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In 1957 the Illinois General Assembly enacted a law creating the Illinois State Schglarshlp Commisslon (ISSC)
to provide financial assistance to financially needy Illinois college undergraduate students attending both public and
private institutions in. Illinois. As of September, 1974, thirty-eight states have established similar comprehensive.
programs of student financial assistance assisting residents to attend public or private colleges. The following
quotation from the IlMlinois Higher Education Student Assistance Law (The School Code of Illinois — Section 30 ISA.
p. 287 of 1967 edition) is a typical expression of the primary purpose of such_programs:

‘The General Assembly has found and hereby declares that the p}ovxsxon of a higher education for all residents
’ of the state who desire such an education and are properlv qualified therefore is importand, fo the welfare and
security of this State and Nation . .. A system of financial assistance of scholarships, grants, pnd guaranteed’
doans for qualified residents of college age will enable them to attend quahf ed institutions of their chuice m
, the State public or private.
“ +
The lllmoxs State Scholarship Conimissicn was established in June, 1957, to develop a state scholarslup
program. Originally, the qualification requirements for scholarship candidates were, first, high academic potential
“and, secord, financial need. In September, 1958, the first class of state scholarship recipients entered college. Since
that time there have been rapid increases in the number ‘of awards and the addition of new programs.
. Three mgmfjcant landmarks can be identified in the evolution and development of ISSC programs to theire
present status. In September, 1961, funds remaining from the scholarship appropriation were first used fé noncom-
petitive awards to sophomores, juniors, or ‘seniors in qualified [llinois colleges. In August, 1965, the State Guar-
anteed Loan Program was.enacted and was placed under the Scholarship Commission for administration. As of
August, 1967, the noncompetitive monetary awards were extended to include all undergraduate class levels and no
+ measure of abademxc potential was required in order to be considered for a need-based award.
To keep pace thbx the continuing increase in college costs, monetary ‘award maximums were increased in
1964-65 from the original $600 (for tuition and mandatory fees) to'$750. The maximum was again increased to
) $1,000 in 1966, with $100 increases beyond this in 1968, in 1969, and in 1973. The maximum award for academic
o year 1973-74 was $1,300.
The growth in both number of monetary awards and appropriations by the state from General Revenue funds
. dunng~ the ﬁrst sixteen -year h:story of the Commissxon is depicted as follows -4

1973-74 °

- Total - al . 8266537000 373,506
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’ [NTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY AND DESCRIPTION OF THE RESPONDENTS ! .o
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A.. ABtief Descnpnon of the Illinois State Scholarshnp Commission - y o RN

S S b . '\ ., Dollars R . of

o7 1958-59 Scholarshxps $ © 600,000 .7 1458
1959 61 ' Scholarships - o - 3,000,000 - 6,100
' 196163 - .~ "Monetary Awards . 4,800,000, - 8,780 .
- 196365 " Monétary Awards - 4,950,000," | 10,027
‘ 196567 R Monetary Awards ' 10,000,000 - 16,279 : .
1967-69 L Monetary Awards ' " 29,800,000 : v 45,298
1969--70 " Monetary Awards .o 27 200,{)00 38,270 .
1970-71 "+ Monetary Awards 34,600,000 - . 48,369
¢ 1971-72° ¢ ¢ Monetary Awards ' 41,755000 - - 56,893
1972-73 " 2" Monetary Awards . 54,480,000 - " 69,588
' ' Monetary Awards 7 55,352,9(_)0 * 7244 A




‘. 3 }.1‘_
. . ! v oy -
S S S
- - ‘3
- = 3} .
. - - . . - :
o,
& ':-' . A / ~, v . .
- / . LY -~ - had - .
B: | Overview, Design and'Purpose of the Study . « - e , .
< .- . 4 3 ‘. #
: This report describes a séries of studies carried out to deterrmne the present effcctlveness and future direction
" of monetary award programs administered by the Illinois State Scholarship Commission. ~ . .,

This study consistently differentiates for evaluatlon and analysis two types of monetary award recrplents .
namely, those receiving scholfrships and those receiving grants. Both types are subject to the same need analysis
formula and are required to meet identicat eligibility requrrements regarding. state resrdency, Us. cmzenshrp hlgh
school graduatlon (or equivalent), and full-time enrollment in an approved non-profit Illinois college or umvemty
_asan undergraduate student who had not already obtained a baccalaureate degree. Lo Ve

v Al references to scholarship recipients desrgnate monetary award recipients who are also named state scholars -
by the ISSC. A state scholarship demonstrates high academic potential on the basis of academic abrhty test scores
and academic record achreved in hrgh school. Participation in the state scholar. program is yoluntary and is not
required in order to apply for a monetary award. About 45,000 juniors each year apply fer state scholar recogni-
tion. About 16,000 are so designated each year. N

The term grant recipients refers to monetary award recrprents who elther drd not ask to be considered for, or
did not qualify for, state scholar recognition.

. All mofietary award recipients must demonstrate the need for financial aid to attend the Illmors college of
their choice. The distinction "between scholarship recipients (high ability students) and grant recipients (mostly
averagéi ability students) enables Illinois and other states to observe significant differences in the major variables of -
this study — characteristics of award winners, program impact on access and/or choice, how students finance their ]
education, a comparison of theory and reality of.contributioifs to meet college costs — by ability levels. - 5
Natlonwrde in 1973-74 about 30% of all states’ funds for financial aid to students were limited to high ability" i v
~ students with financial need. Whenever allocated funds are insufficient to meet the needs of all potential applicants, %
C b * 2 basic question must be faced - shall a measure of ability or financial need be used to match availaBle dollars with
the need of applicants? . < : .- .
“The question of whether or not to retain academic ability and achievement as criteria for awarding state .
. -financial aid.is not x dead issue. Iflinois, like all public entities, has competmg demands on its fiscal resources which
. exceed revenue. Choices must be made. Historically, tested academic aptitude, ability or potential as revealed in
standardizéd tests and/or academjic achievemnent as shown in high school grades have been used in decisions about
provrdrng state financial aid to students. Current trends are to disregard relative measures of academic ability andfor
. achievement such as the rank in high school ; ﬁaduatmg class, or the percentile rank of a test score as compared with
a pertinent norm group, and to use some Jneasure of nominal status, such as whether or not an applicant has
graduated from an accredited state high school. For the purposes of this study, we retain the distinction between .
scholarship and grant recipients to (a) maintain a longitudinal view dating back to the original 1967-68 study (b)
enable the reader to compare threse data with those from commissions with similar programs in other states, and (c) .
. provide a baseline data bank i in the event that Illinois may sometime be forced to differentiate among applicants on
. i some relative measure. 5 . .
) The background of the present study began with the publication of the Masterl’ ase Il by the State of
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L purposes of the present study:
’ 1.  How do the scholarship and grant programs ‘affect college attendgrice patterns among the yarious types .
of institutions? . \
2. What is the impact of the programs upon personal financing patterns of students from various income 1
levels, commuter and resident students, those employed, those who:borrow, etc?
The Board’s recommendation for a joint study resulted in the first of the three described in the present report,
"The first survey included data gathered from monetary award recipients in the 1967-68 award year. The results’
. of that survey were published in an extensive report (4 Study of 1967-68 Scholarship and Grant Recipients, by
’ Joseph D. Boyd and Robert H. Fenske the Illinois State Scholarshrp Commrmon May, 1969) andina bnef capsule

ln this report, the term college s uged to designate all Illinois non-profit pomoconduy institutions offering at least.a two-year o
. program. ) ' . : . .
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A A Bnef Descnp‘tron of the Iilinois State Scholarslup Commissipn . <.

In 1957, the fllmors General Assembly e'nacted alaw creating the Illinois State Scholarship Commissron (ISSC)
to provide financial assistance 0 financially needy Illinois €ollege undergraduate students attending both public and
e \pnvate institutions in Illinois. As of September, 1974, thirty-eigh states have’ established similar comprehensive

- programs of stude;rt financial assistance assisting resident§ to attknd public or pnvate colleges. The following
4 quotation from the Illinois Higher Education Student Assistance Law (The School Code of lllmors - Séctron 30- IS,
. p. 287 of 1967 edition) is a typical expressron of the prlmary purpose of such programs:

The General Assembly has found and hereby declares that the provrszon of.a higher educatwn for all resrdems

of the state who desire such an education and are properly qualified therefore is important to the welfare and

. security of this State and Nation . .. A system of financial assistapce of scholarships, grants, and guaranteed
. ) loans for qualified residents of cullege age will enab[e “them t6 attend qualified memmons of their choice in
” . . the State, public or private. et Aoos e -
: : .
The Illinois, State Scholarship Cpmnussron was“esfablrshed m 3une 1957, to develop a state scholarsh‘lp .

“program, Originally, the qualification requrrer’nents for schc%larslup candidates were, first, high academic “potential - |
and, second, financial need. In September, 1958, .the ﬂ{st class of state scholarship recipients entered college. Since * |
that timé there have been rapid increases in thestnumber of awards and the addition of new programs. ) |

N Three’ srgmf“ ¢ant landmarks can.be identified in the evolution and development of ISSC programs to their |
presgnt status. I September, 1961, funds remzugmg fromthe scholarship appropriation were first use® for noncom- . ‘
" petitive awards to sophonrores, juniors, or sen@rs in qualrﬂed Ilinois colleges. In August, 1965, the State Guar- e
- ,anteed Loan Program was enacted and was pldced under the Scholarship Commission for administration. As of |
August 1967, the noncompetmve monetary awards were extended to include all undergraduate class levels and no
v measure of academic potential was. requlred irrorder to be considered for a need-based award.
To keep pace~with the continuing increase in college costs, monetary award maximums were increased in
1964-65 from the original $600 (for tujtion and mandatory fees) to $750. The maximum was again increased to
$1,000 in 1966, with"$100 increases beyond this in 1968, in 1969, and In 19?5 The maximum award for academlc
: -~ year 197374 was $1,300. \ .
. The growth in both-number of monetary awards and appropriations by the state from General Revenue funds :
during the first sixteen year history of the Commissron rs deprctecf as follo : .

X

; ‘ - S , *_ No.of
. “ Yearsi ' Program < _Awards
. - Bd »
\ .
195859 « , Scholarships 600,000 . ‘ 1,458
1959 61 *  Scholarships 3,000,000 6,100
196163 . Monetary AWards . , — , 14,800,000 - 8,780
1963-65 Monetary Awards ~ » = ' - - 4,950,000 i 10,027 {
1965-67 . . Monetary Awards 10,000,000 - . 16,279
1967-69 ) Monetary Awards © 29,800,000 . . 45298
-1969-70 Monetary Awards ~ 27,200,000 . 38270  *
197071 . Monetary’Awards - ’ 34,600,000 .- 48,369
- 1971-72 , Monetary Awairds - 41,755,000 7 ‘56,893 2
1972-73 . - Monetary Awards . , ., 54,480,000 © 769,588
197374 ‘ * ;. Monetary Aiards ) 55,352,000 . 72444 . -
} Totl ~ °~ °, .+ $266837000 - - 373506
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) “This report describes a series of sfudies camed out to determine the“present cffcctlvencss and future dtr(ect

* of monetary award programs administered by the Illinois State Scholarshxp Commission.
"This study, conswtcntly differentiates for evaluation and analysfs two , types of monctary award E&p‘i}ﬁts .
'namely. those receiving scholarships and those recemng grants. .Both types are sub_]ect to the same need analyas
formula and are required to meet identical eligibility requxremcnts regarding state rcsxdcncy, uUs. cmzcnshxp, high
school graduation (or jequivalent),.and full-time enrollment in_an approvcd non- profitt Illinois couegc or university
as an undergraduate stlgdent who had not alrcady obtained a baccalaureate degree. \
’ All references to scholarship recipients designate monetary award recipients who are also named state scholars
by the ISSC. A state scholarshxp demonstrates high academic potential on the basis o} academic ability test scores * -
and academic record achieved in, hxgh school. Participation in the state scholar. program is voluntary and is not
required in order to a fply for a monetary award. About 45 000 Jumors cach year apply\for state scholar rccogm -
tion. About’16,000 aré so dcsxghated each year.
The term grant'recipients tefers to monetary awar’d recipients who either dld not ask to be considered for, or C
dld not quahfy for, state scholarxrccogmtxon ,
All monetary award recipisnts must demonstrate the need for financial aid to, attend the [tnois collc_gc of
their choice. The distinction betWeen scholarship, recipients’, (highvabilitygstudents) ‘and grant recipients (mostly
average ability studests) enables Illinois and other ‘States' to observe significant differences in the major variables of
this study — characteristics of award winners, program impact on access and/or choice, how students finance their
. education, a comparison of theory and reality of contnbutlons to meet gollege costs + by’ ablhty‘lcvels
h Nationwide, in 1973-74 about 30% of all states’ funds for financial aid to stuﬁcnts were limited to high ability »
students with’ ﬁnancxal need. Whenever atlocated funds are ipsufficient tg meet the mceds of all potential appllunts ‘
.a ‘basic question must be faced - shall a measure of abxhty;or financial need be us‘éd to match avatlablc dollars with
. the need of applicants” . N , '
The guestion of whether or not to retam acadenuc abxhty and achxevcmc as cutcna fos awardmg state
financial aid is not a dead issue. Illinois, like all public entities, Lhas compctmg dcmhnds on lts ts fiscal resources which
a exceed revenue. Choices must be made. Hlstorlcay, tested acadcnuc aptitude, abtlxt?' or potential as revealed in
‘ standardized tests and/or academic achievement asfshewn in high school grades ha‘,i'é been used in, decisions about
“providing state financial aid to students. Currerdt trends are to disregard relattveyneasures of acadericrability and/or
achievement such as the rank ‘in high school graduating class, or the percentile rank gf a test score as compared with
a pertinent norm group, and to use some-measure of nominal status, such as whether or not an applicant has
graduated from an accredited state high schoo]. For the purposes of this study, we retain the distincfion between \
scholarship and grant recipients t¢ (3) maintain a longitudinal view dating back to the original 196768 study (b)
enable the reader to. ompare these data with those from commissions with similar programs in other states, and © - .
provide a baseline data bank in the event that Ilhnors ma)?ometlmc be forccd to differentiate among applicmts on
some relative measurc .
The background of the présent study bcgan with the publication of the Master Plan —Phase IF by the State of
Illinois Board df Higher Education in December 1966. The Master Plan called for joint studies between the Board _ -
and the ISSC. Among the study ob]ccnvcs listed in the MasterPlan (p. 44) were two which in essence exprcss thc

- . purpoges of the present study: -~ .
‘ 1. Howdo thc scholarshlp-and grant programs affect collcgc attendance pattcrnx among the various typex \
o * *of institutions? - o
" 2. What is the impact of the programs upon personal financing pa tcrm of ;tudcnts fromx various income .

* levels, commuter and resident students, those employ2d, thase who borrow, etc? .
The Board’s recommendation for a joint study resulted in the first of the three described in in theypresent report.
The first survey included data gathered from monetary award rccxpien the 196768 awarg&rear. The results
of that survey were pubhshcd in an extensiye report (4 Study of 196“:%:.9‘cholarshxp and Gfant Recipients, by
Joscph D. Boyd and Robert H. Fcnskc the Ilhnoxs State Scholarshxp Co on, May, 1969) and in a brief capsule .
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l.ln this report, the term college 1y used to designate all Illinos non-proﬁt posueconduy institutions offertng at lent 2 two-yur
program. -, _.> . ) ‘ . ,
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report distributed i in the fall of 1969. A’{gplrcatron of th: ],967-68 survey was conducted in the 1970°71 award year

The findings were not pblished 1n a fo report, but, as thh the earlier survey, were used to modify and improve: . .
ISSC programs and operations. With the addruon of the 197374 survey, conducted at an interval 1dent1cal to that ’
between the two earlier surveys, the longltudxnal view of the aspects examined in these surveys extends from the

. - - 1967-68 academic year through the 1973 74 academic year. -
o Embodred in the general objectrves of all three surveys and the analysrs of the ﬁnd;ngs ‘are the follovnng
- ’ questlons S r _ : .
) 1. What effects do the programs of ﬁnancral assistance and the level of fundr.ng have on T )
S 4 a decision to attend and to temain in collegé,and = - o, i
. “distribution of resources for tollege among gift aid, loans, self- ?lelp, and parents’ contnbuttons” .
} . ! HZ)w do students really ﬁnance college costs, and how does reality campare thh the theoretical expectations
. ‘derived from the*ﬁnancral need analysis standardized formula? . .
3: How'do students feel about the program from which they are beneﬁtrng‘7 i ‘ ’ T,

Due to changmg patterns of famlly support for college expenses related to rncreasrngly early ﬁnancral and legal L o
emancipation of 1$‘18 to 22 year olds, the 1973-74 survey , also investigated the current trends in student attitudes
dbout the ymportance of financial rndepender}‘ e from parents and the implications for the ISSC of such trends. .
. The basic approach of _this study is ‘longitudinal, 1hat is,.analysis in trends and changes over thé penod
. encompassed by the three surveys (Apnl 1968'Aprﬂ 19?1 and April, 1974) w}uch generated the data 'descnbed .
; © and analyzed in this report. *, : P
o g des;gmng the initial survey, careful consrderatlon “of the possible research methods for a study of this type
) Jed’tn the, conclusron that the data would best be gathered through a questionnaire. Several consultations were held _ &
between resgarch staff members of the Board of Hrgher Education and. staff .of ‘the Illinois State Scholarship Py
. Comrmss.gm, resulting in the development and reﬁnement of the questronnaue used. A reproduction of.the ques- .
tionnaire psed in the original survey was mcluded in the appendrx of the report of that survey (Boyd and Fenske,
ibid.). Esgentially the same questionnaire was uséd in the 1970—‘71 survey, and “in the 1973 74 survey (withan - ‘
addendurxv of two questions). A reproductron of the quw%gnnarre used in 1'373 74 urvey is included as . "_‘
Appendix A of this fepdtt.’ Vi
; In all three surveys, the researchers were careful to assure the*respondents that thejr rcpIres would be held In
“strict confidence, Tt was, 1n facn an integral part of the,procedure that a recrprent’s responses could not in any wa
be tied to Conimission records about that student: * ’ 4 IR
, Standard techmques and procedures were used to “determine and to &lect the saxnple The study populatro » .
was defined as 6)) alI mbnetary award scholarshrp recipients dlfnng the academic year in whrch the survey was \ '
conducted and (2) all grant award recipienis during the academic year. In all three surveys, a random sample of
1,000 was drawn, from fhe total number of scholarship recipients during the academic year. A random sample of x
1,000 was also drawn from the grant award recipients in the 1967-68 and the 1970-71 surveys, The sample was 5,
. increased to 2,000 grant recrprents dunng the 1973-74 survey due to the large increase.in the number of recipients.
- . Thus, the finite study population of scholarship .and grant recipients, respectively, was 9,297 and 6,586 in 1967-68
Fiw, 7 14,292 and 34, 6771n 1970-71; and 13,488 and 58, 956'in 1973.74. . S .
Simple s tetnatrc random samphng as used Tor the grant recipient group with the study population arranged '
+_ in ordet of Social Secunty number..It was judged that this method co “Ji provrde an, unbiased sample, in every 1,
respect that wguld be of. rmportance to the study. , P
. A st,,riﬁﬁeq proportionate sampling method was used to draw the sample of scholarship recrprents The,
. student’s IéSC tdentification number was used for this group since Social Security numbers were not available for a.ll
. [recipients. The nymbers were arranged in order of the competrﬁve selection score, which indicates a composrte of
%" academic hxgh school record and test scores. An, equal proportron was drawn from each strata by using the “0”
numeric digit in,the 100th position in the 7-digit number. This method produced an even distribution within each
stratum and insured that all ability levels of scholarship recipients were representedequally in the sample.
" . For the initial survey, the final draft of the questi nnaire was pilot-tested on a group of scholarstip and grant .
. recrpients aty, llhnoxs State University. Further refinements were made on the basis of this test The students .
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parucnpatmg in the pﬂot test were not’ included in tﬁe sampLe The questionnajre was mailed in April, 1968, to the
home address of each student in the sample No additional mailings were made. Since essentially the same ques-
tionnaire wis used for the two subsequent surveys, no pilot tests were deemed ncccssary The questionnaires were
mailgd in April, 1971, for the second survey;and in April, 1974, for the fast survey.”

After data collection .was terminated in early June in all three of the surveys, the information on the
questionnaires was edited, coded, and placed on punch cards, in the case of the last two surveys, the data were then
transferred to magnetic tapg for computer analyses. The percentage of usable _questionnaires (those with no more
than two unanswered ifems) in the initial survey was 75.7% for the scholarship sample and 63.0% for the grant
sample. These response rates were 70.7% and 58.1%, respectively, for the 1970-71 survey. For the .1973.74 survey,
the response rates were 71.7% and 52.1%, resgectwcly The overall response rate (scholarshxp and grant samples
_ combined) was 69.3% for the initial survey, 64.7% for the second survey, and.58.4% for the last survey. Obviously,
the trend is for decreased response rates in this series of survcys This trend may be due to a variety of reasons,
mcluamg the fact that the Illinois State Scholarshif Commission_has been in existence long enough to perhaps be
taken for granted by the recipients. It is also welFknown that nearly all rasearch surveys, cspeclally of, college
 studerits, are experiencing mcreasmg difficulty obtaining responses to mailed questionnajres apd.even face-to-face
interviews. Whatever the reason, even the lowest of these percentages is a respectable figure in £ompanson, to other
maﬂ questaonnaue surveys, and in view of the fact that no follow-up procedures were utilized.

° A more 1mporta,nt considerationdn respect/to the response rates in comparison with other surveys is the extent
of possible bias between ,the responses of those who chose to answer the questionnaire and thoss who did not.
Chl-squarc tests to detemnne representativeness were applied to the differences between the study population and
thc sample on dxstr;butlons of a number of pertinent background variables, namely, sex, class level, and type-of. . .
mstxtutmn in wluch the student was matriculating (pubhc/nonpubhc) The tests wre made. for both scholarship and

grant recipients. A secand set of Ghi-square tests were made on the differe

non-respondents on distributions of the same bac?ground variables. Again, the tests weye applied to-both scholarship
erences shown (1% level) on

and grant Tecipients. As shown in Table 1.1, there were no stamu:ally sngmf cant
" any of the 1’4{)111 -square tests.

.
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CHLSQUARE VALUES FOR CONTROL VARIABLES: SCHOLARSHIP AND GRANT,

13:!: "between respondents and

Type of Institution 3 7.81 0.37 . 0.40

. SAMPLBS VERSUS UNIVERSE RESPONDENTS VERSUS NONRESPONDENTS
. . ) Sample vs. Respondents vs.
Tabled Value _ Universe No nts
. a of X2 at .01 > Computed Computed
*  Comtrol .. . Leveld ~ , Value of . Value of
. Varigbles df , _Significance. .o x2 X2
7 3 ' ' b ~. - ! 'y
& o ’ Scholarship " :
. % . __Sample 196768 70-71 73-74 196768 70-71 7374
. ' ’ )
Sex - ' ) 1 3.84 - 001 0.01. 0.01 . 0.67 0.01 "0.01
Class Level. : 3¢ 781 1.70.- . 1.93 1.88 v 245 3.30 3.87
Type of Institution ™ 3 7.81 0.47 0.68 059 - - 70.07 0.91 1.10
o Grant - - {
. * Sample -
Sex .. 1 3.8 0.01 001 001 043 00l 00l
Clasy Level .3 N8r 0.55 061 _ 090 1.04 - 1.38 1.18
. G5t 0.92 1.06  1.15




-

Rt O A . AL AN AL e
. o

, 'aophcable and can be generahzcd to the defined populatron -
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Followmg standard, procedure in survey research, these tests indicate thht the findings of thi§ study are direcfly ..

K

. Thus report 15 orgimzed as follows. the plan of analysis throughout the study includes (a) an exanunatron of E
trends over the period encompassed by the three surveys (196768 acadzimrc year thro the 1973-74 academic ;
ycar) and (b) a basic ?ompanson of data for scholarship recipients, versus grant recjpients. Within both of ‘these ,
tomparisons and for each depindent variable deemed important by the authors, comparisons were made among four . |
control variables. sex, commuler/resident status, class level, and type o{msututron These dmsrons consistently

used as test variables to de ¢ significant differences, were selected because it was important to learn if
significant variances o!ccurred among the sub-groups for any of these factors. As indicated prcvrously, important
differences in these variables could lead to,rportant program changes and improvements.

The,selection of analytical procedures was conditioned by the decision to display the data in cross-tabulations
wherever possxblg in prcference to summary. statistics. Thus decision was made because, to the authors” knowledge,
no_similar study has yet been made on a state-wide basis, and it was thought that many institutional financial aid
officers as well as other’itate scholarshrp commissions would mterested in examining the distributjons of many of
the variables. .

' The remainder of this report is organized as follows:
The balance of this section presents a profile on i

portant variables, .8 mafital status, age distribution etc.

X rdyon college attendance and college choice,

. Part Il is an interpretative analysis of the reld: rons}up between computed financial resources and the actual
ources used by the students. This section compares the theory and the reality of financing college costs in Iilinois.

. The fourth major section examines the expressed views, of the respondents on their financial independence from
arents, the use of monetary awards out-of state, the dcgree to which they utilized the Basic Educational Opportun

ity Grant, and general subjective (unstructured) comments on the scholars}up and grant pr

. The final part summarizes the findings of the series of surveys, and includes an overview of the salient resultsas

ell as a discussion of the rmphcatrons for the continued operation and improvement of ISSC programs
’ "r .

A .
v

Background and Financial Characteristics of the Respondents
This section pres?bt&t ‘profile™ of the respondents by describiny their safient typrm] characteristics bascd on
background information about them. The purpose is to provide a frame of reference or basis for interpreting the

terial in later chapters that describe their responses about sources of income, attltudes toward mdependence from
parents, etc. /

As indicateq earlier, four background vanables will be consxstently uscd for oross-analyn&)f the responses.

from both the schblarship and grant groups. Following common practice, these are desrgnated as control variables. )
(1) sex (2) commuter/resident status (3) class level and (4) type of institution. “The first part of this section will give
the respondents’ profile on.the four control vanables, the remamder will describe other important background
charactenstm in a similar fashion. ‘ oot R ] .

»
~

v . - : . ’
Sex . t. t ‘ : \:_'

As shown in Table 1.2, the scholarshtp respondents were divided about evenly between men and womenm all
three surveys, while the grant respondents had a larger percentage of males in the initial survey and a slightly larger
percentage of females in the last survey, These distributions closely follow the proprotions of men and women in
both this sample and the universe. However, there is some tendency for females to respond in higher proportion than
males. Since marked differences between men and women exist on several of the dependent variables (e.g., average
pay .pcr hour) the dtffcrence in dtstnbutlon of sex between scholars}up and grant reciprents should be kept in mind.
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- Whéther the student lived at home ‘and commuted to college or estabhshed a separate domicile (for example, 2
dorrmto;y room or apartment) on or near the campus has,important ifplications for many of| the variables in this
study, e.g. the amount of parents’ financial contribbtion. in the initial survey, living arrangements.were designated as
either “commuter” or “resident.” The last two surveys added a categofy designated as “‘other™ because.of the
mcteasmg numbers of respondents who did not fall clearly into the definition of commuter qtatus as used in this
study {living in the paréntal or relatives’ home) or as a resident on the campus or in campus-approved housing. The
“other™ category largely includes married adult respondents who maintain their own domicile apart from either their
parefits’ home ora camf:us -type residence. This distribution, for both grant and scholarship respondents is sh()wn in

_ 'I‘ab]eJ. P
: N e / §
¥ | TABLE | 3 -
T e COMMUTER/RESIDENT STATUS OF RESPONDENTS
4 > Ty e Py : . .
E &’ < . 5 " hol hl nd {' /.
- « Stat ‘196768 1970-71 1973-74
o .. N % N. % N % .
E\;. , - £ & ~ \)
e . Commuter + . .o 239 218 . 309" 227 32.1
AR Resident. . - 576 . 771 ,. 449 636 436  61.5°
2 ‘Other - . . - » 39 - _ 55 45 6.4
s T~ Total 747 1000 7%6 71000 - 708 1000
: * et . \“ . N ’ N . ..‘ ‘. .0 N
E | T - Grgnt Respondents
ST . T o
© . Commuter 2250 362 260, 447 . 558 533
. 'Resident S s 397 638 267 460 404 389
L Other - { ’ _* . 54 9.3 76 1. 13
: ” Total .+~ 622 1000 s8] 1000 1,038 1000

. ';Dou not'?catigorizpd in 1967868 Study ,

>t

.‘ "~ "?3\ .
f ¥y
N - ,
. TABLEL2 .,
- DISTRIBUTION OF SEX OF RESPONDENTS _ ’
LT holarship Respondents /\\
“Sex. - " 1967-68 . 1970-71 Y S
N % N % %
Male * - - 363 493 373 528 370 ' 520
- Female 71 313 507 333 _472 341 . 489
, “Total . 736 1000 706 1000 711 1000.
\ . Grant Respondents . 500
. Male 358 575 296 510 489 471 -
Female: - . 265 425 "284 490 550 529 °
_ Total 623 1000 580 1000 1,039 1000
e * , ° N ‘ S 4
, Commuter/Rwdent Status - B T . ’ Y

z
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Class Level S : : ¢ : L
This vanable was selected because the authors believe that Jétudents embarl-ung on an academic career as -

' freshmen will have far different perceived financial need than seruofs nearing their goal of oompletrng,educanonal

preparation for full employment. In addition to the factor of length of college careét remaining for which financial _ .

aid may be needed, the factor of experience is also important, for example, an upperclassman may find by h
experience that he or she can devpte more time to working for pay in the academic year than he or she anticipated
as a freshman. As shown in Table 1.4, the grant respondents were distributed quite evenly across the class levels in
" the mitial survey, but the drstrxbut:on becomes more skewed toward the earlier class levels in the final two surveys
The preponderance of scholarsh1p respondents at the freshman and sophomore level is.attributable to the mich
Jarger number of new scholarship recipients at level compared with the’ upper division because of the anrrild!
Increases In appropnations over, ;the period encompassed by the surveys. (For certam analyses later in this report;k‘
freshmen are compared with the aggregate of all other classes. ), et e .
o z‘, : * ‘f‘ :%'
S ) TABLI71.4 L s, oF
. o ot . . . - ‘h-'
. N/, .7 . CLASSLEVELSOF RESPONDENTS *~ '\ SRR
] e . . v e
. . - . W
"'.\ Lag. S . Scholarship Respondents - ’ A
Class Level ' Y_197071 - __1973-74 B
) ) * N % . . N % %
Freshman - - - — 237 338 240 338 '
Sophomore . [ B 232 330 ¢ 217 30.6
Jumor .. o o ‘ 148 239 - . 162 228
Senior . - . ._65 9.3 91 12.8
“ Total - 702 1000 = 710  100.0 S
. . , ™ ‘; ne—e ?.‘#,. ..
. ; Grant Respondents . N\ v
. ) . . ) . . ] . - Y‘ . M h -
Freshman . : - . 147 23.5 % 181 31.1.% 32 3.0 5
* Sophomore, . , 158 . 252 176 302% . 289 278. ¢
Junior . . ) ! 176 28.1 . 128 220 244 23.5
Senior T ) / 145 23.2 97 16.7 - 184 17.7
Total Pt a 626 - 100.0 T 582 100.0 . 1,038 100.0
- - . !
Type of lnsututron ” N i3

The,_distribution of the resporidents by th& type of institution in which they were enrolled differs between the

. two programs 3nd alsc among the three surveys. In the ihitial survey, a highér percentage of grant réipients attended. '

non-public colleges than did scholarsl'up recipients. For grant recipients, this distribution changed markedly, with a
very siguificant drop in the percentage attending four-year prrvat; mstrtutrons from the initial survey to the second
urvey, with a further drop to less than one-third in 1973-74. Acc%mtrng for much of this shift is the increase in the
percentage attending public two-year colleges. The distribution among the scholarshlp recipients showed much less

* change, but a similar pattern to-the grant recipients. There was a decline in percentage attending private four-year

colleges and an increase in the percentage attendlng public two-year colleges. For many of the apalyses in the
remainder of this report, t.wo- and four-year categories are combined intg the categones of public and prrvate
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TABLE 1i5° : ~ ;
TYPE OF INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED BY RESPONDENTS' . -
Sk [ o I . - Scholarship Respondents - :
Type S ‘ 1967-68 197071 ¢ 197374
lnsn;utlod VA N- . %.F N % N %
. TR i S ’ | L
' Pi;b.;;—‘y{. T 302 403 302 432 293 413
Pub.2yr, ;. - . 13 1.7 24 . 34 37 .52-°
'Nonpubi. 2yr. | 5 4 05 0 0.0 [ 3 04
Nonpub. 4-yr. - . $3L 515 "373 534 [ 360 so8 >
“Lech/Prof. . . "~ * ‘¥ > * 16 2.3
Total - ™ ; 750 100.0 - 699 100.0 ~09 1000
.o . ’ . . ) Grant Respondents
Pub.dyr. ;- ., 14s 232219 48h— 468 452
Pub.2yr. S 15 2.4 57 9.8 168 162
Nonpub: 2+yr. s 19 + 30 . 16 2.8 34 33
Nonpub. 4-yr. ’ 447 71.4 -227 392 334 322
. PeehyProt. S 4 * I L 32 3.1
% Total 626 - 1000 - 579 . -.100.0 1036 1000
v £ } . o )
. ‘i . *Data not categorized for 67-68 and 70-71 studies . R ’ , ! L . -

S, - H [
The remaingder of this section presents the tabular diftribution of ten background characteristics of the
' respondents. These charauteriﬁm:s include historical data (e.g. size of high school graduatmg class), innate character-
istics (e.g., racial ancestry), or variables that: have indirect bearmg on the focus of the stady (e.g., number of
different colleges attended). 'I’hey are sumilar to the backgxound variables selccted as controf variables, but they are
not consxstently used to cross-analyze other responses. . . R

>

Type of ngh School .,/ L
The dsstribution of type of hxgh schools from which respondcnts graduated cogorms closely to that of the

total sample and the'defined study population. The distributions show a notable declifie in the percentage of grant
respondents who graduated from Catholic hugh schools. Over the penod studxcd th{ trend rcsults in a distribution
E whlch is vcry smular to that for scholarshlp respondents . i
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TABLE 1.6

2 . ’ - - . N . ,
. ] ] ,
\ s . H# .
. . B N )
1 . K . ® PRI . écholarship #sgondcnts
r' » i i‘ .
; f

$

5 Type of , 1967.68 ° ] 197671
1 Higli School o , ‘N % ‘} N 3@ % -N %
Public pa 545 744 { 502 ’frl" 69.9 s30 747
* © Catholic 178.. 243 ¢ 192, 272 170 239
. . Lutheran ' - 3 03 f’ 0.6 7 10°
. . Independent : - 7 10 t W i; 0.6 0 0.0
Other * N i 07 < _3 04 »
- 5 Total 733 m;%o 0- 707} .100.0 710 100.0 )
Q . y
» . 8 18 Lk
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. o TABLE 1.6 (Continued)
" TYPE OF HIGH SCHOOL FROM WHICH RESPONDENTS GRADUATED

v N

‘ ! 412

Catholic . 196
Lutheran  °° ) ) 2
Independent: 7
Other ’ *
Tn}al 617

* Data not categorized in 1967-68 report

5

Size of High School Graduating Class ’1

P
£
~
f"‘.
R
<L ' H
Grant Re§mhdents
‘431 139~
142" 244
17 02
3 - 0.5
583 . 100.0

I

ar

7841 75.2 .,
213 205 -
6 T 06
12 1.2
_26 2.5

1.041 160.0

A larger percentage of the scholarship respondents than the grant respondents come from. large graduating
classes. As shown in Tab]e 1.7, this tendency is consistent across the three surveys.

. ' TABLE 1.7

4

!

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE SIZES OF HIGH SCHOOL ; -
GRADUATING CLASSES OF RESPONDENTS .

Size of

>

Graduatmg o . . 1967-68 - °
Class - _ - N - %
I - 49 . 45 6.1 .
450 - 99 - . 68 . 92
~100-199 o CO10 T 149
200-399 .© . - 233 31.8
400-599 , . o142 19.3
600-999 . s 15.6
1000--up - s, L2230 31
Total : : 73 1000
. N ( L]
- {

. Size of . B
“Graduating . . _* 1967-68 .
Class © - . N %

I - 49 ' 53 8.5
50 99 - % 65 Jo.s

" 100--199 - . o - 177

. 200--399 182 293
~ 400--59% 114, ~ . 184

6007699 . 75\ 12.1
1000—-up oy T2 3.5
Total ' ' " 621 % 100.0

3

‘

Scholarship ngon'deﬁts

1970-7¢
N %,
35 5.0
L5 10.6
5128 177
| "“* 207 292"\
136- c19.3
12 159 .-
16 23 .
706 1000

Grant Respondents

197071

N * %
30 52

.77 13.2

88 15.1

164, " 282

116" 19.9

- 90 15.5

»_ 17 2.9

' 100.0

582

{

'

973.74 - .
‘N | %
A
. . 47 T 66
£ 86 12.1
. 98 138
161 - 227
152, 214
123 17.3 . -
43 _6l .
710  -100.0° ¥
«
¥
n?z
* 1973-74
N . Vg
~71 70 T~
95 94 4-
140 13.8 %
279 275 .
216 §21.3 —
172 16.9, ‘
42 41
1,015 100.0
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© " Age L 7,
Table l 8 shows that while the age dxstd‘bimm of scholarshxp,respondents tended to conform quute closely to
the normal undergraduate age span, cqnpara\tvgl) largg,'pcrcentages of the grant respondents tended to'be older.
" Furthermore, there is a very s:gmf cant’ glcmasé in this tendency By the 1973.74 survey, ove[,30% of the grant
- ; respondents were at least 22 years of agex : 5 ‘, t , 6
. , "‘ % é$~‘. ‘
N iy 1 L, .‘r ‘.
= "Z-‘év',' A+ TABLE1S8
¢ N ﬁ") Y, R .
* \ W NUMBERS AND PERCEN?‘AGQ‘QISTR{BUTIONS OF THE AGES OF RESPONDENTS '
e . 7.(;,.?.'5;, o Scholarship Respondents
. Years of Age - K 196768 197071 1973-74
' . Y N % N % N %
17 | 0.1 2 . 0.3 4 0.6
18 167 232 - 143 20.3 135 19.3
19 255 . 4354 246 35.0 216 . "31.0
- <20 - 158 %219 204 299 ° 205 29.4
N 21 - 11 15.4 84 11.9 . 101 14.4
‘ 22 ‘ 23 3.2 . 23 3.3 33 - 47
23 5. 0.7 I 0.1 I - 0.l
: 24 ] 01 T - 0.1 ) 0.3
. 25 , 0' 00 0. 0.0 0. 00
26-29 ) 0.0 0 0.0 0 .00
30-34 ) . 0 0.0 .0 0.0 p- ! 0.1
35239 0. 00 0 0.0 ) 00
40-44 - ¢ , 0 0.0 ; 0 0.0 0 0.0
45-49 = * _0 .00 _90 0.0 1 0.1
’ Total ' 221 100.0 704  100.0 699  100.0
" v ’ ‘ N % . ‘ -
o 4 co Gy t onden
Years of Age ST __1967-68__ 9t0~7 197374
T N % N- | % N. %
T 47 1. 02 -3 0.5 8 .08
- 18 ‘ 8l 13.0 - 96 16.6 165 16.1
S | RDRE ST 136 22070, 169 9.3 37 281,
20 ) 3 159 57 . 17 720.2 - 189 184
2 g 145 .235 82 14.2 114 11.1
o2 47° 76 39 6.7: 73 7.1
PRV ) . (18 29 18 3.1 40 39
PN 24 L 5 0.8 14 24 40 3.9
¥ s Y \ 6 ;0 6 . 10 35 3.4
© o w26-29 ! ) 13,21 22 3.8 66 64
30-34 - s 3705 6 1.0 34 .33
35-39 v B l 0.2 ' 5 0.9 6 . L6
i 40-44 : ST 02 ' .2 0.3 5 . 05
45--49 ] 2 _03 ‘ 0 0.0 4 _ g4
Total 618 1000 $19~ 1000 1026 1000
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Mmtal Status o ’

. *  As would be expected from the dlfference in age distribution, a lugher percentage of scholarslup respondents_
s than grant espondents were single. 'the distribution of marital status, age, and other variables indicates ‘that in

general, the group of scholmlup reclplents closely approxnnates the profile of a typical undergraduate student body

. . at a public or private four-year liberal arts college. The proﬁle of grant respondents, on the other hand, more closely

B approxunates the student body at a typical public two-year college .

4

.

_f . f .~ TABLELY

. . . « &
-0 MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS L : o

program hu‘iq&eued significantly over the six years encompassed by the series of surveys. The scholarship distribu-
tion has remainéd consistent over, ,

Vouttoml Aspinnon:

P glant recipients in the initial survey, omiderable divergence is seen by the 1970-71 mrvey, and a pattern of .even

+. 28 2 vocational preference increase ng both groups with a particularly notable difference in the scholarship

scholarship group Health, and ‘arts and hummities, record an increase over the period studiéd. '

’
,’ . .

- _ ‘ . Scholarship Respondents ‘
© Marital Status .. __1967:68 - 19707 % 197374
Never Married . o oms 9 679 . 960 680 956
. Matried : s ) 29 8 - 40 3r 44
" Separated ' 0 00 . 0 0.0 -0 0.0
Divorced . ©0 0.0 0 00 50 Q.0
. Widowed . . 0 00 0 00 0 00
Totah = o 76 1000 707 1000 711 1000
. Grant Respondents . ¢
tatus S .. __1967.68 __1970-71 197374 -
: % "N - % . N % T
, ’ . R , \2,/ . ’
Never Married - 573 92.1 1514 883 ?"‘ 81.7
Married - P43 6.9 Y, 9.8 139 - 134
" Separated . . ‘ « 2 03"~ . 3 0.5 14 13
Divorced L 3 0.5 8 14 35 34
Widowed - b 1 0.2 0 . _680’ 2 _ 02
. Total Y. 622 1000 . 582 1000 . 1,038 - 100.0
. Racul Aneutry . ‘
- A notablé trend revealed in! Table l 10 is that the participation by blacks and other minoritxes in the gnnt

tae more marked differences is shown byithe time of the last iurvey, The percentage of respondents indicating business

S gréup The most striking difference is the drop in aspiration for education as a vocational goal, especially in the
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TABLE 1.10°
. < !

L L '7_ , T o e ’f:
£ ' RACIAL ANGESTRY OF RESPONDENTS R P
B ’ L . ’~ - A x t ,

57 BScholarship Respondents * . L
‘ X : ' ' & : . -
S Racial : i 196768 ° - __-1970.71 . 197374 L
© Ancestry - N % TN % N % -
Am.Indian © . . 1 ; . R 2 0.6 0.3
Black - T : .6t 08 *.5 0.7 07 -
Ehicano . 3 v * Lo 3 0.4 0.6
4 0.6 1.1
0
0
1

5

LY

Oriental ¢ \ fi "9 1.2 4

Puerto Rican Lo : T 0.0 03
White - e Lo 6. 976 69 97.6 68 96.7
_Other o : 2% 03 0.1 06
P Total i 734 100.0 “707 1000 710 . 1000

- ' ) ~

o .7 Grant Regpondents

 YAm.indian 4 - L o 00 .. -9 . a6 g 08
Black - 40 64 .. .- 95 - 164" 196 19.0

LIS B I - N V)

I-D-

' Chicano i ‘ Lo s 2 . 03 20 1.9
Oriental . S o 6 1.0 8 - 1.4. 9 09
, ~ Puerto Rican . T * - 4 0.7 13 1.3
. White ‘ , 7 . 572 92,1 . 457 78.9 . 7757 748 ™
/  Other f e 3 0.5 . _4 o7 - 13 .13
Total . 621 10000 " 579 1000. 1,034 1000
Y . 5."3 *Data not categorized in 1967-68 irvey - . . , .
?. . ,

T ~ - TABLELI . - .
R . : . N . t:
o 7.7 VOCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS OF THE RESPONDENTS
:1 v ) " & “‘ ' .. Scholgrs hip-Respondents.
: V'outio'na'l 196768 . . 1970717 - 1973-7
% Areas . - Vo N % N. % N %

T . .
Lo . . . - EY

Bducatibn ~ ~ . ' - - 255 348" " 203 2838 4 ' 163

, Soc. Sci. - oo ST L0 61 9 < 0 st 72 ) 68- 97 *
_Business SR LA 96 - 134 . ug 16.0 S 178 254
Science _ - . e 110 15:0 90 12.8 95 - 13.6
Agriculture L L4 L0509, 13 13 19

" Health . oo 'S5 69 L T 64 9l /. 9% 13.7
: Arts/Humanities . 52 7.1 55 . 18 .71 . 102
: " Engineering . : : , - 65 88 60’ 8.5 - 41 . 59
" Tradeflndus. -~ . 6~ 08 7 5 - 07 . 9. 13
. Other* . Lo 29 3.9 - 55 < _18 "7+ _14 2.0
c#D e Totd et T 5. 1000 | 708 1000 ¢ - 699+ - HOO - .. ..
o r : e - . g‘ "1 I . : L - :
A PR ‘ B N " R o
f ’ i T 4 - . Tt . kY ke ! .
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s TABLElll(Cont ) .
,s VOCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS OF THERESPONDENTS N
.o : ' _Grant Respondents o
Vocational T 196768 o 1970:71 179374~
Areas . N . % N % . N %
Education ’ 228 367 . - 206 356 254, 250
Soc. Sci. P & 79 123, 4 . 71 - 104 10.2
Business . Y110 17.7 104 . 180 . v 213 210
Science 63 10.1 29 . 50 © 63 62
Agriculture . 7 - L1 7 i.2 25 2.5
Health N .23 37 . 44 7.6 16l 15.8
Arts/Humanities . v - 45 72 49 85 108 = 106
* Engineering 34 55 2 38 35 34
- Trade/Indus. ' ) PO 6 1,0 .- 20 35 27 2.7
Other* - . T, o 2 - 43 P 56 9.7 . 26 2.6
* . Tota o . 622  100.0. $78 1000 7 1016 1000

*The 67-68 figures included 4-scholarship and 7 grant recipients ‘who indicated they were "m)decidod."

College Giade Average
'On the questionnaire the respondents were asked to indicate their letter grade average in the pr cedmg term.
Both the scholarship and grant respondent groups showed a trend toward higher grades from 1967-68 through
F' 1973-74, corresponding to a national increase in college grades. As might be expected from the Jdlﬁ’erenc:e in
E ' qualifications for the scholarship program (high academic ability and achievement) versus the grant program (finan-
cial need only), the scholarship respondents reported consisténtly higher grades than the grant respondents.

T : ‘ , TABLE 1.12 - \

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPONDENTS
GRADE AVERAGES FORTTHE PRECEDING TERM

v . . ', - °
: “ Scholarshi n
i i’ : ~ ’ o = . a
A Self-reported ; 1967-68 ? _1970.71 _| 197374 .
3 Grade Average ; N % N % . . %
~ ! . , ~
A 64 8.7 “57 - 81 164
A- 197 13.2 106 15.0 203 .
B+ L 31, 178 157 222 20.5
N B. ’ , 149 - 203 146 . 207 19.5
A _ B , 138 - 188 98 139 113
s 89 21 - 66 93 - 56
: o ‘ 144 6.0, 60 8.5 44
. “C- ; . 12 16 ~ 11 1.6 0.7
<7 < BelowC- - - 11 15 5. _ 07 13
L Total s 1100.0

" 735 1000 © 706  100.0
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N * TABLE 1.12 (Cont.) LS
NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPONDENTS ™,
. GRADE AVERAGES FOR THE PRECEDING TERM S
Grant Respondents
Selfreported, - & . 1967-68 . . 197071 ' 1973.74
. GradeAvensge 1 - N % . N % N -~ %
A ) . 1.9 20 35 69 6.7
<A ‘ 33 4.7 33 . 57 88 83,
. B+ - \ 80 163 - 66 115 1617 156
7B : 110 ;| 206 115 20l S22 216
B : 17, § 188, 92 160 Co1st 147
T ot e - 14 - 199 171 . 166",
- C. 01 129 82 143 18 105,
c - 29 53 33 57 39 38|
Below C- : oo 12, 18 " 19 33 ° 23 __ 22 |
. e Total . . 621 . /woo 574 1000 1029 1000

‘ Number of Colleges Attended

As shown; in Table 1.13, number of colleges attended is one of the most stable background factors for both. .

_scholarship and grant respondents over the six-year period. More scholarship respondents attend only one institution
“than is true for grant respondents; only about 15% of scholarship respondents attend more than' one college

) compared with about twice that percentage for the grant rc!spondeﬁts §
b ) 4. TABLE L13 | )
. < ’4 . ‘, @ : A
p NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE ‘DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE INSTITUTIONS
ATTENDED BY RESPONDENTS . . (
& - Scholarship Respondents
: Numg)er of ) ‘ B oo K ) i'
Institutions oo _1967-68 _ 197071 - 973.74
$ i - : g
-~ - M}%dg_ N % N % N ‘\ . %
TR “a . . ..
SR S 1 854 S84 854 590 84,1
" ) .95 128 . 88 12:9 93" 132 .
S ~ ‘ "+10 13 9 - 17 ° 24
: j;4 3 0.4 2 3 5 2 03,
Sormore . 1 0.1 L - 0.1 - _ 0 - 0.0

+ ¥Total . 746 1000 684  100.0 702 1000

¢ % . ' - : Grant Regpondents

) " -' " . 1, . ."‘ , l_ : s

‘ b - -~ 439 ;705 400 71.8 678 663
2 140 225, 120 + " 21.6 256 25.1

3’ _ 37 60 " 32 58 - . 61 66

4 ' 6 1.0 T2 0 04 T 14 14

S or more - * 0 __00 - 2 04 6 ¥ 0.6

" Total = - 622 1000 556 1000 1,02k 1000_
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~ Mother's and Father’s Education,, , . :
Beginnirfg with the 1970-71 survey, respondents were asked to indicate the level of educational attainment,of -
their parents. Research in socioeconomic factors indicates that this variable is a pojent ;ndex hlghly correlated with
. several apects important to this study, including ability and propensity.of the family t6 pay college costs, educa-
1 “tional aspirati¢ns of the family, choice of cbllege, etc. Tables 1.14 and 1.15 depict the responses of ttescholarship
and grant recipients. Parallel patterns and trends are shown between mother’s and father’ s educ;mon Scholarship
" respondents irdicate a slightly higher 1éVel of educdtional attainment than gr?gapondents in 1970-71, this

—G-—

difference is widened in 1973-74. Increased levels of educational : attainment from 1320-71 to 1973-74 are shown for

3 both parents.
LY ) N N e ". :"1, i -
-« TABLE 114 . -4 . e
' = ' - - - - '- “ 2
" EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OFMOTHER®* . . . , L.
b - | S .o .
} » » v . . f
— e ; ., % Xcholarship Respondents ‘ o Grant:Respondents
Grade - . 1970-71 1973274 - 1970-N 197374 ,
"~ Level TN % N % N % N %,
' 17 I BT 27 . 9 1.3 9 Sl < 6. 66 v
8 . 48 69 42 5.9 54° - 94 - 87 85.
9-11 , 91 130 59 84 < ., 9 168 173 . 169,
12 391 55.9 406 574, - 276 483 - 471 46T
13-15 109 157 i29 . 183, 86 s 152 ° 149 -
16 34 . 47" . M4 6.2 25 434 46 4.5
17-19 8 1.1 18 S __25° 5 9 . _2 .19 )
Total 699 . 100:0 707 1000 . ST .1000 - .1,022 1000 -
*Data not availsble in 1967-68 3 ‘ . T ' -/ Y ?
3 “ . = - . . R
TABLE 115 : L,
. ' .EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF FATHER® . ' o
: (_&Mm_&stuho fijp' Respondents - A _Grant Resporidents
Grade 197071 - - __1973.74. 197673 v 0 197374
Leve . N - % N % N % - N %
=7 . 8 4l M4 -20- 0 B .s9 T 937 94 -
8 64 93 ~ . 50. 72 R X 107, fos '
. 9-11 110- 160 - .-88 12.6 - 99 178 ©  -161 , 1645¢ °
‘ 12 , 293 427 295 423 227 4g8- 349 355
. 13415 114 166 - 132 . 189 . 17. 160 162
16 : .45 | 66 <75, 107 29 . 52 69 7.0 -
17-19 32 .41 4 _.63 r. 20 _36. .45 _46
Total 686 1000, 698  100.0 557 . 1000  .984 1000
" *Data not avallablein 196768 A St
v . ‘ had - 4 R 5 R *
‘ S B L
\‘ .1‘5 . ‘l’ _




¥

Summary

This sgcuon briefly  outlined the growth and development of the lllmors State Scholarship Cominission,
rovided an overview of the design and purpose of the seres of surveys described in this report and prcsented data
on the backgroundcharactenstfcs of the respondents. T Tl !
The Commission wag established in 1957 fo pr,ovrde financial ald to lllmbrs college students and to foster
access and freedon) of choice in attending collegei The scope of the ISSC's service to the state has grown rapidly.
" The number of monetary awards increased from 1 458 in 1988-59 to 72 444 \n I973~74'» the funds appropnated to

“ the1SSC gréw from $600, 000 to“about $55,000,000 in this same period. .

4 Beginning with the initial survey_in 1967-68, the’ Commissién has conducted a series of three surveys (the last
two of which repllcated the first) designed to evaluate the effectiveness and to guide future development of the
ISSC’s programs. The obJectrves of the series of surveys mclude determmrng answers to the following researcll

questrons - . T
1. - What effects do'the programs of ﬁnanclal assistance and the level of fundmg have on
" a. decrsron to.attend and-to, remam im college, and _ . 7 .
b. distribution of resources for college among gift aid, loans, self- help and parents contriputioris?
2. How “do students really finance college costs, and how does. reality compare wrth the theoretical .
e expéctations derived from the financial need analysis formula? e

= 3. How do sthdents feel about the program from which they are benefiting?
A detailed description of the research design, samplmg procedures, questlonnalre dévelopment data analy $

. and tests fbr sample bias is given in section B of this Part. .-

of each of the variables are llows: . —
1. - Sex. Scholarslup,respon ents were divided about evenly between men and women in all three surveys; there
were slrghtly. more men than women in the grant respondent group. , ,;l‘z' ¢

Ve, .
The final section of L:%fart presents data on background tharacteristics. Notable aspects of the drstnbutlon

T2 Commuter/ Resldent Status. The grang group mcludes substantially more commuters (53 .8%) than the scholar

/

+

_ship group (32.1%) in 1973 74. This drfference is’ related to the greater percentage of grant respondcnts
" enrolled in"public two- year colleges. - :

- levels. About one-third of both groups are freshmen in the 1970-71 and 1973-74 survéys. ...

«4.  Type of Institution. Decreasing percentages of grant respondcﬁts attend private foirr-year colleges over the

»,

. period studied (from 71.4% to 32.2%). For grant respondents the shift is from private four-year colleges to
" public two-year colleges The distribution is much more stable for scholarslup respondents although some
decline is also noted for private four-year colleges (from 57. 5% in 1967-68 to 50. 8% in 1973.74).

3. Type of High Schooul. About three fourths of both scholarslup and grant respondents graduated from publrc

' " highschools in all three sul’veys

6.  Size of High School Graduaung Class. The distribution, of size of gra;iuatrng class i is remarkably B ble over the
three surveys: and is qurte similar for both scholarshi'p‘and grant grodffs.

. L
» 1. Age As might be be expected from the type of colleges attended, the gran{ respondents mcludg more older

LN

students (30% over 22 years of age by the last survey) than scholarship respondents

8 Marital Status. Related tp the age difference just notcd is the higher percemtage of mamed students in the

' grant group compared to the scholarship group.  * s o2

9. Racial Angcestry. The partrcrpatlon “of blacks and other minorities in the graanrogram has mcreased substan

‘ool tially over the perrod encompassed by the surveys. I T b !

10. Vocational’ Asprratlons Business, health, and arts and humanities show markedly increased percentages over‘
z the six-year period. Education cxpenended a severe drop over t‘"r peiiod (fy rom 134.8% to 6.3% m the
n  scholarship.group; from 36.7% to 25.0% i m the -grant group). ,

" College Grade Average. Scholarship resp g.{dents consrstently report!‘d higher grades than grant respondents

-

" Both distributions showed increasingly higher grades over the six-year period.

with about twice that percentage for the grant group.] 4

" 12. Number of Colleges Attended: Only 15%‘ of the schglarship group attended more thjr one collcge compared

¥3. Parents’ Educatién. Educational attarnmeT of the parents of scholarshlp reSpondent 'was sllghtly higher, than ,

.w‘s -

fos the parents of grant respondents,

l

.
k N
N .

) 3._ Class Level. Both scholarship’ and, grant group distributions are skewqd toward the freshman and sophomore .

¢
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‘ > . a " -, IMPACT OF ISSC MONEZARY AWARDS s 3~‘
E e ON ACCESS TO COLLEGE AND'CHOICE OF COLLEGE -~ ’

R . . . & e, - ¢

1 — As-xndlca.md_m_mumroduct‘ ion 1o this repor.t thé Hlinois State Scholarship Cpmmlssmn, was created to carry

out the provisions of the Illinois Higher Education Student Assistance Law,'which authorized “A system of fi nancial

_ @ assmance of scholarships, grants, and guaranteed loans for qualified residents of college age that will enable them to )

attend qualificd institutions of their “choice in the State. public or private.” Note that there are two main elemients of

4 this leglslanve mandate, that neither access to college nor opportunity of chuice of college be denied be\,ausc of the

* barrier of insufficient personal financial resources. _ - :

It- was also indicated earlier that the State of lllm0|s irr attempting to carry out this legislative mandate. has

4ppropnatcd large and growing amounts of funds from general revenue for these purposes. Other large and populous

states, as well as many other smaller states. have made similar efforts to provide access to and choice of college, with

, annual appropriations totaling over $450,000,000 nailonally in fiscal year 1975. Expendlture of public funds in this

. magmtude embodies the .need and obligation for good stewardship which in turn requires ‘evaluation to determine

effectiveness 1n reaching goals and directions for improvement. These principles underly the present anulysis of
_impact on access and choice as an‘iong the most unportant ﬁndmgs of the longltudmal study. ’

’ ! e ' “Q % R
" A.  Impact of ISSC Monetary Awards on Decision to Attend College ' )

P

S

Questionnaire respondents were asked the question, "Would you be attendmg collegc full time if you were iiot
receiving funds from the ISSC?" The distribution of these responses by scholarship and grant is shown in Table 21

below: ' .
. TABLE 21
) NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS INDICATING ’
THEY WOULD NOT HAVE ATTENDED ANY COLLEGE 3
FULL-TIME WITHOUT ISSC ASSISTANCE
. ’ ) holarghip Regpondents ’
T , 1967-68 1970-71 . - 1973-74
No. of Respondénts Who . s . e ce0 L
Would Not Have Attended L 13 e e . . . 267,
% of ‘All Responses o ,,’" ' . 177 - | T 346 376
Projected to All,Recipicnts - C T reas 0\ ages o T 5o
) S "\ GuntRespondents . . L
3 No. of Respondents Who e . A/ . I : e
. Would Not Have Attended - R 302 \/ L1605 L
- : . fe . . .o ..
% of All Responses uo . T US14 e \} 581

Projected to All Recipients ) % - 1,581 © 17,516 . = 34,253 |
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~
, aucess to college, nute that the percentage more than doubled uver thie six-year period for both s«.holurshnp and gra;t/ ,

" outcome of the unavailability of the monetary award that does not necessarily correspond completely to what the

-

.

Table 2.1 shows dramatn. increases in the percentage of students mdn.atmg the» wuuld ltave been o;lemed. ,

respondents. While the increases are s1gmf cant for both schularslnp and grant r/espondemsxwhen prugected (0.l
monetary award fecipients. there are different magmtudes uf projected increases duc tu, differennal growth
numbers of students included in the two categon@The 1otal munber of maonetary award ncuptcnts desitnated. as
"state scholars because of demonstrated 1 high aca'den'uc potential was 9.297in the first survey year, the total numbe;
meréased to 14, 29218 1970-71, and then declingd to 13,485 m 1973 74. Hus. wlnlc thy prerenttage ot stnularslnp
respondents who indicated they would not ‘have attended college without 1SSC assnst,mt.e more than doubled oves | \
the period studied, the number of those reportedly denied aocess-lgveled off by the last survey year. However.. the. \
number of scholarship respondents. potenttally affected by 1970-71 (4. 945) and 1973-74 (5,071) 15 highly stgmificant
‘when it is tonsidered that these students who would utherwise not liave attended are of demounstrated hlgh academ
potential. They have a high rate of completion of college programs and, on the average, a t.onespondme,ly h|L
probability of useful returns to society in the form of pmdmtlvc well-educated persons

In contrast to the Ievelmg off of the number of monetary award recipients designated .as state scholars, the
growtle i humbers of recipients not so desigpated (reterred 0 as grant recapientstan tins icport) bas by st |
dramatic. Beginning at 6,586 in 1967-68, the number increased tno[e‘thanfﬁVe-fold by 1970-71. and mcreased -
further by” more than 73% to 58,956 in 1973-74. These exponential incrgases, m_the study population in this
category, combined with the more than doubled percentage of respondents reporting they would ot have attended, .
determines the projected, number of 34,253 potentially affected recipients by 1973.74. By any measure. tius large a
number of persons has social. economic and political significance, buth u.a potenually neghtive sense ol o large,
hypothetrcal blov of frustrated persons denied access to postsecqndary e #ion, and a pusitive sense ol persons
now enabled to attend college who indicated that they otherwise would not be able tv du sp. It should also be
emphasized that the difference in percentage of such responses between scholarship and grant respondeuts 1s also
most significant. Note that a substantially higher percentage ot grani respondents in all three survey years indicated
that they would not have attended without the ISSC monetary-assistance. This indicates that. in contrast_to the v -
scholarship respondents they have fewer other resources and optiofls to finance their cullege education. The aWard
does, for miorezof*these respondents, deterfnine access to a college educafion. .,

At this _point. it might be well to acknowledge the limitation that these responses are the hypoihesized =~

actial attendance right be in the absence of the finanwal assistance. {it might also. be.noted that the same
observation can be made of the responses indicating that the students would have aitended even without the avard. .
That is. such responses might be unrealistic and overly optimistic since the calculation f { need for the award 1s made
on an objective measure of the avallable family resources.) Other considerations posstbly mudifying the actual
impact of the number of negatlve responses and the projection to massive nqmbers of students potentially denxed
.access are (1) that the respondents might simply have deferred attendlng until the resources were accrued through

,ﬁgvmgs or other .means rather than being permanently denied access, (2) that had the respondents actually rather

*than h}puthcncalh been denied the monetary award, many of them might have attended nonetheless through the
acqutsntlon of means from other resources sﬁch'as loans, and (3) that 1t is unlikely the respondents could.be entirely
ubjective, sine many might perceive that a gesponse indicating inability to attend without the award would tend to
support their case for renewal the following year and to perpetuate the Commission’s operation in general,-while a
pusitive response might be perceived as undemmng their dwn financial need case 4nd the Cofmmission’s continued
exisgence in general. Finally, a general consxderatlon of the limitations listed above is that they would have had an
essentlally constant effect over the years of the survey, xmp]ylng that the marked increases in percentages of
respondents lndtcatmg they would not have attended mthout the ISSC award are valid changes in this partncular
aspect of state financial aid. T . !
[t is important to consider the cfmractensncs of respondents md;catmg they'would not attend college without

ISSC assistance.in order to better understand the differential impict-of the monetary awards on certain groups of i
rec1p1ents “Table 2.2 shiows. the dtstnbutlon of these xesponses by ‘the four eontro] vanabfes
- . t
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y TABLE 2.2 ) |
; ;‘5 DI - CHARACT ERISTICS OF "RESPONDENTS INDICATING THEY i '
- ~ WOULD NOT HAVE ATTENDED ANY COLLEGE FULL-TIME WITHOUT ISSC ASSISTANCE .
-, . - N . = . ) o .. e -
. Scholarship Respondents - ‘ -
ce 1967-68 1970-71 . 1973-74
_ Characteristic % of ‘Projected % of Projected - % of Projected L
. ’ _ Respondents to All _ Respondents to All Respondents to All - ’
- e . in Category  Recipients in Category  Recipients in Category  Recipients
1 s ‘ - L
. Male = 13.0 602 30.5 2,301 227 2298 .
\ . Female 2.3 1.044 393 - 2644 328 2713
Cé?nmuter[Residcm ¢ ‘ ' -
Commuter’ 212 . 452 330 . . 1,541 14 1914
Resident . ‘ 16.8 1.194 354 3404 358 3,157
shman 20.3 770 3.7 1.724 358 1.633
Nopfreshman 16.2 _ 876 35.0 3.221 383 3438
’ Type College . ) )
- Bublic 187 . 710 : 26.0 -2.493 36.5 2,283
Nonpubljc 17.0 936 36.5 2452 40.2 2.788
‘ . . X Grant Respondents ]
. : 1967-68 . .~ 1970-71 ' 1973-74 «
e ’ % of _ Projected -. %of Projected: » % of Projected
Respondents *  to All Respondents  to All _Respondents  to All
in Category  Recipients iri Category ~ Recipients in Category  Recipients .
A §_el ' l . ‘ - R 3 . ,‘ 1
. Male 19.1 733 459 7,887 51 - 14154
Female 29.9 . 848, 58.4 79629 64.5 20.099
Commuter/Resident ‘ A Y
Commuter 23.6 517 523 . 8839 623 . 21,324
A -Resident 24.0 © 1,064 498" - 8677 522 12929 )
Chass Level . : . ) : / :
« * Freshman * 32.0 535 50.2 5.277 57.9 10.514-
. Nonfreshman 215 - 1.046 5261 - 1223 586 23739, . ,
Type College i ) - .
* Public 19.4 356 50.9 .10,030 | 563 .- 20713
Nonpublic . 25.5 1,225 - 52.7 7,486 63.6 13540

z

Over the six-year period encoﬁ)passed by the surveys, Table 2.2 shows that the largest ditTerenuat(né factor in

, .

the negative responses for scholarship students was sex. with females consistently being affected to a much greater

s N
colleges. * . L

Q . - oo

2

T’

extent than males. For example, only 13.0% of all mal‘é;espondent,s indicated they would not have attended
compared with over 22% of the females in 1967-68. By,1973-74, these percentages
rgspectively. Among the scholarship respondents, there. atg relatively smaller and inconsistent differences between
commuter versus resident, freshmen compared with nofifreshmen. and Bciwggr} those attending public versus private

had grown tg 32.7'and 42.8.
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The secund section of Table 2.2 shows that among the more strungly aftccted grant respondents. sex 1§ again
the most consistently effective differentiating vanable.. with females” cullege attendance clearly being the most
strungly influenced by the unavailability of financial aid. By 1973 74. nearly two-thuds of all female respundents
indicated they would not have been in college without ISSC assistance. Projected to all recipients that year, this
finding indicates that over 20,000 female students would not have been able to attend college. These data alsv shuw
that cummuting grant respondents were increasingly affected wmpdred with resident students, with a sunilar trend
shiown for those attending private versus publié colleges. .

) _ S

B. Impact'of ISSC Financial Aid on Choice of College - ‘ o 3

- .

Consideration of the impact of 1SSC aid on choice of college 1S strongly conditioned by the findings reported’
i the preceding section, namely that the unavailabihity of financial assistance would preclude attendance of such
« mercasingiy large percentages of respondents over the penod studied. that by 1973.74 relatively small percentages of ’
students umamed to consider the question of where they would attend. Concurrent with this decline in percentage
3 of students who would attend even without ISSC monetary awards. however, 1s a dramatic increase n the base
number uf recipicnts as noted above, particularly in the grant category where the number mcreased from 6.586 in
1967.- 68 to 58.956 in 1973.74. Thus. the relative decrease would be cuncurient with. and represented by. an
increase in absolute numbérs. .
— Table 2.3 shows the number of respondents who indigated that they wuu]d stili attend collcge even wnhuut an
"L ISSC munctary award, the percentage that such respondents are of all respondents, and tue nuniber of such
. ‘ ., respondents projected to the entire group of monetarv-award recivients i the th.rec survey years '

E
;
(

-~

IR T RTE TABLE 2.3. . ' ..
. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS L
INDICATING THEY WOULD-STILL ATTEND COLLEGE ’
o - . WITHOUT ISSC FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE .
| RO A ) i
T . Scholarship Respondents
196768 1970-71 ¥ 1973-74
umber Indicating College ) ' , ‘

\ttendancc w/o 1SSC Award 623! ’ 458 . 441

- R of All Respondents . ' 82.3 . ' 64.8 - 620 .

. \ . e , . Y .
 Projected to All Recipients T 1651 - 9.261 8.363
: ) {Grant Respondents '
P ’ [ .
v Number Indicating College ~ ' ' .

Attendance . w/o 1ISSC Award : 473 . ’ 279 ¢ ) - 421

% of Al Respondents - .75.0 o 475 ‘ é 404

‘ . ) e " v . ’ )

Projected to All Rccipicms : 4,940 - 16,187 ' . 23,8!8 ‘
. i . / -
The most sighificant finding in these data 1s that the pen‘:entage of respondents mdlcatmg they would stift
} . attepd college even without an ISSC monetary award declined sngmﬁcantly over the sxx year penod studied among
. S ,

-, .

g




‘ md}catmg they would still be able to attend college without ISSC Yinancial assistance increased frem 4940 to

i _both the, scholarslup and grant respondents, For scholarshlp respondents, the detline was substantlal (from 82.3% n

"1967- 68 to0 62.0% in 1973.74.) It is interesting to note that in terms of numbers pro_|ected to all recipients, there was
actually a decline in scholarship monetary award recipients, following the trend in total numbers in thus category.
While there was a high percentage (82.3) in 1967-68, this represented 7,651 of the 9,297"recipients that year. In
1973 74, the total number of recipients was 13,488, and the decreased percentage (62.0) of students mdlmtmg they )
would ; ttend even without an ISSC monetary award reptesented only 8,363 fecipients. © - -

ccontrast, the decline in percentage of grant réspondents was even more precipitous, from 75.0% to 40.4%.
Moreov;r. because of the dramatic growth in total number of recipients as noted, the number of grant recipients

23 818 This almost five-fold mcrease is stnkmg, but should again be \..ontrasted with the findings of Table 2.1,
whlch shows an almost twenty“two-fold increase in the projected number qf grant respondents indicating they would
not have attended any college full-time thhout ISSC assistance.

, As may be noted in the questionnaire reproduced in Appendix A, que tion four not only asks the respondent
to indicate if he or she would be attending ‘college full- time without an IS onetary award, but also asks the
resppndent to indicate what college he pr she would be attending if the answer was ag‘nﬁ\atwe It was then possible

through a matching pidcess to determin if the respondent would be attendmg the same_college in which he or she
was enrolled at-the time of the survey or iy a dlfferent college. #

Table 2.4 shows the rESponses indi mg attendancc at the same college or a differént college wnhout ISSC
ﬁnancnal assistance. .

i

|

\

; o l

g : | TABLE 24 - ~ o ’

S NUMBER AND PERCENTA‘GE OF RESPONDENTS INDICATING ]
‘ & . ATTENDANCE AT THE SAME OR DIFFERENT COLLEGE" “.
> < ' <WITHOUT ISSC FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
Do ,- ) scho!z;mhig Rup' ondentis - R \
) . " 1967-68 - S 197071  jeriers
Numbc'rtat Same ('(;llegc . | .7 313 o . ‘ 238 : : ;93 _
L - : . e
%of All Respondents 490 . o 337 T 412,
Projected to All Recipicnis . . , 44556 . 4,83] . 5,593 T !
"~ Number at Different College - . 250 ,‘ ,2'23‘ . 148 ‘ .
. % of All Respondents ..' . 333 315 20.8
\tPrOJe»ted to All Recnpnents T p . " 3,095 o '4,5]6 "" 2824 -
T%. ‘ ‘ ~‘ “ \\ ) : s Grantl.l'espondénts B
:ltNlixynl;cr at Samé;(;’olleg‘c ' .‘ [ 407 - ' Co210 .' I/l p 3:49 <o
% of All Resporklents ' .', Lo "6a6 N .38 'r =5 ;
Projected to A}l R.ec’ipiqnts C " . 4,254 o 12,200~ . . l‘é,750 '
'Number,at Different College ' . :_ 72 PR ) , 757 ' ' 88 L0
% of. All Requnaentg e . . n4 ~ ' l " 128 . 8.4 ,

" Projected to All Recipients'

" T4 . o436 7 . 4953 -
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The overall trend shown in Table 2.4 is, of course, a reflection of the decline in percentage of respondent§S
indicating they would still attend college without ISSC financial assistance, as shown in Table 2.3. However, the
breakdown for these respondents denoting the number and percentages for those who would attend at the same
college versus those who would attend a different college has several interesting features. For scholarship respon-
denys, the dechine in number and percentage who indicated they would be forced to enroll at a different college
without ISSC financial assistance 1s a strong trend in both absolute numbers (from 250 to 148) and n relative terms
(from 33.3% to 20.8%). The downward trend 1n number and percentage of these respandents who would have
enrolled at the same college 1s not nearly so pronounced. The trends shown by the dat= for grant respondents show a
uniformly small number and percentage of those indicating transfer to a different college without ISSC financial
assistance. However, a precipitous decline is shown 1n the percentage of all rgspondentﬁ who indicate that they
would enroll at the same college. Thus, by 1973-74 the percentage of grant. respondents who would enroll at a |
different wllcge declined to 8.4, and the percentage. who would have enrolled at the same college i$ about one-half
(33.5) of the 1967-68 -percentage (64.6). A comparison between the two groups reveals that the trend over the
six-year period resulted’j in only 42% of the grant respondents indicating attendance at either the same or a different |
college by 197374, t:ompared with over 75% of the grant respondents who had this option in 1967-68. While the

- trend was simular for scholarship respondents, it did not result in the removal of choice of college to nearly the same
degree as was true for grant respondents. ¥

It 1s of interest to examine the differential impact of the mdxcated decision to attend a different college

according to sex and class level. A distribution of these responses is shown in Table 2

.5, controlling for the type of

T T A e e
.. .

:
f
:

. institution (public versus private) in which the respondent was enrolled at the time of the survey. , .
. . . TABLE 2.5
. T
- , S CLASS LEVEL AND SEX OF RESPONDEN'IS : RN
e LT X INDICATING OTHER COLLEGE CHOICES ’ .
, [ . WITHOUT ISSC ASSISTANCE ~ BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION ' ) -
" Scholarship Respondents
Public © 1967-68 1970-71 © o 1973-74 .
Institutions . %of . . %of . % of .
s _Respondents % of All Respondents % of All Respondents %of All
. : in Category R&spondents in Category | Rs‘pqndents _ in Category Respondents
~ . & [ ) . ® kY ‘ ! i
Male 57.3 . 21.8 54.5 16,2 +56.9 11.5
. Female 42.7 17.3 45.5 135 43.1 8.7
Class Levef . ‘ -
Freshman e 0333 14.0 © 355 105, 38.9/ 79
Nonfreshman * * "y 66.7 42.7 V. 6457 38.2 61.1 124
3 “ LR v ’ . - ¢
Nonpublig ' i} + . *
Institutions , .
Male 44.4 21 41.7 0.7 75.0 04
. Female 55.6 4.5 58.3 1.0, 25.0 0.1
Class Level ! v , ’ .
Freshman 333" 3.0 50,0 0.8 ¢ 250 - 0.1 A\
Nonfreshman 66.7 1.7 50.0 0.8 750 .- 04 '
) A f B 3 2 . ] 'k,
. ¢ r . ' .
Q ) BT 24 ’ » v o4
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o VI 'TABLE 2.5 (Cont.)

P - CLASS LEVEL AND SEX OF RESPONDENTS

P - INDICATING OTHER COLLEGE CHOICES

ja . WITHOUT ISSC ASSISTANCE — BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION :

: R . Grant Respoﬁdents, .
Public 196768 1970--71 1973-74
Institufions % of % of . ' % of

Respondents ~ %of Al ° Respondents  %of All = Respondents % of All';{
in Category Respondents in Category -Respondents in Category  Respondents
-sc—x- - '
Male © 617 .88 ‘4s.d 53 634 .+ 50
Female . 323 11.0 ’ 516 5.6 36.6 2.9
Class Level . ' ‘ g
Freshman 39.1 93. 369 41 386 . ° 3

.

Nonfreshman 60.9 . 13.1 ., 63.1 7.0 61.4 49

7 ¢

Nonpublic
Institutions . . v

*Male 9 100.0 6.0 : 70.0 1.2 . 80.0 04
Femaile ‘ 0.0 2.2 . *+300 0.5 . 200. 0.1

Class Level :
Freshngn 375 47 .- 700 40.0. Joc
60.0 03

Nontreshman 62.5 2.0 30.0

#

e~
Lt

v

Table 2.5 shows that while'sex 1s an important differentiating variable in the hypothetical decision to attend _
another college without 1SSC assistance, class level had even greater impact. Over the six-year period encompassed
by the surveys, nearly two-thirds of both scholarship and grant respondents are nonfreshmen (sophomores, juniors,
or seniors). This pmght be interpreted as‘indicative of the relatively greater sophistication of the upperclassmen in
terms of the true costs of college and the availability of options represented by other college opportunities.* Tablé
2.5 also shows a general trend for the deciston to attend other colleges being more prevalent among males than
females both for séholarship and grant respondents. Thus, the overall trend is for the male uppérclassman to be
much more likely to indicate anotheér college choice without ISSC dssistance than femiales and/or freshmen.

Because of the signifieant difference between private and public higher education in cost to the student, it is of
interest to examne the direction and magnitude of enroliment shifts among types of colleges for those respondents
who indicdted that they would have attended 2 different college or uniyersity if ISSC financial assistance had not
been recerved. The respondent was dsked to name the college in which he would have enrolled. Thus, it was possible
to designate the colleges so named into public and nonpublic four-year and two-year categories. Table 2.6 displays
the enrollment shifts among these types of institutions. (Only [inois institutions wer¢/included. There were a
negligible number of out-of-state institutions named; these were excluded from this'analysis.)

The overall purpose of the table was to clearly indicate which types of colleges would lose enrollment and

' which types of colleges would gain enrollment under the condition that ISSC financial ‘assistance had not been

available. The salient trend is quite obvious from the distribution of responses, namely, that private four-year
institutions would lose enrollment heavily to public four-year ihstitutions. Note also that to a growing extent,

. four-year private institutions would lose enrollment to public two-year community colleges It is also interesting to

, note that among the eight possible types of enrollment shifts, the four possibilities in which a shift could be made to
* private .institutions shows virtually no shift to a private institution, either from pubhc institutions or from other
pnvate msntutxons Another trend shown is a shght increase in the prop08ed shift f;om a public four:year institution

-
-

. C "‘9. PR : | |
, . | ’33}’ L )




. N ~
s LL , €0 " ELT 80 ~ov . 9'0 14 orqnduoN 14-p ofqnduon
T 0Q 0. - 00 . . . e T g0 e lAzongnduoN 14+ ofqnduoy .
c . 6b9 i . . o6 ... . LT - SH1 ﬁ T 147 omang 144 anquduon
a R 74 & 4 ‘l9E o STI'L £€ - It Lo . Kponang 1A onqnduoy
: 811 o 0 ‘00 . €1- zo 14-p oyqnduon &4 onqng
. . 0 - 00 - 0 00 ) €1 (A} . M-zoyqnduoN®  * 1A+ omqng-.
ozI‘y 61 91L re - S €S 80 1A-z onqng 1A+ onang
€lv Lo 6€T A . £ $0 _ My onang JA-ponang -
e e 3:%% ' wEo_Eo%oM wEo_&umx sjuapuodsay ’ stuaday w?u—E&ao&. ’ \. 01 wﬁoxh. T .
) ivos | vio% wor nvjoy v o3 nvijoy e :
. : . _Ponloy . pafoig N panforg > . ) : -
S VLmELGL — R .+ 1.-0L61 89961 P ? v.zu ) !
bs 0 , ponqnduoN - 16y oqnduoy; &
€l I'0 o ) 4 T g0 - . 1&g onqndupN M-ponqnduoN
65 ve . . .- 092 8T : 14-Z omqng UponquduoN &
~T6S'T * 811 967'C L'y 1A onqng 1Ay onqnduoy -
O 00 6 10 1A+ oiqnduoy Upomang  gls-
" 0 00 ) 0 . 00 14-z ofqnduoN’ Hponang ¢ 2
65k ve ¥ €L v IAzomang . Kpomgng -
. . 681 Tyl . BN 981 0T 14~ omqng Mpomang -
" . S . Lo Lot . i - . s R
(,. K _ sy - s)uapuodsay syuandey sjuapuodsay " spuadioay sjuapuodsay ) ‘01 NOYd *
T v o nvio% nv-o3 v 3o % . nv o) nvioy ” T -
- paafoig 3 paaforg , ¢ padlorg - o
] "~ PL—EL6] 12-0L61 891961 JuTY) SdAL
. UL . .o QIATFOTY NIFd LON AVH FONVLSISSY TVIDNVNIA JSS] d1 .
o . SNOLLNLLLSNI SIONITTI 40 SIdAL ONOWY SLAIHS INIWTIOUNI - :
. 1 . - .- » . R .
R ) % : .+ . sTaIavl )
, : op
. ' : ) : ’ >
. - - i
y . . ) . * - . LR

N

BT TP TV T U L P

* - - aae»

-
B R T T U TS T R T T € S TN Y o e




‘

-

to a public two-year institution, this trend js of slightly greater'xmpact among grant respondents because of the larger
aumber of recipients to which these trends are projected. In ﬁneral the trends n shifts among types of institutions .
apply both to scholarship and ‘grant respondents
! The 1967-68 report of the initial survey included tables which indicated projected, addltlonal or decreased .
enrollments at specific mstltutlons if ISSC assistance had not been received. Tables 2 7and 2.8 sl;ow these data for '
all three surveys comhmed . . . ‘

. . . / i '

f TABLE 2.7,

e 'PROJEC‘!‘ED ADDITIONAL ENROLLMENT AT SPECIFIC INSTITUTIONS -
IF ISSC FlNANClA},KSSlS_TANCE HAD NOT BEEN RECEIVED

LR

o . 1'967—6&Projected ‘ 197071 Projected- 1973-74 Prt)jected
_ Institution j to All Recipiants to All Recipients to All Recipients
| Scholarship, Grant Scholarship Grant Scholarship Grant

&

U. of ll.-Chicago Circle ! 1,110 184 1,427 751 643 1,09§
- U. of Il.-Utbana . i 686 133 523 * 504, 402
Northern Il Univ. ., | 274 . *- s 32] * 121 . 172
_ Chicago City Colleges | .~ 100 ° 92 " 200 808 " 174 . 688
S.1.U.—Edwardsville f . 112 ' * 161 ° 115 . * *
7 Western Ill. Univ. ©+ 100 * © 140 173 104 " 118 T,
Illin#is State Univ. 87" * 181 Y 173 104 172
TSl U.—Carbondale . 87 * * 115 v 115 ‘
Thornton Comm. College 75 . * . * 11s Low s
tern Ill. Univ. . * , * " 100 * - */ .o L
~Moraine, Valley Comm. College * * 120 * 115 * R B L
Black Hawk Comm. College » * * 100 - * x * \
ortheast.ern I11. Univ. . ©o * 80 173. . . * 230 ' \ .,
» ' 4 .
- ’QrOJected additional ensollment of less than 75 is not shown. Only the 13 institutions with at least 75 additional enrollments in at \
least one of the surveys aré included. : . * \

v . The overall thrust of the findings in Tables 2.7 and 2.8 are that; in general, public four- and two-year -
institutions would gain additional enrollment, private four-year institutions, principally in the Chicago area, , would .
lose engollment. Table 2.7 shows that the University of Illinois at Chicago Cirgle would gain the largest enrollngnts. )
in all three survey years under the conditions of the unavaxlablhty of ISSC financial assistance.

Table 2.8 shows that the institutions projected to lose'large enrollments under these conditions’ are private
universities ig the'Chicago area, namely, Loyola, Northwestern, the Illinois Institute of Technology, the University
of Chicago, and DePaul. It may be logically assumed that this pattern.of shifts includes many Chicago area students

-

— who préfer to attend a prtvate umversnty, but wouldbe prevented from doing so by loss of ISSC monetary awards.

These data further indicate that in many cases such students would eithey elect to commute locally to the University
of Illinois-Chicago Circle, Northeastern llinpis University, or Northern Tllmots University, altematlvely, they would
apparently elect to become resident students at the University of Ilhnoxs at Urbana or the campuses of Southern
Hlinois Umvers;ty, or_the other state universities. In Table 2.8 it is also interesting to note the addition of Northem
‘Ilhnnls University and the U'mversnty of Illinojs-Chicago Circle to the list of institutions that woulq lose some

* students who, at the time of, the surveys, were in attendance at.those institutions. Presumably, these are largely

students'who would transfer to local public commumtxolleges with even lower tuition and other costs. '
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. \ PO TABLE 2.8 , ST '
= s PROJECTED NUMBERS OF STQDENTS INDICATING THEY WOULD . LT
’ y .. . NOT HAVE BEEN ENROLLED AT THEIR PRESENT COLLEGE ' R h
. . ) WITHOUT 1SSC FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE . ‘ - '
et ‘ L - 1967 —68 Projected 1970—71 Pro;ected 197374 Projected .
v lnstitutiop‘ i * to All Recipients . to All Recipichts . to All Recipients

Scholarship Grant Scholarship Grant  Scholarship.,. Grant

Loyola University * 392 86 482 347 122 " 430

‘Northwestern Univ. , 413 15 - 583 ) 0 ' 470" 230
" 111, Instit. of Tech. P 265 . 18 26 .58 .. 139 "0,
U.of l.-Urbana .° . 235 4 241" 231 330, 402,
Knox College . 213 11 24 : 58 174 - 115
" U. of Chicago , 207 0 . 80 0 104 0 .. -
DePaul Univ. 142 64 - 321 636 139 - ° 402
Bradley Univ. 149 36 26l 289 1 230
) MacMurray College _ 156 27 o101 58 - 3\ 172
III: Wesleyan Univ. - 85 \ 035 o120 . 116 . 139 0
. Augustana College 80 39 301 173 191 . | 345,
. - Millikin Univ. 86 23 80 58, 0 0
- Monmouth College ., ~ . 63 14 60 0 0 115
No. Ill. Univ. 0 .0 161 289 104 517 *
U. of 111,~Chicago Circle” 0 0 0 347 ¢ ¢ 0 230 .
- ’Oni} institutions with the highest projected number of recipients in either scholarship or grant categories are shown. .
A . P ’
C.  Alternative Plans - ) CL. ' N
. . . » N — N
, The respondent was asked to indicate alternative plans if he had not been able to attend college because of the
unavanlabxhty of ISSC financial assnstance Table 2.9 shows the dxstrlbuuon of these hypothetical alternatives.
’ « TABLE 2.9 ‘ ‘ '
' ALTERNATIVE PLANS OF STUDENTS INDICATING : .
* s . THEY WOULD NOT HAVE ATTENDED ANY COLLEGE ' )
> \ FULL-TIME WITHOUT ISSC FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE ;
' ‘ " Scholarship Respondents
. L N
Plans : 1967-68 . 1970-71 . L 1973-74 .
: * Projected . Projected Prolected*'
%of All - toAll % of All oAl | %ofAll. stoAll
- Altemat:vw Recnpnents Alternatives  Recipients Alternatives  Recipients
H . . o /
, Working 57.1 j‘940 57.3 2,833 70.4 3,570 ¢
Work-or Military I ' ‘
Service v ¢ 11.3 . 33 163 0.0 0
, ~ Parttime Studeht . ,
- and Work v 263 " 432 28.5 ° . 1,409 22.8 1,156 -
= - Military Service S, 45 M4 53 262 0.0 A
- .. Housewife L 12 - 08 " 40 0.0 0, )
- . Other or Undecided . . R i . 4.8 . 238 " 68 345
e, [ : ' A ' i i " )
. Q. . ' e -36 : S ‘ :
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- " TABLE 2.9 {Cont. ) o FER !

o , , ALTERNATIVE PLANS OF STUDENTS INDICATING S A L
e ' - THEY WOULD NOT HAVE ATTENDED ANY COLLEGE "o :
- " FULL-TIME WITHOUT ISSC FINANCIAL ASSIST ANCE i
. - P AN . .t
Grant Respondents
. . f -
Working 54.6 863 60.7 110,632 68.7 ‘ 23,532
"“Work or Military , L e ) .
% Service 100 - 158 © 5.0 \ 876 05 - 17t
Part-tiine. Student ' : ) . ' e
and Work 24.0 379 . 224 " 3924, 20.6 * 7,056
‘‘Military Serviee - - 100 . - 158 43 . 1753 0.7 240
Housewife - . - 1.3 -2 . 23 403 16 T 548
Other or Undecided R B A 53, 928 79 2,706

s

2

Agam, it #ay be well tunote that this set of alternatives includes a growrng percentage of all respondents over
the six-year period and, because of the massive increases in the nuniber of grant monetary award. recipients, also
includes a projec.ron to a very large number of students affected. The salient trend in the findings as shown 1 Table
2.9 is that there is an increasing reliance on working as an alternative plan, arnong,gscholarshrp respondents, this
percentage moved from 57.1 to 70.4 over the six-year period, among grant res n&ents this percentage ‘increased
frotn 54.6 in 1967-68 to.68.7 by 1973-74. For the grant respondents the 1973. 7{1 projection ‘would include about
23,500 students who indicated that they would be working if nbt aftending college full-time. An interesting and
probably predrctable trend is the near disappearance of military service as an indicated alternative. Another discern- ,
ible trend is the decline in percentage of both grant and scholarship respondents who,indicated that they would plan
to both work#and be a part-time student.

Table 2.10 displays data including only those ‘respondents who would have remained enrolled at the same
institutions even without ISSC financial assistance. Distributions are shown for the alternative financial means by
which they would have met. their educational expenses under that condition. x

-

TABLE 2.10
. ALTERNATIVE FINANCIAL MEA\VS BY WHICH RF.SPONDENTS
s WOULD HAVE MET EDUCATIONA& EXPENSES AT THE SAME
' INSTITUTIONS WITHOUT ISSC FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE ]
N . - )
Scholarship Respondents . )
Alternative ' ' 196768 1970-71 1973-74 ‘
’ ' . Proje?f hd Projected Projected .
% of All to A % of All to All % of All to All :
. Alternatives  Recipients ‘Al?ematives Recipients . Altérnatives  Recipients '
Loans, - . 169 ° ., 710+ ’ 29.2\~ 1,414 16.0 895
Extra Work . 8.1 369 12.3 t .. 594 : 9.5 931
* More Family Dollars 19 360 3.6 ' 174 .~ 48 268
Other Scholarships 26 118 » 36 174 1.7 o - 95
Ldans arid ExtraWork 282 1,285 - 23.7, 1,146 - 312 . 1,745
Loans and More * ' . )
Family Dollars © 64 292 36 174 " 69 . 386
‘e Extra Work and More ) o ’ .
, Family Dollars ~ - 15.4 . 702 © 103 1498 16.0 - 895
Loans, Extra Work, and } S ‘ N ,
* More Family Dollars 14.5 660 eL136 .. 5% 7 139 - 718

s ; “:- 2”‘7 - .
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L WOULD HAVE MET EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES AT THE SAME

\ ALTERNATIVE FINANCIAL MEANS BY WHICH RF.SPONDENTS
' - INSTITUTIONS WITHOUT ISSC FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

~ . N

Grant Respondents

—

204 87 207 2512 155 <3061

‘

Loans
Extra : 11.2 477 17.0 2,063 155 3,061
More Fani , 35 150 .38 461 74 1462
*Other Schalarships 1.5 . 64 . 3.8 461 5.7 1260 )
Loans and . 32.8 1,399 . 27.6 3,350 329 ?,498
Loans and Myre , . N !
Family Dollars 6.5 - 278 5.6 .. 679 32 x 632
Extra Work and\More - ) ro
Family Dollar 124 ° | 529 6.7 813 120 . 2,370
Loans, Exira Wor ' ' . . /
‘More Family Dollars *  11.4 486 15.5 1,881 7.8 1,540

e family. Among the grant

respondents, no strong clear trends are shown, except for a slightly greater reliancé on financial assistance from

the families.

. Summary - Co \\\

I

s

This part of the repo'rt prasents and analyzes“the da\ta relating to access to college atténdance and choice of \
college. These topics are of interést and importdnce not only in Hlinois in terms of the impact of the ISSC but also
to the many other states with similar comnu ions and programs. .

The data gathered in the threg sure cys suowed dramatic i mcreases in the percentage of students indicating that
they would have been denied access\to college without the’ financial assistance provided by the ISSC monetary
award; the percentage of students so iRdicating more than doubled over the six-year period for both scholarship and
grant respondents. The impact of the\ relative increase is magnified by the striking incrcase in the number of
mo#fetary award*recipients,-especially thpse designated as grant recipients whose numbers increased from 6,586 in
1967-68 to 58,956 1n 1973-74. Females iydicated that they would have been denied access to. college without ISSC

+ financial assistance to a much greater exteril than males over the six-year period studied. .

_Because of the striking increase in parcentage of students who indicated they would not be able to attend
thhout ISSC financial assistance, relatively \small percentages remaiped by 1973-74 to consider the question of
where they would attend. However, this relatlye decrease represents an increase in absolute numbérs because of the
dran¥stic increasein the base number of recipients, particularly those desxgnated as grant recipients. . !

Among those indicating that they would have attended another college without the ISSC monetary award,
“nearly two-thirds were nonfreshmen.

There was a strong tendency for enrollment shifts among types of colleges to mclude decreases in enrollment
at private four-year colleges and umve:‘smes, and a shift toward increased enrollments at pubhc four-year and
two-year institutions. As was shown clearly in the initial survey, the ISSC monetary award has enabled many

" sfudents to enroll at private colleges and universities with relatively hlgher costs. Unavaxlablhty of the award would
évidently require them to change to a lower-cost public institution, or mcrcasmgly to discontinue college attendance.

Of those who indicated they woyld not be able to attend college, the predominant alternative plan was to seek

X { wta,30 oo 2
. t & : .

“
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worit By the 1973-74 survey, the projected number of grant and scholarship respondents who would seek work

4

rather than continue to attend college reached nearly 27,000 students.

Those respondents who woqu have remained at the same institution without ISSC financial assistance indi-
cated that they would have sought alternative financial resources, largely through extra work, either as a single
alternative, or in combination with loans or more assistance from the family. =
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PART III-

THEORY VS. REALITY: FINANCING -OF A COLLEGE EDUCATION %

5 - ;o | T
I -

Part [l analyzec how students financed their college education in the survey years 1967-68 1970.71, and
1973-74. The =ctu(al resources represented py these data are also compared with the thcoretxcal expectauons, .
especially what parents were expected to contfibute versus what they actually contributed to help in mcctmg college
costs. It will be sh&vn ‘how certain components of the aid “package™ have changed over the penod of txrr\estudxed )

A. Thc Theoretlcal Consxdcratxon of Eligibility for Fmancxal Axd
' L 4
llhnoxs State Scholarshlp Comrmssxon monetary awards are based upon a conhdcmxal review of the ablhty of
the family andfor. licant to pay for college.costs. The t eorcucal ability is detived from a quantitative
measurement of the family’s and/or applicant’s financia! resource$ and a normatxvc expéctation of the willingness to
. pay. The bases and processes of this quantitative measurement are discussed in .detail .in Section C following. It is
assumed that the family is willing to commit a reasonable portion of its resources for the son’s or daughter’s college
costs, similarly, it is assumed that the college student is both willing and able to provide needed self-help such as
part-time employment. For example, included in the calculated financial need based on resources and anticipated .
costs is a theoretical expectation of self-help. from each applicant. For all three acadermc years reviewed in this —
study, self-help has been calculated as one-fourth of the college cost budget of the apphcant s choice. This amount._
of self-help arbitrarily expected from each applicant was never less than"$500 nor more than $1,000 during this .
period. Oncc the financial strength of the family had been addéd to the arbitrary éxpectation of self-help from the
' apphcant a subtraction was made from an established college cost budget, and any remainder shown was considered
the net true need of the applicant and.determined the amount of the ISSC award -

[

r
[N

B. The chorted Recources to Meet College Costs ) oo ) . o B

-

e T T L T I T e T T N T Ty

The followmg four tables in this section summarize the financial resources of the rcspondcnts by showing the
mean values of the various sources of aid used to meet college costs within various categories or control variables.

e control variables are (l) sex of the respondents, (2) public and nonpublic institutions attended, (3) commuter of
resident status, and (4) freshmari or nonfreshman (i.e., sophomore, junior, or semor) status. The specific dollar
amounts and, percentages of total cost in each table indlcatc what the mean values were for all respondents

| \ concemmg four'maior sources in meeting college costs. Thcsc sousces are: - v

MR L N A
‘

=L 7L Giftaid s _
‘ a.  [lilinois State Scholarship Commlssxon monetary awards .
” AR b.  Other scholarships-. S .

% - 2. Lodn or loans

2 3.0 Self -help (student’s own contmlmon, generzlly money camcd through employment)*

a, Term-time eammgs\gmoncy earned while ‘enrolled as a student during the acadcmxc year, gcnerally
September through May) It has bcen assumed that 80% of gross term-time ‘earnings was available to /
meet college costs.

b. Summer earnings (money earned dunng summer cmploymcnt) It has been assumed that 60% of gross
sumier.earnings was available to meet college costs. , . ) .

* The assumption was made that most, but not all, of the respundents’ earnings were available toward the costs of college, It was
recognized that part of the money must be used for job-related meal wusts, tansportation, special clothing, taxes, andother €xpenses
pertaining to finding and holding a job. The deductions for such costs (20% for term-time earnings and 40% for summer eamings) are
: estimates based upon the judgment and experience of the authors apd upon consultation with qualified persons in the fields of
2 student employment and financial assistance. . -
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HOW COLLEGE-COSTS WERE MET BY MALE AND FEMAL Fo0 7 e
SCHOLARSHIP AND GRANT RESPONDENTS - :

L

. Male-Scholarship Respondents P
. i . B _ .
. 196768 ¢ T 1973:74,
. ® s s e Tm oo LS

> .

394 . _951 .. 313 1912 . 364 1256 °
- A ") s

274
120

264 - 717
109 295 _

' ' rot ‘ .
142 386

~ 7/ g £ - N »
. 293 . 50717 34.7 944 384 1,327

129 351
21.8 593
— ‘ .G ‘ M \ - }.

196 ‘13.8 376 14.0

1000,

(Y

$2:4i4 $2,718 1000 $3453

L 4 s

, o Male-Grant Respondents e e

: 196768 - __1970-71 1973:74 .. . 4
, - % .S %, 8 % -, ¥

876 359"

\O
O
~J
(73

' 396 1,210

745
465

. . 671 L7268 . 721 44 .

- 205
459 14.6 *123

501 Vo212

'19.2.

41 .,
587 .

1.7 236

~a1000

y . » -
. g ;
o Af- PR . . . ) >

* $3,055

P
+
a

58
-
AN

Y

X
kY
.
~ Y k“
s X T,
)
.
N -
'r
~
>
f
~ -~ -
X e
Al

+
k™ -~
[}
3
~
g g
4 3
-'{\ ‘
AL -
W
. 4 B
N ’i:!“
<Y
’
L]
«
L4
R N2
L34
*»
-
A )

. N - .



> >
’ - LA |

~ ~ Source .o -

¥ " Gift Aid-Total L
. J’r‘

- (18s0) -
(Other) .

' l.l);n (S) ~ v

A Seif-help-Total
. | (Te[m-ﬁmé éamiﬁgs) -
’ (Summer Earnings) ~ *

’ [N - - - . b o’ N )
- Yo
- Parents’ Contribution , Y|
. ' . . L
Total Resources *
4 * . . » -
. . ,
- Source ’
Gift Aid-Total .-, = - -

(ISs0),
E (Other) - L

, . Loan(s) e -
! @ \
*. Self-help-Total

+ " (Term-time Earnings)
(Summer Earnings) - . s

3

“Parents’ Contribution \
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TABLE31(Cont) - -

1]

4
- B o
-

.
-
b

. Female;'Schola:sh;ﬁ Respondents

196768 - .. __1970-71 _ . .
% S % s

3

458
399

511

- -
.

147
153

. o 196768
. .'. % ., $

404 968’

298
* 106 .

200

o
li‘.
[=4]

1
243 581 "
SR

9.6

100.0

1970-71
. 8 -
991

%
it
W)

.*« 29:5
LA l2.2e.

29,

[
lh
w
~

.28.7

*
N -

$2,376

400

+

g i e P
27 el . 215 q00
s a0 s .
(54 _3m C T4k . 3 122
227, 49 259 -_e6l 292
| tele8 147 124 317 _-156
59 344 135 384 136
1000 . Sy1e ' '.'165').0 $2548 . 1000 $2934
- ‘ -~ Femafs-Grant R'mpond‘ems

% - S.

1973-74

%1000 52,408 .
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- 4 - Earents’ contribution (amount of money respondents reported recemng from parentIs] or guardian) . -

L As used“below the term “total resources” represents tbe $um of all of the above resources tosmeet _college costs.
%7 - - Table 3.1 depicts how college costs were met by male and female scholarship and grant responderits.  In .
’ " ‘ mterpretmg these data, and those in following tables, it is important to note that scholarshrp respondents are of high )
- academic ablhty and grant students generally are of gverage academic abrhty 1
© As shoWn in the first section of Table 3. 1, the data prévided by male scholarship, respondents mdicated a
~ dramatic change in how they financed their education over the period from 1967 through 1974. Of partrcular noteis
T _ "the decredse of approximately 3% in  gift aid and thes5.6% drop in parents’ contribution. These two"tlecreases were -
o ' offset by an approximate 9% increase in selféhelp. In absolute terms, only $133 was béiﬁg contn“buted from -
= termetime earnings in 1967-68; by 1973-74 this figure was $679.-
) Tt is also noteworthy to realize that theoretically 2 studenit would be expected to prov:de from all self-help . .
- approximately $800 in 1973-74 accordmg to ISSC calculatrons The ;eported $1327 that was contn'buted in, .
self-help in 1973-74 is about $525-in-éxcess of theoretrcal expectatrons The failure of the parents fo contribute
according to the calculations has been offset by, additional earnings from work. The mean amount of loans as a -
_ component in financing the college costs of the male scholarship respoindents had also increased by'$100 1n 1970-71
* " over the 1967-68 period, and returned to approxrmately 11% of the total aid packagc by 1973.74.
' _ The second section of the table for male grant respondents shows'a relative Increase of 4% in gift ard a decrease,
of about 6% df needs met through loans, and & 6% increase in self! “help in the form of term-time and summer * |
earnings. It is also of interest to note that ghe parenfs’ contribution fell by approximately 3.5%, actually equil to
$39. The average male grant . respondent’s summer work earnings actually.declined slightly as a contribution to
meeting his colIege costs; however, M5 térm-time eammgs increased.by appri‘xrmately $420 over the six year penod
« and clearly made up a large pa his budget T o, .
Focusing of the datzf0r female scholarship respondents, it can be noted .thzt the percentage of the parents’
contribution decreased y 4.3% and was replaced by an increase of 6.5% in self- -help. The high ability female student
continued to: receive approximately 4041% of her college costs through gift ard Loans dropped by.3% to
\ approximately 12% of her-total college cost budget. And, as indicated Yor males, self-help has increased as a
! componént of her resources over the period studied Interestingly, summer earnings did not mcrease in dollar,
\ amaounts nearly as dramatically as term-time earnings “Tor the high ability female student. . < ",
’ One of the most striking trends in the final se"ti‘on of Table 3.1 (describing’ female grant respondents) is
the 5.4% decrease in dependesncy on pal;ents‘ contribution to meet the budget, contrasting with the nea y 9% .
increasesin self-heip. Because parents contfibuted less than 10% to their cpllege cost budget by 1973-74,
grant respondents were requn-ed to borrow and work to a considerably greater degree than is true for the- ,
fer ale students: for female scholarship respondents loans and self-help represented 41% 6f the total cost budget by
1973-74 this can be contrasted with the heavier ‘reliance (over 50%) that the grant females.ad on- tHese two .
sourges. It is also of intérest to note that the fémale grant respondent received approximately $125 less from “other ~
scholarships” than scholirship females Yeceived. Even ‘when compared with male grant students, the female
grant respondent received approximately $200 less in other scholarships than her male counterpart. The difference
1 ) in the total resources avaxlable to the female grant respondent in comparison with the female scholarship respondent ;
" would also indicate that she i 1s attending much less expensive schools than the high abrhty female,
b= The main trends evidént in T ble 3.1 above reafﬁrm the earlier findings reportéd in our 1967-68 study,
\ namely, that the parental contribution received is often in direct relatronslup to the percerved ability of the parent(s)
\ of the potential or demonstrated academic strength f their child.
! - In Table 3.2 foﬁowmg, the type of institution attended (public or nonpublic) is used asa controllmg vanable
i The data depict how scholarship and grant respondents at public Q\d nonpubh’c colleges actually met college costs i in
‘, * the three survey, years, y I, .
# ) ,' ' The first’notable observation in Tible 3. 2 is the increase in percentage of total resources which is now being
' v received in gift aid for scholarship respondents in public institutions. This figure increaied from 26% in 1967-68 to )
.+ over 33% by 1973-74, a galn of about 7%. In contrast, loans represent about 5% less over this period, and the
%mvestment in self-help by thié group is up by about 5%. Parents " contribution of the total budget dropped by about
7%, It is striking to note that 3ummer eamings have not dramatically increased asa perce’ntage of meettng college
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. TABLE32 - R A
Sy " HOW OOLLEGE COSTS WERE MET : ; )
- R BY RESPONDEN'L‘S AT PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC INSTITUTIONS - ™ ‘
o : o . . Pubhc-Scholars}up Rspondents
. I
-+ Sou o 196768 . .- 1970-71 . __1973-74
: “%. S % s %. s
' : - ,
Gift Aid-Total 263, 424 .. 290 -_552 336 7 _114
oo sy L. 154°: "8 185 352 25 519
{(Other) 109, 176 105 - 200 111 255
~ ) ° . ) - . ; . ] 2 “ N ~
R 711 B 180 . <200 166 317 12.8 295
Sclfhelp-Total : ' 39 ©._549 ' 387 . _7138 390 898 -
: " (Ternytime Earmngs) &2 133. 154 294 -~ 188 432
(Summer Eanungs) : 25.7 ‘416 - 233 444 292 466
“ % Parents’ Contribution ' o218 352 ¢ . 157 300 146 336
Lo v . . R : ' N
" Total Resourges. L. 1000 $1,907: 1000  §2,303
) : ' . ,lPublic-GrantRupondc'nts L. ¢
et Source- ¢, T, ; 1970-71 197374
_ . N % ° S %. 'S
. Gift Aid-Total  +~ 229 _407 296 580 346 _766
e e 7 ‘ J P . ? gy . - '
el (ISSC) 142 252 "18.0 352 2.0 490
. (Other), - “ 87 . 155 116 228 12.5 276 ¥
* L4 . . - ¥
Loan(s) 216 383 19.6 384 15.7 348~
* Selfkelp-Totdl . 404 ° 117 1 787 413 914
, + sw(Termdtime Earrings) /. S8 191 167 327 227 502
. (Summer Earnings) - j Lo N6 526 234 460 186. . 412
< ' 4 \ . L} .'
" A" Parents’ Contribution 151 -269 10.7 200 - 84° _186
( - Total Resources 1000  $1,776 1000-  $1,960 1000  $2,214
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) h . TABLE 3. z (Cont ) ‘ '
Jhe R HOWCOLLEGE COSTS®ERE MET L .
S - 7 BY RESPON;DENTS AT PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC lNSTlTUT[ONS . ce
o& R .
L Nonpubhc-Scholarshlp Responden‘ts.
Source ' Ve, 1967-68 ©_1970-71 .+ ' __1973-74 o
v ' . % 0§ %. . S %. s -
" Gift Aid-Total . . 460 1267 . 43B% 1441 428 ' 1,665 .
(IS8C) ', 329, 907 . 311 1023 200 <30
(Other). - <. 7 131 . 360 12.7 418 138 535
Loan(s) 11.7 322° 13.2 434 11.3 439 - .
Self-help-Total 22.8" 630 26.7 880 29.5 ¢ 1,147
v (Term-time-Earnings) S 52, 144 11.2. 370 - 14.5- Sﬁ
*.  (Summer Eamings) 17.6 486+ 15.5. 1 510 15.0 :
Parents’ Contribution © 195  _538 163 ._536 164 _638. -,
P R -' , . ' . .
Total Resources . 100.0 2,757 -100.0  $3,297 , 1000 $3,889
. o ' ; Nanublic-Grant Respondents ‘
Source : ' 1967268 1970271 * 1973-74
‘ : . % .8.° % 3 s
—/ ‘ \ , s . 6’ Q. ) ':. ) . ',’ l ’
“Gift Aid-Total - o . 414 1,095 42.1 1,351
(1SSC) 32.0 845 319 . 1,023, 321 V1,158
* (Diier) '94 250 10.2 328 - 139~ 502
. . “ @ . l'
Loan(s) oo , 187 496 15.5° 496" 132 476
Self-help-Total . "L 214 ¢ 127 324 L1037 320 1,158
L7 ‘ - ‘:’ hd /
(Term-time Earnings) ° ‘8.8 232 17.0 ' 543 18.6 673 .
(Summer Eamings) ., 18:7 495 ¥ 1547 494 13.4 485
Parents’ Contribution 125 - 332 100 -_3i9 ' _88 _316
.Total:Resou[(ics‘ 1000  $2,650 1000~ $3,203 "100.0  $3,610
R N - '. . T e 4 -
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. costs, but term- time earmungs are playing a much larger role in meeting e eollege \-UStS of scholarstup students at
- . public institutions.. . . . -
) For the grant students atgendmg public mstltutrons there 15 also an increase in the peueentage represented by e )
gift aid to a level similar to scholarship respondents (about 1,3 of total cost). Thus Is a percentage increase of almost . .
" 12 percentage points over the six ygars. Loa1ns dropped approximately 6%, and self- help increased about 1%. The ~
_parents’ contribution to meet college costs déopped by 6.7%. The grant students enrolfed in public institutions are
obviously finding propurtivnately less femunerative summer empluy ment, either_dye to economic condifions uI to
having made a decision to remain in s«.hoo.l dunng the summer. They have offset this deerease by greater earnings
during the school yetr. The depéndence upon loans has also been less for these r.sponc{ents ] - ,
Turning attention to the section showing data for sr.holarslup respondents enrolled 1n private colleges, 1t isseen '
that the role that gift aid has played in financing eullege for these students was proportionately less it 1973-74 than
it was six years earlier. The amount of loans being used.to meet ollege costs remained approxsmately constantasa | .
percentage of the total cost. The scholars}up student ata private institution has used both term-time and summer
earnings to offset the drop of both parents’, contribution (down about 3%) and the impact of less total gift aid to
meet costs. It is again most striking tu see that the term-time earnmgs represent 14.57 of the budget compared with
5.2% six years earlier. - ,
In the final section of Table 3.2 (for grant res ndents at private eolleges) it can be.noted that gft aid has
continued to increase as a percentage of tMudget Sizable gains have been made, especially in “other
scholarships™ reeelved which doubled in amount over the six-year period. Students in this category became less . .
dependent, over the six-year period, on loans for meetlng their total budget, and yet self-help increased by 4. 7%. \
This increase 1s denved almost entucely from term- time earnungs, sumhmer earmpgs actually decreased 1n percentage
and in déllars available to meet costs. Parents’ contributions remained at about the same absolute level yet because
. ‘ of mcreased ¢osts, this.amount represents a smaller percentage of the budget by 1973-74. .
) Wrth commuter/resrdent and scholarship/grant status as the combned controlling variables, Table 3.3 indicates
how students with thes¢ characteristics actually mes their callege costs in 1967—68 1970-71, and 1973-74.

The first section of Table 3.3 shuws that sgholarshlp commuters are still receiving very small amounts of
support from parents’ out-of po«.ket finanual contnbutions. They dramatically increased their term-time earnings,
and; when added to their summer earmirgs, these two resources became fearly,one-half of their total budget (47.7%)
by 1973-74. Loans continued to be between 5 andf 8% of the total, and glft aid décreased slrghtl) from 44% to
.41.2%. T

The commuter grant rec?plent his shown & rather consistent pattern of using various resources over the
six-year period included in the stugy. Glff aid, loans, and parents’ cuntributions decreased only sllghtly over this
- period. Self-help increased by 5.27% offsettmg the decline of the other resvurces. The grant commutlng student has .

’ “also found that sumimes eamr..5s ai. oot as remunexaﬁvec%erms of metting costs, as the amount earned during the /"

school year. The grant commuter student borrowed abou ce the amount that the*scholarship commuter student ,
did, 10% tompared with appruxrmately 5%. About #4.2%. Of the, grant cémmuters’ budget was earneq, through .
self-help. It is of interest to note thit bot scholarship and grant commuter students received approxrmate]y $315in e e

gift aid from other SQUECES N 1973 Mihrs dollar amount of other gift aid significantly mcreased over the six-year
period. | . . >
. In" the third section of* Table 3.3, it is lnterestmg to note the continued wrlhngness of the parents of these
high- ablllty studems to meet approximately the same relatively high percentage of the budget in 1973-74 as was true
six years earlier. It can be notrced'that the approxrmately 21% pryvided by the parents is significantly higher than
_any of the other groups. Loans' represented about 15%, and the students’ other self-help has increased about 3.6%.
Apparently this increased: self- help was necessltated by a drop of about 3% from total gift aid. . ,
In the final section of Table 3.3 it can be noted that for grant resident students, other scholarshlps |nc\rea$cﬂ-\,
by 4% from 1967 to 1974. This increase permutted gift aid to represent about 41% of the_budget, offsetting a
. decreasé’in loans of 4.2%. Self- help increased only slightly by 1 6%. This represents one of the lowest increases in
T self. help. of any of the groups shown in Table 3.3. Tl arents,uf grant resrdent students contributed less each year
' as a percentage of the total bullget. . : .
With class standings (freshmen versus n0nfreshmen6 and scholarship or grant award as the controlling vanables,

4 4

Table 3.4 -mdlcates how }ugh and average ablllty students of dlfferent class levels actually met thieir college costs in
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; - « TABLE33 ' )
. HOW COLLEGE'COSTS WERE MET BY COMMUTER ARD RESIDENT i
. : SCHOLARSHIP AND GRANT RESPONDENTS |
; , . ; Commu:ie,r‘.-Scholprship Respondents
».“ ."f: i - ’ ’ ' > o
.SQ.H.LG)S.. : . —1967-68 - . —1970-71 973-74 .
] g % - 8 % . S ' % $
.' b vy ) ) s e / .
. Gift Aid-Total - 4.7 _828 403 1042 . 412 L1715
asso_ |, 364 683 323 836 302 860
(Other) T 7.7 145 80 206 - 110 s L
Loan(s) ‘ 60 _13 .85 _2 a6 _132
. Self-help-Tdtal’ ) 38.7 721 421 1,089 477 13 '
(Term-tirhe Earnings) | 142 266 - 225 583 295 ka2 -
' (Summer Earnings) - 24.5. 461 19.6° -506 18.2 518 -
_Parents’ Contribution 11.2 211" 9.1 234 - _65 183 )
Total Resourcés - " - 1008 $1,879 100.0 $2,584 1000 I“sz_,ész
' . v < . , . Commq;ter-Grant Re;pondents } :
Source *, - 196768 \ o 1970-71 1973-74
: % e s % s T
Gift'Aid-Total . 413> 936 © . .400 ' .1036 7400 71016
o ! ' P ’ . ) .
(1SSC) - 332 . 753N . 313 810 7 702
. (Other) - ST 81 - 183 8.7 226 12.4 314 —
Y ‘.4__. . . ’ . v i 4 . f . L . ) .
. ~ Loan(s) - L s_123 . _280 112 289 % 104 262
: Self-help-Total *) 390 . _885 429 - L1110 » 442, LI19 -
L . ’ .. . K A i . . . . . - ] .
. (Temstime Eamings).© . . 170 385 . 259 69 « 277 . 101 - _
.. % (Summer Earnings) S 220 500 @ 170 . 44¥ . 165 418
2 ' - * .‘: . ' . . . ! : o L]
: . . Parents’ €ontribution * 74 61 5.9 153 53 134 .

.
. ‘, [l

SN Total Resources  * © -+ 1000 $2268 .. 1000 $2,588 - 1000 $2,531




B - . ~ .”"’ . -
.. KR el '
) e . i .. e
“
- ‘ . \ ?,
TABLE 3.3 (Cont.) . -
T ’ N ? =
s © HOW COLLEGE COSTS WERE MET BY COMMUTER AND RESIDENT
S » . SCHOLARSHIP AND GRANT RESPONDENTS T
* - ResidentScholarship ReSpondents N
- _-Source . Lo 1967- L _emeSm 197374
. F . 5 % R % s

Gift AigyTotal ~ - -39.2 936 36.6 970 364 1,164
assoy - - . 256 612 226 600 25 120
(Other) -~ .. 136 © 324 140 370 * 139 - *444

4 . .
Loan(s) ' 15.2 364 17.3 457. 15.3 490
. _(/ * NI . *

Self-help-Totdl _ , 236 S 26.2 . 693 272 869
(Termtime Eaming) . 46 110 85 = 226 105 336
(Summer Earnings) 190 454 17.7 467 16 533

‘Parents’ Contribution - . 220 ° _52 19.9 528 21.1 676

Total Rcsour’ées ) ‘ ‘ , 100.0 $2,390 1000 $2,648° 1000 83,199,

, . Resident-Grant Respondents
Source ) 1967—68 1970-71 - 1973-74
. C % s - % ' % $
s = ~ - 3 " *

Gift Aid<Total’ I *7 912 37.9 990 408 1,216
(1SSC) ; ' - 287 659 264, 690 - .~ * 269 801
(Othet) : <99 253 116 300" . 139 415

" Loan(s) - ' . ' 228 582 - 20.  _515 18.6 553
 Self-help-Total : 260 664 & 261 ° _681 216 820
“ (Termting Eamnings) - - ' og2- 158 19 . 206 120 358
. (Susamer Eamifigs) . . ~19.8 506 - 182, 475 156 . 462
 Patents’ Contributior 4 156 “* _399 °  °_140 i _367 130 . _386
- . . . ’ N M)
Total Resources 1000 $2,557 L1000 $2613 100.0 - $2975
° . £ ,' j ’ to. . H ' ) )
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~ e ~ TABLE34 . ~
R N COLLEGE COSTS WERE'MET BY FRESHMEN AND NONFRESHMEN . n
: . SCHOLARSHIP AND GRANT RESPONDENTS :
R Y . ’ , 7 Freshmen-Scholmhxp REspondents ’ .\.
«  -Sowee % 1967-68 " - __1970-71° - ' _ 197374
. . % s % N 1 % $
. . K Lhd 7 4 . -, M
. Gift Aid-Total' | "2 42.1 917 43.6 1094 429 1263
(iS5C) ‘ 2 . 5% 2.1 04 285 840
" (Other) =, ' 149~ 325 IS5 390 144, 423
Loan(®) : 145 317 142 358 114 3%
; , ., R
Selthelp-Total . 7 , 206 - _449 .+ 252 _634 261 769
"' (Termtime Earnings) 3.1 61 96 - 241 . 1 327
(Summer Earnings) 17.5 382 15:6 393 150 ° 442
. Parents’ Contribution 7 228  _497 170  _428 19.6 576 -
Total Resources . 100.0, $2,180 : 1000 - 52,514 1000 ~ $2,942° .
. _ ; _ DL
CE Freshmen-Grant Respondents  «
<o, N B 4 . . [ 7 . . °
, w Source P — 1967-68 * 197071 =, _1973-74 .
N -/ %", §. 0% s m. s
l ¢ = 3 .
, Gift Aid-Total W, 42.8 " . 1,037 41.8 935 - 422 - 1031
. o 4 , .
‘| ... (ssC), | c oo T 309 748 291 681 2727 . 681’
X -(Other) Vg * 11.9. 289 12.7 284 ° 145 » 356
. - ‘e . . £ B . :fx 4 .
_\' ' Loan(s). ¢ ‘*’L 19.]  _463 14.8 332 - 140 . 345 !
. ' - T k
Selfhelp-Total 224 542 305 .68 . 314 _IT0
_ (Term-tirke Earnings) o s0 m 139 312 -, 164 403
© . (SummerEamingy T,V . 174 420 166 371 150 1368,
. © . ~ .
) Parents’ Contribution / N 15.7 381 12.9 290 - 124" _304 . -
. ., ° « ‘ . ° ' . . .
»'. . TotalResources - ¢ . 1000 $2,423 . 1000, $2240 ' . '1000. 52457
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" TABLE 34(Cont) .- ' L. ¥ S
'\ HOW COLLEGE COSTS WERE MET BY FRESHMEN AND NONFRESHMEN )
i Fd
»’ ,
Source 5
> A
Gift Aid-Total ‘ ﬁ; ZF
. o \\ - / Al
(ISSC)’ 270 - 653 - 283 790 wo s 1 4
© (Other) . - 106 256 104 280 132 395 -
Loan(s) 126 - 304 144 _390 130 _388 ’
. ' ~ o 7
 Self-help-Total - 29.0 699 - 31.3 847 361 1079 ’
»*(Tefm-time Earnings) 8.3 200 120 * 325 18.4 550 4
(Surhmer Earnings) 207 499 193 522 177 529
Parents’ Contribution 208 _S501 156 . 42 ¢ _97  _289
. bR S :
ot . N ] -~ . . R
Total Resources’ , 1000 $2413 11000 52,709 1000 52,990
. ‘Noyjné-&ant Respondents _
Source __1967-68 .- 1970-71 ", _1973-74 )
% -5 % - s % .S
Gift Aid-Total . 360 883 358 _943 406 1114
(1SSC) - " 276, 677, 258 680 211 744
(Other)é 8.4 206 10.Q 263 . 135 - 370
Loan(s) : 193 _474 180 _472 154" . 421
™. Selfhelp-Total 37 80 - 311 . _9I§ 350 _958
(Term-Time Earnings). 11 273 " 174 a7 | 192 526~
(Symmer Earnings) 216. 528 19.7 . 518 15.8 432
f AR . .. - ‘;. . § AN " ’
Parents’ Céntribufion-~ - 120 205 ., 9.4 | _238 90 _247 :
Total Resourées . ° 1000 $2453 , = 1000 52628 1000  $2,740
L4 ’ ~ - N : 2 /
¢ . & .
Al- >
o t i -
j» . * . " " '
4 ' ra . * .
’ .?%"u ' ¢ \ ‘»
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) the three survey years‘ ) : . R
Over the six- yeai period studled glft a1d to freshman scholarshlp students uniformly represented about 43% of
their budget, but loans decreased about 3%, and earnings increased about 5.5%. The percentage of the budget-being
contributed by the students themselves (loans'plug garnings) increased by 2.4% . s e
Freshman grant xespondents had to‘ use self! help in increasing amounts to meet college costs. Especmlly
. significant increases were noted in teml-tikne earnings, offsettmg @ decreasing percentage of parental contributions, .
Although these students received a }ughet amount of other scﬁolars}ups in 1973-74, the amount is approximately | ., .
* $75 less from this source compared with Treshman scholarship respondents It is also "of interest to note that the
" parents’ contribution for freshman grant, respondents was $272 less than for. sc;holarslup respondents in 1973-74,
.. » continuing'a-trend shown in the two earlier survey years. : A
Y, ' The percentage of the budget represepted, by gift*aid increased by 3.6%' for nonfreshman scholarship
' . »fespondents. Self-help mcreased by about 7%. The most. stgikmg finding for nonfreshman scholarshlp respondents is the
percentage that parents contributed to the total budget. The reader will note that this percentage dropped by over
¥ half, from approxxmately 21% to 10%. This decrease alone evidently forced, these students to replace these funds by
& ‘_5,/_ becormng much rhore dependent on term-time earnings. The pescentage uf the budget earned dunng the school year
»{“’9“/ more than doubled over the six-year period. o .
_~ o = . Inthe final section of Table 3.4 it can be noted that for the grant nonfreshman student, gift aid is a constantly . '
T increasing percentage of the funds needed to meet college costs. This increase of approximately 4.7% of gift aid
' periitted the students to become less dependent on loans as 4 total part of the budget. Evidgntly the increase in gift
aid for these, students has not necessitated the. dramatic increase 1n self-help observed in the other sections of the
Table The nonfreshman grant recipient received less than 10% of his budget from contributions from parents
\;’Sﬁrmner emploxment was a relatively small portion of the total resources for college costs.

P The analyses in this section have, permitted a prospective college student or fi nancial aid counselor to observe e

" 'differences in how scholarship (high ability) and grant, (average ability) students have financed their college *
education over a recent six-year period. The further breakdowns by male/female, public/private college, commuggr/ »
resident, and freshmen/nonfreshmen provide added insights to the differences that exist based upon these sxgmﬁeant. L

" control variables. . - - ey . . - 7

To summarize the ‘data relating fiow eollege costs were met in the three survey years, this section will conclude

with a summary table and discussion of the overall differences for the total sample in each survey year. Table 3.5

depicts these data. Al respoﬁdents tu the survey in each of the three year$ are mcluded in the means and
. 2=+ percentages. g
. Table 3.5 shows how all students actually “packaged” the:r resources to meet college costs. In 196768 it can .
be ohserved that self-help, evidenced by both earnifigs and loans, was approximately 44% of the budget. By 1970-71
- this increased to 48.6%, and in 1973-74 the percentage of total self-help jas 48.5%. The relationship of this
) percentage to what was theoretically expected will be discussed in the following section. It 1s of interest to note that
s gift aid represented a relatively uniform 37.9% and 39.5% of the budget over each of the three years studied. The
\ 1973-74 increase in reported ‘other scholarships” is no doubt a reflection of the impact of the new Basic

- Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) in providing other aid which was not available.in_previous years.* .

Lo f:)ugh the typical ISSC” monetary award winner contmues to borrow approximately $400 a year,.the
" . percentage that this amount represents in his budget has dropped by about 3% in the six-year period studied. The
reader Wﬂl note that self-help in the form of earnings shows a dramatlcav different mix of term-time vs. summer
earnings. Students working whllé in school (term-time) were able to provide $537 in 1973.74 toward their budget,
while in 1967-68 this was $180. . This is about a three-fold increase of earmngs from term-time employment and a

o . LT e . . 'Y

# “ -

»

‘The BEOG ls a federal program of grant_aid. Beginning in 1973.74, full-time undergnduetel attending either traditional or

" ipecialiied schools in any state coyld agply for assistance if they had not attended any postsecondary institutions before April, 1973.
" Based upon 4 tigid federally determined measure of financlal strength, all eligible applicants are entitled to the assistance if they
. enzoll at one of almost 5,000 sligible inititutions, The enabling I v permits aid up t0.51,400 per year not to exceed % of the total
college cost budget.’ However. limited funds have not permitted maximum swards in e{ther 1973-74 or. 1974.75, Discussions in ¢
Congress 'in early 1975 indftate that thers is considerable support for allocating Increased funds tq this program in the ensuing flscal . .
. year. The BEOG is to'be aminimum or “ﬂoor” upon which other sources of ﬂmnehl'dd are to be med 2 needed . ) .
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: ' K} - . ?TABLE3S - . N .
* . \ I < . L ) .
. % ' 'HOW COLLEGE COSTS WERE MET IN 1967—68, 1970-71- AND 197374 | ~
. \  BY ALL'SCHOLARSHIP AND GRANT RESPONDENTS COMBINED : o
A Source\ T o __1967-68 197071 L1911 .
. e . \ . % S %‘. . 3 % . S . - ..
Gift Aid:Fotal ;\\ . ' 392 .91 379 968 396 1138 " -
T 3. -7 * ’ » P ' B oo- ) v >,
(IsSC) P R 28.3 657 264 . 673 264 757
(Other) 109 . 255 1.5 295 132 381, -
© Loan(sy™ 164’ 383 156 *._400 . 134 387 ¢
Self-help-Total . 215 _641° 330 _84 331 1012
g . ) N . R ,
, (Term-timé Earnings) . . 7.7 180 14.5 371 18.6 537 -
(Summer Earnings) . - . 198 461 . 185 473 . 165- 475 x
Pargnts”Contribution’ =~ . » . JB9 393 135 345 . ' 119 - 343 .
.. Total Resourcés | * ° 100.0  $2,329 71000 " $2,557, 7 1000  $2,880 °
. o ‘:*f - ) . . .o - < .
O‘ . 4 . - N ) . 4 r . ' . ., ‘ b '

v - . N . . . . . ’

doublmg of the percentage of the total college cost budget represented by such eami'ngs In contragt eagnings from

summei work remain at about the level of $470 on the average and therefore.were a* decreasing percentage of the, .
total college cost budget. It can be inferred that a sizeably greater number of students were enrolled in summer .

_ sessions in 1973- 74 compared with 1967-68. . .o T

The parental -contnbutrons decreased substantially from 17% of the total budget to about. 12% of the total ..
budget, represented by a decrease i in actual dollars received by about $50 over the six-year perlod .For the retipients
of the ISSC 'monetary awards, it can be generalized that approximately 40% of their aollege costs are met through -
nonrepayable gift ard about 48% through self-help in the form of earnings and loans and approxrmately 12% from \
parents,

The tabuldr data and drscussron to.this pornt emphasrze the increasing dependence of students on self help, as - ‘ ’
Tevealed.in the s percentage that this xesource is of total college cost. Another dimension of this i mcreasmg dependenoe
is shown in Table 316, depicting mean values of the compofients of self- -help. ) x .

"In absolute termg, monetary award, winners are working more houts per week while in school with the passing .
of each year. Three more hours’, work per week over a 30-week penod would mean that 90 more hours were usedto -
tarn income in a typical academrc year in comparison with six years earlier. It is also noted that the wages paid per \
hour have increased by $.65 per hour during this period. Multiplication of the hourly increase by the additional 90
. hours’ work indicates $205 more dollars earned per year while in school than was true of the. onetary award T
wininers six years earlier. It is also noted that the percentage of students workmg"dunng the term has increased by .
7.3%. The préportion of students working while in sc! ool has moved from six out of ten to twé out of three
Students, working on the average of 14 hours per week by 1973-74. : o '

‘ The loan figures may be somewhat misleading, sirice the ﬁgures show total college loan debt Part of this
increase in debt may be related to the mcreased number of juniors and seniors mcluded in tlie series of surveys, as
not'edm Table 1 4 - - ; _ N e
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_ Term-Time Hours . s hd .
. Worked'per Week - . ' 14.4
Pay per.ﬁau'r . .- . . :, . : .
Term-Time Works - - . . o : . , -5 228
Percentage Working A . ' " : . L
. Term-Time v e . .- 605 s 638 . .. 678 7
Total College .*s™» *»~ .~ ¢ . B \ ) * ‘
Loan Debt o $ 457 - . . $ 65, * $753 :

.. C. The Reality of Family Contributions Compared wit}.l'Theo'reticaI Ex';)ectations ' " el

'.mforrnatron concerning their financial circumstances. An annual objective assessment, facilitated by the usé of

‘both to college choice and to college costs.

.°Scholarshrp Service (an agency of the College Entrance Examination Board) is used by the ISSC. -,
. year. This tetal-is a theoretical expectation. What the' parents ‘and the student do provide in actual practice

.would be wrllmg to provrde in financial support, there would be obvious problems in any prpgram that required

- TABLE3S6, . .

?

MEAN VALUES FOR CONTRIBUTING FACTORS "~ | %
. IN MEETING COLLEGE COSTS FOR ALL RESPONDENTS .

~— Variable - -

PES
) s v % “ 5‘, ., .’ )

\

., The Illinois Hrgher Education . Student Assistance Law states that to’ authonzemn, monetary . ;award, the
Scholarshrp Cbmrmssrbn must find that “financial resources are cueh that in the absence of schelarshrp 2id, he (the
applicant} Mll,be ﬁeterred by famlly consideratrons fromcompletmg his educatron 4t the qualrﬁed institution of his_,
chorce M 7 . )

The parents or legal guardran of every applicant for monetary assrstance are requrred to submit conﬁdentml

computers, is made to deterjiiinie the family's theoretically available dollars for the applicant to attend any college. .
These . theoretically avallable dollars (the expected family contribution) are compared with the ‘specific total
commutmg or total resrdent costs of attending the applicant’s desrgnated co]lege When college ¢osts exceed the -
expected family contnbutron, financial need exists, and appropriate awards are announced Need is always relative

. ,The major variables in need analysis are size of family, ne¢ income, assets, srbhng schoolmg expen\ses, unusual
expenses, and expectations from student earnings and assets. A modification of the ﬁ,rocedures of the College

The ISSC-determines what the parents or guardian and the 3tudent could provide for college | castsin a givén

répresents the “true” dollars available for coltege. “If awards were “based upon what the parent and the applicaht

equrtable procedures it the determination of award recipients. What each parent would assunie to be adequate
ﬁnancral support of his son’s or daughter’s education ‘would vary greatly Need analysis systems now in use rely upon
an estimate. of what the family could (er should) bé able to provide and not what they will provide.

One questron in_ the survey permitted an analysis of the drfference betweén what the parents actually did
provide and what was theoretically expected: “Esnmate how much money you will receive from your parents during
this academic year. Do not mcIude the value of room “and board‘recewed while living at home or the value of Ioans
that you must repay.” : * )

Because respondents to the quesnonnarre were not asked to rde\ntrfy themselves by name, the analysis in this _
sectron is Jimited to a review.of the respondents in total without a direct case-by-case comparison of individual )
responses The group responding to the’ questronnarre was representanv of the total group awarded scholarshlps and




o, . . granis (see Part I) Names and I1SSC need analysrs mformatron were available for both sample groups therefare, thrs
’ . information was used to compare the responses on’ the questionnaire relating to support from parents and other
sources. This section summarizes how the students financed their educatronal costs 1n each of the three survey years.
Table 3.7 compares the amounts derived from the theory descn’bed above versus the reahty of actual amounts

provided by, studerits as revealed in the students’ responses. .. .. e

D.  Hbw Various Resources of Financial Ard Were Packagedw:th ISsC Molnetary Awards.

Tlus sectron analyzes the use of the various resources used by 1SSC monetary award winners to riieet the costs
of the college of their choice. Combining various resources (packaging) is the typlcal pattern of student financial aid
for almost all students when parent(s) are not able or willing to provide funds:to )meet aJt costs beyond ISSC aid. '

Table 3.8 mdrcates the percentage (by type institution) of all respondents in 1967-68 1970-71 and 1973-74
using tlte standard resources of packagmg—other scholarshlps, roans term-time employment summer earnings and

L ,parental support E s - , .
) - .

R S TABLE37 ,
e i . e~ LT . EXPECTED AND ACI‘UAL ‘CONTRIBUTIONS FROM T
T B PARENTS’ INCOME AND ASSETS TO MEET COLLEGE COSTS '
' : . T v 196768 Co1970-7] - .-, 1973-74
T : . A . 4 A : e - - ., N -
- . '\‘ . : . 2 . L R 4 * o Scholarship Respondents i
s Number'in Sample s ¢ o s R (A 711
Exptcted Clonwion oo % 686 $ 784. . "L, $1,150.
) Actual Contributi®n L . “n§ 460 - $ 420 ..o - §1497
e Actual/Expected S : 67.1% . L 537% . " 432%
. B ’ 3 P ’ S - RTE - '
R L . o . ' N P ,
T e B .. Grant Respondents
R - Number in Simple - 626 -y 7 587. 1,042
. ! Expected Contribution®  : PR $ 608 - § 542 .3 730,
. Actual Contribution : - $ 315 § 252 -8 237
°r  Actual/Expected | - 51.8% : 46.5% " 32.5%
. v , “1 o '_’ " . i :
) e x s - Al Respondents
: , Number in Sample™; . '{ o 1377 # 1,294 1,753
*+ .7 Expected-Contributjon, .8 651 o T8 674 ‘ $ 873 ¢
*  Actual Contribution : N $ 393 - $ 345 . $ 343
Actual/Expected A . Nl 60.4% 51.2% 39.3%
) There are two ‘salient findings ffom Table 3.7. (1) In no case does the reality of the financial support from
parents approach the expected amount as derived in the theoretical formulations. (2) Furthermoye, the ratio of
* ¢ actual parent, contributions to expected contributions declined, precipitously over the six-year period studied. When
. these ﬁndmgs are coupled with the rapidly escalating cost of a college education it can better be realized what the
students have had to do to compensate for.the lack of congruence between theory and reality of parental
contnbunons o . S ., ,
(, , ‘ P . RS L
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-" . . AT . ‘F TAPLE38 ’ .e"i ) . . 3 .
- PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENT S USING OTHER F INANCIAL AID kESOURCES
TO HELP MEET COLLEGF. CO?TS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INS'I'lTUqONS

N v All Reepondents (Scholmmps and Grants) -
At Pubhc lgututlons { .’ . - AtPrivate Institutions

3
o .

Othe.'SchoIarshxps 352 ©,, 405 410 . “479 T 567 . 633
- Loati(s) Peoe Taggl | s3s. "464 ;.. 533 610 . "~ 562
Term Time Employment _59.2° "\ 74.9 . 6711 . 642 " 700 746
Summer Eamnings <« * 87.2 847 814 : 89.8, 87.2 ‘854

Parental _Suppbrt o 63‘.6. 68.3 669 . 643 7138 2702

The above Table (3.8) penmts generahzatxons as'to how%d is being_ packaged and indicates trends over the
past six .years. The use of other scholarships is'up at both public and private mstxtutxons*however the percentage
using other scholarships is consistently larger.at private institutions.

: About one-Half of students are makipg loans, with the percentages only shghtly higher at private msututxons
than as public institutions. There was less borrowing in 1973-74 than was found in 1970-71. Two factors probably
contributed sxgmﬁmntly to this decline: the introduction of the new, Basic Edocational Opportunity Grant Program
and the existence of a more severe “needs test" in 1993 as to’efigibility for interest benefits paid by others in the
{oan program, -

Almost three out of four students have a term-time job and are contnbutmg these dollars to meet college

" costs. The decreasé from 197071 to 1973-74 of almost 8% of those working at public institutions during the term -

.,

may also be a function of the unpact of the new BEOG program. Since.the BEOG grants were relatively small, they

- may not have contributed significantly to offsetting higher costs at private institutions.

Summer earnings, although indicated by declining percentages of students over the six years studied, still show
between 80 and 85% of the respondents ‘in 1973.74 providing dollars from this source td meet costs. An ﬂrease of
students in summer school on a full-time basis has also caused W&&,ﬂeclme in percentage of students working
in the summer.’ -

Parental support data show about two out of three parents assisting children at public institutions and about

seven of ten parents assisting students at pnvate institutions. T .
The data shown in Table 3.8 clearly indicate that in the great majority of cases, the use of vaned resources is
the practice in meeting college costs. -~ R

The ‘data for 1970-71 and 1973-74 also permit g detailed analysis of .the mean dollar value of the various
resources whefi given students were not using one of the standard variables of “packaging aid.” (Data were not
available for this detailed analysis for 1967-68.)

. Table 3.9 indicates the following findings: /. '

1)..  When No' Other Scholarslups Were ecelve(l The tyﬁ’ca’!‘student in 197374, used about $1 ,800 in other
wresources beyoiid the ISSC award. The $1,800 “‘package” was compnsed of about 20% foi} loans, 35% term-time ,
earnings, 27% summer earnings, and 18% frém parents In 1970-71 the comparable percentages were 23% loan,28%

, terprtime earnings, 29% summer earnings,’and 20% from parents. Slight decliifes in the proportionate contri utxon

from’parents and loans in 1973-74 were rhade up by increased termstigne earningy ’
2) . When No Loans Were Used. The typical student who borrowed o meney in 197374 used about § 900

27% summer earnings, and 18% f m parents. In 1970-71, the comparable percentages were 16% other scholarships,

‘" in other resources beyond the ISSC Z ard. The $1,900 consistéd of about 19% scholarshxps, 36% term-time earnings,

30% term-time earnings, 31% /s r earnings, and 23% from parents. Trends indicate other scholarships and

tern¥time earnings are a more Significant part of the. package in 1973:74 with a concommitant decline in summer .

' 1957 68 1%0.71  1o73-74 °* 1967-68 - 1d70-71 " .1973-74

. .

’




Loan (s)
.Term-Timc Earnings

Hours Worked<Per Week)

% Working

Average Pay Per Hour
Summer Earnings
Parent {s) Contribution

Other Scholarships
Term-Time Earnings -
Hours Worked Per Week
% Working
Average Pay Per Hour
Summier Earnings
" Parent (s) Contribution

Other Scholarships

Loan (s) 'éd
Sunimeér Earnings )
Parent (s). Corftnbut—xon

’

Other Scholarships " /
Loan (s) ' :
Term-Time. Earmngs
, Hours Worked Fer.We' k
% Workm g "
Averagc Pay Per Hour’',-
Parent,(s) Co%n’b}_l]t}or‘x .

%

. Other -Scholarsli;‘;)"s;'
-+«Loan (s)
Term~Txme Earnjngs

o

v ‘
L

" Hours Worked Per We’ek

). % Working

~Average Pay Per Hour .

’Summer Earmng:

0

TABLE39 ' .

-

. BY ALL RESPONDENTS (SCHOLARSHIPS AND GRANIS), .
, 1970-71 AND 1973—74'0NLY /

-

.o 197Q—71

-When*No Qther Séholarships Were Received -

$ 390

‘ . . §477
: C 138 ¢
v 6187
*S 199
$ 492
$ 35

Wllen No Loans Were Used

" . , $ 252°
. . ' - § 485
14.1
672 -
, S, 200
s T $ 49
' s 373

-t

7’

When Student Dxd Not Work While at School

5 332

$475°

4§47

Sy R : v §475

.

lW‘hen §tudeht Did Not Have Summer Earﬁingg

;’“' o .. $.378
. P $ ‘408

T %8189

. . .l

, A , Y. 409 .
L $' 198

B ‘ $ 391

<

v A " L S [ . '
" - When Parent (s) Made No Contribution to College Costs
’ / . iy 'I N

© o $337 .

: %314

© . §556

c) . . C 15.1
... 1708

"4 ) > . i‘; S 203 °

i 5514

. N HOW RESPONDENTS FINANCED THEIR COLLEGE COSTS ’ .‘
oL ’ WHEN ONE VARIABLE WAS NOT USED IN,THE PACKAGE OF RESOURCES,

v

$ 360
-$ 671
155
- 708 .
$ 239°
$ 514
$ 343

$ 441
$ 467
s 421
$ 465

$ 470 .
. $382
5286
s 106
0 441
$ . 239
$ 313 -

, 74.5-
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", earnings and parents’ eontnbuuon m the package of 1973-74 when compa.red wrth 1970-71.
’ .3 When the Student Did Not Work ¥hile At School. The typicat nonworking student in 197}74 used .
about $1,800.in othér resources beyond the ISSC award. ‘The $1,800 was made up of about ..5% other scholarships, e
'26% loaris, 23% sutamer’ earnings, and 26% from parents In 1970-71 the comparable fi gures-were 19% other
scholarships, 27% lodns, 27% summer garnings, and 27% from parents. The trend for such students is increased
"srelianice on other scholarships and declining dependence on summer earnings and from parents. -
4)  When the Student Did Not Have Summer Eamings. The typical student in this category it 1973 74 used_
about $1,450 in other _resources beyon the ISSC award of which 32% was other scholarships, 26% loans, 20% .
erm-time eammg;, and 22% from parents. In 1970-71 the eomparable figures were 27% other scholarshrps, 307, .
Ipans, 14% term-trme earnings, and 29% from paren‘ts.‘Other st.holarshrps and term-time earnings have mc:eased in
. their proporuonate share of the package.
5) When Parent(s) Made No Contn'butron to College Costs The typrcal student not. recelvmg money from
. parents in 1973-74 had about 51,900 in other rpsources beyond the ISSC award. The $1 900 was comprised of 20%
other scholarships, I5% loans, 38% term-time earnings,. and 29% summer earnings. In 1970.71 the comparable
" figures were 20% other scholarships, 18% loans, 32% term-time earnings, and 30% summer earmings. These trend data
indicate térm time earnings have increased and partially replat.ed the t3tal role that loan(s) or summer earnings had
in the package. Other conclusions from the data are: =~
a)  Other scholarships received were greatest for those not workjng 1n the summer.
b)  Loans were larger for thosé not workrng during the schoolterm.. ¢ . ’
‘c)  Term-time earnings were greatest *for those rece1v1ng no assistance from their parents.
d) - Summer earnings were highest for those receiving no assistance from their parents
o e) Parents contnbuted'she largest number of dollars for those not’ borrowmg

- i

[ ' S ary . .
. . S /. .
1) Of all thg vanables, term-time earnings have increased most, and the change is most noteworthy.smce
1967-68. Men have in¢reased term-time. earnings from an approximate average of $180 (8% of the budget) in
1967-68 to about $650 (20% of the budget) in 1973.74. Women have increased term-time eamings. from about $180 .
(8% of the budget) in 1967-68 to about £480 (18% of the budget) in 197374, . e
These increases have raised term-time earmngs to I/ /5th of the budget as a substitute for the parental dollar’
-contributions in meet;ng college costs. . - . el ot
2)  Parents are providing less, in real dolfars and as a percentage, in terms of dollars given and theoretically
expected to help their children meet college costs. When a trend analysis was made of all respondents to our series of .
fhree studies, the ﬁgures show in 1967-68 about 60% of the expectation from parents’ income/assets was proyjded.
In 1970-71 this percentage dropped to 51%, and a further declne to 39%, was observed in 1973-74. For high
" academic potential students (ISSC monétary award vdnners alsp named state scholars), the percentages of reality to
théory have dropped from 67% in 1967-68, to 54% in 1970-71, and to 43% in 1973-74. For average ability (grant)
students the comparable percentages are 52%in 1967,68,47% in 1970- 71 and 33%in 1973-74.
Obviously,™ parents of high abrhty students oonsrstently have. provrded more.- dollars in relatronshrp to theory .
and teality than have parents.of.average: abthty students. :, 3. .
3 Summer earnings have remained as a constant in net dollars and as a substantral percentage of the .
Tesources over the past six _years. Obviously, students are earmng more per hour worked in the summer, but
year-round enrollment has ,rgmﬁcantly affected the number of ISSC winners engaged. in full-time surnmer
employment. ISSC summer award payments, have increased from $500 000 in 1967-68 to $1.0. mrlhon in 1970-71
and to $2.2 million in 1973-74, :eﬁectrng‘vastlydne{eased enrollments. . . t
4)  The role of student educatronal has also begn starfc or slightly down in mean dollars borrowed or
as a percentage of the college budget ove the past SiX years. Ioans are probably berng u%ed by most students as the . .
© last resource to use when necessity requires'theyfe ised.
%) " Non-repayable grft aid for each aader‘mé year surveyed mdrcates that, for men, between 37% and 38%7
. - of the college budget is met from tlus source, Fox ‘women, the figures sftow 40% to 41%. Men continue to mdlcate
they need more total dol]ars than women to attend th;ﬁame colleges; * . Sl e

° (’3 4
/ ~ 4




For mcn, the ISSC monetary award has decreased from 27% t0 24% of the total college budget from 1967-68
to 1973-74. A proposed 1975-76 increase of $150 in the ISSC maximum award would do much to, add between 4
and 5% of the share of the total costs the 1SS€ award will assume. . - ~

The impact of the federal grant dollars (Basic and SUpplcmenta] Grants) can be observed in noting that other
gift aid for men hns increased ,from about 10% of the budget in 1967-68 to about 14% in 1973.74. It is more
pronounced for ayerage ability ISSC grant wigners, where the peércentage of other gift aid increased from 8. 3% in
1968-69 to 15.2% in 1973-74.

How students ﬁnance their educational costs (can simply be described as usmg dollars from parents,
non-repayable grants educational loans, and dollars which the student has savéd or earned from term-time or
summer earnings. The role of each of these variables is subject to cross-currents of availablhty, attitude, knowledgc
of opportunity, proper application, and thé meeting of chgibxhty requirements. ,

The data of Part III also suggest that the desire of many 18-22 year-olds still being claimed as tax dcpendents

' by parents is to gain financial in ependence. The dramatic increases in term-time earnings, in many cases, could

reflect an attempt by many students to~ expect only those dollars from parents to meét college costs after the
students had doge all they cayld on their own.

The findings of this major section of the report have 1mplmtxons for financial, ald officers and members of
state scholarship commissions in many other sates as well as Hllinois. However, these findings are also related to
other aspects of the survey results such as the respondents’ subjective attitudes and opinions as reported in the
following major section. Therefore, the gcneral implications of the theory ind reality of financing a college
education as cxplmted 1n this section will be mtetrelated to salient findings in all other sections and dxscused in the
final summary section, ‘ . .. R

@
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S o ..+ PARTIV

’.. . . .

R ‘IBE: OPINIONS AND-ATFITUDES OF RESPONDENTS , N
R . Towm wnuous ASPECTS OF FINANCIALAID " _
- . . . "..c . : ‘. ' ) . , . .‘ . ) ] ',' . ’i:
. Yy . -

" The respondcnts were asked to express, thejt oprmons and subjectrve evaluations as an integral part of the
mformanor} they Were asked to provide. ’I‘he topics covered,are (1) the redpondents’ opihion of 'the dégree to which
théy are finangially mdepcndent frem their parents, (2), the desirability of being. .ablg to use the ISSC monetary
dward out:of-state, (3) the extent to which the respona\nts applied for and received . federal Basic Educahonal
Opportumty Gmnh in 1973-74, and (4). the subjectrve opinions of the respondents about various aspects of the ISSC

. ‘. .
- " - 14 . [ X .
. B 4 N

A.  The Extent to Which Respondents Consrd.red Thetnselves No Lcngc: Dependent onParents |

. Three recent developments have concemeﬂ studeqt ﬁnay;ial aid admmrstr,ators relanve to the traditional
conoept that parents of an undergraduate ‘have an obligation to help the student meet his or her cost of attendmg .
,"college. The first of these recent developments 1s the change in the legal status of young persons conferring adult ar
,legal majority status on 18 or 19 year-olds. The, second is the i increase in average age of undergraduates, reflecting the
grovhng practice of‘defer.ing entrance to college aid of voluntary temporary interruption of the college career for
‘travel, work experience or other purposes, and the increased undergraduate enroliment of persons older than the
traditional 17 to 22 year-old age group. Third, the widespread dnd increasingly well known availability of student
ﬁnancml aid from a wide variety of non- famrly sources, including local, institutional, ‘state and federal sources, has
undoubtedly caused many parents to queéstion the extent to which they need be involved.

Interrelated with these trends are concurrent indications that a growing percentage of monetary award recip-
ients either 1n fact are.or would very much like to be, considered financially independent of their parents. Such indi-
cations have included remarks and comments made by students and pargnts to financial aid administrators at many
public and private institutions, and opmions expressed directly by students through such media as student news:
papers. Beginning with the 1970-7t survey and continuing with the 1973- 74 survey, we have mad. an attempt to
- gather empirical data on this contemporary phenomenon.

In the administration of public tax maney through the operation of “the ISSC, it hvas become necessary to
adopt rules and regulations which will not freely ‘perniit an applicant or his family to secure financial gain by simply
declaring financial emancipation., Obviously, 1t should not be possible for an applicant to receive a monetary award
solely by the unsupported statements that he or she is financially iridependent of his family. Sumlarly, it should not
be possible for the parents and/or guardrans to continue, on the ene hand, to claim the college-attending child as a
dependent for tax purposes, and on the other hand, to have such actual support provided by the State of Illinois
.through an ISSC monetary award. Declared tax dependence, living.in the parental home, and/or receiving a given
amount of financial support-from the family have been the criteria used to determute whether or not a student can

" accurately be regarded as self-supporting or as dependent upan parents. It isa matter of policy based on judgment as

to how long a period of self-support is necessary for dn applicant to acquire.a valid status of financial independence
,.from parents. When guch a point is reached, an applicant should be able to apply for and receive a monetary award
without reference to confidential parental financial statements. Currently, federal and state policies have established

a minimum of at least one calendar year preceding the date of award, and some states (ilinois inciuded) have asked ™"
that at least the full tax year preceding the calendar year in which the application forms become available shall 'bé
the period of time in which the applicant has not claimed financial independence or has not lived with his or her
parents. The requirement of using the last full tax year for which income tax papers are on file establishes the
capability to consult 3 public record (tax returns) by which the accuracy of the claim can be verified. :

In the last two of the three surveys of monetary award wmners, ‘we were able to attest to the student s own
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attitudes about his or her desire to be independent. In view of the chariging legal status of young persons, tile overall

social trend toward increasing independence and social freedom, and the growing amount of funds involved in .

‘monetary awards for needy students, it seems most desirable that a baselme of accurate data about such trends be
established and made available to the professional field. '

The last two of the three surveys included the following question. “Do you consider yourself completely
independent of your parents (that is, do you no longer receive financial support and reside in separate quarters both
when school is in dnd out of session)?” The purpose of the parenthetical qualifying statement was to clearly
delineate those students receiving no financial support from those who receive either direct monetary support and/or
room and board atithe parental home. Table 4.1 shows the d1str1but10n of the responses to this question cross-tabu-
Iated by sex.

-, . - . /
‘ oot . TABLE4.1
REPORTED INDEPENDENCE FROMPARENTS
FOR FINANCIAL SUPPORT — BY SEX
- . Scholarship Respondents
, . __1970-71 ©- o _1973-14 Y
Reported Independence/Dependence No. % ) No. % . ~
! ¢ . ’ .
Males . o .
Independent . - 30 8.0 47 128
" Dependent , 343 920 321 87.2
Total - s 373 1000 -, 368 . 1000 .
Females oo \ ' ‘ x :
Independent 33 99 - 44 12.9
Dependent, ’ © 300 90.1 . " 296 87.1
Total . . %33 1000 340 100.0
. . M - rant Respondents
\ | ‘ G ‘ pond
Males | . . . ‘ -
* Independent - 59 19.9 153 315
Dependént. o231 80l - - 333 - 685
Total - - 296 1000 , ° 486 1000
Ferale - ) - . . . e
Independgnt e - 66 2327 . 190 347
Dependent . . , 218 76.8 . . 357 _65.3
Total - . . 284, 1000 P48 . 1000

-

o These data show a consistent mc{ease over. the thFee year penoJ in the percentage of respondents who |
. .congidered themselves financially “completely independent” from their parents, for both grant and. scholarship

respondents, and for both males and, females. The pércentage gain was somewhat greater for grant than for, scholar-
ship respondents. In geiferal, the pereentage of “independent” q‘udents is much higher in the grant than the
scholarship category. This may be attributed to the fact that the grant category includes more older and married
students as well'as more students from parents of low income who would be uriable to contribute much, if any, to
financial support of their college-attending child. There is remarkably little difference in reported indeperidence
between males and females except for a slightly greater peresnitage of female grant responden;s compared with

. male:

The most lmponmt varigbles in ﬂnmcial “emanclpatlon” of college students would be nge and, nuriul mtus

v .

.. - i - &
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"To use an extreme example it would be most unusual for a 40-yeat—old marned man (ot woman) to be ﬁnanaally
. dependent upon his (&\ger) parents. for the financial sapport necessary to attend college. The responses to the
. questmn concerning fihancial mdependence were Cross- tabulated scparately by. age and marital status as shown in

Tables42and43 to R o ..
S . _ TR < . ‘ L. -t B o
; -' R L . ) ', ' TABLE4.2 : «?l. ' S . .
=~ i 1 REPORTED INDEPENDEN CE FéOM PARENTS _\ .
w e . _FOR FINANCIAL SUPPQRT = BY MARITAI: S’Dk' B
’” < - L RPN . : K4 * R '. " . ' ; .'
- . o L T 2 1920—71 d 197274
) I . . A No, ' % No. - %
Reported jndependence/Dependence ~ ¢ b . Scholarship Respondenis>-= yo
" / o v - - . . L. " ‘ . ‘ . LY i - ‘ . - ™ ]
Single . o ; . -+ ' . '
Independent FooT e g ,38 56 T 64 95!
Dependent e T ] 341 94:4 - * 613" 905
~-¢ Tofal - - ot oo 679 100.0 677 1000
Marned‘ . . o R .
" 'Independent .’ s 26 929 27 87.1
- Dependent 2 7.1 R _4 129
. v . Totd O 28 1000 , .31 1000
L ’ ’ Grant Respondents L.
Single ' ; ' ]
Independent 62 12.1 o 165 19.5 '
Dependent 452 87.9 679 80.5
Total : . 514 100.0 844 100.0
‘Married* : ‘ ’ ) .o a
Independent * T - " 763 92.7 . - 179 95.2
Dependent _5 13 9, _ 48
Total 68 100.0 188 100.0
‘lncludes ategones of “mzmed * “separated M-“divorced,” and “widowed.” P
s _As expectc’d, there wevxtremely strong relauonshnps w1th financial mdependence shown for both age and
marital status. Obviously, it would be necessary to *‘control™ these two variables to discern a relatlohs}up between

financial independence and any other relevant variable. Accordingly, for the. subsequent analyses data records were

.“selected only for those respondents who were single (that is, who checked “never married™”) and who were within
the traditional age range of the undergraduate student, tat is, 17-22 yéars of age. Within this selected group, it
would be expected that the strength of relationship between financial independence’ and any other variable would be
attenuated since the selection process removed most of, those who had reported financial mdeﬁendence However,
since those removed were financially mdependent largely by virtue of an objective factor of age ot marital status, the
relationships occuring in the remaining group could reasonably be-g.ttributed to factors of dlrect mterest to this
study, e.g., the extent of.reliance on financial resources other than parentaI support.

A numbger of analyses, were performed with thé data from single, 17-22 year-old respondents o£ the relatlon
ship betweefl reported financial independence and several financial resource variables, including total amount of
dollars borrowed, total amount of debt for college costs, total symmer eamnings, and average number of weeks
worked durmg the school year. All of the relationships sﬁowed a sinular pattern — higher pe'centages of ﬁnancxal

’ | . &
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mdependence occuring wrth greater reliance on a particular. ﬁnancral resogrce other than parents. For brevrty, data
are drsplayed for only one gl_the—cmss_tabulatlpns\that being for average number of weeks worked. -*
The data in Table_4.4 show that average number of weeks worked is posmvely related with financial indepen- h
dence. Evidently the financial independence reported by these students is accompanied by a pattern of greater than ' y
usual self-help and/or loans. Asneted, similar relatronshrps were shown for the other variables. )
", The respondents were asked to further indicate their subjectrve feelings concemmg their financial dependence
dependence from their parents. Followmg the question Which asked if ‘they considered themselves no longer
degfndent ont their parents, the follawing questron was asked. “If yes, which, of the following best expresses your .
. feelmgs about' the rmpor(ance of fi nancralfmdependence"" In response to this question, the student. cpuld check one
of the followrng answers “extremely important,” “fajrly important,” and “unimportant. " Thé distribution of these

© * - responses is shown in Table 4.5, : ‘ , R s
PO '. , ' . . s o . . ‘ L .
e o TABLE4s = - P % IR
"ok 10" EXPRESSED IMPORTANCE OF FINANCIAL INDEPENDENCE =~ ~ ,*
. Syl FROM PARENTS, 197374 SURVEY ONLY* ) : y .
Importance ;'.4_7 T Scholarship Respondents Grant Respondents - o
. e : ' N " % o . N %
+ . *  Extfremely Important X : 76 809 T 287 822
_ Faily Important ~ ~ » ’ : 16 170 -~ 54 - 155
« Unimportant a . _2 21 . ‘ 8, 2.3

¢

“TOTAL . . : 94 1000 349 1000

¢
L3

.

*Data available bnly for this sume)" yen{’. .

\ The percentage drstnbutron of responses is remarkably similar between scholarshrp and grant respondents,
indicating that the strength.of these subjectlve feelings is mdependent of scholarship or, grant status and the
background variables.associated with such status. Beyond this' similarity, it should be noted that this ques'lion
_ elicited one of the strongest, responses in terms of percentdge distribution of any of the questiens.in the survey.
" Obviously, those students who considered themselves no longer dependent on their parents felt very strongly about
- the importance of such 1ndependence " .

Those students who indicated that they considered. themseIVes still dependent on their parents were asked.the
. following question. “If no, which of ‘the following best expresses your feelings about your present financial depen-

dence on ypur parents"“ The options offered as possible answers were “‘very satisfied,” “satisfied,” “makes no N -
difference,” “1'don’t like it, but tolerate it as necessary," and “I fmd it almost. mtolerable " The responses to this
) questron are shown in Table 4.6. o . _— . . . ® .
: ., TABLE4s6 o
¢ \ ¢ ) ) . \ .
. . EXPRESSED IWORIANCE OF FINANCIAL DEPENDENCE"' . N
" . % . ONPARENTS, 1973-74 SURVEY ONLY* o 3 :
A . ¢ ‘ - * . ¢ ,
. ) "+ Scholarship Respondents Grant Respondents
B { N % e N _ % T
. Very/Satisfied_ oo 60. 100 - 0 0 148 .
Satisfied : S, 25 36 : . B3 34de"
Makes No Difference o . Y AR VX - 73" 107 7 .
1 . Don’t ﬁke It, But Tolerate \' ‘ ‘ ) S . e o .
1 - 'y ItasNecessary AT . 230 3871 . - - 252 - -_36.9. e
;- Find I Almost Intolerable e corL 130 . 22 . .24 35 A
S : i TOTAL _ . . . “595° . 100 O, . . ., 4683 1000 | .o
- Ly e T T
I‘Dat‘aavaihblc only for this,survey yéar. e by, ] e e w4, Sos T,
- » ® k4 . o, - : -
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Agaui, it may_be noteq that the pattern of responses was quite similar between scholarship and grant respon-
dents. It is interesting to note that the responses to this question posed to students who indicated that they were
financially dependent on their parents showed, in aggregate, little strength of feehng one way dr the other. Thisis in
sharp contrast to the sirength of feelrng about the lmportanee of Wepepdence reported by thqsq who
considered themselves. ﬁnancrally mdependent In fact, there was samte tendency toward a complauent attitude .in
regar’d to ﬁnancral dependence, 10.1% of the scholarship re,spondents and 14.8% of the grant respondents indicated
. they were “very satrsﬁed with their status of financial dependence, compargd wath very small percentages (2.2 and
3.5, r:spectlvely)of those respondents who indicated thatthey found it “almost intolerable.””

Attitudés toward financial emancxpatron from parems seem to be related to patterns of self-help and other
aspects of “packaging” financfal aid. Thus, the mauguratron of a data base on recipients' attitudes and opinions in

© the 1973-74 survey will serve as a benchmark against whichto measure future change ) . .
,‘_ . .. , . .- . , o .- . . ) ' .\
B. The Use o’t‘ the ISSC Monetary Award Out-of State .

The 1970-71 and the 1973-74 surveys mcluﬁed the leluwmg questlon #1f your ISSC monetary award coyld
ave béen used outside Hlinois, would you have pneferred~ to attend an out-of state msmullgn" * The respondents
‘were asked to simply indicate yes or no to this question. The purpose of tlus iquiry was to defermine the potential
impact of the monetary award on college choice in terms of potential migrativn of Hlinois students to colleges in
other states. Of special interest ‘was the potential difference ofi impact on those attending public versus pnivate inst1-
tutions. Table 4.7 displays the positive and negative responses to this question c1oss- -tabulated by:type of control of
the institution they: were attendmg at the ume of the surveys,

3

v

e et
- ' ‘ TABLE 4.7 ' /
PREFERENCE FOR ANOUT-OF-STATE INSTITUTION .
) IF THE ISSC MONETARY AWARD COULD HAVE BEEN .
: USED OUTSIDE ILLINOIS — BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION
_Qut-of-State Preference ‘- 1970-71 L. 197374
yo . No. % *  No. %o

.. .
~ . ) \ . 1
' N .

Séholarship Responderits ",

v

Public T R ’@ ;‘n - ) o ®
Yes - ' 87 270 % 294
No ‘ o 235 73.0 T 230 706
. TOTAL - . 322 1000 326 . 100.0
Nonpublic ) i . a ot
o Yes oo S 118 32.1 A7 7110 296
.7 ¥No . N 850 679 Y - 261 _704 .
TOTA A : ~ 368, 1000 " 37, 1000 :
. - i, Grant Respondents »
[ a .o . Ut . D , . °:
‘ ot e ‘
- 96.. 289. o+« * %203 323
o 24 1k g © 46 _617
/ 332, 109.0 NN 629 ./ 1000
A Yose Y o245 €Y 123 3L,
182 _155. | " 272 - 689 .
" 241 100.0 V ad 395 1000
' \ “ M e ) ’ i.l ¢ 3
A « 5 ! ~t \ < ) |
, IR . -
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- G Respondents Who- Apphed Fo; and Received Basrc Educatronal Opportumty Grants

As shown in Table 4. 7 there were surprisingly small drfferences in the expressed ,preference to use the ISSC
monetary award ouf-of-state by type of institution (public versus, private), between grant and scholarship respon-

dents, and over the thyee-year period encompassed by the two surveys. Most of the survey respondents (between 2/3 .
gf 3/4) would have preferred to attend an lllmors institution even ‘if ‘the_ out-of state use of the.monetary,award . .

re allowed. This ‘may well be a tribute to the strength drversrtxp and wide geographic dispersion of both public

" and pnvate institutions ,of higher education in Wlinois. The substantial minority of students who would have “pre-

- ferred to dttend an out-of-state institution” probably overstates the_ actual percentage of students who wonld have
“left the State since the compination of higher tuition at public institutions out-of-statc and intcreased tiavel costs be-
tween home and the college attended would probably have precluded actual attendance of many of these students:
Nonetheless, it can be'concluded that the restnctxon to Hjinois COIJeges and. universities probably retains subslmhal

numbers of students wrt}un the state N oo . - A .

. N .
r\ . . ) : }!
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As noted prev10usly, the Basic Educatxdnal Opportunity Grant (BEOG) is a fede/ral program of grant aid
initiated in 1973-74. The BEOG is to be a minimum or “floor” upon which other sources of financial aid, such as
the ISSC monetary award, are_to be used as needed. Thus, 1t seems important to develop a baseline of data regarding
Iilifiois students who are mvolved in the new federal grant program. It should be noted that since the BEOG program
began during the year of the last survey and involved only freshmen, there’was only a small portion of the total
respondents in this series of surveys who were involved. Data and findings are presented in this report because it is
assumed that the federal grant program will be a continuing one that will ingvitably involve a large proportion of
Illinois studesits who will seek financial aid 'from either the state or federal government. '

The '1973-74 survey asked a two-part questlon inquiring if the respondents filed an apphcatron for a BEOG
and, 'if ‘they did, whether or pot they received funds from the program. The data resulttng frori this inquiry are
presented in Table 4.8, .

" TABLE48 . .% . .
L o NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS, - '«
Coe . WHO APPLIED FOR ANDRECEIVED. = -
BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS, 197374 ONLY* " ’
N ..\ Respondents o
" Applications and Awards ., " Scholarship . ' .. _. Grant
R ’ No. =~ % . " No. %
Applied Foi + ' L. : . :
“Yes - o © v 128 180 20, -21.i
~ No _° ' ~ 583 82.0 . 822 78.9
° TOTAL ‘ ’ 711 . 1000 1,042 1000
-~ '~ N . s - [} ‘ .
Received Award |, - R ’ o
.. - Yes 48 375 .~ 12 509
e ‘ No ’ - __8_9 62.5 <4 - t 108 ~49v1' 'a -
128 1000 ©.220 1000

TOTAL  * -~

. .
~ PN
a

p - “Dataialable only for-the 197374 survey. Award limited to freshmen.

-
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with grant respondents (18% versus 21.1%), but a substantially higher percentage of the grant respondents (50.9%)
, _received awards co‘gnpzired with scholarship respondents (37.5%). This finding s related to the differences in level of
. family income and other resources available to'the grant respondents compared with scholarship respondehts.

VAR L4 € L4 . . . . o
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“D. _Subjective Opinions and Comments of the Respon&lent.s about'l$S'é Progra S " !

- s -
ments: “If you wjsh, you may use the space below for general subjective eomments on the 1SSC monetary award

. -program:” In the 1967-68 survey, tllg'_p_ti:_n_ygi_g&:ofﬁmen‘ts from scholarstip and grant tespondents were 324-and
- .285, respectively. The number of comments from scholaship and'grant respondents in the 1970-21 survey were 334

and 271, respectively, compared with 327 and 681 in the last survéy. The comments ranged from one word

(“Thanks!™) to lengthy expositions on a wide variety of topics. All of the resporises were read independently by
several persons working on the project and grouped into the following categories: | T
(1) expression of appreciation or'thanks o
(2) expressions of praise for various aspects of the prpgrarf\
- (3) indications that better.grades were possible because of financial aid ‘ T
(4) references to specific choice of college made possible by the awards . - : .

P. (5) statements that the monetary award rfidde college atteidance possibic

* s (6) suggestions for ifnproving various aspects of the program .

(7) criticisms of the programs K ) : -

"These categorizations were consistent_ through the tliree surveys. However, in the final survey a large number
of comments were noted which referred to the financial independence or emancipation of the respondents from *
parents. These are discussed separately in the final section of this part of the repor}. : - ’

The responses 1n the seven categories common to all the surveys are presented separately below, first by
scholarship then by grant respondents. A tabular distribution By category is included at the.end of this sectjon. The
specific quotations of the comments from all three survey years are presented without specific designation. All the
quofations used are stated verbatim, and, wherever possible, are used in their entirety. ,' -

In terms of the categorization used, it must be noted that many of the comments ranged across two or more of
the separate categones: For example, consider the following actual'subjective comment, "I thank ISSC for awarding
me the\grant. Without 1t I would never have been able to go 10 school. With my husband being in the hospital, your
help hay been greatly appreciated, Thanks again. I do think applicants should be screened closer as there are some
who wokk full-time. reccive GI bencfits. yet are receiving the Illinois State Scholarship. This I don 't think is fair."
-Obviouslly, parts of this overall comment could be categorized in at least three and possibly four of the seven
categoriey listed above, including (1) expression of appreciation or thanks, (5) statements tjut the monetary award

made college attendance possible, (6) suggestions for improving various aspects of the program, and (7) criticisms of

A A TR DT LA
« o .

SR Y T T

the .prdgf s. Because of the very large number of comments, we were able {o select comments which were clearly
in a single category and ydt would fairly represent the views of the respondents. T
. y - _ , R ‘ S “. ”,:3,\"
. : LT ‘ Vi
Scholarship Respondents - ‘ 9N

. 1. Expressions of thankd from scholarship respondents in all thre¢ surveys r?nged from a concise “Thank you”
to more extensivé renmrk§, ch as: L . ’ ,

+

A AL AL A
B
.

~

have given me. Thank ypu!"' . : ”.
11 W . . .

"I really love receving*the 1SSC because it has helped me in paying for my tuition and-F think it is a beautiful
program for students who are willing to continue their education."’ . .

' S - | S RN
. 65

- '

. ' . . ' e - e Al - v, \
The final item’ on the questionnaire specifically encouraged the respondents to offer their subjective com- *

. . . . 1. ] ) - 5 s . 2
v+ The data show that 3 slighfly lower percentage of the scholarship respondents applied for the BEOG compoved/

L]
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2. Praise for va.riouS specitic aspects of the scholarship program was expressed b§ a substantial number of the

scholarshlp respondents in all three surveys many of the commentgs being quite lengthy. Some of the remarks were.

"Having educated people is an mtanglble asset to_the state of. lllinois. lllinois benefits as soon as these peopIe
graduate from school, [ beheve we should do evelythmg 10 continue both scholarsh:p and gﬁnt»programs

a3

"“The program has been quité helpful to me and appears o be a quite sansfacturfly run program but Ihe nsmg

tuition cosls and pressure by state govemmem off cials and agencies will-indeed create probIems for the

- pogram ¥ o . S
. S P - K 4 ,‘. ) R
"I think that the program is essential, not onIy for students of parents whose financial status is szmt.’:.'r 2o that
of my parents, but especially for mmomy studems who unguestionably deserve equaI opportunity Io anend
" institutions of high qualny educatzon
"Thank you ISSC. Thank you also for Ihts opportumzy for feedback Thts t00 is an tmportam link in our
educational process | but too. oflen overIooked! A very commendable questionnaire, " .
- . g - 4 .
.3. . Many of the scholarshlp n:cxpu:i fs, in addmon to expressing their gratitude for the monetary award, speclﬁ
cally indicated that the financial aid had merove,d their academic performance by reducing worry abOut finances
and/og removing the necessny for part ime work, for example: : . s
C e N ’ L
"Because I dm coneemratmg in the field of chemisny and related sciences, I haye a heavy academic schedule,
and thus it is difficult to wdrkp much during the schooI year. Iherefore I'm ve‘ry thankful Ihat Ihe state of .
{llinois provides such money for ucanonal pruposes.’ . .

~  "Without this ... . I would have ‘d to work more hotrs part-time during school, whzch can greatIy hamper
. &rades and worthwhtle extra-curricular aclwt ties.' ) . ) »

v " l

"It has been extremely heIpfuI becmge ore studying can be done instead of having €0 éo out and geta

.

parz-nme job' to help oufwMore time capr'be put on studies without ;7};‘ " .
Sludymg would be very difficuly without the program workm re-time that first’year wz* surely have

made me drop out.”

A l
'

4.  Being able to attend a ¢ lege or university of one’s cho:ce was cited as a main advantage of the scholarship
program, particilarly when ‘such aid made attendaqce at noppublic institutions posbele Many of the scholarship
respondents, most of whom were attendmg nonpuphc institutions, indicated that they probably would have been
. Aattending another school without the a1|d generZy as commuters to.or as residents of, less expensive nonpublic or
public institutions. Some of the comments pertai ng to choice’ of collegc follow:

educatzon For me pers, naIIy the {SSC has made possible my attendgnce at a school of better qualny and has
in my opinion guarangéed me }r/ore meaningful eduinhnn For this I will be forever grateful.”’

‘: 3 . V4 . . e
"I think the IIIm 3“ Scholarship is a fine program. I think it is also right that a studem hasa chofce togotoa
private or pulzltc ollege. I thjnk it would bea wasze to not give scholarshtps and keep bmldmg bzgger‘pubbc
institutions‘and Ieaye ‘the pnvafe‘snes.go unfilled. "

"l m,%as'e i{/lg Ihe_ onIy way I could have attended college of my choice."”
s ind N .

"With the scholarship I was able to seek out and receive the educa{iorla_l opportunities wiich were best suited

¥ . « *

. 683 . ST
R . 66 . y
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5. As mM expected from. the findings already dt;cussed in Part llﬁthts report an mcreasmgly large
) proportion of the scholarship responde‘nts over the six-year period studied specnf wlly npentloned that without the
L f schoiars}up they would have not been attending collcge at all: . L ) -t

A . t

P moxs Scholarship and Grant programs are very beneﬁcxal to the college srudents and those des:rmg

. ) hzgher education. Without such financial atd; many with the incentive to get ahead\ and the love of learnmg
would be unable to do so. I am grateful to the state of lllinois for gzvmg me such a worderﬁll opportunity.’

§

.

. . If it weren't for these programs, | stzll would be puttmg cans on the shelf ina grocery store. 77tts program has
. given me the opportumty to improve and prove myself." . A

.
.

"The ISSCis avery good program, wzthout it college education would be a dream mstead of realxty

"I ath a married man w:th two chxldren 1 don't believe | could have made it 1f 1 dulnr receive the ISSC,
. ’ December 21 [ finished my program. May 25 1 will graduate with honors. [ am presently teaching in one of
-Chicago s public schools. ISSC is the best thmg that could ve ever happened to me. l}ly wife thanks you. My

Idren thank you. I thank you." ’ | . P '
ithout this money, it would be impussible for me to attend college, and I would be stuck as many women
are in dead-end jobs. I am extremely grateful that this moaey is available to help me do something for the
world! Thank you!" . o j

- . s,

, 6. The scholarshlp respondents offered a wide range of suggestlons for unprovmg the program These generally

.pertained to two main aspects. (a) enlarging the program_to permit both more funds per student (particularly for

Lhose attending nonpublic institutions) and niore total scholarships available (xm.ludmg suie categories of studeitts

.. .. not'now eligible), and (b) allowing expenses other than tuition to be covered by the scholarships. There were

' numerous references to the amount of the monetary award pamcularly in view of nsmg tuition costs at nonpublic

. institutions. Examples of the comments ar¢" B A , ’
.lam concefned about the roc ketmg tuxtxon rates, especzally in private schools. the the s’cholarshxp may .l

c‘over tuition and board in publxc schools.it doesn't even cover tuition in private ohg

State Scholars should be able to receive funds for gTaduate study In graduate work, scholarships should be

available for use in institutions outsxde of Mllinois. "

&
'

. . R
, "l.would like'the ISSC to gzve faster notices of monetar;v awards or grants to recipients." .

I do not,jcnow if the ISSC mogtetary award can be used outside of lilinois, but it woul& be very helpful tome
xf i could. I think that the monetary award should cover enough money for the entz‘re amotnt of tuition no
matter what accredited school the.student may want to attend.” . , ‘

4 ’ . ‘"It would be better if the money not used for tuition dould be applied for parkmg fees lab fees, book fees
L ) and, summer school/instead of bemg returned to the ISSC when the tuition costs do not exceed the ISSC

: ,;,};; " , scl;olarship :

, "How about helpmg thh room and board when living on;ampus7" . AR ‘

,.' B . . Y - i .)

.7. Asis probably’ inevitable in as massxve a program as the iSSC scholagshxp and grant award genexal criticisms of

various aspects.of the opesation and administration can be expected. A few of:the comments pertained to technical




procedlxres such as inadequacies of the applim'tion fgrm and exce'ssiw'/egbrocesing ume for example.

- v K -
‘Ihe jbrm sent out each year is confuszng and it is difficult for both students and the pareats to fill 1t out.’

g

- 'Why does it take 56 Iong to get results from you"' L. }

¢

"*The application form is too comphcated. My ﬂzther would not fill; out the mcome portion, but gave me his .
_ income tax statement and told nte that I could do it. The fonns should "be written so that znfonnanon
. transfers dtrectly Jfrom the tax statement. Also the Ianguage of the form need not be so. techmcal.

fd .

77tere ought to be some stmple way for the student to know when they Il have to receive and send out those
forms."” ) -
- : . : .

Most of the criticisms, however, dealt with important and fundamenfal issues underlying the effectivertess and
basi¢ assumptions of the monetary award program. Specifically, they refer to elements of () unfairness, (b) laxity,
(c) inflexibility, and (d) philosophical assumptions. Representative comments for edch of these four mayor areas of
s cnnclsm are as follows:

-

. (@) Unfairness:
; P .
"It seems unﬁu‘r that students who do not maintain a B average should continue to receive scholarships. "
"I think consideration should be made as to students whose parents are fi nanaally salvent Just because ’
the parents havé the good sense to pay off a mortgage or stay out of debt shouldn 't hurt the student's
chance for a full scholarshtp. Often times the student must still finance his own education.” :
"I don't think that it’s fair for a student going to a private college to get so much more money than one .
going to a pubhc school with much cheaper tuition. I don't think it*should be called a scholarship,
becauseit is more based on financiof reed. "

- -
.

"My ﬁnancial position this year is worse than last year, yet I am recet'ving less of an award. Why?"'

, ""The way the financial awards are assessed puts some people at a dzsadvantage — for instance a farmer's
zncome does not at all reﬂeci net income., ' . Lo

"I think it's extremely unfair that in order to receive nioney from the state, you must attend an
~ institution of ,the state. I «don't believe the program is set up for the lllinois student except as a

. secondary consequence. Primarily, it aids the universities, which granted need the assistance. "
. .t R . -

A

(b) baxlty

. It should not bé based on need alone There are too many Jerks in school wasting the state 5 money Jor:
" an edycatzon they nezther strive for nor care about

« "I think that when the ISSC is evaluatzng a studeRt’s earnings and savzngs, it should deterrmne what '
, percentage of his earnings a student is saving. Many students appear 19 be yore ellgtble for aid because
-they either did not manage their high schpol and summer. eamings very sufcessfully, or they purposely
Invested alot of money in Iarge purchases, such as cars, which iin't made véry clear on PCS form.”
>« ... that much more money would be avallable to more students if greater care was taken by the
Commission to investigate the staled financial resources of the recipients. I_have‘lgnown several very well

[
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off tndtwduals who have recetved the maxunum award )early tn'ro;gh /i:gling of their confidential .
ST statements.” . . . s N EEEE .

N . ;
T s 3 ot » ’ vy
.

T was able tv Iude money Jrom my persondl sav:ngs account. 1 stmpIy opened another account at . . ’ ,
another bank to " make it -appear that 1 wgs even more. in- need uf a scholalx}up This money 1 dtd not . ...
znclude on- theﬁnanetalstatement . Yo e e . . 5 P i

(c) Inﬂex:bxhty ) oot : : T 2 ’ .t

L : . - .
- - - 4

. " -
-

Unfortynately it is not made mmlabie v evetyone due to sume stiange ru[es — there is no personalzzed , o
feeling for special cases. There ?nust be mure personaltzed investigation into the need uf.everyone. The ox W
nan who spends his salary foolishly < due tp drtnkzng or mismanagement —his chtIdren are alsv left « out - .
after all,financial gid.is given to-the student not to the sznuIy"" : . A S

’ P (4

Sedey .

' R 4 el that certain famzly situgtions are not adequate]y evaluated
) B e
"I am the son of a wzdow who has had tu}telp put two sons thiough school. She is over 60 and his less N
than two years to teach after | graduate As a teachér, her salary is minimal compared to some young
parents who get large grants. You seem tu help young parents because they arein debt starting out bur . .
what about older ones thgt are about out of working years?” .

- - e -
N . .
D

Late last summer we moved vut-of-state and 1 will subsequentI} be wuzble to collect the rematntng
three years of scholarship. 1 had nothing to say about my family s departure from Illinois ‘and see no
R * reason why I should be penalized for such a. movg I graduated from an Illinois htgh school, I'won the

scholarship in illinois and 1 am still attending an Mlinois college.”’ _ . . .
. - s _’-""' . « . - . ‘e : * i ’
(d) Philésophical assumptions: " S e - - .
“In dtscusstun With man) ISSC recipients, it is generalIy agreed upon that there seems to be a basic
. ‘wrong' about the fi nancial standings of familtes,, Those who own a home and are, not in debt get no . o
4 money, whereas those who could do the sarhe but havea mortgage on a secopd summer home and owe .
on a'car, are constdered 'n need,’ and get aid, . .
. . . . . - D . s N -
- "The way it is nqw, a student is penalized for savinéfor school-rather than bu' yingacar." . K ..
. "Rather than assist nuddle-class students it pushes the afd of mtnonty students. Obkusly the mtddle T,
class now receives unfair treatment while favonnsm is gzven to the Iowerclass mtnonty . -, + o,
. .. " ’ -t -
"I feel that when a student reaches the age of 21 or ifhelis mamed lus parents should tfo longer be held PR
] financially responsible for him. " . . . . ot . .
m - . ‘: R ,‘ . . s ¥
. . P . ) P ' - " . ~t . N . » 4 ‘.
, ' : Cranf:Respondents oo . ' et oy

The comments of. the grant respondents, like those of the scholarshlp respondents ranged oyer a wide vanety B
«  of topics. However, there seemed to. bc more eniphasis on inflexibility and unfairness gather .thar lax:ty and
unacceptable philosophical assumpttons.;ﬂne grant respondents often offered lengthy expositlon,s, many of which
’ . were extremely perceptive. The comments were evalua ed and categonzed in the same manney as were the scholar-
" - ~ ship respondents’ comments. R -
‘ 1. The grant respondents, like the s»holarshnp respondents, offered comments expressmg gratltude raﬂgmg in . .
; length from one word (T)lahks"’) torfnore e),gt;nélve remarks such gs: | ) o . s N :




. L o : . PP R v v .- .;A".*é .-
- " - . . - . . g R . ',’ B '_ A 4:.:,_ :.;
[ . ) 4 ) ;—1 1.: . . - = ._ . ;' >
1‘_ ’.- . . P - :,., ;-,.' . -w_ 1al ; - o ._ . :
’ Y am gratef;d that such z pragmm is avatlabre in IIItnuts,_zmd 1 thmk it zs great thatmaz;y s;udems.can atzend. -
- ) sclzool who cauld pat be,m tifir. wasn’ t far the ISSC W N A . . -

o 2‘1 Many of ihe g?%tn tespondcnts spectt‘ eﬂ‘ theu expresmons of gramude with ptaise fox some paxuculax aspect»of‘ T

- < ﬁlemonelaryzwardprogram, L., . LRI s L-n U

s G H a . S = - p S ,-(_/ o e NSRS

- . i i ”l am mo.tt gfateful Jor ‘the itélp Jrom [llinois - tt has made college véry. pos:tble,pnd emayable far me.. l et
1 N agwueaate the prompt retums af appltcattoﬁs anl? the' ‘concem af tke state«m.ztsral[egt-agesmdents‘

-
L A

.\ “The ISSC amrd has’ gnade lf pos.vtble far many mmortty groups' to attend qn uzsnlute oj‘thet‘txhotce . aas s '
- :‘ ks %7 p > .o . ‘ < . ,,'—. . R i_" )
. T a *“The manrier in 1 which lf tsadmzmstered th(ough the wttvemtzes is very effi aentaand doe; uut requt in an}' Y o
] VA embarrassmentta tbeatdrectptent" o S - t? SR < L g
" R ’ 1 am very thankful tlfere is such a.progmm avatlable foc stddents who dare no’t bmm a;ild ren ;mdda udt have o
ST | - tlze money to,make samethmg ouf af thetrlzves ‘ 3 w . A T
. > U . - S ) - e

3. Many of the  grant, respondents pomted out that the decreased gnanetal buxdenmade studymg easm part-nmc
. work less necessary and co{lege life more enjayable The follovong comments are representauve of many .

. . - e T e

¥ thuzk itisa very good pragram. It asmts the student in devotmgmare time to academtc endeaval' freemg )
him from preaacupanon thh expenses dunng the school term. I faund that my gmdessguﬁcantly improved !

ex “e. J . . e

: fJ would have had.10 earn all af the extramoney, ! wou.’d have haddtfﬁculty keepipg up gradefs e e

- -,
'_‘ s

- 1 ?Iunk itis a wanderful thing. 1t took uch prmure off e persarzall'ym 1 could devpre mpregme o ..
. studymg . 1 hopel can sameday repay the maney. speat onmy educatian,,sa that some oﬂzer smdent wdl 6e L.
abIe to contihue his edacatton <ot

: .. ] ,._I.'.:»“ R ~':4.é,’y:'. 2 o ,,'.-:"‘: :“', f ;,_>: A
] . e ; Pty P . P e T

o ‘ 4. Some’ of the grant tesponden.ts mdmted that they. probzbty muld hzve b;en,attendmg another school if nt
_ fad not beén for the grant aid, of these,_most mdlmted that they would hot ha'te beeﬂ attendmg a nonpubhc '
o »msntunon mthout assistance: _ s . _’,"5_ AP A e e
. A * : - "~ , -"‘*»;_‘_ . I- LT L
F reaIIy. feeI that this program should be contmueat ! know tltatJna}zy of my fnends at coilege could not be. .
* there excépt for the ISSC - many of us that would prefer a pnyate sdtool woula' Eejlmtbk‘ tp g0.£0; one. tf we. .-
e - did.not have thts scholar&hxp orgrant.” _:

‘a .
. . .

f L wanted.

. lf it were not for the prbgram 1 wéild not be attendt,r;g the cbllege df my‘ahoza‘e

» ,—--*"'

2 A Many of the grant tespondents menuoned exphcttly that they would not havc been in, cailege had i notbee‘

. for theit monetary aWard For exa}hplc’ et PR C ,
’ P - ) , . }, ¢ - [N e
;o . Ny g e :
e ”l have-to depend on the ISSC money ta»get me through sc}tool. Lo
FE .o ; R - : et
c. . . “The pragram is great because without it there would be no wuy. farme to attend the mstitutzan ttt wlztch I am e
o i presently enrolled. Financial gid is very zmportant to me since [ am f'nancially unable to do so on my awn.,My
s " schooling is very important to me and. ,my family ., :, N
. ; L, l . V - .
A (,‘ P ' .7 v
H b4 - 4 re . &

s

- Q : s ’ e Do
ERIC N PN R
;eI P LT LT e :



"1 am very gmteful for the grant, Both my older and younger szslers are przsently in co@ge also so even ) ,‘ N
thuugh my mother and father, both mrk i »ozdd bean extreme }uzrdsh p fur us all to stay in sdu;ol without . )

', © . . v

_ thelSSCgmm." > f'; T L = . - R
. D :oe . s b c s e .'. O ks o - N

“The, ISSC means very much 10 me and many of my friends. Wulwut ﬂus rioney from lSS@many of us, .
mcludmgmyself coultn ' rgo:to college. Itrsa very:zeces‘sary-progrwn ’ Lt -: ¢ .- A

“6. The. gram ndents offered- many _suggestions for Ampmvmg tha gxant pmgram Most of these suggcsuons_, B
centered. atound-the 1dea Of enlargmg thc grant pxogram c;thex in the amount awarded 0. each s(uden.t orto grant |

mnymt‘emonefaryawards. T 3 »4«; TR TR S . St S N

. : \ . a [ S "\:.‘ . ,‘ .<: ) V,-( .« . ' . L/-) ; 4. _ ) v V _:;
"ﬂemunnofthemzd:hauldbemereased." SRR e IR e RN

vy K N7 s&ould zU to gzve assmance to as man,y peuple as puss:blem zhzs is the only ‘possible way some very .
mtellzgent bul‘natso weII off'peoplehave of gauuriga)t;ollege edzié&?ion.- ) A .o )

'5 - hd ’ o -

"1 feel that Jf more senou,s minded st;ndents were aware of zhe pr.ogram we Wuuld be razstng the number of
- _ good Studentts who would be staymgmschoal 2 7 .. - . :

A, - 2 . .
» . . . S

If the program st be ck:mged 1 feel 'that zt would be better t let srudenzs repay lhexr “aid svhen they c
o gradu;zle mstead ofdomg away wuh the program. - . z ., T

M

. . ~s * .

I Ihmk a better 5ystem or ofgzmzanon for giving our ISSC awards 1s needed, such .as interjiews with

. app[icam.s. SRS R R : . -
. . : -.,‘ . -, n . . - [ . .
. - . : 4 , ‘ - : N . ;
7. Vanous cnﬁmsn‘s of the grant pmgram were made by the recxpxcnts These are presénted below in the same ) i
submtegones offered for the scholars}np respondems crmmsms " . . - - L. )
' F T TR S T
(a) Unfalmess.» TR e T 2 . oo .. ‘

- g - - -
- - .
A A% .
- -

"The form for farmers does not seem to keep the farmers expenses in mmd all the time. Ihe figures re-
) . corded fot- ANVEntory, Iand valae etc. are extremel) Idrge Jora smaII Jarmer, but the expenses cancej vut
L agoodshareafthe "o : A X

' » - 4 -~ . B
. .

- o hibs P . - ,

- ,u .,

‘ "1 be]xeye that the. mxddle-mCome family s not. gzven enaugh ponszderanan in this program. My father
rzo_w earns 516' 01)0 a year ber:ause of mﬂanonland the}ugh cost of Imng is worse off than two years ago
i ',w en: Ize Was makmgbekzw SI IDDOyearly. B Con . .

- . R k4 . ~

s

. "Z‘Ize LSIS'C‘ pregfﬂm ;eenxs ;b awar;i ~money an tl;e basis of parents assels amz‘ savmgs Peaple who have ’ ’
!)ozzsly saved. far rbe;r,chtfafren 3 educathn Jor many years zpzd have deprived themselyes of
thingure actuaHy punabed Jor. doifzg sof Y}iey receive little pr.no aid, whereas pegple who flaunt

Pyt

money wz:k Tittle won fo tire fwure are a!most rewarded for domg so by recexvmg the fzIII _' . ’

o e ;- by i .
Some of ,,zhe mrds are CO}IM(U& One.of my ﬂcgmiutan;‘es receivgs almoxr a full wmve; pf mmon and.
‘Jeer she. 5 from ;}?’j‘amﬂy a[ Qvﬁ chtld; t,_t.#l]er pargits bo d e i nczally well off

ok, 1ey 1
Mde w;zfz wgrr ch d il fm bé;n {old .fkar she'ls, m)t

s

.
.J have ﬁfends xhai haVe mpre
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T . -‘get 'less-oj?ag‘rdn; Yan ;}ley do. i - T

) "From the conVersanon unth fellow students regarding ISSC monetary awam's u appeqr; tlzat many
sludenls fece.'ve mmrds When they could well afford to do without them,”

s . iy . L .
lnﬂex:blhxy. R : . SN,

. w
'-g(c_) :
' . " "Meét many lads at school in similar situation as myself { 'father d:sabled} Flgures in aw:ml applzcaaon dv
- hot almys reflect circumstances. Hospmzl b:lls insurance, generaI bills, debts erc.” L

P ‘... L-

»

Nt

> PR *4
e "My relauonslnp mth my pdfentS"« not llze usual and usdljﬁcult 0 eXpress ?hls relammslup on the .
= I.S’SC application.” . ) a - " N . T .,
' Students oLm:nom y groups especially should be contacted b y school socuzl workers wlxu can slww 1he
. studem that d college educaaon can be hxs or hérs and encourage the students . ) B
-, (d7 P}ulosophlcal assumptions: . o L R ' ’.
) @ . - - -
. It seems }l;e very poor are the anly ones lhat can go to college without making sacrifi ca on rhemselves
o }andparents""_., B .
“Education should be }'ree toal.” . . . . S )
3 - LV . B . . -
LT - * Lt .o “, ‘ . *
s “You want too much personal informatio‘n. " : N . ’ "

- "What dlfference does it make what ethnic group I belong to or. gender do these.classifications enter in
e on the determmation of who should or-should not recexveasszstance? ’ -

VRS - . e

. 1»»’ .

" As mdxcated earher, the Iast survey included a large number of subjecuve co‘mments pertammg to financial
independence from parents. Tf fact, there were 92 such comments in the 1973-74 §urveyal’onc These are included
‘in the standardized categories (6) and (7). The comments referred to many.aspects of financial independence,
mcludmg the need or desire for the student to feel emancipated, the failure, of parents to suppprt the college
student, and_the recommendation that the 1SSC modify its. regulatxons deﬁmng a self~supportmg student. A repre-
sentati% samplmg of. 1hesc comments follow . 2 .
" Very little concern Sis given for the sludenl who must pay for his edumond expen.;es all by himself. In the’
financial statemenls Ihzs is not indicated. I have paid for my education with no lzelp from them (parents), "

-

) ’Requlrements for self- supporung students are unreallsnc Proof of one year's self support should be suffi-
.| cient, .

P <

¢ s - N . -

[

"I find it unrea:s'onable for the ISSC to expect parents lo‘conmbule 31,000 yr. for their son's or daughters
education.*In my situation most of my ‘peers have jobs and are paying room and board to their parenis as a
conmbuuon I am old enough now that I find it djfficult to ask my parents to continue slm&i‘rng at their age
w‘ 57 %o hely me, when Ihey really should be plannmg Sfor their own ﬁzture renremenb" .

“ My fi nancial lndependence is so important to me — [ hat exo depend on parents. If u weren't for your loan [ ,
L wouldn't be' in school that's. jor) sure. Thank you. " ) ) ‘

» » ‘ _- .; N

4o ",
T Thzs award has helped me to learn to live on my own without financial, dependence on my parems. All
f, students should hdve this opportunity — it is almost the most lmportant aspect of m y schooly:g "
. . . { [
i R v , . s ' ek P
i 3 . . . 5 . .
’ , : - 7" . P , -
: ’ ) ’ - - ™ . ‘ ”‘3& 2 .
‘ RN . '
. R < .




"I am extremeiy thank fu! for the a’wnrd' With 1t I have been completely able tv ba) for twu years at a private
college recemng nu help from mk parenis, It helps me ty feel independent of them’ even though I am not
" . = ‘completely.”

. LN -
"“I'don’t think 1t shuuld be taken for granted that parents are going tos cuntribute to their child's college

education, because Zn many cases parents feel that the Jhild should pay for lus or her own coIIege education.” |
. ] *

v
B )
*

-

"Parental income and assets shoudd not be a cunsukranun when judging a mamed smdem S eI:glbzIn) fora s |
monetary award. ’ o K
- . : 3 J "
* “The thing about this award is that they 'depend tow much on what the purents make. Of course my dad makes -
- 20,000 but being totally hunest with you, he dves not gtve me a cent 1o live un or pay-for sclwul bgcause he ,
*  isagainst school and I'm sure there are other apghcams with the same problem."
"My roommate has tried for ISSC ad can't ever get 1t becau:§ they always look at what your parents make *
and what your parents own. 7?) dun ‘U seemn tu realize that some of us want tv put ourselves through school. ,
Our parents have done so much for 8s already. We'd like to not have to take from them all the time." .
., d . * v
The foregoing presentation of the respondents’ subjective goinments attempted to communicate to the reader
the mainstream of freely offered and unstructured opunions. The following tabular display of the distribution of the )
comments by the categories whigh emerged from the range of topics covered 1s intended to show the relative con-
stancy of the proportion offering such comments and the shifts in categories over the six-year genod ’
- 4 . .
. . ' TABLE 4.9 _ o
' o, DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTIVE COMMENTS BY CATEGORY ! )
No. of Respondents .
- .. /
-~ Scholarship " Grant ]
Category e 1967 68 1970 71 1973-74 . 1967 -6§ 1970-7] ]973--714 ,
Expressighs of Appreciation \ . ) . : -
- orTh . . 24 31, 38 29 30 120 z
. Praise g)r Various Aspects ' . . ‘ . ‘ ,
- ) of the Program ’ . 66 B b) 7 69, 62 143
*"  Better Grades Were Possible ¢ . '
Because of Financial Aid ) 49 39 25 56 29 77 N
. Choiciof Specific College - ’ P : .
. Made Possible by the AWards/ PR 7/ 30 . 24 - 9 19 . 9
! Monetary Award Ma@e College L ! : - ] . .
' Attefdance Possible 61% 74 72 35 44 . 178 AN
Suggestions for Improving ’ ) ’
Aspects of the Program a 37 46 33 29" 107 - ¢
; A Criticisms of the Program . _46 51 51 ¢ 54 _58 47 , o
\ Lo B TOTAL, | 324 334/ 327 285 271 ©, 681 A
1 ' : . T v
! Itis nuteworthy that most of the comments .ue.Posmve n tong aﬁd somewhat predxclab]y, apprecxauvc ot : “1
the monetary aid recerved. There is some increase 1n byth critical comments and suggestions for improyement, and i o
" this may perhaps be expe.ted.as the programs become eatabhshcd and more familiar to the students in the sense that .
the aura or “halo. effect™ of newnéis of such monetary award programs wears off. The new category of subjec.tlve ’ .

- .a
Iv LAY

e ) K, "“&"' ’;' ‘. . . . ! '\"
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sumfnary . . t L. o
fri:all three of the surveys the respondents were asked tu and did prondo an: extensﬂre range of opunons,
attitudes and subjectrve comments about various aspects of financial aid. - - & S
"The ﬁl’St of the’ topres'dealt witf the respondents’ opinions of the degree to. whrch they were ﬁnan;;xally
mdependent ffom their parents. (It should be noted that responses on this topic w/re elu.ned only in the last iwo of
thé three surveys ) Ana‘rs of the findings revealed that mest of the scholarship md grant respondents reported thaz
fhey were dependerit on their parents. " for ﬁnancral suppurt, howéver, there was a drseemrble trend toward a decrease -
in this percentage Furthermore; this trend was consid®rably stronger for § gram sespondents (especrally males),than
* for scholarship respondents. A number of further amalyses indicated that’most of the gxoup w!ﬁch fiad reported
financial indeperidence were married and/or ulder than the ty pxcal undergraduate Fullowmg~thrs ﬁndrng, a number
of analyses were performed with the data from smgle 17 2 year-uld respondents which showed that higher. |
_percentages of ﬁnancral independence occurred” with greater rehan«.e of a pasticulas ﬁnan«.ral resource vther than
. parents —for example, self- -hélp or loans, - i o :
- In the final survey (1973-74), the respondents Were ashed to ‘further rndrcdte therr sub_;ectrve feelings eoncem-
<. mg their financial dependence o mdependence from their parents. AstalySes of these respandents sevealed very
" strorig, !ndrcatror)s that those stujents who cons.dered themselves finanaially independent of their parents: felt very
strongly about the importance of such mdependence On the other hand, those students who inditated’ “thit they
consr,dered themselves stifl dependent oni their parents showed, 1n aggregate, little feeling about their dependence one
way er the other. In fact, there was some tendency toward a complacent and satisfied attrtude m regard to thex
. ' financidl dependence’ S B .
. The second major topic about which the respond’ents were asked  to rndfcate therr opinion referred to the
S . hypothetical usé-of the ISSC monetary award to .attend an out-of-state mstrtptxon. Somewhat surpns gly, )
.., consistent two-thirds tq three-fourths of both the 1970-71 and 1973-74 responde ts indicated that they @ould npt
have preferred to, use the award outside uf Illinois. Furthermore, there were al?nost no dif ferences-whatever between ,
this degree of preference betwcen respondents in public and nonpublrc rnstltutronsr
Because the Basic Educatronal Opportunity Grant will have an 1mportant Jimphct on state fmanclal axd in
HNlinois and elsewhere, it x»as’dcctded beginning in 1973-74, to obtain sume measure of the number of studentswho
apphcgl for and reeeived such grants Approximately One- Aifth, of both the. s«.holarshrp and grant_ respondents apphed
for the federal grant. HuWever over S0%.0f the grant respondents who applied récerved such an award com {ed
. with only 37:5% qf the scholarship respondents. '

The subjectrve comments of the respondents were most valuable in revealing matters of rmpmtam.e to tHem
that were not included in the structured-items whu.h con{pnsed the remainder of the quest:onnarre. These comments
reveH‘d a srgmﬁcant reservoir of gratitude, appreciation and general good willtoward the ISSC programs. Especially
important in terms® ‘of the goals* of the ISSC were the many comments indicating the crucial role of monetary

.t assistance in chorce of college and, indeed, in enabling attendance 4t all A notable minority of the respondents had.

. crifical comments and constructive suggestions for rmprovement of vanous aspects of the programs. Regrettably, .

many of the criticisms showed a misguided” ur completely mistaken view of the purposes and operation. of the
programs, indicating the iged for furthey efforts toward fuller «.ommumcatrdn with monetary award apphcants and
recipients.
The subjective c.omments did corroborate the ﬁndmgs about the growmg!lmportance of the need for ﬁnancral
emancrpatron from parents on the part of many ‘of the respondents
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Th'e purposc o.f m}s ﬁnal part ,Of the regon,

R e i -
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.

“A Purpose and D‘esxgn of thc Study B R

e A0

.. .

- . " The .overa!l purpose of %he setits of three survcys dcscnbed in ihis gepon was to detemune the presem |
* ] “effectiveness and futur,e duectmn »f monetary award programs admzmstgteé by the ISS'C Embodxc& m*thls general .
’ objectxvg of all three surveys apd the- analysxs of the findings are the’faﬂowmg qu,esnons |

.. 1. What effects dothe progrdms. of finangial assistance a;id the'ievel of fundmg Ifavewn i

- e ) a, college attendance patterns among the‘vanoug‘types of. msmuuons" LA ‘.‘ ’
L e . b. decision'to 2ttend andto remain<n college‘? A AP PR AR S
- . c. distribution ofirésourges for colLege among 7 giff &d, Ioans; sclf heip, and pa'rents comrﬂmnons" *
., 2. How do s{‘ddents rcally finance  college costs, and how Aoésreality . compare v‘mh thp, iheorcuca]
%L ", éxpectations derived from the“financial.need analysxs standardxzed formula?, i
2 ., ;" 3.. How do stadents feel abéut various gspects of tire Thonetary Fawiird: p“rograms” ,
"+ 7 .. The overall design'of the study was to.determine trends.qvet, time 25 revealed'in the. sents of three Surveys The

2 . first survey included data gat‘hered from monetary, atyard recipients in the 1967-58 award y:ar Thc results of that
survey were published in’an extensive JTeport. A replication. pf the 1967;68 survey was conducted i the 1970-71
. award year. The findings were not pubhshed ina formal rcpon but as with the eathct survey, wer:' uscd to modxfy
and improve ISSC programs and opesations. Wlth the addltlon of the 1973—74 survey conducred at, an ,mtcxval

identical to that between the two eatlier surveys, the longntudinaf v:ew‘of the’ aspects cxammed in these suncys S L
extcnds from the 1967-68 geademic year through the, I973~74 academxc years .- ¥, . . L ™
! ‘ In all three surveys, a random sample of, 1 000 was drawn frofa the toxal*nqmber of scholarslng reqpients ‘7 o
. ‘during the academic year. A random sample of 1,000 was also, drawn frofi1 the g:an} award remg}ents in tht 19&7»68 a L .

and the 1970-71 surveys. The sample was irficroaséd to 2,000 gram. ;eg}pfents durmg the §97; 74 suwey ‘due toﬁle & -

L. large increase in the number of grant retipients. Thus, t,}\e-fmite study_population of scholarshxp and gran. {ecxpxents "
. dapectively, was 9,297 and 6,586 in 1967:68;.14,292 and 34077 jn 197071 ang*f% 498 and 58,956 in 197374, "7 7
1 A specially desxgned Z;ueanmaireﬁ wis admimsterccf, thhout fallow;xg to the samglcd recxﬁuznts Thc SRS
r;spondents were guazaxitbed anony;mty. “The overall rcsgonsc rate (;chofh{shlp and giant, sxmptes combmed}’ Was R
69.3% for the. initial sur\/cy, 64.7%. for the se'cond survéy,;md 58.4% for the last survey The,se retnms xesulted in the I
... following aumber of, nsabjf.quesnonnmes 957 scfnqlafship aqd 630 iant respondentxm 196768, 707 schplats}ﬂp e e
., and 587, grant respondcms in 1970-71} and 711 sqﬁofa:shxp md 1 042 grant, tcspondenis in the 1973‘74 survey e
" ’H):{s studx,co.nsmently dxffexcn;iatcs far -Waluanon and’ anaiysxs two types. of monefzry award rempwms P
e namelx, vthose rece;(«mg scholarships and thase reoewing gragts k,ll}re{c;encos to sc]wlm'th reczpzenm 6es:znatc T s .
v monetaxy award :ccxp‘ignts whq are dlso” named smig who]ars by the 1SSC. A state scholar de;nonstraus.hxgh . I
amdcmlc potentjal on the b}ms of ,acadcrmc abxlny tost scpres and acadermc feg,oxd aehxeved in high school The . o
terni grant recipzents “efers to mqnezazy awatd recxpxents ‘who enth:r “did not ask to “be conndexed fox state seholar .
. fepognition, or did uot qualgfy for tius pmgram of .recogn;tmn ’for hxgh academxe potennal as dctermmcd ‘by the '

s

)

e

thé;r ch;ncc Ihe dlsuscgon.betwem schohrshxy zecip:Fms (hxg,h ability stndents) and grant mctpneﬂts ('typxcally o -

ra'gc abxhty students)ﬂalﬂes mm and othm' states to ,observe mgm?‘cam dxfferences in, the mzjcn vznablés of

4)"

’ s
f/\ ES N %"
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) this study charactenstm of award wfnners, program impact on acoess and}or chorce, hov¢ students ﬂnance thetr

eduéation, a comparisoh of theory and realrty of eonmbutlorls to meet college costs - by ability levels For thé »
purposes of this study, we retain the drstlhctron between scholarslup and grant” recipients to (a) maintain a -, .

- longltudmal view datmg Back to the ongmal f96768 study (b} enable the readgr to compare these data with those

from commissions with smular *programs in othter States and. {c) provrde a baseline data bank 1n the event that

Hlinois may someétime be forced o dlfferentrate amorfg applicants on some relatrve abrlrty, measure -
\ . H s 1 »
A\ 4 . ',6:‘ ¥ - N N : . ! o ’ - . ’
. -8 . <, i ' s
B. Ovemew og.ghe Sahent I-'mdmgs . . e ! AR ,' s

o 2 ., 'f‘ s c s . O . g .
A “proﬁle" of the respondents was develop;d by exmnlmng the d!stnbu,tlon of. respenses.on many key
variables. Of these; the foIlowmg four desrgnated ‘control varlables were cpnsr.sténtly used for cross~analysrs of the

7. - Tesponses from both the- -scholarship and grant groups e %
1.  Sex: scholarship fespondents weré divided abouf evenly between men and women in all three surveys,
there were slightly more men than women-in the grant respondent groups. L
2. . Commuter/Resident Status. the grant group includes substantially more commuters (53.8%) than the
~ " scholarship group (32. l%) in 1973-74. This difference is related to the greater. percentage of grant
respondents enrolled in public, two-year colleges e A

3. Class Level: both scholarslup and grant group distributions are skewed toward the freshman and
sophomore levels: about one-third of both groups are freshmen in the 1970-71 and.1973-74 surveys.
4, Type o Institption. Uecrcasmg percentages of grant respondents attend private four-year colleges over

the peridd studied (from 71 4% to 32.2%). For grant wespondents, the shift is from private 'four-year .

colleges t6 publrc two-year, colleges The distribution is much more stable for scholarship :espo’ndents,
' . although some decline is also noted for Jprivate four-year colleges (from 37.5% in l967-68 to 50.8% in
© -4 1973.74). . )
From these ‘data "an¥ examination of the differing drstnbutions on a largé~ number of other variables, rt is
‘possible to delineate contrasts between the “profiles” of scholarship and grant respondents;
" . In comparisor with the scliolarship respondent, the grant respondent was more hkely to (a) be a commuter
than a resident student (b) be attending a public rather than a private institution (increasingly, a two-year instead of

P four'year college or umversrty) (c) be older andfor mafned divoreed or widowed rather than single (d) be a

meriber of 2 finority group (e‘) have lower college grades (l) fhave attended more than one college and (g) re porrt a

-“’ lower fevei s ofeducatxonal attammenl of fiis. or-her - paren‘ls

TheSe proﬁfcs should be borne in, mind in mterpretmg ‘the follong salrent findings of tlirs Study, since tbey
urjderly many, ‘of the dlffexences mthe m‘lpact of the monetary awards on scholarslup versus grant respondents.
A i - Hmpact of the: Awards on Adcess and Choicg of College

l'.:‘ The data gathered in the three surveys showed dramatic jncregses in the percentage of students
mdrcatmg that thcy would havé been denitd “access to any college as a full-time" student without the

relative increase is magmﬁed: by the striking ihérease in the*nu'mber of monetary award reciplents,
especlally those desrgnated as grant respondents_ whose numbers mcreased from 6,586.i11 196768 to
58,956 in 19'73-74 Among the sscholarshtp and grant respondents mdrcatmg they would have been -
demed acoess to co,llcge‘ witfiout ISSC financial assistance, females are increasingly represented tr) a much

oS0
T~ greaterlextent than males over the srx-year period stud;ed , .

L ’3 :Becahsc of the stnkxng mcrease in percer}tage of students who indicated they«would fiot ’bc able to
PO o attend thhout lSSC fr’nancral assistance, relatrvely srnall percentages remained by 1973-74, to consider
P the questmn o’t" where they “would attend, ‘However, this rel‘atwe decrease is corcurrent with and
. represented by, an increase in absolute numbets because of the dramatic increase in the base ‘number of
“ recrprerlts, partrcularlythose desrgnated as grant reciprents JC ‘ .
) .Arnong those’ 1nd|catmg tllat they would attend another ~college wrthout the lSSC monetary aWard
S )~ nearly two-thrrds weré nonfreshmen S L b .

- financral assnstance provrded by the lSSC monetary award, the percentage of students so indicating more .
s T 7 than, doubled over the sixsyear’ “period for botlt’scholarshlp and grant. respondents. The irpact of the
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- ’Bze ewzs 4 strong tendency for enrollment shifts among types of colleges to mclude qecreases m
o enrolfment at pfwate four-year colleges and universities, and a shift toward mcreased enrollments at
R ,publlc fqupy;ar "and two-year institutjons, particularfy for grant students. As was shown cleady in the
’ "* ljmla] Survey. theJ‘SSC r’nonetary award has enabled many students to enroll ar private Colleges and

'fg"(lf tlw:i.e who lnghcated they syguld not be able to attend ‘college,.the predominate alternatrve plan was.

. mdxcated that thgy woufd’ have ‘sought alternative financial.resources, larggly through extra work, erther .

uhNermnés w;th- refatxvely higher costs. Unavailability of the award would eVidently require them to
changego a‘lower-cost publi¢ institutjon, or ificreasingly, discontinue college attendince. |-

to seek‘woxlt, By fhe 1973 74.survey, thé pidjected number of grant recipients who would seek work L.
raihﬁr lhmc{mtmue to aitcnd college reached nearly 24,000 students. . g
'Ihose réspondeﬁts who would have remained at the same, institution without ISSC financial assistance

asasmgle altermt;ze orm cmbination with loans or more assistangg from the farmly
Sy ,Theory and Reality of Financinga College Education
Of all the vanablestlerm time #arnings have increased most, and the change is the most noteworthy since,
l967'68. 'I?hese jincreases have raised term-time earnings to 1/5th of the budgét and are being used asa
Suﬁstltute t‘omhe parental dollar contributions in meeting college costs.
Parents are providing less, in real dollars and as a percentage, in terms of dollars given and theorencally
) expected fo help their cHild meet college costs. When a trend analysrs was made of all respondents to our
" series of three’ studies, the figures showed in 1967-68 about 60% of the expectation from parental
mcome/assets was provrded In 1970-71 this percentage dropped to 51%, and a fuggher decline to 39% .
".was obseryed in 1973-74. For high academic potential students (ISSC monetary award winners also
named state scholars), the percentages of reality to theory have*dropped from 67% i in 1967- 68, to 54%
in 1970-71, and te 43% in 1973-74. For average ability (grant) students the comparable percentages are
52% in 1967- 68 47% in 1970-71, and 33% in ]973-74. .
SUmmer ¢arnings have remained falrly constant in net dollars and as a percentage of the fesources over’
the past six,years. . ’ .
The role of student educational loans has also been static or shg\(htly down in mean dollars borrowed or
as a percentage of the college budget over the past six years. Loans are probably being used by most
studen#s as the last resource to use when necessity requires they be used.
-repayable gift aid for each academic year surveyed mdlcates rhen need more total dollars than L
n to attend the same colleges. ‘
Opinions and Attitudes Toward Financial Aid
alysis"of the findings tevealed that most of the scholarship and grant respondents reported that they -
re dependent on therr parents fgr ﬁnancral support, however, there was a discernible trend toward a ‘
decrease -in this percentage Furthermore this trend was consrderably stronger for grant respondents
(especially ‘males) tHan for scholarslup respondents.
Mdst of the group whnch had.reported financial independence were married andfor older than the typrcal
,underjaduate Followmg this finding, a ‘number of analyses were performed with the data from single,
17.22' year-old respondents who indicated independence, which showed greater reliance on a partlcular‘
ﬁnarrclal resource other thanparents — for’ e:gample self-help or loans.
In the final survey (1973- 74;) the respondents were asked to further indicate theis SUbJCCthC feelings”
conéermng their financial dependehce or mdepend'ence from their parents. Andlyses of these,
respondents revealed con&mcmg mdlcatrons that those students who considered themselves fi nancrally
mdependent of their parents feit very sttongly about“lhe importance of such mdependence
the other hand, those students who mdlcated flrat they considered themselves still:dependent on
" their parents showed, in the aggregate, fittle feeling about their dependence one way or'the ofhet In

; .

» faét, there was some tendency toward a complacent and satrsﬁed attitude . .in regard to their ﬁnancxal / , f’ﬁ
dependence. « - : . ‘ T, .
In reference to the hypothetrc‘al‘ use of the 1SS€ monetary award to attend an out-of- state institution, v
somewhat suprisingly 2 consistent two- thxrds to three- fourths of both, the 1970-71 and 1973-74 .
respondents mdlcated that they would not have preferred “to use, the award outsrde of llhno,xs -t
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Furthermore, there were almost ‘no dxfferences whatever betwcen tlus degree of preference bet\veen
;e respondents in-public and nonpublic institutions. - DS

"' 6. Approximjtely one- ifth of both, the scholarslup and grant respondents applred for the federal Bas1c
Educationil Opportunity Grant. ‘However over 50% of the grant respondents who applxed recewed spch
e an awdard compared with only 37. 5% of the, scholarshrp respondents Who'apphed .y .
" ' 7.. The subjective, unstructured cofnments requested dpf the respondehts reveated a srgmﬁcant reservoxx of
L gratxtude appreciation and general good will towqrd the ISSC programs. Echrally important, in terms *,
Lo of the goals of the ISSC, were the many comments indicating the crucial role of the monetary assistance
.+ . in choice’of college and, indeed, in enabling atteridance at all. A notable mrnonty of the respondents had
critical comments’ and constructrve suggestions for improvement of various aspects of .the programs.
. " Regrettably, many of the criticisms showed .a nusgurded or completely .mistaken ¥iew. of the purposes
" 7 and operation of the programs, indicating the need for f‘urthér efforts toward, fuller comx’numcatron ‘with
_the applicants and recipients. The subjective comments, dxd corroborate the findings about the' growing,
imporfance: of the need for f'mancral emancipation from parénts on the part of man.y ‘of the respondents. . |
. . . ! CE,
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C. 'Summiary and lmplications . . " R ' :
' - . . ‘- s > v . N
The basic purpose of research and evaluation s'tudles such as this is tp apply the research. fi ndmgs to
operational decisions and/or add to the u,nderstandrng of the rationale for carrent student financial aid
administration and policies. ] - .
The longitudinal analysis of this report permitted both an analysis "of current practices as well as trends over
the past six years. As has been slfown thus far, most of the trends are linear and ev1dently point toward contmumg
" changes. ‘ ) )
Financial- need analysrs is both an agt and a science. It is an art in that it requires skiliful blending of the,
varidus govemmental and citizen interests. The “science™ in the processis emerging as an ever -important e?emanaQ
student aid grgdys in dollars inyolved, and the percentage of all aid dollars wmmg from governmental funds requrres
i ‘more documented quantitative reportrng and fewer subjéctive judgmental practices. -
K . 1 The Student financial aid profession requires a documented, quantitative and consistent response to the
- question of why certain decisions are made about studerfs and families in response to their app\rcatrons for pubHc
funds to help meet the costs of attending pogtsecondary ¢ducation.
E #The study permits the Zonclusion thdt Itlinois state scholarslups and grants do affect th decision to. attend
f ’ college, the choice of college, enrollment distribution between publrc and private colleges, andthe ability of students
" * to maintain reasonable levels of loans and part-time work. The long,\tudrnal approach of this study revealed that
! several of the most important effécts of the program are mcreasmg in impact. 2 ‘
L One of the crucial 1m6acts of the ISSC program is on access to college, especrally for many students “new’’ to
; ! _ higher education. Such students include‘those from mlnonty group backgrounds, persons older than the tra‘drtronal
“ updergraduate student, and many “first-generation” $tudents from famihes whose traditions did not include college
s © . attendance. The grant program in particular js helping to open the dpor to college for many thousands of students
E o who could ndt otherwise cl)ns'rder enuolling because of the absence or .inadequacy of family ﬁnancral resources
{ . and/or because a _poor record of academic achievement or abrhty precludes gift aid based on such a measure. The
1

. fmd.mgs of this study are potentially useful in identifying those to whom, ISSC financial aid seems to be particylarly
S cruc1al in providing access to college. Such data can be helpful to hi ‘schbol and college financial aid counselors.
- The fipancial problems of institutions of higher education are well known, especially the plight of the pnvate
! collegcs caught in a spiralling cost-price squeeze Between mflatronary costs and stable or even declining enroliments.

:
l
E
» Y As such colleges .attempt to mamtam solvency and growth through increases in tuition and other costs to the student
E’ 3 (then the only available’soufce of additional funds due to.the erosion of endowment mcome and. both corporate
' and private donations reflecting current economic problems) they encounter increasing © ‘consumer resrstance, "and

in many cases price cnrollment beyond the ability of many to pay, 1$sC monetary awards have clearly provided
F' - thousands of students with a freedom, of choice by enabling them to afford the costs of a private college. These ‘
F’ . collcgls have found ISSC funds to be of utmost 1mportance 1n maintaining enrollmcnts and keeping in balance their |
3 - ~ ’ ~ . . . -
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) mstrtuuonal budgets by not.constantly increasing their expendltures for student aid ftom msmutronal funds. There

“are at lemdt two rmportant drawbacks to this policy. from thé point of view of the private colleges One 1s the
témptation or necessity to draw 4n increasing proportion of their student body from within the state to obtam ISSC.
funds through student tuition and fees, thus parochializing the stident mix.beyond the point which- :may be most
desrrab]e The othér is the increasing budgétary reliance on 2 source which_ rs essentially beyond theif institutional
contrel and subject to annual review and approval By legislators. chief executive officeds and master planners
However, despite these potential pitfalls, it seems «clear that the ISSC programs have played an important rble in ,
‘maintaining the health of the pnvate sector in Illinois higher education. - . -

- Some of the most important trends shoWn in the findings pertain to the, “packaglng of ﬁnancral aid by the

i mdxvidual student and the theory versus the.reality of financing a college educatlon

%.The data of Part Iif suggest that the desire of many 18 to 22 year-olds still being clﬁned as tax dependents
by parents is to gain fipancial independence. The. dramatic increases in term-time earnings, in many cases, could be
fn attempf by many students to expecfonly those dollars from parents to meet college costs after the students have
donqall they could on their own. - v .

[n effecty it appears more students, are saying to parents “domprovrde all that you could give me to meet
COsts but rather provide only what is required’ after I earn andfor borrow to the maximum of all that is available to
Obvrously, this is an attitude toward financial/parental emancrp,atron which must be undgrstoud by financial
ald ofﬁcers Itis unfair to assume that for all students the dbove is applicable, clearly, there are parents who for one

reason or gnother refuse to fulfill even minimal obligations of suppurt for college wsts. Parents’ refusal to provide

“what dollars are theoretically available continues to require thousands of students tg borrow or work excessive hours,.
to, provide the ddllars to meet college costs.- d

Term-tithe earnings have dramatically | mcreased in the past six years. Hours )vorked and pay ‘per hour have .
iricreased to a level-where it can be estimated that this variablg, 1s now about $580 abave the theoretical expectation.
By désign or by ‘necessity, .this source has replaced the Q;(pected dollars not beigg"’ provrded by parénts n the
theorefical packaging of all aid-resources. 7 »

If this trend is to continue, sufficient college work-stud funds must be available, and ]obs must also be
.available to students seeking them. The inter-relationship betweHe demands of the classroom and remaining in-
good academic standing and the time given to jobs for earnings cannot be |gnorc% The concurrent de-emphasis of
academic probatronary or dismissal decisions as well as increds&s in mean grade -point averages have seemedto pernut
more time for work to earn dollars and less time required to/obtain 'the grages or credits needed to remain in school )
or graduate. _

It can be implied that the availability of ]ObS and funds to pay 'for term-time work remain as most important
variables. Additional ggsearch is needed to further indicate if parents, on the average, are responding in terms of
providing dollass needed to cover a deficit in meetmg college costs or whether the response is a reasonable sacrifice
of their resources. * .

This study shows that students hate made :large and significant investments in their own future by using
term-time and summer earnipgs (often i combifation with loans) to finance thejr college education. Students
reported that if the scholarship and grant awards had not been available, they would have been required to face the
following alternatives' (1) forego college attendance, (2) attend a second or third choice mnstitution, (3) work
excessrvezﬁours a choice which could have an adverse effect on the quality of their education, or (4) borrow very
large sums of mdney to meet college costs. The impact oflarge loans which must be repaid after graduation.and after
the start of acarrer and/or family is & subject of concern to many educatogs. ‘ - :

The r?tlonale of need analysis lS undet’ consfant reviéw. The basic questions remain--should the formulas
reflect how" students actually do finance tfeir college costs or should the formulas indicate how students”
theoretrcally should or eould finance their college costs? The reasonable sacrifice of a portion of par‘ental financial
resources, if and when available for college costs, is the historical rationale for objective nieed analysis. The parents’
financial statement, and wrlhngncss to provide assistance, may be asSesscd' one way by a college financial aid officer
and in quite a‘dlffereqt mannér by administrators of large tax-funded. programs o

Many financial ad ofﬁcers have been“aware for ju.ne time that,‘actual parental ﬁnancral support fell short of
the reasonable expectation derived through the currently used formulas. Students have been required to replace the
dollars not being provided by parents with increased Self help in the form of earningd and/or loans. The mcreasmg
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availabihty of student loans has no doubt also contnbuted to the fact that many parents are not prov1drng from their .,
income andfor assets the dollars that are theoretically available for college costs. Such parents by design, obtained .
- .the loan funds or had the student borrow to replace the dollars they could have prov1ded . y

Thrs study was predicated on ‘the conviction. of the guthors that it is now time for the immense and bu eonmg
tax~ass15ted programs of student financial aid to invest a substantial portion of time, energy, and operating funds in
‘program evaluation. The .research and study undergirding such evaluation should also be the primary basis for
modifying and improving present programs, derieloprng new ones, and evolvmg general gurdehnes for long-range
planning and growth. .

Programs of student ard are very, basic in the financing of postsecondary educatron The énrollment, P
persistence, and graduation of thousands of students as well as the preservation, of a dudl system (public and prrvate)
of quality institutions are directly 1mpacted by programs of student financial aid.

This longitudinal study has clearly indicated that, changes over time require continual evalua,tron in both how .
students are financing their education and the impact of certain forms of student aid on both access to and choice of
institutions. The new and significant desire for ycuth in their late teens'or early twenties to have financial
independence from their parents is dbserved in the 1973-74 survey findings to a degree not found in the 1967-‘68
survey. .

The art and science of the financial aid administrator must constantly be tested against the reahty of the .
Tesponses of' families and applicants to the meeting of college cqsts This research has attempted to meet this . 4
challenge and responsibility, . : -

“Because trend data are,as valuable as current fi ndlngs, it is strongly recommended that another rephcatron of
this survey be done in 1976-77 and each™of the three perrods to follow. A Lo

Millions of taxpayer dollars invested in human capital require the same analysis of impacf and returnas would
be done for similar taxpayer investments to provrde defense, transportation, or other public services.

Undergraduate students in Illinois have consrstently .perceived their state monetary award as makmg a
significant difference in ‘theigability to attend any postsecondary educational mstrtutron as well as giving them -an

~ opportunity to atténd a colle!e of their chdice.

The stated purposes within the enabling legrslatron of the Illinois Higher Education Student Assrstance\Law are

- being met if the fi ndrngs of this study are used as a measure of meeting goals. .
Future decisions on student aid programs require current and objective data in assessing the unpact ofany . ., -
progrdm changes. , e
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. ILLINOIS STATE SCHOL ARSHIP COMMISSION L
BOX €07 102 WILMOT ROAD — DEERFIELD. ILLINOIS SOO1% - 312 . 948.1500
. ) . PR ¢ ' . b s .

< " ."'SCHOLARSHIPS . GRANTS - LOANS . -
Vd »
. - ’ - . , ‘ .— i - -/
:' JO$EPH D BOYD[E0 O €xccunvt Dimecrom . ° . . ’ =
. S , ‘ o April 16, .1974 - @
. . , ] . . : .‘o - ’ T, PR
L A . A . ’ g S
To: - Student Aid Recipieant . T ’ .
- - / -
. From: Dr.‘Joseph D: Boyd, Executive Director ‘ , &
. Illinois State’ Scholarship Commission * *- ' ‘ . p
’ . e . ) ’ ‘ :
;.. \ ) BN ‘.‘ Lt ‘ - ‘ . . -
" As you know, the undergraduate student monetary aid which,the Illtnois State .
, Scholarship Commission (ISSC) administers, and of whith you receive-a rt,.
¥ ~ is derived from funds appropriated by the Illinois/@enerdl Assembly. is
’ the reshonsibility of the I1lfnois . State Scholar ip Commission, the sponsor ~

of this study, to make recommendationg to the General Assembly relativeoto
.the funding of these scholarships and grants. The enclosed questionnaire ia
designed to provide information to® this agency and the General Assembly.

No attémpt is made on. the: questionnaire to identify you personally. The ot
color of ‘thes paper upon which thés questionnaire, is printed identifies the
response as being.eﬁther from a"State $cholar or from a’ grant monetary award
recipient. Your Tesponses are completely confidential and will never be re-~
. ported individually or’'made available to anyone for any purpose outside of ' -
this study. The information you pfovide .will not- in any #gay affect your eli- . ‘.
/gibility for further financial aid. LY . .

» , <, P
’Your accuracy and truthfulness in- answering this questionnaire is most desfr- . . o
g able.’ Your answers will be grpuped with t ése of other student.aid recipjents
] . and used’ by the ISSC to imprgfi its progr Since we have sampled a rela~
D7 tively small\number of students,/it is mogt important ‘that you compiete aqg
© Teturn’ this questionnaire as sogn'as possible. - -

‘ Thank you iorayour cooperation. o “ // : . y .
- I “ . )
. - »

pa
( ) . . . / 8 4 ?
. * P Tye JOll;7H D. BOYD, ExgcuTive olulc“on'. . ’ f.
’ -y

" COMMISSION Mmun’ LLOYD 8. MICHALL. cmunmm . ROBERT G- oouaLAs . . ERIX JONKS

EKC HAROLD LISTON WILLIAM EsMCMANUS' « * 2 ¢ MRS. L. GOEREL PATTON MRS, RAY POLHILL /
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*  'Please complete thi\ueshonnau'e and return 1t to the de sz.gnated address
_on the postage-free envelope provxded S . R
- " - . . vy
. ;'- * ] . ~ ' = .
] ‘In many cases alternatxve answers are pronded for your convemence. In .
o o these cases, please- s:.mply check (J) the correct alternatwe(s)
- s o - ‘ . - . ;
T O EEEEE KK ; E
s C 4 I . N K 3 -~ )
) ° 1, d. What mstxfutr.on of higher educ‘at:.on- do you p:esently attehd” (It not v
e ' now enrolled what institution did you last attend?) ) .
:-' ) - + i ‘. ' v . i ? )
o b. City in which campus is located IR .
- . - PR . ~
2 What is your presé’ht year in college ; ) .
L e , . , > -
t- 1st year _ ' an year - 3rd year K . 4th y'ear N
. Wlhch colleg:.ate years. -including the pre'sent have you recewed an ISSC .
S, *mor{etary award ? ) ‘ \ L
* ’? v - , - l' s " ) J. -
’ 'l,sl: year " a .?nd'year * _- . 3rdyear 4th year N
Y - £l
" 4. Would you be attendmg college full-t1me if you were M receivmg funds * 'S.
"~ from the ISSC" Check e1ther ”yes" or "'no'’. . . "
e b ( -
{"' y Yes L . No . ! ' ;
t | What college do you éxpect you . What would you now be doing? ~ }. . . -~
would'be .attendmg" ) : S ' ) .
. A .ﬂ‘ s . . ; f ) / ’.-
‘ 3 ‘ -~ h ¥ / ‘. ’ 4 ‘(
” / ‘(C?Hege) - . ’ . ‘A : . / -p
. » . : _ ‘ + co ¢
. . (city of location) . e } | » R S - 1 '
. , - , NP I .
’ o p : . L. (GP to Questxon 5) , . 4/ |
w»s college is t e same as j Questxon l.a. above, how would you be B
: replacing the monies presently received from. the ISSC'? (Check all : ’
: applicable options,)) ) -, - “
! e : ¢’ ) . ‘ B
"L . . g <o .o ) R K ) .
, - .._+  loans - — extra.work : © '/ ‘greater family
o o PR . . : / <Ontributions
. Voo S 2 BN IR 7 L
o 4 ‘ ‘T . othe'zl" (please spe/cify) t L : Cor SR
FRIC:, N\ " - ) g R N
S N S | T AR
. : ¢ , " Py . -



s\\

5 Check o{f arn,r st;

L

ate tuttron wa1ve r schola.r shlp (s) you we e offe red and’

. elected not to us’e because of an. ISSC awards

»

- Chlld of Veteran Waiver -

-

Teacher Edu,catzon

_Special Educatron Teachcr
State Veterans Schola.rsh:.p
County Scholarship
Vocational Rehabﬂxta.txon Grant

Public Aid Grant :

Children ahd Family Services Tuition Wa.wer
Other~(spec1fy) ‘

z-

6. What is the total dollar value of all Won - ISSC scholarshxps or grants
.you received for this academic year (August/September '73 - May/June '74)?

.Estimate if necessary.
veterans' benefits payable toiyou as a student.

PR

Vs

% 7. a, How much money have you borrawed for this‘school year (August/
September '73 - May/June '74) fo help you attend college? Eshmate ..

if necessary‘.
3

-

~

r

- ﬁf’ - 9. % }
8.. To what extent are you
(How muth do you owe

AN

"9, a.,- What is'the ! average number of hours per week you worked durmg ‘this
. school year (August/September ’73 - May/June 74) to assist yourself

+

etrng college cOSts‘?

Include Social Security or
$

Do ;_z_o_t_mclude loans.

*
[ -

$

.

/r'

b. Wheré have you borrowed this money‘? (Check all agphcable optmns.)

g

4
/
P;rents or- relatlves
- Olinois- Guaranteed Loan Program -

National Direct Student Loam (formerly Nahonal Defense
Student Loan)
Other (specxfy’)

Shee
o
<

- T

-

?debt for all educab.onal loans to attend college?
thgrs") Estlma if necessary. $_ ‘ .

% .'\

11-15

None S

1-5¢ - g . ] 16-20 ~ -y T

6-10 . ;e -, More thaf 20 -
$ &




T .

(3540 be

b vaou did \vork, b

jt not fuﬂ sime;

. *;. weeks. oot . N
: AN Average houm  per week -
. ’; E . when workmg ] { - L':- ]
’ o ' . ~'." . :“:-;‘.* ,’ }.-1‘0 hO\IIS ’ .
Voo . 10-20 hours L
N ik ’M8re th;‘in ZQ'houre _;

- \ ‘ What were your approx:.ma.te total gross earmngé ’for last suznrner's L .
work? ., roe .. O N

o

P B .- o LR/
- ‘ . - -~ - A . vt T

’ N O . . . , S . oo - ¢
=LY 7 -3 s . - ) - Stz Tk - <. <o
.« 3 'y “, _' $ ~ .l . P N . » , i . e, . . A
. f . - - .- I , P L
Lo e e 7 ~ i Y .- . . X . [ s, i
) | y LA [ ) .- L A I .

o . 4 - » . . S e . .

- LT .

) 1. When you ‘were ﬁrst seekmg admission to college, you may'have apphed
to more than one mst1tut1on. Indicate the number of institutions to w}ﬁch

) ‘you submitted applications, 1nc1ud1ng the one you fn:,st enrolled in ag a ,.’ e
. freshman, in both of the followxng columns._ ar e
. i . ) ' ) - - B . 3 - . . , '.o.’— }r

“- L ' . « .. In Dliscis® .'-Out'-,-of-State e

, Pubhc 2-year colleges R

® . ’ -
- . s ‘.,
oL A Pr1vate- 2-year colleges S :
! N . - > e ~ P ® - . e - .

ay 'Pubhc‘ 4,-year‘ coll,e/ges . . ] 4 - |

. - : -"‘ e « .ot . - P .

Sy , Prlvate 4-year c.olleges - ' / '

- - . . | — .._.......J:_...

. . IZ Should A student on acadenuc probat1on be perrmtted to retain his 1ssc j
T monetary daward? - L e o
“‘. . ’ ) . e B 4 ! - - -, <." ' B ' ! ¢ ‘

. Y ' Yes ' ) ) . '\’gNo .. . ” /

T - 13 If your ISSC-monetary awaﬁ'd could have %een used outside 1111n01s, would

~ you have preferred to a.ttehd an o)/{‘t -of -state rnstltutmn s

4
] , . : ) - . . . Co . , . !
T e . "3 v Lo ’ i
. . L Yes . s No- . )
» e e _— N ———— .

- / .' L L4 ‘/ s P'
. - L ; - .
. . . " + / e / v Vo - -
* . ¥ . , . .



=

. Y . S
.. From what source were you first acquainted with the ISSC program,
i.e., from whom did you first learn that fu.nds from the ISSC were

available? : . .
-8

: ) , . A .
7 " High school counselor or teacher
v ' Parent or relative s
Collegiate admissions officer,
Collegiate {inancial aids officer .
Personal inquiry . ' \-\
Community. agency/worker

Other (spec1fy)

»

15 Please ;:heck the type of hxgh school from which you were graduated

.o« * .

Public anate :
' Roman Catholic
p Luthera
(e ) o Indepertdent
’ Other (specify)

. %
X

et

S

Ve

.

Y a4 ., - ————— -

'S ¢ ’ P - ‘
.

- 16. 'sze .of your high school graduation class? ' X ‘

‘17, Please /ente} your permanent home address zip code here:

St a9 [ 4002599 -
. 50-99 : 600-999 N
' 100-199 1000 or more

9 . 200-399> . , N

18. Sex: Male .- .Female _._.- ) o - h }

19, Marital Status: Never marned : , '/,-/ Married . :

.
1 —

Separated . "Divgiced * Widowed |
L . ) ‘u -~ —_— !
20. Ager ) v .w f
“ ’ ' : . ’ P4 . ;‘
21 Check the field wh:.ch at the present time best desc nbes your future
vocational choice: { , . > .
Educatf - o
. Social Science or Religion ‘ f
. / Buqmcsé Pohhcal or Persuasive | e
Scientific s
. Agriculture or Foxc:try . ’ '
. ' I'I,Calt/'l P ’ ) ./ . )
s Arts/and Humanities ' , : )
T " Engincering. ¢ - oo "
- Trade, :industrigl /Techmcal - 80' v

e " Othet (specify) G . . e/




22. How do you describe yourself? (Your answer to this ques stion Will ass1st
. usin deter1mn1ng the extent to which minority groups who are receiving N

benefits from this program ‘ate 1ncluded in this survey ) A ~

Americaq Indian or ‘Native Ameérican L -

i . Black or Afro -Ax:neric(a‘n T ) -
Chicano or Mexican-American. . - e .
Oriental or Agian- Arﬁoncan o )
Puerto Rlcan or Spam sh-speaking Amerxcan e
‘ : White or Caucasian R N t . ’
Other J. ; .
. 23. Check whlch best desCrlbes#he average grades you, recelved for your . |
"last complete term of full-time study: , . ) /
. \ Below C- c+ . _ B+ )
y c- o . B4 . n A-

———————

AN A . " . B A .

v P
24. How many different institutions of h1gher education, 1mc1ud1ng the present

have you attended f/ull or part-time since high school graduation? _ - .

- ~ s, 7 1] \ .
ERSN 3 S . ’
( 25. Bam: . ’ ° . / ’ T
v . Y .
> .__-a commuter from home e A T
)y _a re51dent on campus 6r in college approved housmg .
. other (explaint) ‘L S .

. ¢ ' - -
26. Estimaté how much money you will receive from-our parents or guardians )
for this academic year , (August/September '73 - May/June '74). Do. not
include thf value of room and board received while living at home, or

h he value of loans that you must repay. $ .
. . N -
27. Did you assist your parcnts in completmg the.ISSC financial statement
- T conta1n1ng qucstmns about famlly income and assets" '
. . /’ . . ) ,‘ v) _ ) . ‘ ! ‘
S o Yes ' . . I\foé ’ ' > /
— - 28. Whatis the amount of f,ash payment made by you (for other than room or v'/"
: .board) to your parents to ass1st/them with their expenses during this ,
. school year (Aagust/September 173 - May/Junc '74)” $ ' P
/. : ‘e L
/ 29. How many years of school ‘did’cach of your p'vrcnts complctc” Qircld : o
'appropx iate number. ) / — o . L
. / ' , _Grade School Ir. Hi/ sv. Hi. - College, , Grad. Sch.
3 ‘ . a PR L% “
’ , Mother - K12 3456 789 . 10112 . 1314 15,16 171819 * ‘
A / Father - K123456 789 012 131415(16 171819 . .
< Al . T
) + P‘ '.I ‘ ' ' «




Yot
\.\ ‘d
‘ » / . - - / . s " , Lo :
ot LN T :
30. Nurpber of older brothers Number of older sisters -
. . b . . ’ . . N S . 3
Number of younger brother/s L Number of youxiger, sisters

{
31, Did you file an apphcatmn for a federal Basxc Educatxonal Opportumty
- Grant (BEOG) for thls acadermc year (1973 74)? .

: . : ] _ _ p . : g
1 Yes .. No . , Lo
If yes, did you receive funds? -
- ' . . ) o ° . ) . a
. ' Yes - / No :
- - 4 . — / ' ",'—
32 D% you consider yourself no longer dependent on your parents (that is,
+ " do you'no longer depend on their financial support mhave your own -
_place to live throughout the year)? C - ' . .o
1 . s . V; . ) ’ 2 . . AR
- ' ) ; . . : , ¥
L_ o+ Yes : /y No. : ' ‘ e
X yes, which of.the followmg best expresses your feehngs about the
© importance of financial independerice ? roN T ‘
. . e:étremely impo )fant'_ C ‘ , ) \ -
A fairly ithportan ) ,
T —— . - . 8 -
/ unimportant
. B ‘- . s ]
If no, which of the following best expresses M feehngs about your
/presem £1nanc1al ‘dependence on your parents" , L.
o . L vesy saffsfied L
satisfied o o !
] ‘makes no d1££e‘rence ) s ’ AR
v . } don't like it, but tolerate it as necegsary -
> /Ifind it almost intolerable I

’ ‘ ' ﬁ .' « - - “\ a ) 1
330 you wish, you may use the spa.ce below for general comments regarding
- the ISSC monetary award -program. - ‘




