ
. INSTITUTIONS ﬁxHZmHHHGHHOZM : COLLEGES ~SAMPLE
| N % W.,z 7 N % N \ :
| NEVER MARRIED 7,387  71.8 3,392 81.2 8,395 65.7 19,174 ,,,B.N.*
N MARRIED M.wz, 944 675 16.2 3,555 27.8 6,744 24.8
M SEPARATED 111 1.1 27 .6 168 -~ 1.3 306 1.1
' DIVORCED 193 1.9 36 .9 463 3.6 692 2.5
WIDOWED 13 .1 6 .1 73 .6 N TR u
OTHER 72 .7 41 1.0 21 .9 236 .9

—

O
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APPEN.,IX ITI

TABLE 5, CLASS LEVIL OF RESPONDENTS

WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR

INDEPENDENT

COMMUNTTY .
CLASS LEVEL? INSTTTUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES ‘SAMPLE |
N 7 N y N g N %
HIGH SCHOOL SENIOR 6. .2 b 302 2.4 322 .01
'COLLEGE FRESHMAN 1,905 18.3 1,150 Zw 5,762 45,7 8,617 .32
COLLEGE SOPHOMORE 1,566 15.0 924 Mw.o 4,060 32.2 24 _‘_
LOVER DTV 0N 3,487 33.5 2,078 49.3 ._S_.SM, 80.3 2 .57 |
COLLECE - -3k 2,518 24.1 1,023 24.3 ;HMNWQ 9.3 2,771 .18
COLLEGE SENTOR 2,255 21.6 844 20.0 565 4.5 3,668 .13
FIFTH YEAR UNDER- P | L : _
GRADUATE 460 4.4 68 1.6 119 .9 667 .02
UPPEK OIVISION 5,233 _mo.w 1,935 45.9 . H.oﬁwf,gb.m wﬁww% | ;
PIRST YEAR GRADUATE 636 6.1 97 2.3 154 1.2 885 .03
SECOND YEAR GRADUATE 489 4.7 43 1.0 187 1.5 dw .03
THIRD YEAR GRADUATE 212 2.0 18 L4 69. .5 N..S o
FOURTH YEAR GRADUATE 380 3.6 47 1.1 150 1.2 .M.NI-PN. !
GRADUATE DIVISION 1,715 16.4 205 4.8 560 4.4 ‘ N,bmo, m%.
TOTAL 10,435 100% 4,218 100% 12,602 98.9% 27,255 99% |
, = =820 o

PR i Text Provided by ERIC
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- APPENDIX III

TABLE 6, CLASS 1OAD OF RESPONDENIS = L

WHAT CLASS LEVEL ~ PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR  INDEPRDENT COMUNITY  TOTAL
ARE YOU CARRYING? INSTITUTIONS - INSTITUTIONS COTLEGES ~  SAMPLE

f

N A N k. N3 TN g

LESS THAN % OF A o L R
FULL-TTME COURSE o L R :
LOAD 0 48 92 2.2 1,123 8.8

LIS 63
_ _ o e
%70 3/4 OF & TULL- | I

TINE COURSE 108D - 960 9,2 . 292 - 6.9 LA 11,0 2,662 9.7

A FULL~TIME COURSE

W 8,940 46,0 3,824 90,0 10,239 80.2° 23,003 840

Q
IC
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APPENCIX IIT .

TASLE 7, RESIDENCE STATUS OF RESPONDFNTS

RESTDENCE STATUS FOR PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT | COMMUNITY TOTAL i
TUTTION PURPOSES INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES = ° SAMPLE =
N % N % N % X 7

WASHINGTON RESIDENT 9,082 87.2 2,890 68.8 11,658 90.6 23,639 84.6 :
ALASKA RESIDENT . 77 .7 37 .9 61 .5 . 175 .6
CALIFORNIA RESIDENT 209 2.0 310 7.4 187 1.5 706 2.5
HAWAII RESIDENT 47 5. , . 150 3.6 : .27 .2 . 224 .8
IDAHO RESIDENT .31 .3 69 1.6 90 .7 190 .7
OREGON RESIDENT . 82 .8 288 6.8 . 214 1.7 584 2.1
NON-WASHINGTON RESIDENT , | SURET

OF STATE OTHER THAN w | . S | | S

LISTED ABOVE 402 3.9 , 290 6.9 . 219 1.7 ‘ 91. 3.3
FOREIGN STUDENT 326 3.1 . 128 3.0 212 1.6 . 1,120 . 4.0
IMMIGRANT — WASHINGTON ) W . o

RESTIDENCY ESTARLISHED 117 1.1 25 .6 " 158 1.2 360 1.1
IMMIGRANT — WASHINGTON .

RESTDENCY NOT ESTA- 3 : o

BLISHED | 37 .4 16 .4 47 4 100 .4

&l
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APPENDIX III.

TABLE 8, DEGRFZ TLANS OF RESPONDENTS

INDEPENDENT

TOTAL

WHAT IS THE HIGHEST PUBLIG FOUR-YEAR COMMUNITY
LEVEL OF EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
20U PLAN TO COMPLETE u ‘
HEAE OR ELSEWHERE? N % N % N A N %
DOCTORS DEGREE 2,253 21.9 704 16.9. 1,091 8.6 4,048 .15
MASTERS DEGREE 3,542 34,4 1,388 33.4 2,506 19.8 ; 7,436 .27
BACHELORS DEGREE £ 3,971 38.5 1,766 42.5 "3,841 30.4 9,578 .35
ASSOCIATES DEGREE |

(ASSOCIATED TECHNICAL

DEGREE - VOCATIONAL |

TECHNICAL) 96 .9 28 .7 2,409 19.1 2,533 .09
ASSOCIATED ARTS DEGREE . |

(GENERAL STUDIES) 99 1.0 53 1.3 816 6.5 968 .04
NON-DEGREE TERMINAL PRO- !

GR:.d BETWEEN 1 AND 2 : -

VEARS STUDY 88 .9 47 1.1 765 6.1 900 .03
NON-DEGREE TERMINAL PRO-

GRAM LESS THAN 1 YEAR . .

TUDY 16 .2 14 .3 154 1.2 184 .01

NO DEGREE PLANS 245 2.4 156 3.8 1,057 8.4 1,460 .05 ¢

O
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APPENDIX 111

TABLE 9, 1971 INCONE OF PARENTS OF RESPONDENTS

WHAT WAS THE APPROXI- PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY = ° . TOTAL
MATE 1971 INCOME OF INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES  sapr
YOUR PARENTS OR LEGAL _ < _
CUARDIAY? N 7 N A N % N %
LESS THAN $3000 730 1.5 268 71 1,277 112 2,275 8.6
$3000 10 $5999 810 8.3 29 7.8 1,250 10,9 | 2,334 8.9
$6000 T0 §7499 S64 5.8 255 67 87 74 Less 6.3
$7500 TO $8999 - 697 7.2 267 7.1 986 86 1,950
$9000 0 $11,999 1,588  16.3 555 14.7 2,000 17.5 4,143
512,000 TO $14,999 1,609  16.5 592 15.6 1,911 16,7 4,112 |
$15,000 TO $17,999 1,131 11,6 407 10.8 | 1,062 9.3 L 4,138 Hm.m .ﬁM
$18,000 TO $20,999 833 . 8.6 316 8.4 6.8 1,928
521,000 TO $24,999 682 7.0 248 6.6- 581 5,1 1,511
$25.000 AND ABOVE 1,093 11.2 582 15.4 753 6.6 2,428
O
, S
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TABLE 10, HOURS OF EMPLOYMENT OF KESPONDENTS

APPEINDIX III

—— . ———— it

ABOUT HOW MANY HOURS

TOTAL

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY
PER WEEK DO YOU WORK INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS -LLEGES SAMPLE
WHILE SCHOOL IS IN - . _ :
SESSION? N A N A N % N 7
CNONE | 5,124 51.8 2,044 50.0 5,055 43.3 12,223 47.6
1105 666 6.7 367 8.8 806 6.9 1,83% 7.1 |
610 10 983 9.9 479 11.7 1,058 9.1 2,520 9.8
1170 1% 804 8.1 389 9.5 1,171 10.0 2,364 9.2
16 10 20 1,151 12.0 363 8.9 1,158 9.9 2,712 10.6
21 10 25 408 4.1 165 4.0 bu 55 1,217 4.7
26 10 30 201 2.0 91 2.2 457 3.9 7H9 2.9
31 TO 35 108 1.1 32 .8 266 2.3 ._b__om_, 1.6
36 OR MORE 406 4,1 167 41 1,060 9.1 6.4

1,633

O
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TABLE 11, 1971 INCOME JF RESPONDENTS (AND SPOUSE)

APPEYDIX III

@_. -

s

|

AT WAS THE APPROXI-

TOTAL

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT .ooﬁézgm = A
MATEL 1971 TNCOME (YOURS INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS (COLLEGES SAMPLE
AND SPOUSE) FROM EMPLOY- - | S
MENT? A N A N A N % N e
NONE TO $999 3,455 34,4 1,705 44.8 4,064 34,1 9,224 wwme
$1000 TO $1399 2,284 22.7 889 23.4 2,306 19,4 5,479 21.3
$2000 10 $2999 1,122 1.2 356 9.3 1,303 10.9 2,779 10.8
$3000 TO $3999 683 6.8 197 5.2 mmw 7.8  H_mHN 7.0
$4000 TO $4999 481 1 4.8 111 2.9 489 4.1 1,081 4.2
$5000 70 §5999° %9 3.5 0 2.5 507 43950 3.7
36000 70 $7699 413 4 N2 2.9 535 4.5 1,060 41
$7500 TO $8999 327 3.3 100 2.6 437 3.7 st 34
59000 T $11,999 W2 b 102 2.7 562 4.7 1,106 4.3
$12,000 AND ABOVE 496 4.9 142 3.7 767 6.4 1,805 5.5
A

D

E
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© APPENDIX III

TABLE 12, EDUCATIONAL INDEBTE)NESS OF RESPONDENTS AND mmocmm

INDICAT: UE AMOUNT PUBLIC FOUR~YEAR INDEPENDENT nozzquem TOTAL
OF YOUk <;ND YOUR INSTITUTIONS ._.HZmHHHcHHOZm - COLLEGES mwzwwm
SPOUSE' §) PRESENT . | |
INDEBTEDNESS UNDER N yA N : 4 R A N- . b
ALL LONG-TER» STUDENT
LOAN PROGRAMS
NOWE 6,741 68.1 2,33 6L5 9,849 83.8 - 18,913 74,6
$1.00 TO $499 489 4.9 160 4.2 465 4.0 1,03 4.1
$500 TO $999 705 7.1 — 304 8.1 613 5,2 1,622 6.4
$1000 70 §1499 625 - 6.3 33 8.8 317 2.7 1,274 5.0
$1500 TO $2499 697 7.0 388 10.3 299 2.5 - 1,384 5.5
§2500 10 $3499 337 3.4 151 4.0 106 .9 592 2.3
$3500 0 $499 . 142 1.4 65 1.7 %3 241 1.0
$4500 T0 $5999 78 .8 28 .7 2 .2 128 .5
$6000 10 $7499 b1 .6 19 .5 28 .2 108 .4
, ]
$7500 AND ABOVE 22 .2 | 5 §! 19 .2 46 .2
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. APPENTIX III

TABLE 13, SELF-SUPPORTING STATUS OF RESPONDENTS S

DO YOU (AND SPOUSE PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT . oozzczHHw‘ " TOTAL-

IF APPLICABLE) CON- INSTITUTIONS o INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
‘RIBUTE TO YOUR -OWN _ T . : o o
SUPPORT? N % | N yA N % N A
NO - 1,077 1.3 642 16.4 . 1,681 149 3,400 13.8

YES, BUT MY DARENTS
AND/OR SPOUSE'S
PARENTS PROVIDE

MOST OF MY SUPPORT 3,227 33.9 1,680 42.9 . 3,890 34.5 8,797 35.6 |

YES. T AM PRIMARILY S | R B
SELF-SUPPORTING 5,211 f£354.8 1,594 40.7 5,719 50.7 12,52 50.7 |
= ] - — .

TC o
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APPENDIX IIT

WHEN AT COLLEGE,

TABLE i4, HOUSING JF RESPONDENTS!

PUBLIC TOUR-YEAR

HﬁOH students attending mecre than one~half time

INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY
WHERE DO YOU NORM- INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
ALLY LIVE? | : -
N % N % ‘N % ‘N %

WITH PARENTS 949 9.7 34 9.2 3,856 34.5 5,169 20.8
WITH RELATIVES 99 1.0 T 47 1.2 299 2.7 445 1.8
UNIVERSITY OR COLLEGE o . : - 8

RESIDENCE 2,547 26.0 1,582 40.1 1,339, 12.0 5,468 22.0
UNIVERSITY OR COLLEGE o . ‘ o

APARTMENT : 391 4.0 - 87 2.2 119 1.1° 597 2.4

¥ ) ] '

FRATERNITY OR SORORITY 816 8.3 - 565 12.8 546 4.9 1,867 7.5
OFF-CAMPUS RESIDENCE : _ : -

HALL 292 3.0 140 3.5 0329 2.9 761 3.1
RENTED ROOM 374 3.8 : | 50 - 2.3 555 5.0 1,019 4.1
OTHER, ALONE OR WITH | : | L

SPOUSE 2,387  24.4 ‘ 628 15.9 2,818 25.2 5,833 23.4
OTHER, WITH 1 OR 2 ROOM- gy ‘

MATES 1,225 12.5 - 352 8.9 950 - 8.5 2,527 10.1
OTHER, WITI 3 OR MOREL : . ‘

| ROOMMATES 702 7.2 152 3.9 367 3.3 1,221 4.9

O
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APFENDIX III

¢

TABLE 15, DISTANCE OF RESPONDENTS' RESIDENCE FROM CAMPUS!

181 -

WHAT IS THE DISTANCE PUBLIC FOUR-YILAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY TOTAL
FROM YOUR LIVING INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
QUARTERS TO CAMPUS? ‘ .

N 7 X 7 N 7 N 2
I LIVE ON CAMPUS 2,818 28,8 1,925 48.5 1,527 13.4 6,210 24,9
UNDER 1 MILE 2,937 30.0 925 23.3 2,026 17.7 5,886 23.4
1 T0 3 MILES 1,532 15.6 408 10.3 2,030 17.8 3,970 15.8
370 5MIBS . 579 5.9 143 3.6 1,465 12.8 2,187 8.7
5 T0 10 MILES 502 5.1 208 5.2 1,651 14.5 2,361 9.4
10 TO 15 MILES 469 4.8 139 3.5 1,117 9.8 1,725 . 6.8
15 T0 25 MILES 613 6.3 121 3. 1,000 8.8 - 1,735 6.9
25 MILES AND ABOVE 351 3.6 98 2.5 600 5.3 1,069 4.2

Hwow students attending more than one-half time

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC
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APPENDIX IIT

TABLE 16, MODE OF Riz?

(NDENTS' TRAVEL TO CAMPUSY

HOW DO YOU USUALLY PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR. INDEPENDENT COMMUNTTY TOTAL
GET TO YOUR COLLEGE INSTITUTIONS, INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES - SAMPLE
CAMPUS? | T : . : . - _

_ N 7 N 1 N % N 7
WALK 5,627 57.5 2,550 65.3 3,212 28,2 11,389 45.4
AUTOMOBILE 3,006 30.7 1,195 30.6 7,428 65.2 11,629 46.3
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 295 3.0 52 1.3 167 - 1.6 53 2.1
CAR POOL 96 1.0 20 .5 23 2.1 32 L4 |
BIKE OR MOTORCYCLE 539 5.5 63 1.6 230 2.0 82 3.3 | @
COLLEGE BUS 8L .8 72 33 20 5 |
HITCHHIKE 148 1.5 6 .4 N 236 .9

1

For students attending more than one-half time

IC
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APPENDIX III

TABLE 17, AID APPLICANT STATUS OF WmmmozumzamH

DID YOU APPLY FOR PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT  COMMUNITY . TOTAL
FINANCIAL AID AT INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
YOUR CAMPUS FOR : | | - | e
1971-727 N Ao - X h N % N %
NO . 7,200 °70.8 2,471 62.6 9,586 78.1 19,257 73.0

YES. I APPLIED AND _ : .
AID WAS GRANTED 1,964 19,3 1,109 28.1 " 1,840 15.0 4,913 18.6

YES. T APPLIED BUT
I WAS TOLD I WAS

TNELIGIBLE; 565 5.4 225 5.7 503 4.1 1,273 4.8

YES. I APPLIED BUT

I WAS TOLD NO FUNDS

WERE AVAILABLE 303 3.0 89 2.3 205 1.7 597 2,
YES. I APPLIED BUT . .

WAS DENIED AID - : SR

NO REASON GIVEN 162 1.6 51 1.3 | 141 11 - " 354 1.3

IR

Ipor students attending more than one-half time
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APPENDIX III

HOW WOULD 'YOU DESCRIBE

TABLE 18, RESPONDENTS' GRADES!

INDEPENDENT

COMMUNITY

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR ,
YOUR ACADEMIC ACHIEVE- INSTITUTIONS . INSTITUTIONS  COLLEGES SAMPLE
MENT .AS MEASURED BY YOUR SR o |
GRADES IN COLLEGE? N - JA N A N A N %
MOSTLY A%S 2,481 24.2 766 18.9 2,276 19.9 5,523 21.4
MOSTLY B'S 6,445 62.8 2,506 62.0 6,739 58.8 15,690 60.9
MOSTLY C'S 1,331 13,0 762 18.8 2,393 20.9° 4,486 17.4
MOSTLY D'S 7.1 100 .2 55. .5 72 .3
_.mow students attending more Qm,s. one-half time 1
O
kl
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APPENDIX III

TABLE 19, VETERANS' STATUS OF wmmwozcmzemH

AR YOU A VETERAN OF PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT . COMMUNITY 10"
TEE UNITED STATES INSTITUTIONS * INSTITUTIONS * COLLEGES SAMYLE ‘
ARIED FORCES? ‘ _ : | - _ .
N 7 N % N 7 N 7
VES o139 132 447 11,1 2,518 22.0 4,364 16,9
NO . 8,836 86.8 3,573 88.9 9,121 78.0 21,530 83.1

1 _ )
For students attending more than one-half time

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

™



oo A P '

APFENDLN III 7

TABLE 20, METHOD OF /DMISSION OF WMmMOZGMZHmH

HOW WERE YOU ADMITTED? PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT . COMMUNITY TOTAL s

: sl INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES 'SAMPLE
Lo | N % N % R oy 9
FIRST TIME FRESHMAN 5,732 55.3 28,007 68.7 . 8,664 73.1 17,203 65.4

WASHINGTON COMMUNITY
COLLEGE TRANSFER . : ‘ . o .
WITH AA DEGREE 736 7.1 - 269 6.6 315 2.7 1,320 5.0

WASHINGTON COMMUNITY
COLLECLE TRANSFER

WITHOUT Ak DEGREE 1,092 10.5 298 7.3 | 576 4.9 1,966 7.5

TRANSFER FROM A "WASH- . . . ‘ S
INCTON UNIVERSITY 195 1.9 . 67 1.6 194 1.6 - 456 1.7.

TRANSFER FROM A WASH- .
INGTON STATE COLLEGE 244 2.4 61 1.5 © 192 1.6 497 1.9

TRANSFER FROM A PRIVATE
WASHINGTON FOUR-YLEAR h : ‘ -
INSTITUTION 189 1.8 26 .6 110 .9 325 1.2

TRANSFER FROM A FOUR-
YEAR NON-WASHINGTON _ ‘ S .
204 5.0 230 1.9 . 952 3.6

NSTITUTION | 518 5.0
TRANSFER FROM A TWO-YEAR

NON~-WASHINGTON INSTI- | :

TUTION - . 143 1.4 97 2.4 158 1.3 398 1.5
AS A GRADUATE OF A FOUR- ‘ ‘ . )

YEAR INSTITUTIGN 1,181 11.4 | 116 2.8 247 2.1 1,544 5.9
OTHER | 340 3.3 | 138 3.4 1,171 9.9 . 1,649 6.3

, — = A

lror students attending more than one-half time

o - '

.
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APPIINDIX III

- TABLE 21, RESPONDENTS' PLANS FOR FURTHER EDUCATION -
ARE YOU PLANNING TO PUBLIC TOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY TOTAL
RETURN TO SCHOOL IN INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
THE FALL. - 19727 - . .
: N % N % N % N %
YES 8,137 78.7 3,429  84.2 9,441 80,0 21,007 80.1
¥0. I PLAN TO RECEIVE " S ‘
MY DEGREE 1,603 15.5 474 11.6 1,311 11.1 3,388 12.9
NO. I PLAN TO STOP OUT o
AND RETURN LATER 456 4.4 116 2.3 705 6.0 1,277 4.9
NO. I PLAN TO DROP OUT 143 1.4 53 1.3 351 2.0 547 2.1
Hmow students attending more than one-half time
. RS
&l

E
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APPERLIX IIT

TABLE 22, SUMMER EMPLOYMENT OF RESPONDENTS!
WERE YOU EMPLOYED PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNTITY TOTAL
THE SUMMER OF 19717 INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
N 7 N 7 N 7 N b
NO, AYD I DID NOT | o
'SEEX SUMMER HORK 1,726  16.8 608 15.0 1,868 15.9 4,202 16,1
NO, BUT I DID SEEK - |
SUMMER WORK 932 9.0 369 9.1 1,337 1.4 2,638 10,1
YES, BUT I COULD !
FIND ONLY PART- N g . ,
TIME WORK 2,753 26.7 1,130 27.9 2,999 25.5 6,882 26.3
YES. I WORKED FULL-
TIME IN THE SUMMER | o
0F 1971 4,893 47.5 1,945 48.0 5,566 47.3 47.5

IFor students attending more than one-half time

12,404

O
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CHAPTER V - APFETIIX V
PATTERNS IN PAYING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION




APPENDIX V, TABLE 1

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED IESOURCES OF SURVEY POPULATION

TUBLIC TOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

SUPFORT FROM RECIPIENT _TOTAL POPULATION MEN WOMEN
PARENT $1030 $ 540 8430 C$ 710
TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT . 1220 660 1620 - B mmo
SUMMER EMPLOYMENT NET 100" 640
PERSONAL SAVINGS 510 Mco o 210 | - 190
GRANTS SCHOLARSHTPS 120 w0 180 130
BENEFITS 0 230 350 80 |
TOTAL LOANS 080 210 20 200 2
TOTAL AVERAGE RESOURCES 2640 3000 a0 | o
| O

O
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APPERDIX ¥V, TABLE 2

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES OF SURVEY POPULATION

INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

SUPPORT FROM : RECIPIENT = 'TOTAL POPULATION MEN ) WOMEN

TOTal AVERAGE RESOURCES

PARENT | $1000 § 850 § 740 $1020
TERM-TIME EMPLOWMENT 1040 600 1520 780
quzmw EMPLOYMENT | owo _ 570
PERSONAL SAVINGS 470 180 190 170
GRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS | 900 270 280 250
BENEFITS | 1370 200 310 70
LOANS - 980 260 250 270
2930 3290 12560

O

191
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APFENDIY V. TABLE 3

AVERAGE SUEPORT FROM SELECTED RI;SOURCES OF SURVEY POPULATION

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

_SUPPORT FROM RECIPIENT _ JOTAL POPULATION MM o ) M
PARENT - $ 790 $ 320 $250 8 380

TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT 150 50 1320 590

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT 1120 540 | |

PERSONAL SAVINGS B 490 190 210 10

GRANTS mo:ogmmﬁwm 650 100 100 o 0w | | %
BENEFITS - 1500 320 w0 100 o w_,
LoANS 880 100 - 100 100 -

TOTAL AVERAGE RESOURCES 2140 2410 1440

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX V, TABLE 4

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES

.

BY CLASS AND ummmzvmzom STATUS OF SURVEY POPULATION

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT,

DEPINDENT

SUPPORT FROM SELF ALL UNDER GRADUATES

- AT HOME AAY SUPPORTING GRADUATES AND OTHERS
_w>xmm m_mmo _m 890 $ 20 $ 610 $ 190
TERM- . “LOYMENT - 670 420 840 550 1290
SUMME {ENT NET - 610 620 760 660 780
PERSONA  .NGS 240 210 “Noo 210 230
GRANTS SCHOLARSHIES 50 110 160 120 420
BENEFTTS 90 . 80 620 220 270
TOTL, LOANS 60 190 300 200 270
ﬁ@H»ﬁ AVERAGE RESQURCES 2300 2520 2910 2570

3450

O

IC

E
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-APPENDIX' V, TABLE 5

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES BY CLALS AND u_mwmz.omz% mezdm__ OF SURVEY POPULATION

SUPPORT FROM

" INDEPENDENT *NSTITUTTONS

DEPENDENT

DEPENDENT “SELF ALL UNDER GRADUATES
AT HOME AVAY SUPRORTING. GRADUATES AND OTHERS
PARENT 5 760 $1170 s $ 890 $ 240 .
TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT 620 440 1900 ,mmo 1660
SUMMER EMPLOWMENT NET 500 530 800 580 590
PERSOVAL m>¢HZOu 190 200 Hmc 190 180
GRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS 310 250 300 270 320
BENEFITS 170 50 680 190 350
LOANS 180 230 450 270 230
 TOTAL AVERAGE RESOURCES 2730 870 3300 2040

3570

O
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APPLNDIX V, IABLE 6

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES BY CIAS3 ANG DEPENDENCE STATUS OF SURVEY wowc:r»aH_oz

?

COMMUNITY -30LLEGES

SUP' ORT FROM DEPENDENT  DEPEWDENI sF ALL UNDER ~ GRADUATES

| . AT HOME AHAY SUPPORTING __GRADUATES _AND OTHERS
mwmmza L | $ 380 .” $ 550 0§20 | -8 330 B 5180
TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT 520 410 0 77 1110
SWMER DMPLOYMENT NET 480 o500 610 540 560
PERSONAL SAVINGS 240 200 150 200 - 130
GRAMTS SCHOLARSHT” R T o ow S0 170
BENEFITS _ 50 0o _, 70 320 280
TOTAL LOANS s 20 110 100 10
TOTAL AVERACE RESOURCES 1830 o290 239 2130 s

O
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APPENDIX V, TABLE 7

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES 1'Y ETHNIC

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

BACKGROUND OF SURVEY BOPULATION

SUPPORT FROM

BLACK WHITE _ omHo>zo ORIENTAL
PARENT | $ 300 $ 560 S0 $ 530
_Hmms:HHzm ENPLOYNENT 710 mmo 420 650
SUBER EYPLOVENT NET 530 650 240 620
PERSONAL m><H2mm 180 200 150 210.
GRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS 530 140 580 1280
BENEFTTS 240 230 - 320 120
TOTAL LOA: 410 210 370 130
TOTAL AVE: - RESOURCES 2900 2650 2250 2540

196
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APPENDIX V, TABLE 8

AVERAGE SUPPORT ¥ROM SELECTED RESOURCES BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF SURVEY POPULATION

TNDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

SUPPORT FROM . BLACK WHITE CHICANO  ORTENTAL _
PARENT . | $ 250 % 870 $ 640 | $ 980
TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT s 0 o 460 © 390
SUMMER EMPLOYMENT NET 600 580 350 | 450
PERSONAL SAVINGS | 130 190 210 270 |
CRANTS SCETLARSHIPS 520 250 630 280 5
BENEFITS | | 370 200 _ 260 - 130 . |
TOTAL LOANS | 300 260 0 230
TOTAL AVERAGE RESOURCES 2750 2960 3050 730
O

O
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- APPENDIX V, TABLE 9°

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF SURVEY POPULATION

COMMUNITY (OLLEGES

SUPBORT FROM LA WAITE  CHIGAYO  ORIENTAL -
PARENT - w 310 § 340 § 110 B umo
TER-TIME RMPLOYWENT 420 580 360 630
SUMMER EMPLOYMENT NET 270 o560 310 390
PERSONAL SAVINGS 30200 0 270
GRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS = 240 w0 o120 w
BENEFITS. 300 R 280 260 |
TOTAL LOANS 90100 - 210 30
T0TAL AVERAGE RESOURGES . 1700 2200 w0 200 | o

S

O
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APPENDIX V, TABLE 10

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES BY PARENTAL Hzoozm OF ,m.d.w<mw POPULATION -

L

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR TINSTTTUTIONS

* SUPPORT FROM ~$ 6,000 §6,000 - $09,000 © $12,000 $15,000 $18,000
AND 10 10 ™ 10 AND

UNDER ;999 11,999 14,999 17,999 OVER

14.2% 12,3 16,5 17.2% 12.1% 27.7%
PARENT o 300 520 620 730 1030
TERM-TDME ENPLOTMENT 810 o0 50 550 600 560

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT NET 600 60 600 620 610 610"
CRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS 330 230 110 110 120 90
e 330 320 220 170 140 150
LOANS o 260 250 180 250 170 120
PERSONAL SAVINGS 120 150 200 210 230 250
TOTAL AVERAGE RESOURCES 2670 2560 2400 2530 2600 2810

O
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APPENDIX V, TABLE 11

VERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES BY w»mmzﬂcu INCOME OF SURVEY POPULATION

INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

- $ 6,000

$12,000°

SUPPORT FROM $ 6,000 $ 9,000 $15,000 $18,600
n AND 10 10 10 10 AXD
UNDER 8,999 11,999 14,999 17,999 OVER
Huwmw 13.9% 14.9% 16.0% 10.9% _
PAKENTS 330 480 @@@. 840 1170
Hmmz,awzm EMPLOYMENT 770 590 320 420 480
SUMMER EMPLOYMENT NET 5 490 520 560 650 510
GRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS 380 350 360 1200 240 130
BENEFTTS 260 310 170 210 120 100
LOANS 300 370 330 240 190 130
* PERSONAL SAVINGS 100 120 180 200 210 240
TOTAL, AVERAGE RESOURCES 2700 2710 2770 2670 3060 325 |
RS

E
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APPENDIX V, TABLE 12

AVERAGE SUPPORT FROM SELECTED RESOURCES 3Y PARENTAL INCOME OF SURVEY TOFUTATION

COMMONITY COLLEGES '

$ 6,000

$ 9,000

$12,000

518,000

SUPPORT FROM $ 6,000 . ﬁu.ooo.
AND 10 10 10 0 AND
UNDER 8,999 11,999 14,999 17,999 OVER
| 10.9% 15.7% 183 16,7 9.8 19.67
PARENTS 200 230 370 430 510 900
TERM-TTME EMPLOYMENT 550 560 480 490 570 500
SUMMER EMPLOYMENT NET 420 520 480 520 610 510
GRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS 180 130 70 70 80 40
BENEFTTS _W»mo 390 250 220 200 180
LOAXS 110 110 80 100 %0 50
PERSONAL SAVINGS 120 150 190 190 220 260
TOTAL AVERAGE RESOURCES 2030 2070 1920 2020 2280 2440
.
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CHAPTER VIT - APPEMDIX VII
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APPENDIN VII - TABLE 1

STUDENTS WITH FINANCIAL DEFICITS (NEED AFTER ALL RESOURCES AND AID)

PUBLIC 4-YEAR  INDEPENDENT  COMMUNITY TOTAL
INSTITUTIOXNS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE
N3 N % N % N %
10,462 4,230 12,931 27,623
TOTAL - RESPONDENTS WITH ‘ - .
DEFICITS ' 2,944 28% 1,505 36% 3,380 26% 7,829 28Y%
~ AVERAGE FINANCIAL DEFICIT .$1,005 " 81,295 $1,050 °  $1,080
MEDTAN FINANCIAL DEFICIT - 630 740 550 635
TOTAL PER CAPiTA DEFICIT 190. '265 _ 145 180
' SEX MEDIANS AND PRRCENT
WITH DEFICITS
MALE B : - $ 400 247§ 875 317 $ 500 21%Z $ 565 24%
FEMALE ' 540 33 780 40 640 33 625 34
ETHNIC BACKGROUND (MEDIANS | |
AND PERCENT) |
AMERICAN INDIAN $ 820 39% $ 740 423 $ 500 27% § 670 32%
BLACK/NEGRO . 800 39 1,100 39 410 32 685 35
CAUCASTAN | 510 27 730 35 505 26 545 27 .
SPANISH AMERICAN | 790 31 - -310 23 510 28 575 28 :
' ASTAN/FILIPINO | 1,120 34 750 51 750 33 920 36
OTHER 480 44 690 52 s10 42 720 32
APPLIED FOR FINANCIAL AID |
(MEDIANS AMD PERCENT)
NO o o $ 490 677§ 730 61% $ 510 762 $ 540 71%
YES - GRANTED : 730 21 . 740 " 30 500 16 655 20
YES - INELIGIBLE 40 .6 615 s 870 4 650 4
YES - NO TUNDS | " 820 4 1,240 3 . 1,590 3 1,190 3
YES ~ NO REASON' . 505 2 675 1 350 1 440 2
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CHAFTER VIII - APPEITIX VIII

- SPECIAL STUBERT GRCUPS
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APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 1

RESTDENCE AND DEPENDENCY STATUS AND MARTITAL STATUS FOR BLACK STUDENTS AND TOTAL STUDENT BODY

VARTABLE

TWO-YEAR

COMMUNITY COL’.EGES

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

FOUR-YEAR

FOUR-YEAR

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS -

TOTAL

BLACK

RESIDENCE AND UmwﬂZDmZO% STATUS BLACK TOTAL BLACK TOTAL .
DEPENDENT LIVING AT HOME 8.7% 26.5% 5.9%. 8.3% -10.8% 8.47
DEPENDENT LIVING AWAY FROM 1LOME 31.7% 28 .5% «Nm.HN . 51.2% Nm.wN 65.8%
SELF- SUPPORTING | 42.7% 32 % ) 38.9%  21.6% 51.8%  19.4%

MARITAL STATUS
NEVER MARRIED 52.8%  65.7Y% 52.3%  71.8% . 66.2%  81.2%
MARRIED 28 4% 27.8Y% 32.7%

24 .47, .

23.4%

16.2%

O

IR
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APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 2

-GRADE POINT AVERAGE, EDUCATIONAL GOALS, AND PERSISTENCE IN BLACK STUDENTS AND TOTAL STUDENT BODY

THO-YEAR - FOUR- YEAR FOUR- YEAR

¢>WH>wﬁm - COMMUNITY COLLEGES umd,mH_HO HZm.H.H.Hd.HHOZm PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
_GRADE POINT AVERAGE . BLACK _ TOTAL BLACK  TOTAL: BLACK  TOTAL
MEAN GRADE POTNT AVERAGE _2.82 293 2.4 3.05 2.59 2,95 e
EDGCATIONAL ASPTRATIONS ‘mw_
DOGTORAL DEGREE s 8.6% 31.6%  21.9% 18.8% 16.9% R
MASTERS DEGREE 18.1%  19.8% 30.7%  34.4% . 38.8% . ‘ww.pw
BACHELORS DEGREE 30.1%  30.4% 21.9%  38.5% 33.8% pw.mx;
TOTAL BACHELORS DEGREES AND ABOVE ' 63.4%  58.8% 94.8%  91.4%  olum 9289,
PERSISTENCE
WILL RETURN IN THE FALL OF 1972 - 85.4%  80.0% 73.5%  78.7% 84.0%  84.2%
WILL RECEIVE DEGREE : 7.1%  11.1% _22.2% 15.5% 12.0% 11.6%

IC
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APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 3

I

PARENTAL INCOME, CONTRIBUTION AND FINANCIAL AIL STATUS FOR BLACK STUDENTS AND TOTAL STUDENT BODY

THO- YEAL. FOUR-YEAR - - TFOUR-VEAR

VARTABLE COMMUNITY COLLEGES . PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE HZMHHHGHHOZM_.a
PARENTAL_INCOIME BLACK _ TCTAL BIACK TOTAL _ _ BIACK 85
APPROXTMATE MEAN | 89,680  $11,450 - $7,810 $13,980 .:m,mu,wmm,, mﬁpwmwo_
PERGENT UNDER $6,000 _ | 45, 5% WN.HN, 47.0% 158, . UH.wﬂ _,‘.Hp.@N._
PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION FE A
STUDENT REPORTED B | 583 436 W &9 31 .Hyoowx
STUDENT AID POPULATION - ,‘ e  ; ‘
APPLICANT | | 27.5%  21.9% 58.8%  29.0% _4_,mo.oﬁ___uwwbw
RECTPTENT ) M 0 W 193 0.0 SR

IC -
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APPENDIX VIII, TABLE &

EXPENSES, EMPLOYMENT, AND INDEBTEDNESS FOR BLACK STUDENTS AND TOTAL STUDENT PODY

VARTABLE

TWO-YEAR

COMMUNITY COLLEGES -

FOUR-YEAR -

FOUR-YEAR

EMPENSES

BLACK  TOTAL

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

‘BLACK  TOTAL

BLACK - TOTAL

ROOM AND BOARD

CLOTHING, RECREATION,
AND MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL NINE MONTH BUDGET

$ 660 §1.030
550 420
1,950 1,870

$1,060 $1,150

710 490

3,050 2,490

$ 820 $1,010

40 420

EMPLOYMENT
PERSONAL INCOME

HOURS WORKED (PER WEEK)

34,110 $2,400

16.2 18.6

54,650 $3,110

4.7 15.8

2,880 2,990

$3,260 $2,460

6.2 14.7

INDEBTEDNESS

TOTAL INDEBTEDNESS

$1,470 $1,310

$1,970 81,720

$1,640- 81,720

A .170x Provided by ERic:
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_ APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 5

CHICANOS, MEXICAN-atLRICAN, OTHER SPANISH SPEAKING AMERICANS COMPARED TO THE TOTAL SURVEY POPULATION

Iw
TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR ‘ MOCWI%mbw .
VARTIABLE COMMUNITY COLLEGES PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
GRADE POINT AVERAGE CHICANO TOTAL OZHO>ZO. TOTAL ,OmHOVZO TOTAL .
MEAN GRADE POINT AVERAGE' 2.91 2.93 2.98 3.05 2.73 2.94
mwc0>HHosz ASrikarIUN
PERCENT ASPIRED TO BACHELORS ) IR . R
OR ABOVE . 54,1, 58.87% 91.0% 9481 86.4% . 92.8%
PARENTAL INCOME o :
APPROXIMATE MEAN $7,050  $11,960 $8,320 . $13,980 411,930  $14,670
PERCENT UNDER $6,000 54,00  22.1% 43.5%  15.8%  30.0% 14.9%
PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION |
SUTDENT REPORTED 179 436 196 629 832 1,002
MZMWOMZMZH |
PERSONAL TNCOME $3,160  $3,400 $2,730 3,110 §2,170  $2,460
HOURS WORKED (PER WEEK) 20,1 18.6 14.5 15.8 14.8 1.7
INDEBTEDNESS
TOTAL INDEBTEDNESS $ 690 $1,310 $1,260  $1,720  $1,990 $1,720

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

E




APPENDIX ViII, TABLE 6

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT, GRA z.r.nvl.mnmow,xmmqwm FEDERAL. AND STATE BENEFITS, TQTAL LOANS, uHuumemwwummuww

TWO~YEAR . FOUR~YEAR FOUR-YFAR
VARIABLE o COMMUNITY COLLIGES PUBLIC HZmHHHcHHOZm PRIVATE HZwHHHaHHozm_ ‘
WOMEN MI  WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT |
(TERM TIME AND SUMMER) 1100 2100 1170 2050 1180 1880
TOTAT, GRANTS AND | |
SCHOLARBNIPS 110 10¢ 140 190 260 290
TOTAL OTHER FEDERAL OR ‘ R AT
STATE BENEFITS(GI, WELFARE, . . o S
S.S., DVR) 1190 158( 1200 1550 1010 1500
TOTAL LOANS 110 10¢ 220 220 280 260
TOTAL RESOURCES (PARENTS, SAVINGS, ,
WORK, INCLUDING AID) 2200 306C 12670 3360 3030 3570
FINANCIAL NEED | 1220 1150 1270 1430 1650 1740

N
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APPENDIX VJII, TABLE 7

ASTANS, ORIENTALS (INCLUDING FII,IPINOS) AND TOTAL STUDENT BODY

TWO-YEAR - FOUR-YEAR . FOUR-YEAR
VARTABLE COMMUNITY COLLIIGES PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
REALE[]: AND DEPENDENCY STATUS ASTANS TOTAL ASTANS TOTAL _ ASTANS TOTAL _____
DEPENDENT LIVING AT HOME 29.2% 2€.5% 16.4% 8.3%  6.0% 8.4%
DEPENDENT LIVING AWAY | o
FROM HOME 25.9% 26.5% 40. 9% 51.2% 73.7% 65.8%
SELF-SUPPORTING 26.3% 37.9% 16. 8% 21.6% 15.2% 19.4%
MARITAL STATUS | | | | |
NEVER MARRIED 72.29, 65 . 7% 76.6%  71.8,  90.8%  81.2% AR
Wil 20.7% 23.8% 19.7% _ 24.4% 1.0% _ 16.2% S
GRADE POINT AVERAGE |
UEAN GRADE i 2.94 :.93 3.08 3.05 ‘ 2.91 Muopz,«wzm
EDUATTONAL ASPIRATIONS |
DOCTORAL DEGREE | 18.3% £.6% 36.7% 21.9% 19. 6% 16.9%
MASTERS DEGREE 14.2%, 1¢.8% 32.8% 34,47 39.9%  33.4%
BACHELORS DEGREE 30. 6% 3C.4%  29.3% 38.5% 36.8% - 42.5%
TOTAL BACHELORS DEGREE AND ABOVE  63.1% 5¢. 8% 98.5% _ 94.8% 96.3% __ 92.8%
PERSISTENCE w
WILL RETURN IN THE FALL OF 1972 83. 6% 8¢ ;0% 85.0% 78.7% . 88.1% °  84.2%
WILL RECEIVE DEGREE 10.4% 11.1% 12.0% _ 15.5%  10.1% _11.6%
. O
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APPENDIX VI'T, TABLE 8

ORIENTAL, ASTAN-AMERICAN (INCLUDING F:ILIPINOS) AND TOTAL STUDENT BODY

. THO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR O FowmeveR _._mq
VARTABLE COMMUNITY COLLIGES PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTTONS Lo B
PARENTAL INCOME _ ASTANS TO.'AL ASTANS TOTAL . ASIANS  TOTAL
APPROXIMATE MEAN . $9,640  $11,960 $10,470  $13,980  $12,940 $14,670
PERCENT UNDER_$6,000 30. 6% 22.1% 27.6% 1587 16.1% 14.97,
PARENTAL CONTRIBUT ION :
_STUDENT REPORTED - 550 440 660 - 630 1,140 H“ooo,_ _‘ _w
STUDENT. ATD POPULATTION A . ,.hm,
, - ‘ R
APPLICANT 2223, 21. 9% 36.8% 29.29, 43.0%  37.4% =5
RECIPTENT | 9. 7% 1557, 18. 6%, 19.3%,  27.2% 28.17 .
EXPENSES , | -
ROOM AND BOARD | $1,020 W 1,030 $ 1,210 $ 1,150  § 1,000 $ 1,010
CLOTHING, RECREATION, AND | m
MISCELLANEOUS 330 420 360 480 410 - 420 _
TOTAL NINE MONTH BUDGET 1,890 1,670 2,480 2,490 . 3,120 2,990
EMPLOYMENT
PERSONAL TNCOME - $2,920 §3,L00  $ 2,750  $ 3,110 3 1,620 & 2,460
HOURS WORKED (PER zmmwv 15.7 6.6 14.6 15.8 11.1 14.7
HZUmemozmmm |
TOTAL INDEBTEDNESS $1,490 $.1.510 $ 1,530 $ H.uwo $ 1,760 m_Hano wUmm

E
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APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 9

RESIDENCE AND DEPENDENCY STATUS AND MARITAL STATUS FOR WOMEN AND MEN

N

TWO-YEAR .  FOUR-YEAR . FOUR-YEAR

VARTABLE COMMUNITY COLLEGES PUBLIC H2mHHHuHHOZm PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
RESTDENCE AND DEPENDENGY STATUS  WOMEN MEN - WOMEN MEN WOMEN  MEN
(UNDERGRADUATES AND GRADUATES) !
AT HOME 27.7 - .1 8.3 8.3 7.8 8.6
AWAY S37.0 23.3 66.5 465 76.9 585
SELF-SUPPORT 23.8 4.0 21,8 41.0 12,3 317 -
MARITAL STAUTS | ‘
NEVER MARRIED 68.9  63.8 87.9 5.6 79.1 67.1
MARRIED | 21.9 3.3 8.7 23.0 16.9  30.1

-
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APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 10

GRADE POINT AVERAGE, EDUCATIONAI. GOALS AND mmﬂmHmHWan WOMEN AND' MEN

 THO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR ~ FOUR-YEAR

VARTABLE _ COMMUNITY COLIEGE PUBLIC_INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
| WOMEX MEN WOMEN MEN | WOMEN | MEN
MEAN G. P. A. : 3.0 2.9 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.9
EDUCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS | S
DOCTORATE _ 4.4 11.9 1.2 302 7.9 26.1 m
MASTERS 20.2 19.8 36.0 345 . 35.1  32.5 R
BACHELORS L 32.6 29.7 46.8 32.7 49.5 | _wmww
PERSTSTANCE
WILL RETURN FALL 1972 . 75.0 . 83.1 77.9 79.4 85.8  83.6
WILL RECIEVE DEGREE 8.9 14.6 14.8 15.8 9.9 12.8
TOTAL | “ _83.9 97.6 92.7 95.2 957 96.4

IC
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APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 11

PARENTAL INCOME AND w»mmze>w CONTRIBUTION WOMEN AND MEN

, THO-YEAR  FOUR-YEAR ~ ~  FOUR-VEAR
VARTABLE | COMMUNITY COLLEGE PUBLIC INSTITUTION _ PRIVATE INSTITUTION
PARENTAL INCOME HOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN WOMEN MEN
APPROXTMATE MEAN 12,680 11,670 14,610 13,920 14,80 15,010 | b
' PERCENT UNDER mmooa - 19.4 22,6 . 13.0 15.7 . 13.1 13.3 | [
" PARENTAL CONTRIBUTTON | | . R A
CSS EXPECTED _ 1,580 1,540 1,860 1,920 vawo 1,980 ‘

STUDENT REPORTED . 600 34) . 850 490 1,250 830

R 1701 rovided by ERIC




APPENDIX VIII, TABLE 12

EXPENSES, EMPLOYMENT ANL INDEBTEDNESS WOMEN AND MEN

TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR. FOUR-YEAR -

VARTABLE COMMUNITY COLLEGE PUBLIC_INSTITUTION - PRIVATE INSTITUTION
EXPENSES . WOMEN - MEN HOMEN ey owoen MEN

ROOM AND BOARD 970 1110 1030 1270 C900 1120 ;

CLOTHING, RECREATION AND MISC. 340 430 410 - 530 350 470

TOTAL 9 MONTH BUDGET 10 1950 2260 2660 2870 3110
PERSONAL INCOME . 3000 3720 2500 3500 1760 3080

HOURS WORKED (PER. WEEK) NOT AVATLABLE | | _
TOTAL INDEBTFDNESS 1230 1410 1670 1800 _ 1720 1710,

IC
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CHEFTER X - APPEIDIX X

ESTIMATING ThE IMPACT CF MEW FEDERAL STUCENT AID LEGISLATIOM




APPENDIX X, TABLE 1

BASIC GRANTS

SUMMARIES FROM WASHINGTON STUDENT RESOURCES SURVEY., SPRING 1972

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY ]
INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS  COLLEGES
TOTAL UNDERGRADUATE RESPONDENTS 10;462 4,230 12,931
NUMBER DEPENDENT, ELIGIBLE FOR B.G. 2,016 1,015 2,328
PERCENT DEPENDENT, ELIGIBLE FOR B.G. ’ L 19% 24%, 18%
NUMBER AND PERCENT NOW RECEIVING AID 585 (29%) 441 (43%) 590 (25%)
PERCENT NOT AFPLYING FOR AID 567% 407, 63%
FULL-FUNDING AVERAGE AWARD - - $738 $834 $654
PERCENT ENROLLED FULL-TIME : 85% - 91% 83%
AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD $754 $855 $679 J
AVERAGE PART-TIME AWARD : 626 619 .527
60% FUNDING AVERAGE AWARD $478 8564 $408
' AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD 491 582 | 430
AVERAGE PART-TIME AWARD 383 378 304
50% FUNDING AVERAGE AWARD $478 $564 $408
AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD 491 ' 582 : 429
AVERAGE PART-TTME AWARD 383 | 578 304
AVIRAGE STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGET $2,490 $2,990 ‘$1,87o
NUMBER SELF-SUPPORTING 8 ‘ ~2,266 N 819 o 4,252
'PERCENT SELF-SUPPORTTNG - 229, 219 36
AVERAGE - STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGET ‘ $2,840 $3,580 $2,305
NUMBER NOW RECEIVING AID o . 569 | 283 797
* PERCENT NOW RECELVING ATD “ | 197 “ 35% 259
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