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Student financial afd programs have provided the basis for much recent
public controversy at;state and national levels. Debates have focused on a
number of ‘issues:. How much money should be appropriated? How
_ should available resburces be allocated among different types of aid

(loans, grants, and work-study programs)? Should aid be administered
-through the institutions, or should it be available directly to students?
Should it be distriblited to encourage students to choose particular types
of colieges (e.g., prjvate rather than public)? Should aid be based prima-
rily on financial need, or should otker criteria (e.g., student aptitude) be
used? How is finaricial need to be d fined? How should various forms of
aid be packaged for individual stu?i/en s? : ' o

Such controversies are difficult to resolve because the purposes of stu-
dent financial aid programs are often not explicit. Among thé many pos-
uses ‘of financial aid programs, the most common are to provide
gregter access to.higher education for students, to assure that students

cognplete their studies, to provide an incentive for students to perform . - |

well academically, to reward merit, to influence student choice, and tQ. .
re¢distribute wealth: : ‘
The use of financial aid to enhance student persistence in college wilif a
the focus here. Analyses are designed to d‘eteymine if the type andﬁf\
amount of aid and the conditions of its administration have any effect on'\-

the student’s chances of ‘completing tollege. " a

On'the surface, one might expect that a// forms of financial ald en-}; -
hance student persistence, since financial problems are,among the reasons
most commonly given by dropouts for leaving: college. If’such explana- °
tions are valid, any type of financial aid, regardless of source, should
reduce the student’s changes of leaving college for financial reasons and,
thus, positively affect student persjstence. : ’

Method for‘Détermining Impact

The dependent variable (student persistence versus dropping out) was
calculated from longitudinal follow-up data collected in 1972 from stud-
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ents who started college in 1968. Persisters included all students who,
at the time of the follow-up, satisfied one or more of the following
-conditions: (a) was enrolled in graduate or professional school, {b) had a
bachelor’s degree, () was still enrolled as an undergraduate and still pur-
suing the bachelor’s degree, (d) never-eft college since 1968 and was still
pursuing the bachelor’s degree, or (e) had completed four years of under:
graduate work. ' . '

With data from the Cooperative Institutional Research Program

(CIRP), sponsored jointly by the American Council on Education and the .

University of Califdrnia,” Los Angeles, it was possible to compute the ex-
pected probability of dropping out using measures of each student’s abil-
ity, grades, study habits, aspirations, and other personal background char-
acteristics. Since the battery of student predictors obtained when stu-,
dents entered college as freshmen in 1968 also included informgation on
the students’ marital status, family education and income, and concern
about college finances, presumably these expected probabilities take into
account-initial differences in financial need.* If a particular-form of fi-
nancial aid has a positive effect on student persistence, the actual dropout
rate for students who receive that aid should be lower than the expected
rate based on the student’s background characteristics. .

One,problem with assessing the effects of any variable such as financial
aigkis that most variables do not occur in isolation; other environmental
f rs can also influence student attrition. For example, students who
attend highly selective private\colleges are somewhat more likely to re-
ceive scholarships or grants than students who attend public community
colleges ( Astin et“al., 1974). |f selective private colleges, in turn, have
better holding power on their students than public comrfiunity colleges,

- failing to consider college type might produce a spurious ‘effect’’ of

scholarships or grants which is, in reality, an effect of college type. A
similar confounding of environmental variables could involve financial
aid and student residence (scholarship recipients are probably mpbre likely
than nonrecipients to live in dormitories}, or financial aid and work
(scholarship recipients are probably Iessllikély than nonrecipients to have
jobs w'h'ile attending college).

v

Ll )

To control suclybiases, the battery of predictors includes not only the
student characteristics, but also several additional environmeéntal meas-
ures covering three general categories: residence, work, and college char-
acteristics. Residence predictors includg dichotomous measures of three

* Formulas for computing these oxpocted probabilities were obtained from stepwise multiple
regrossion pnalysos in which dropping out versus staying in colloge was used 0s the dependent
variablo. Predictors frqm o battory of*110 froshman vanables woro permitted to entor tho
regression cquation until no additional predictor waf capable of producing a significant reduction
in the residual sum of squares. Somplos includod 41,356 students attonding o stratified national
sample of 358 institutions. Regrossions waro woighted to simulote the total populatiot of 1068
first-timo, full-timo froshmon. Studonts who ospired to tess than a bachelor’s defiree ot college on-
try (11,455 of tho somple) were excluded. Regrossions wore done separately on black students in
block colleges (N=1,378), blacks in white collegos (N=1,761), nonblack women (N=17,074),
and nonblock men (N=18,069). » ’ .
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typi'as of residence during the freshman.'year: college dormitory, parents,
and private room or apartment. Work predictors include three dichoto-
mous measures of work activities during the freshman year: on-campus
work (other than federally sponsored work-study programs), off-campus
work, and employment for college .¢redit as part of a departmental pro-
gram. Measures of college characteristics include edroliment size, selec-

_tivity (an estimate of the average academic ability of the entering fresh-

.

man; see Astin, 1971), percantage of men students, percentage of under-
graduate students; coeducational versus single sex, control (public versus
private), and type (three measures: two-year college versus four-year .
college versus university). Except as noted below, all analyses of the im-
pact of financial aid programs utilize expected dropout probabilities
based on these additional environmental characteristics, as well as the
student characteristics. The multiple correlations of these student and
environmental characteristics with dropping out were .44 (blacks in black
colleges), .59 (blacks in white colleges), .42 (nonblack women), and .44
(nonblack meh). .
- ‘ &X .

Even though these additional predictors give a_less biased-eStimate of
the impact of financial aid, such estimates tend to be somewhat conserva-
tive. By controlling all other environmental experiences that might be
associated with receipt of financial aid (i.e., work, residence, and coilege
type), the shared effects of aid and these other variables are eliminated.
Thus, if scholarship recipients are concentrated more in four-year than in
two-year colleges, some but not all of the effects of scholarships on attri-
tion' will be washed out when college characteristics are included in the

calculation of expected dropout probabilities. The greater the degree of =

overlap (i.e., between scholarship aid and these other environmental vari:
ables), the more conservative the -estimate. The only cendition under
which all the effects of scholarships would be washed out by such an
a?alysis occurs when every scholarship recipient attends only one type
of\ college. This condition never obtains wjth any of the financial aid

meéasures. , ‘ .

o
k4

Financial Aid Measures__._.

Undergraduates Lsually pay their college costs through one or a com-
bination of five different sources of aid: family (parents, spouse), scholar-
ships, loans, savings, and work. Since savings often come from previou
empleyment, thesg two categoriés can be combined. Thus, the princip§
ﬁw‘easurlss of finantial aid cover personal savings and/or employment, par-
ental ot other family aid, repayable lgan, and scholarship, grant_or other
gift. These four items were presented to the entering freshmen partici-
?(ing in the CIRP in 1968 with the question, "Through what source do

ou intend to finance the first year of your undergraduate education?’
Students were asked to indicate whether each item was a major source, a
minor source, or hot a source.

| S A )
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- This analysis is limited primarily to the first year in coliege. While it
would be useful to know -the effects of financial aid after the first'year, p
‘studies are difficult if the outcome variable is student attrition. Once
‘a student drops' out of college, receiving any form of financial aid is
“precluded. Even if financial aid subsequent to the freshman year has no
causal relationship to attrition, there would be a built-in negative associa-
- tioh between such aid ahd attrition simply because only those who stay
in tollege would receive it. This problem of the possibility of artifagiumal

effects after the freshman year will arise on several occasions._

oy n addition to the four financial aid items from the 1968 freshman
-« questionnaire, a number of more detailed items were used from the fol-
-up questionnaire in 1972. The instructions for these questions read:
or each item below, indicate the extent to which it has been a source
or financing your undergraduate education (include costs for both aca-
demic and living expenses).” Student$ were instructed to answer each
item in terms of one of three alternatives: major source (50% or more),
minor source, not a source. The items were support from parents or
relatives, support from spouse, fellowships or scholarships“tfederal, state, .
«school or university, private foundation or organization, industry or busi- g
" ness, other), loans (federal, state, comiercial, pther), withdrawals from. -

savings or assets, G| benefits, ROTC benefits, and other sources. -

‘. Sections below will focus on the impagt of six categories of financial
aid: parental support, support from spfouse, scholaréhips.and grants, Lo
loans, work-study programs, and miscéllaneous spyrees (GY bill, ROTC,” '*
savings). A concluding section will Areat combinations of various aid

sources known as financial aid " pacl/fages.” 7o ,
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} | Parent?lAid :

Students rely on parental aid far'more than any other single source.
For nearly 65% of the white women, parental aid is a major source of
support for their fre;ﬁman.undergraduate year, while only 16% receive .
no parental suppo';t/ For 47% of the men, parental aid is a major source, -

while for only 28% it is not. Blacks are somewhat less likely than whites *
to rely on parental aid: only 33% depénd on parental aid for major fresh-
man support. ’ .

-

The expected and actual dropout rates {in percentages) for white men /
and women are shown in Table 1, separately by degree of dependence on
parental aid during the freshman year.

- Relying on parental support has a small but statistically significant
positive effect on the student’s ability to persist in college. For men, -
major parental support (versus no support) reduces dropout chances by
dbout 2%. For women, the comparable reduction is about 4%. These
figures illustrate dramatically the.importance of controlling for differ-
ences in the student’s initial propensity to drop out. (Another statistical
RIC " . ;v e o
- R . . /
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problem with such coritrols is error of measurement in the freshman pre-'

dictor [control] variables. This error results in an underestimation gf the
effects .of the predictors. A, number of supplementary analyses were
conducted to assess the possnble impact of ‘measurement error: For de-
tails, see Astln 1975.) The difference |n actual dropout rates for men

-, .

A Table1 . S
) _Expected and Actual Dropout Rates for *= .. -
o : ; White Students, by Sex, 1972 :

. L Men L Women )

. Expected Actual - Expected  Actual

- Dropout Dropout - Dropout Dropout
Parental Aid Rate . - Rate Rate - Rate
Not a source 42 43 T 39 - 42
Minor source. 39 40 31 327

Major solirce 33 - 32 29 . 28

v

‘favors those who depend on parental support as a fajor sourceby about

11%. For- women, the comparable difference in actual dropout rates is

still "larger: abouit 14%. Without the accompanying expected dropout
rates based on entering student characteristics and other environmental
variables, one might conclude that the signiflcance of parental support
durlng the freshman year is much greater than it actually is. 1n other
- words, the differences in dropout rates among students with differing

factors other than parental aid per se

Y]

parental support far the freshmansyﬁ:r can- be attriputed primarily to/

« The actual and expected dropout rates for students with differmé
parental support-were calculated separately for various types of colleges

The results are entirely consistent—small. positive effect on persistence— -

for students in two- and four-year. colleges, both public and private.
Among students attendlng universities, however, particularly private uni-
versities, reliance on parental support appears to affect persistence nega-

tively. Th|s effect is especually pronounded among those studepts for.

whom parental aid is a minor source of freshman support. -Compared
with those who'have no pargntal support, these students have’ dropput
rates about 8% higher-than expected. The high cost of attending a private
university may be one explanatnon Those who attend private universities
may be handicapped in competition for financial aid if their parents pro-
vide some, but not all, of the support necessary to meet coIIege expenses.
Concenvably, students with no parental support find it easier to demon-

strate the need that permits them to take full advantage of the financial

aid avallable -

* Additional analyses by level of parental income produced some inter-
esting interaction effects. For women, on the one hand, the positive
effect of parental aid was clear cut among those in low-income (parental

T T
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income below $10 ,000) énd mlddle -income (between $10 000 and
'$20,000) bragkets, but reversed for those in high-income (greater than.
$20,000) brackets. For men, on' the other hand, the benefits of parenta]-
support were strongest within the high-income group, with decfeases of
about 10% in dropout ¢ Qances One possible factor here is that”high-
Ancome women who recgive no parental aid are a-highly select group (less
than 4% of the total group); high-ihcome men who receive na parental .

- %, Does pare'ntal ald bey0nd the freshman year have an 1mpact? An item
‘similar to one on parental suppgrt on-the freshman questlonnalre was
~“included in the 1972 follow-up. Hewever, the follow-up item inquired
about sources of Support for the student’s entire, undergraduate. edyca-

students who reported parental aid as a minor source is somewhat higher
» on the follow-up than on ‘the frelshman questionnaire, indicating that -
about 6% of the students who receive no support. duging the-freshman
year do receive some'during subsequent years. The dlfferences between
expected and actual dropout rates ‘based on the follow-up item are some-
~what larger: about a 10% reduction in dropout rates for both men and .
‘wonden who receive pafental aid compared with thosé who do not. The" - ,
differences in impact between minor and major” sources’ are rmegligible.’ .,
~ Continuing parentat Support beyond the freshman year appears to ens .: -
“hance the student’s chances of finishing college. For black students at- !
tending white ¢olleges, parent’alald as ma]or support is clearly associated -
with persistence. For them, the decrease in dropout probabilities is 12% . -
. compared with those who have no-support and 17% compared with those. .
who have only minor parental support. .The coniparable reductions for
students, attgndlng black colleges are a negligible 1%. Payental support-is
not critical for studengs attending black colledes but a ajoMtor for +
black students attending white colleges. Without major parental support,
these black 'students have a substantnally réduced chance ' finishing.

X9

Support from Spouse ' ..

AIthough married studehts constituted Iess than 2% of the entermg
studeht population in 1968, the effects of financial support from spouses
are important. Of the men who are married when they start college, 55% -
have wives' who provide financjal suppdrt for college expénses, and four
in five of these wives provide major support. Eigures for women are even
more striking. Seventy-one petrcent have.husbands who provide support
for college expenses, and better than four in.five of these husbands pro-
vide major ‘rather than minor support. Thus, married persons-—women in °
particular—who enter coIIege depend heavily on their spouses for financia] -
support.

Becayse of the relatively small numbers of married- bfack students, the
anaIVSIS of spouisal support is confined to white studwts Expected and

q,“

A i Tex provided by ERic . . ~

. upport are some hat less select (about 7%'of the group). 4 LT

tion, rather than just the freshman year. As expected the percentage of - - ,

' X} . . -
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- ment 156% for women. However, if the spouse provides only minor
- support, the .impact is reversed: dropout rates for men and women

. only about a third of the vyhite students (31% of the men and 38% of the

- relatively small samples (approximately 50 married: men and 50 married

-the 60% of the women who rely on their husbands’ for support, nearly,
“two in three receive only minor support. Apparently, most students who

_shiftirig to the spouse as a major source. - \

‘with no) support is beneficial: a 14% and 20% increase, respectively, for

_nostic sign for college studerits who contemplate marriage before com-

. e ’ " X
. »
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actual dropout rates for married students who ‘recelve spousal support
contrast sharply..If the spouse provides major rather.than no suﬁport,_the .
reductign in“the student’s chances of dropping‘out is dramatid: 28% for

increase by 30% and 8%, respectively. While these findings are based on

women reported minor financial support from their spouses), the dra-"
matic contrast cannot be attributed to chance variations.

- 'Why is the effect of minor spousal Support apparently negative? Such
support may indicate that the spouse has an uncertaifi employment situ-
ation. On a more subtle level, spouses who are ambivalent or resentful
about their partner’s attending college may provide only sporadic or little
suppoft. Whatever. the explanation, providing only minor support may
create uncertainties or conflicts that militate against completing college.
If nothing else, married students might be well advised to reach a clear *
understanding about financial support from their spouses before they
finalize plans to enroll in college. .

How does spousal support affect persistence among students who get
married after entering college? To explore’this question, the actual and
estimated dropout rates were tabulated for the one student in six who
married as an urfdergraduate. As expected, these students rely less on
their spouses for suppert than students who are married when they enter
college. While the percentage for the two groups is the same—54%—the
majority of those who marry after entering college (better than two in
three) recefve only minor support from their spouses. Similarly, among

marry in college continue’ to rely op other sources, only ,infrequently

Both groups substantially. improve their chances of finishihg college if- T
they are able to rely on their spouses for financial support- Compared
with students whose spouses are not a spurce of suppd(t, those with ma-
jor support have a much &(ﬁer chance of finishing cdilege: a 15% and
18% increase, respectively\fe

men and women. Even minor (compared

men and women. Clearly, tha unwillingness or inability of the spouse to
provide financial support, notmatter how substantial, is a negative prog-

L)

pleting their undergraduate work. \

v
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Scholarships and Grants

Although scholarships and- grants are the. most coveted financial aid,
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women) receive this support for their freshman expenses. About equal .

numbers receive major and minor squort.' Scholarships and grants are

much more frequent support sources for black students: among.blacks

- attending black and predominantly white colleges, 54% and 63%, respec:

" tively, receive scholarships or grants during thelr freshmah year. ‘
Scholarships prpvude the recnplent with only a sllght advantage over

""the nonrecipient. These positive effects are-small for men {3% reduction

in dropout probabilities) and negligible for women (less than 1%). Once o

" again, the resu)ts strongly justify the use of expected dropout rates: com-

pare Zvlth student§ who have no scholarshlps, those with major support

have 4ypstantially higher dropout rates:" 12% and 9%, respectively, for

men and women. Differences in the expected dropout rates, however, are

almost as large: 9% and 8%, respectively. In short, the observed differ-

+ ences in dropout rates among students receiving differing amounts of
scholarship support can be attributed largely. to factors other than t
scholarship. * _ :

Analyses of the effects of scholarship or grant aid by mcome Jevel of -
thd, students’ parents again produced some interesting' ‘interactions.
Ambag the men, the positive effects of scholarships and grants are clear-

, cut among those middlé-income families: about 3% reduction in dropout
chances associated with minor grant support and 6% with major support.
Among the women, the positive effects appeared confined to those in the
low-income grou "Among men in the high-income group, major- grant
support is assocjdted with a reduction in dropout rates of 9%, but-minor
support is accofnpanied by an increase of 10% - .

2

-

»r

-+ Do these bgrderline results apply to all forms of scholarship support,
or are differenges assocnated with.a particular type ofgrant? The follow-
up provides an opportunity to estlma’te,the lmpact.of six different types
of scholarship support. However, a word of caution |1§rln order: Since the
students gesponded.to the questionnaire in terms of"their entire under-
graduate education, some students may not have received their initial
scholarships until after the freshman year. Among those who begin coI
lege withouf any scholarship aid, students who drop out early lose anv
chance for receiving a scholarshlp Those who stay' in “college remain -

~ eligible for such aid if they remain studious. Under these circumstances,

a correlation between dropping out and speclflc forms of financial aid ~
could be simply an artifact of differences in opportunity between drop-

outs and persisters, rather than-the result of a causal relationship be-
tween schoiarship aid and persistence. In short, data from the follow-up
which suggest a negative effect of any form of aid on persistence should

be regarded as strong evidence of a causal relationship, whereas data sug- .
gesting a positive impact ‘must bé' vieweq! with considerable caution.

Bv far the most cofmmon soutcegs of scholarshlps and grants are state

. governments and ipstitutions. Although about one in sixynen and women

- receive support from thiese sources, for about two-thirds of the recipients,
these are-minor rather than major sources. Both forms of scholarships are

. ‘«,,B .
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associated with student persistence. As with freshman scholarship sup-
port, the impact appeafs somewhat greater for men: the average reduc- <
tion in- dropout probabilities associated with these scholarships is 8% and
4%, respectively, for men and women. Again, these results should be in-
terpreted with caution, particularly for-institutional scholarshlps WhICh
~ are frequently awarded after the freshman year. .. ">

Lo

.. Nine percent of both°sex;es receive educational Opportumty grants
from the federal governmenti,-However, 54% of -the men receive major
support from their federal grants, compal:ed with only- 32%\ of the wo-. :
men. This discrepancy is consistent with finding that men receive "
“substantially Iarger schdjarshlp stipends t women (Astm,& Chrlstnan
1975). AN

. To relate federal gr;ants and attrition: ‘lVIen who recerve r;mnor\support ’
from these dgrants show a. ‘moderate retluation in dropout chances (7%)
3 tomgared with men whodo not have grants, but men who receive major
upport from their federah\ rants show: no such advanta mong the
men, both.major and mino federal grants are associated with a 5% re-
n in dropout prObabIht Again; these findings must be viewed
tion, since students Wh not receive federal educational Op\\~
rgrants durmg their freshm iare still eligible in subsequent

Yaemain in coIIege

Approxnmate
foundation grants’

. than grants from pub
* the recipients they -provi e onIy niinor support.

actyal dropduf rates prov e\e&s\' onsistent picture:.r
en)

6% of the men and 9% f\;he women receive private.
hile in' college. These are.apparently much smaller
ic and institutional sources;since for about 80% of
ata on expected and

Kp ing foundation
ut

gfapts is associated with m ductions in dropo robabilities (4% \
formen ‘and=6% for wom ce most foundation scholarships are &
probably awarded‘at the time the student enters college (;\,\ehe Nation-

al' Merit Schelarships), a spurious effe . seems less likely herd than with
mstltutronal state, and federal grants. ° a ™~

Scholarshnps from busmess or mdustry supp\ort 4% of the men and 2%'~
of the women. Compared with other schelarship support, a schalarship -
tooe = from. a business or “industrial firm is negatively associated with college
persnstence Thus, compared with students who do not have such scholar-- ,-
\Shlps those whe receive major support from®business or industry have
nereased dropout probabilities of 12% and 6%, respectively, for menand = |
wom n. Why these scholarships should be negatively associated with col- -
“fege persistence is unclear. Recipients may sometimes leave college to
work for the sponsoring firgn; or they may attend specialized institutions
with_poor holding power. The-conditions of such scholarships may in-
“volve alternate perlods of full-time undergraduate study and employment
with the sponsorlng business orindustry. This latter explanatlon may be
s deficient since similar results are obtained when the analysis is repeated
' - with a,more stringent definition. of dropping out (i.e., when stqpo u‘ts are-
—\mcluded among persisters). |f students are merely stoppmg out forpers....,
\ lods of work, including the st0pouts among the persrsters rather than
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',among the dropouts should reduce this apparently negatlve effect. How—
ever, workmg at jObS as. part of .an academic program is reIated to d;ofi‘
ping out . . \ . L

TI'Se final source of scholarship aid isa catch-all category””other schol--
arships, fe“OWShIpS Since only about 5% of the students receive support

s m this category, the other categories appear to cover most major sources

of- scholarshlp or grant support. Results here are mixed. Men with major

.or minor support and women with minor support. have a decreased drop- ‘

_out probability of about 7%. Women with major support (less than one in

“five), have.an increased dropout probablllty of about 10%. Such anamo+

. lous. results defy explanation, although ‘they do suggest th\t ‘the amount

of scholarship support from private sources bears substantiaﬂy on the
student’s chances of finishing college. However, since scholarships in this

~category are an unknown quantity (many could have been awarded after

, the freshman VEar) the results should be treated with caution.

.

;v

Expected dropout rates prowde InSIghtS into how scholarship-or grant
aid is awardet. On the one hafid, if scholarships are awarded on merit, the
expected dropout rates of scholarship recipients-should be low (i.e;, the

- more academically able student has a relatively small 8hance of dropplng
out). On the other hand, if scholarships are awarded for need, the-recipi-
ents should have hjgher expected dropout rates or, at a minimurm, rates
not appreclably di nt frgm' those of nonrecipients. Overall, merit

“seems a more lmportant criterion-than financial need: expgcted dropout.

- rates of ‘freshman recipients are about 10% lower than those of nonrecip-

|ents Expected rates for thése whose scholarships:are a major support -

-source_are not appreciably different from these whose scholarships pro-
vide only ‘minor support. This pattern changes somewhat, however, when

the data for scholarship aid as-reported on the 1972 follow-up are exam- .

“ined. Here the expected dropout rates are lowest among the students for;
whom scHolarships are a minor source of support. Sttidents with no schol-

* arship ‘supgort have expected dropout rates roughly equal to. those of

) students whose scholarships are a major support source.

These flndlngs are probably due to several factors Eirst, the lower ex-
pected: dropout.sates of scholarship recipients as a group suggest that

7 scholaféhips are awarded in pagt“on merit.-Second, the higher gxpected

“dropout rates among majorr/compared with minor reclplents reflect the .

nsity of $tudents whose financial need is sufficient
! Ffv’fh'em for larger-awards. ‘In other words, students with greater’
i anclal need are probably more dropout prone to begin with. Finally,
the lower expected dropeut rates among students with minor scholarship
support may be evidence of the artifact above: The longer students stay
in college, the greater the probabmty that they will be able‘to avail them-

o

- selves of scholarship aid. If such aid is secured late in the student’s under-

graduate career, it counts for only a minor portion of.cisllege costs. If this-

“explanation is valid, it underscores the necessnty to- interpret any results

based on the follow up wuth caution.
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Analyses of schoIars‘up support and perSIstence among black students
also produce somewhat inconsistent findings. In the black colleges; stu-
“dents with major grant sypport have a somewhat reduced (4%) chancé of
dropping out. Receiving minor grant support, however, is associated with +

a 5% -incrgase in dropout chances. For blacks attending white col-
Ieges the situation is reversed: minor grant support is associated. withan -
8% decrease in dropout probabilities, whilé, major support is associated @ -
- with a small increase .in dropout chances (1%). This latter finding can- -
firm3 the recent’ stugly by Baber and Caple (1970) which showed a faeili-
tative effect of: scholarshrps among blacks attending a predomlnant Y .-
white university in_the Midwest. While these data on blacks are difficult .
to rationalize, thev suggest that the amount of scholarship aid may be
critical to the. bIack studq\s chances of completlng coIIege .«;

/A ‘ . Loans
From the’ standpomt of ptblic policy, Ioans represent one of the most -

“controversial sources of financial aid. Proponents of loan programs arel N

attracted by tHe relatively |6w cost, arguing that Yimited sources of: aid’

can be made. available to many more students if the\are heavily concen-*
trated in loan programs: Some critics object to burdening students with
long- term debts, whlle others po|nt to aIIegedIy high default rates.

Two recent studles have produced equivocal results on ‘the effects of
loans. Blanchfleld (1971) reported that the percentage of costs financed.
by loan support is not related to persistence. Trent and Medsker (1967)
reported that students who seek loans aré more likely to stay in college; -
their findings, however, are subjectto the artifact above (i.e., \that the =+
longer a student stays in college, the greater the chances for tha\\student

~toseek a loan). -

Y
°

Students entering college in 1968-relied somewhat less on loahs than
on scholarships or grants. Less than one student in four (21% of the men ¥
and 24% of the women) received loans to support their coIIegean enses v
during the freshman year. For approximately three recipients’ in five,
loans constitute a major source of support. ‘

For men, depending on loan support during the freshman year hasa =
consistently negative effect on persistence. On the average, reliance on |
~ loan support increases a man's chances of dropping out by about 6%. This -

effect occurs, regardless of whether the support is major or minor, in aII -
‘types of institutions. {It is pronounce%.;e private two-year colleges, " '{
where reliance on loans appears to increa en’s dropout rates by abou ‘

15%.) The effect is especially clear-cut among men in the lower- and mid

dle-income levels: results for men in the hlghest income level are |ndef|n|te\
because of the small number \ : \ i

I' - o . .‘. ‘
The picture for women is less consistent. In general, women who rely \
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on loans-as a major source of support, when compared with women who

have no loan support, have slightly increased chances of dropping out 4

- Reliance on loans as a minor source, however, appears to have a positive

“ated with an 8% reduction in qr(opout rates.. ° .

impact on persistence (6% reduction in dropout rates) for women attend:
ing public institutions, whether uniyersities or four- or two-year colleg
Reliance-on loans as:a minor source has a slightly negative effect on per-

sistence among women at private institutions. Assuming that minor

port at a private institution involves largfer amounts than at a pyblic --
- institution, it appears that the amount of the loan is critical to the/per-

sistence rates of women. Small loahs appear to benefit undergraduate
women, but larger loans seem tg present a handicap to completing col-
lege. Men, however, appear handicapped by lpans, regardless of si

The picture for the impact of loans on bla¢k students is also sgmewhat -
“mixed. While loans have no copsistent effect on persistence amopg blacks

attending black colleges, they, appear to be an asset for black s u?ents at
predominantly white colleges. For this latter group, reliance gn foans as
either a major or minor source of support for the freshman yedr is associ-

—~—

o ’ e’ : .
The loan items from the four-year follow-up questionnaire indicate
that the highest proportion of \students (20%) rely on federal loans, fol-

‘lowed by state (9%), commercial (9%}, and “‘other’’ loans {4%). The rela-

tionship of these items to attrition is not consistent with the above results

“~tend to be positively associated with| persistence, especially among wo-

" for loans during the freshman year. L‘oans (and particularly state loans)
‘men. In all likelihood, this assogiation!is not causal but rather an artifact.

Thus, the longer a student is able to remain in college, the greater the op-
portunity to secure a loan. That students were much more likely to re-
port loans as a minor source if support on-the follow-up than on the

freshman questionnaire support Ithis interpretation.

il
o -

" To speculate on the negative impact of loans on persistence. among

|\ _men: Since estimates of dropout probabilities control for differences in

financial need, such as family income and coficern about college finances,

“one might expect men who secure loans to have an easier time getting

through college simply because they have additional, resources. But pre-
cisely the opposite occurs. Apparently, any short-term financial advan-
tage associated with securing a loan is outweighed by other, possibly
psychological, factors. Do men who begin college dependent on loans

_ quickly become disenthanted with the prospect of long-term indebted-

ness, once indebtedness from the first year becomes a reality? For some
men, leaving college may be a more desirable alternative than incurring
further indebtedn hatever the reasons, the psychological and motiva-
tional, aspects off loafis and indebtedness merit careful consideration in
of future financigl aid policy. '

L
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Work Study Programs

Although work - study programs may be consldered a form of work
.certan Work-study findings are presented hete';because these pl‘ograms
‘boen’a/r?\’:jor part of federal f|nanc|al aid' policy since the ngher “
Educatlon Act of 1965

Durlng their freshman year (196)9) 3% of the- men and 6% of the . .
women pacuorbated-—m%ederally sponsored work-study programs. By\ the
e four-year follow-up in 1972, 9% of the men and 13% of thie
d partlclpated For more than 76% of these students, work
ides only minor support for thelr. college expenses. l

Analyses o xpected and actual dropout rates indicate that partlcrpa
“tion in work-study programs during the freshman year results in a small
but significant ingrease in student persistence’ (2% and 6% reduction in
.dropout rates jof. men and women, respectlvely) The follow-up suggests
. that participdtion in- work-study at any time during the undergraduate
years is assgciated with somewhat larger reductions in dropout rates: 8%
for men afd 11% far wonien. The significance of these larger rates |s of
course, open to some questlon b&cause of artufacts .

ta by parental income level suggest -that positive effects of federal.
wgrk-study programs are most likely to occur among students from mid-
e-income levels. The impact of work:study among black students is
much more striking. Blacks are not only more likely to participate in
work-study programs during the freshman-year (11% from black colleges
and 12% from predominantly white colleges), but participation.is also as-
sociated with a.more substantial reduction in dropout rates;™ 4% in"
black colleges and 9% i in predomlnantly white colleges.,

Work-study programs are an attractlve form of financial aid. Such pro-
" grams not only offer productive work, but also“increase the student's .
chances of completing college. These posmve effects.might be attributed
to the greater degree of student involvement in-campus life which may - .
articipation in work-study programs. These apparently facijk-
tative effects are-reiqforced by the finding that virtually all other forms
of work during college positively related to persistence (Astin, 1975)

Bl 3

N
~ One financial aid item from the freshman questionnaire, “personal |
savings and/or employment,’’ covers a number of sources, including mon-

ey earned by the student from earlier employment, |nher|tances work-
study, and other employment Seventy four percent of white men and
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63% of white women finance their/freshman year in part by such finds.
For about half*the men utilizing/this source, the funds provide major.
 support, whereas they constitutg a major source for less than one-third
of the women. Fewer blacks de¢pend on such funds as either a major or
.mllrlnor source: 53% in predorpiinantly white colleges and 38% in black
colleges.

Again, analysis of expected and actual dropout rates produces a mixed-

picture: For white women, the effects of dependence on this source
during the freshman yea(ryare generally negatlve associated with increased
dropout rates of ab 2%. These negative effects are much more pro-
nounced for womenz»?ending public andprivate two-year colleges, where
the average increage is about 6%. In direct contrast, white men at two-
year colleges whg rely on this sourc /durmg the freshman year have an
average decreasé in dropout proba flities of about 5%. Men at public
four-year colleges and umversntles crease their chances of dropping out
‘by about 4%. While it is difficult fo explain these discrepancies, that this
category includes support from manv sources may account in part for
thé varled results :

Further clues to the possibile impact of reliance on savings ére provided
in the follow-up questionnaire, which contains an item mentioning sav-
ings, '‘withdrawals from gavings, assets,’’ as distinct from employment or
other aid sources. Both/men and women rely heavily on this specific sup-
port (39% and 35%, respectively). For about one-fourth of those, these
funds provide majog$upport for.undergraduate expenses. Reliance is asso-
ciated with incredsed dropout rates among both men (7%) and women
{4%). Reliance-on savings as a minor source, by contrast, is associated
with de}as/d dropout rates (3% for men and 4% for women).

Among blacks, reliance on savmgs or assets as a major source of sup-
port also has a pronounced negatlve effect on persistence at predominant-

t

ly white colleges (an increase in dropout probabilities of 29%). No effect -

is observed among blacks at black colleges. Several factors may explam
these findings. On the one hand, the positive association with minor re-
liance on savings or assets may resuIt from the artifact: The longer a per-
son remains in college, the more possibilities arise that may require sav-
ings or other assets to support college and I|V|ng expenses. On the other
hand, the negative association between major reliance and persistence
must be regarded as strong evidence of causal relationship. In all likeli-
hood, entering college students who have. substantial liquid resources
(savings, trust funds) are ineligible for the usual forms of financial aid.
Forced to utilize their assets for substantial support, these students may

ultimately view college as unreasonably expensive and seedropping out as

a way to conserve assets. Whatever the explanation, these data should be
considered in any future attempts to revise stahdard procedures for de-
fining financial need.

About 6% of the men and 1% of the men rer on G| benetits to sup-
L)
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port their und&rgraduate costs. For 75% of the men, G| benefits provid
major support Yor their college costs, while the same is true for onl
60% of the women. This discrepancy probably reflects the failure to dis-
tinguish between\student benefits from their own military service and
from their parenty’ service;, presumably, a larger proportion of the wo-
men are reporting\support from their parents. Among the white men, -
reliance on G| benefits is negatively associated with persistence: college
men who rely on GNfunds for major support have an increased dropout
probability: of about\7%. Among women, minor reliance is assogiated
with increased dropoud\chances and major retiance with slightly decreased -
dropout chances; howe\er, the small samples make these findings/highly
tentative. * -

Too few blacks at black kolleges received Gl bill support to derive any
estimate of its effects, but among blacks at predominantly white colleges,
effects are negative: 8"//oincre e in dropout probabilities.

~

uld be assogiated with dropping out is
not entirely clear. Since virtually\all veterar$ entering college in 1968
w?e/e:igible for some Gl support), veteran status, in effect, has been
confounded with G| support. Possibly, the effects of being a veteran are
showing up rather than the effects of GI support per se. That the G
group is atypical to begin with is reflectgd in the expected dropout rates#
58% for men receiving major G| support, versus 35% for those receiving
none. The comparable percentages for women are 41% and 31%. For
blacks at predominantly white colleges,\ the corresponding expected
dropout rates are 70% and 48%, respectively, for Gl recipients and
nonrecipients. It may well be that veterans, many from the Vietnam war,
find it exceedingly difficult to adjust to traditional college life.

! A final category of financial aid support is ROTC benefits. About 2%
pf the white men and virtually no white womeh receive ROTC benefits.
For more than 80% of the recipients, this aid cpnstitutes major support.
Men whose ROTC benefits are a major source of support for undergradu-
ate expenses have a substantially reduced dropbput rate (14%), compared
~ with students who do not receive ROTC benefits| (Data for blacks are too
. sparse for reliable estimates.} Participation in ROLFC may represent g com-
‘mitment that greatly decreases the chances that the student will leave
college. Among other things, ROTC is contractual: students who receive
benefits normally make 4 commitment to continue in.the program and to
serve on active duty once they finish college. Whatever the explanation,
ROTC programs are *‘cost effective” in the sense that they are associated
with substaptially increased probabilities of degree completion. Indeed,
even tho the expected dropout chances of students receiving major
support from ROTC are low to begin with (only 24% compared with 37%
for non-ROTC students), their actual dropout rate is much lower (only .,
9%). Thus, of those students who receive ROTC benefits, whether-major
or nffinor, while in college, fewer thar one in ten fails to finish college.
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gatlon Act of 1965 au-
thorlze institutions to use flnanclal aid ’ packa‘ es’’ that combine three

dents are presented Here.

Grants ahd Loans. Receipt of these two forms of aid tends to be cor-
related. Thus,’among students who'receive fo grant support, only 17% - '
receive ¥any loan support. By contrast, 35§ of those who receive either
. minor or major grant support also receive loan suppgrt. Among those who
receive no loan support, only 28% receive any sgholarship: support, com-
pared with 52% among those who receive either minor or major loan sup- ®
port. Approximately 2% of the men and 4% of the womeén receive major
support from both sources. However, among studlents from low-income
levels; the percentages are higher: 8% of the men apd 12%\of the women.

The posltlve effect of grants on pers[aence is most obvious among
men with no loan support, and virtually nonexistent among students with
major loan support. Dependence on 4pans, on the one hand, impairs the
normally positive effect of scholarsh bs The .negative effect of loans on
persistence, on the other hand, is co slstent among &ll groups of men re?
gardless of their status in terms of grant port. Hbwever, ti¥is negative
effect is most pronounced among men w recelve inor gtant support

(about 5% increase in dropout chancés compared WI h men who recdive
major support or no support from grants). . : .

ng the women. R#@eiving mixor loan support has 8 modest positive
effect on persistence (abbut 3%), \regardless of the womien's grant status.
Slmllarly, grants have neghglble effects on perslstence egardléss of the
women'’s loan status.

”go clear-cut intera |ons bet»\t;in grant and loan sugaort art apparent

Grants and Work- Study Receipt of grant sypport is pos tlvely associat-
ed with. participation in federal work-study.programs. Oply 1%\ of the
men with no grants partlclpate in work-stugly programs, ¢ mparet with
5% of those who receive major grant support. The association i§ even
. stronger among the women, where only 3% of those with o grants par-
ticipate in work-study, compareq;wnh 13% of those -who receive rhajor
grant support. _

- * \
. The effects on persistence of participation in work-study seem to
depend on the student’s grant status. The most clear-cut po(\tive effect
oceurs among students recelvmg no grants: decreased dropout probab{ll




ties of 4% and 11%, respectlvely, for men and women. The comparable

+ figures for students/receiving major grant support are only 1% and 5%,

. whereas the effects’of work- -study are actually negative among those re-

., ceiving minor grart support: an increase in dropout probabilities of 6%
for both sexes. .

!

The effects 6 grant-support. aiso appear to depend on students’ work
study status. For men and women, anv benefltsjm grant support dis-
.appear among students pa rticipating in work-study.”For-men, in work-
study, major grant supporlt versus no grant has no effect on dropout

. probabilities, whereas receiving minor support is associated with a 9% in-

°  creaseindropout probabilities: This interaction between grants and work-

- study is even more dramatic among women. ]’hus, even though grants

/ have no consistent ovirall effect, among women/on work-study programs, ...
major grant support i associated with a 6%, increase and minor grant sup-

' port with a 15% increase in dropout probabllltles. :

financial aid packages. In particular, work-study andfsmall grant support

Thus, grants in combination with workrstbdy m?not make effectlve'
may represent an unwise comblnatIOn gf financial ai

Loans and Work-Study. Partlclpatlon in work- study programs is posi-

tively associated with dependence on loan support. Only 1% of the men

“-who receive no ‘loan support during their freshman year participateﬁn'

‘ work-study programs, compared with 6% of those who feceive major loan
» support. The corresponding percentages for women are 3% and 11%.

The effects of participation in work-study appear to depend heavily on
the student’s loan status. For the.student receiving major loan support,
participation reduces the chances of dropping out {13% for men and 5%

. for women). However, participation appears to have a negative effect on
persistence (10% increase in dropout rates for both men and women) if
the student receives only mmor*ioan support.

Grants, Loans, and Work-Study. Receiving all three forms of financial
aid is cIoser associated with the income level of,the students’ parents.
Among low-income students, 1.3% of the_ men and 3.8% of the women
receive some support from grants, loans, and work-study programs dur-
ing the. freshman year. Comparable percentages among middle-income
students are 0.3% and 1%, respectively, for men and women; among high
income students, less than 0.1% receive support from all three sources.

Because of the small mumbers of students involved, it is possible to ex-
amine the simultaneous impact of these three sources of aid only among
students from low-income families. Receiving support from federal work-
study programs seems to increase persistence most (8% for men and 18%
for women) when the low-income student has neither grant nor loan sup-
port during, the freshman year. But work-study is associated with in-
creased drapout rates (6% for menand 10% for women) if the low-income -

.student has major grant-support cdupled with minor loan support. How-
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ever, work»‘study and major loan support have positive effects on persist-

" ence, regardless of the degree of grant support, if any.

-

The partlcular types of flnanCIaI aid which make up any students
package may be important to the ability to complete college. While the
complexmes and ambiguities of this study underscore the need for more
in-depth. résearch on the |mpact of partlcular packages, certain prellm
inary general:zatlons seem warranted.

- First, grants in combination with loans do not make particularly effect-
ive fln@clal aid packages. In particular, a coribination of small-ameunts
of grant and loan support seems unwise. Second, a combination of
work-study programs with small grant or loan support is also not recom-
mended: Third, the most effective comblnatlon appears to be substantial
" loan support and work- -study.

Py

-Conclusions . .

The evidence indicates that the source and amount of financial aid can

* be important factqrs in the student’s ability to complete college. Al-

though many of the findings must be regarded as tentatjve because of data

limitations, several general conclusions seem Wwarranted: .o

1. Receiving support from parents for college expenses generally en-
hances. the student’s ability to complete college. This-facilitative .effect
“occurs among students in all income groups, except women who come
from high-income brackets. For them, recenvnng parental support appears
to contribute negatively to college perSIStence -

2. Stuqents who are married when they enter college persist better if
their spouses provide major support for their college costs. If the spouse

is only able to provide minor help, however, the effect is reversed, and .

the student is better off having no support. Among students who marry
after entering college, assistance from the spouse facifitates persistence,

. regardless of the amount. *

x Sy s
3. Scholarships or grants are associated with small mcr‘énseyn student
gersistence rates. These beneficial effects are cor&:ed Iargply”co women-
from low-income “families and to men from middl#&incogre families. The
amount of the grant support appears to be a majdy facto igsstudent per-
sistence, particularly among black students.

4, Reliance on loans is associated with decreased persistence among
men in all income groups. Among women, the effects are highly variable,
depending upoh the amount of the loan and the income level of the par-
ents. Reliance on loans is associated with increased persistence among

" black students attending predominantly white colleges.
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5. Participation in federal work-study programs seems to enhance stu-
dent persistence, particularly among women and blacks. Work-study has .
its most consistent positive impact among students from middle-income
families. ] ; : -
6. Reliance on savings or other asiets appears to dectease the student’s -
_ chances of finishing college. This etfect was observed among.both men .
., and women, and among blacks:attending predominantly white colleges.;

7. Reliance on GI bill support is negatively associated with .student
persistence, although the cohfounding of such support with betng a vet-
eran makes it difficult to determine whether this aid as such is related to

v persistence.” . R , . o

. \ : . s
8. Support from ROTC stipends is strongly associated with increased
student persistemce. : . < T e

o ®

.

9, Analyses of various financial aid packages involving combinations 6f
grarjts, loans and work-study produced findings that may have important
policy implications. In general, any form of aid appears to be moft ef-
fective. if it is not combined with other forms. This is-particularfy true of -
work-study proggams, which tend to lose their benefigcial impact when
combined with grants or loans. This loss is especially mhrked amongdow-
income students. Similarly, grants are. most effective if the'studenthdasno - *
loan. The only combination associated with greater persistence is work-
study and major (rather than minor) loan support, -

.

. .
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Policy Implications - - .
.. Becausethis study focuses intensively on the single outcome of student
_persistence in college, the following suggestions and recommendations
are based implicitly on the assumption that decision-makers want to mini- X
mize students’ chances of dropping out. It goes without saying, of course, .
that almost any decision must simultaneously weigh other outcomes for -
which no data“are presented here: for example, other aspects of the stu-
dent’s development (satisfaction with the college, knowledge gained from
the educational experience, and so forth), as well as the relative cost of
different alternatives and programs, possible side effects of each, and t’h‘i_
constraints operating in the decision process. The consumer -Qf these-.
findings need not necessarily- assume that dropping out is always detri |
mental to all students. There are cases where the student’s pérsonal de- .
velopment is clearly enhanced by leaving eollege. What this’study does
assume is that large numbers of administrators, policy-midkers and stu- |
dents have a legitimate interest in understanding the fipancial circum-. -~
stances that lead a student to drop out of college and/that they may.
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finishing..

- Several qualifications a/bout the foIIowmg recommendatlons should
be kept in mind. First,,the recommendations are not necessarily appli-
cable to all types of students attending all fypes of postsecondary insti-

tutions. The data were obtained from full-time students enrolling for thes

first time in traditional collegiate Institutions. Students who asp|re ‘only
to an associate degree or to no degree‘were,excludtid T :

Second some. frndlngs may not apply to. students who. are married at

college entry. Although in a few instances it is possible to point to spe-
- cific factors that_influence married students differently from single stu-

~-dents; the small er’ ot mdrried students precluded:a full-scale sep- .

afate study of them. st, students were studied separately by sex

. ‘and race, and all resul at apply uniquely to men or women as well as
* to black or whlte ' studéptsiare noted.

. Impllcatrons ‘for Instrtutlonal Administrators. Financial ald can be uti-
-lized in_numerous ways to reduce students’ chances of dropping out.
~ However, because of the many constraints |mposed on; state and federal
financial aid’ monéy (the bulk of the aid to students), institutions have
‘relatlvely IJttIe discretiori in awarding such funds. The current federal
. Basic Educatlonal Opportunity Grant (BEOG), which for. the 1974-75
-freshmen represents the most common. single source of grant support, is
based sttictly on an independent determination of student financial need.
Many state scholarship programs—the -second most likely resource for
these freshmen—are sifnilarly outside~the control of individual institu-

tions. Perhaps the largest sources of discretionary financial aid for indi- -

. vidual institutions are internal funds (such as tuition and endowment
_income) and funds from the Higher Education Act of 1965: work-study,
loans, and grants. Instltutlons have the responsibility for comblmng these
latter funds to create ‘packages® of financial aid.  »

_ For institutions with some djscretionary dollars, several uses can maxi-
mize the beneficial rm‘pact on student persistence. Where possible, loans
should be avoided in favor of other sources,. partlculquy for men. Al-

though grant support is assoc|ated with small increases in persistence; it °

-is, of course, an expensive form of aid compared with loans. Work-study

ence, can also be expWsive, but there is some-return jn that usefut service
is performed by the worklng student. Werk- study appears to have its

“programs, imlversallpgffectwe in contrlbutlng to greater- student’ perslsx-- a

.. greatest impact among low-income students when lt is not comblned ina .

* - package with-grant or loan support.

~Institutions should consider financial aid packages cautrou;ly Modest
support from several sources simultaneously is generally associated with
" somewhat reduced chances of persrstence whereas support from a slngle
source (a loan is 'the main exceptlon) is generally associated wrth in-
creased chances of persistence. While the meaning of these findings is not,
entnrely clear, financial aid officers wauld be well advised to undertake
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wrsh to alter these crrcumst nces to maximize the s:udent s chances of /
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more. systematic research on the effects Qf dlfferent amounts and com-
°  binations of finandial aid. ¢ ’ ) A

Implncatnons for POllCY Makers. Most undergraduate flnanclal aid comes .

“ from- public funds appropriated by city, statg, and federal lagislatures, The-

., bpurpose is basically twofold: to permit more students to atten&gg,uege ’
~and to enable them to earn the degree.

- Gertalnly the most ¢Iear -cut flndlng is the posrtlve impact of student ,
' eniploymenton persusxence Participation in federal work-study programs, . .
as well as gther on-campus work, benefits both men and women, as well °
as blacks and whites. (The impact is especially pronounced ampng blacks
-.at both black and white: colleges.) While grants also appear to increase
; the student’s chances; of completing .college, the effects are generally
* smaller: than for work. Depending on the third major category of finan-
cial aid=~repayable loans—appears to decrease the man’s chances of com:
pletmgcollege, results for women'are |r:wonclus4ve

= Those whb set, fmancnal aid pollcy and determine how resources w1II
- e allocated face certam dilemmas. Assuming that they will eventually be
repald,, |6ans represent a relatrvely inexpensive source of aid, but they are
apparently the least effective in-enabling studénts to complete college. In-
- deed, men :appear: better off with no aid than with loans. Student em-
ployment i$-the most .effective way to maximize persistence, a finding |
which relnfordbs other research™ (Astin,*1975) suggesting that any pro-
gram that involves thé studest actively in campus life decreases attrition.
.Pohcy -makers'who might. push for a greater investment of financial aid in
expandlng student work opportunities should keep.in mihd these quallfl
cations: first, the place: ‘of:work. Jobs on campus are clearly superior to
off- campus employment ;although off- campusemploqunt can be effec-
. tiveif the stdtent is not married, if the work is less than full-time, and if.
the ‘off-campus job becomes part of the student’s established pattern of
<activities during the freshman year. Second, the number of<hours worked.
More than-20 hours a week, particularly for women, not dnly eliminates
the beneficial effects of jobs, but also reverses the effects to ’}‘\he pomt
where the student is better off not ‘working at all. "

Cautjon should be exerciséd in developrng financial aid packages. Stu-
dents who depend on more than one sourceof aid during the freshman
‘year have increased chances of dropping out compared‘with students who -
" depend heavily on.a single source such as grants. In a sense, thep, such -
“sources as workestudy or grants lose their effectiveness if they are provid- -
ed in relatively small amounts to_make up a total package of aid. Com- =
pIex jnteraction among the varrables—type and’ ‘amount of financial aid,
-need, and college costs—make it difficult to say whether there are ways
‘that various types of aid can be packaged so as to’ *enhance rather than

/ ‘inhibit the student’s chances of finishing college: Considering:.the com-
‘plexity of the problem and the large sums involved, policy- makers might-.
consider allocating a fraction of such aid to systemiatic research on these

, interacting factors. Such research wouId almost. surely prowde a better.
emp|r|cal basis for developlng future pollcres
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