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FOI'Obed S

When President Truman appointed Earl McGrath Commissioner of
Education in 1949 he told him: *Mr. Comimissioner, I never went to
college. 1 want every boy and girl in this cotintry to go just a. far
with his education as his abilities and desires will take him. That is
and will continue to be the educational policy of my administration.”
This attitude endured ard currently finds expression in the national
goal of achieving “equal educational opportunity.” However, the way
in which this concept of entiticment has been. implemented varies
greatly. In the mid 1970’s the goals of student financial aid revolve
around the idea of removing financial barriers to access-and reasan-
-able choice. Students should be able to choose an institution based on
rational decision making rather than monetary considerations. To this

..end the Feideral Government, the states, and other sources of student”
financial aid have developed a whole array of programs designed to
move us toward the goal of cqual educational opportunity. Yet the
formulas differ for distributing the funds under these programs, and
all too cften the funds appropriated fall far short of the program
puzrposes. This can only and often does lead to frustration and dis- -
illusionment on the part of the applicants and their parents. The
author suggests that for a more equitable system to be developed:
(1) a student and his family must be assured early in the student’s
formal education that financial aid will be available: (2) announce-
ment of the amount of aid should be made before the student has
to select an institution so that this decision is not dictated by purFly
financial considerations; (3) to achieve equal educanonal opportunity,
the determination of student need must be based on one method of
need analysis used. by all who grant student aid; and (4) sufficient

" funds should be provided to meet the financial need thus determined.
Only when these factors are taken into account can the goal of equal
educational opportunity through student financial aid programs be
achieved. Jonathan D. Fife is associat~ director of the ERIC Clear-
mghouse on Higher Education. . '

s Peter P. Muirhead, Director |
ERIC/Higher Education-
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iy an estimated ‘;8.3 hillion w.ulahle Scmml s a (Imnge in the de
livery-system of student awistance, Historically, students were
to aid offered by iddividual invtitutions. However, with the iflcreased
partitipation of pabliv-funded progrions, most ad now avadhble per
mity students to wke their aw. nd to amy Instirudion that has ac
cepted them.

T hes@ changes are a result of [hr&.e goaly established by fociety and
articulated through the various stady groups and comminifins examin.

~ing higher education. The first goal is that means should pe developed.

to provide for equal educational oppoertunity for.all citjzens who are
capahle of benefiting from a postsecondary eduiation. [This goal has
three obwmvon to pravide students access to a poststfondury educa
tion: 1o allow students reasonable chowee, that s, thef freedom o s
lect the source of this cédmnmm, and o petmit retegtion, that is, to
epable the student to puysue thiv edacation to its tonflmion, A second
goal is to increase the free. flow within the educatjonal .marketplace
by providing siudents with- ~ufficient financipl apsistance to allow
thent to base their edircational decisions on the Ibng-term economic
and academic benefits of that education, rather fhan the short-term
costs. ‘The third goal is to establish means to prétect the diversity of
American }nphez education by giving support jfto those mstmumns
that are contributing to the educational needs Hf society.
It is the premise of this paper that if student’ financial aidl is to act
as a viable means to help achieve these goals. there needs to be an
understanding of the various factors that.effect the achievement of

“these goals. Since without the achievement of the first two goals of
¥

equal educationat opportunity—access and choice—it is impossible to
achieve the other goals, this paper will focus on the recent studies
and research that have examied the various influences affecting a
student’s motivation and ability to achieve these goals in the pursuit
of a postsecondary education.

There are two ingredients in the artfinment of avcess: the motiva-
tion 1o attendl and the ability to attend. Reseaich on student motiva-

tion indicates that there are four major influences that affect a stu-
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“dermos dere o purare a further sduration: family support, academic
abilitv wnid aciieveanent, family Hnancial stxmgth and peer supporsy
These mfluences plav a part over the entire educational career of/a
student and inisvace with each other. For example, the amount/ot
family wapgort received by a student is- determined: in some parf
the family’s financial strength as ‘well as by the student's pas aca
demic acluevement, The ability of a student o pursue a postsecohdary
education iy determined by the institutions that acmit the studght and
the sundents ability to meet his edueational cost. Therefore! in the
promotion of access, financial aid has a kmg term -effect of en-
couraging Rtudents and their families by minimiziug finagcial con.
siderations so they ean base their educational decisions oy the over-
all benefits of a postsecondary education, and the more/ immediate  »
effect of prosiding sufficient assistance to ,:Iluw a4 studr: t 1o ajtend
some Ixpe of postsecondary institution,

The objective of ¢hoice is dependent upon access A student does

not have the opportunity o thoose a ‘particular instijution until ac..
cess is achieved. Like access, the factors affecting rhoife are both long
and short term, Research studies indicate that therg are four major
considerations that morivate a student to select a particular instim-
tion. the reputation of the institatipn, ihe cost of fhe institution, the

. wocial economic statub of the student, and the acafieynic ability of the

- - student. Immediate (actors affecting choice are the [same as those ‘af- v
fecting access: the ability of the student to J acdepted by the in-
stitution of his or her choice, and the ability to dinancially afford that /
institution, The degree of influence student Jaid will have on the <
long-range factors is dependent upon the stuglent’s understanding of
what aid is available and the amount of aid he.
ceive, ‘The impact of student aid on the actpal attainment of attend-
ing an institution of his ot her choice is dependent upon the amount
of funds available 1o that student. ‘

In the final analysis, the amount of afluence mxdcm assistance

has on the jchievement of access and ¢ljoice is dependent upon the
students’ and their familys' understandifig of the availability of aid
and the amount of aid offered the stydent. The amount of aid is .
dependent upon determination of student financial need. This need

is usually deterinined through a needl-analysis system. The amount

of need is determined by the variofts economic and philosophical
judgments that make. up need-analysis systems. Some systems have /
been designed to determine a student's absolute need, that is, the
amount of need a stu Jent has afger consxdcrmg Lhe amount of fl- /
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rured ()um reed anakudy ~stems detesmine relative need, that g5,
b amount of Bnancial reaurces a student shonld have avilable as
vompared with ghe ‘erage exprse” of a4 stuaimx mmdmg a post-.
‘wmm!an sostiention, A third leved of dﬂmmmm the size of studem

awistance b thuedfuh a rationing <o Unded dod spproach) a 5

randtal aid progoan attempts toofaximize rhe runiber of siidemts re

verving duards by offering anaulsy whoe ~ede bas been dee ey ot
e need bar by wonber of parie rans i the gxtrsgmm

it o the author's cous fosion ltm several facfe tory sust he cosadesed.
w the plannmg and development of a <udent aid program of siudent
cand programs are to et a4 a swable means W promoe aceesyy and

chowce For finanaad consider stions 1o be *mmmmd m A wzmkmfi
educanonal decivion, a Judenk and hix famly st $e made awore
very earle i the tudent’s vduwcntion that frmanesal mststanee will be
grardable For student wiel o hlve an imoace ob the student’s acvess
atud chowe, annnuncement ol the sise ol the asdvnee simzzlfi e
ity fvdute a slwshend fueps tor vofe. f un s Tanlias s thast n studdent
cin bar edneatsonal decrame o arademy amd cnor primantds fi
staneed compaedosations e~ author” ale iemdndis thar s achiew
rigual cdusstional ongea iy cadent need mm!;_,zk, Brograws mps
estabeende wtie aellposf of off ey vty v kol Fiseme i peted
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In a hude over tdursy sears sadent finaasial 2l s grows frim

rebative andgnificance e one ob the dominenr financal Torces alb (.
fecting higher wﬁhxm\ tealay Several importang dimensions and
changes in emphasis have fontuhutedi o this grmu}a amzmg which
arer \‘\,,\;
R 1 A staridimg and mouenienial morth m fids, snmbrers of s
- . de’réi mraleed. and pragiams From a base of virtually 210 before the
GL Billin PME e fpdersd goverinient huas budgeted over $6 billion
for student aid m fiscal sear 197 swate scholarship andSgrang <
/ agendies, Jareely nonexistent 20 mm ago, awarded nearly $200 -
Hou by 195970, which hurgroned to 8560 million b fistal vear !Q’Fﬁ
7 Tow! fuads avalable for somlent aid m bawad vear 195576 TR

~

mated ar pver 3K 3 bnllmn . e . ~'
- Pl 20A et b S o helaesFug pase z’;»r 0f s F by qeadergie

Mstre o athletac abils 1h mwiﬁuﬁm il weed-based woards "This .
represeats o shify §F M LONCerT Tt e titational needs to GE -a”?@ﬁﬁﬂi '
e oot anchy xdml ey ' . . :

3 Isareawd et phlis uppony Al private mttions FsmYaK .5
funds, Forh state and Sederal, me now flowang 1n Inge amounts e

o }')Tﬁ'»i!{' H;,]i(mg» and orus et < i the fovy of ﬂii?!ﬂﬁ “andd fﬂ*w ﬂkd
B ahie students with rheir aud funds
. A Nuelent tormesd atd g0t a4 mayar apdvemen of l?miis j‘ifxf?fﬂ*

and gorormenial podie Through the 1egulations of el programs,
govermment) polivs has ane ﬁppmi to momote the swocial gouls of
sl OPPOXHINItY e 3 aned Hhowe—thar weve cnunciated by presis
. dential anet natonal commbstons. Alw, srudent fhancdal ad has been
' - used o belp Gy oun a gueernmencd STACEL 1 EnLoraEe & i”rwr,"
How of stadents withns the fnggher eduoibm nn:’smphm v
T i dramuatie change 10 e puporomos of sidens qad. BRI s
- Ty means to acdneve speafic sorial goals sml e finance higher edea
. non has been relatively surdden In £t wih the exception of the
LBl o magonity of the aat progrioas did gor exiee 1en sears ago :
Uhe multipnde of aid programs eaablished in the dod decade haseallv 14
have hasd the ~ame goals. These goals were 1o ri; proside the f
axicislly doadvanraged with aes o some form of wam*mndcm
3 education; 2) allow thewe studess ~ome freedom 1o arénd the oollege
of their chotet (31 provade ail oy o preriad of sears o allow students
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te achieve rheir educational objectivey; («}3 provide< freer flow of stu.

[%*,' ;0 denty in the educational marketplace. antl ¢9 heln preerse the die
. versizy of higher education. For sume programs there, alvo hayvt been :
. two other goals: (15 to encourage more stclents 1o major Q4 certain ’

sociallvneeded oreupations. ex education, engineerigg s medicine, «
and (2} w dosure that stadents of higher artistic. athletie. and- aca
demiy whivvemens are able te tontinue their edocation. .
«  While all aid programs bisically have the same goals, t!wre has
‘ been very Hnla analsiy done o determine it stident afd i 4 viable
means to promote these goals. A these programs developed. ceriain
e DS questions remamned ynanswered. What cnditions act as bar :
Fiefrs: 10 access and ehmn = Will aid prograoes signifivantls alter o stwe
Cdent’s college-going decision® What effect. do the various needs - ‘
analvses and regulations of :ml programs have on the achievement of '
these ;lo.dv Now that aid pm;,ﬂmx have becomermore impertnt,
greater attendon s hcm;: given to amswering these questions. Many
organizations such as state; scehalarship offices. fegivlative committess,
and research centers ave hwvestigating the actual impact of aid: This
t ' _ report will review the results of these nvestigdtions and apalvre fimr ,

.

+

ﬁndmgs and recommendaiions The premize of this xeport & tha twa
maiar gm%w,me\s and choice—and the pmcm,nf determination of

v the amdunt of student peed are adtical in the achiovement of the'

: mam‘r goxds ~ét for aid program. Therefore, without maximizing the

impact of aid on_studeat access wnd choice, the other goals ot rew T

tenhon mereasing the dsiv anics of the educationu! marketplace, and '

f)rew;vmg the diversity of hinher cducation cannot ivf: maximized. I s

| addition. if the methods psedd to determine the ameunt of. frmancid

| eed of “the student sre nt adegaate, then the mhuwerment of the

| gtmﬁ#o{ access and choice wre tanbtinl. This paper, then, will foniy RL

Ii on the areas of access, chofcel and student neeil analysis. s

| To set.the stage there will be a_ brief r&uexs af e dmelopmem

| goals, and-availybility of smdfm aid prograts, Thiv will be.‘fclhmmi '

; b\ “anCexafnination of the various condirions that affecs \mdent« ACCESS

;_ _ and choice of a postsecondary institwion, snd the various systems

| of :ma}mng- student need. The wm‘?*tdmx section will offer <pecific

|

)

|

|

L

S

_sSuggestions the amhm believeswilt heln 1o ancreae zht* impaet of
' smdcm aid. CuT y .
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Goals of Student Financlai Aid R

‘e
e T,

' Folk’f;vm‘r World War I there was a immgl\' egalitarian sentiment

about who hxghqr education should serve. This viewpoint was ex-

S , . pres)cd by the Presidefir’s Commission on Higher Education estab-

. lished by President Truman in July I‘Hﬁ. in iheu‘ ﬁnal report the

. ~ Commission smted

\‘v B ‘ . ‘ . ‘ ‘ A " .~ \v‘

) - . The swift movement of events and the gmwink complexity of our na-
cnonal Qe and of world affdiss makes it imperative, at the” eaxliest
possible m“c' o franstate our democratic adeal into g living realinv o
chminate the barriers (o qthl\ of cducational opportunity; and to
wgand ear colleges and: vniversities jo insure that the onlv factors which

St whith wonld limit eurallment are the ability and interest of the prnsptc

e oucms IS N ¢ ersxdenu Commissica [M7, wol, 2., p. 15

. Nearly 20 vears later. two ma}or study gmups. the Carnegie Com-

mission on Higher Education (1968, 1970b) and the Committeé for

‘ - Ecoromyu Development {1973), re-aﬁirmed the sentiments of the Tru-
man Report. As stated by the Carnegie (.qmmisswn‘ -

s the cquzrlux of opportuity hag Inng been promised tof alf of cnr
finzens Iecreasingls such equalitn meany equality of oppmmmu to
vhties o oofJege cducanion. This 1s a national promise. and the federal
meveren v a speaal *csrmn'ubﬂm to ad higher educauun in carning
ot nm vmise sFudl Text of | . December 13, l‘hl o

L)

.- %

)

b . W

veary o actomplish apd would involve a conddderable amount of ad-
sitional funding 4d noy Pacipe these commissiohs and study groups.
The Troman Report (U4 President's. Commission _1947) astutely
pointed owt that equat educaticnal opportunity (ould not be achieved
untl discriminatory amd economic barriers were eliminazed. They
Csaggestyd thias the eeanmomse barriess conld be ehminated or mini-
_ Cwmrzed By pens vdig fiancad woistande Joectly to dudents. This point
o was :e;f!irmm‘ by President Nixon in hiv March 1970 message on

hxgher edmation to the 1.5 Qongress: “No qu,xhﬁed student who

wanty 10 go ta college should be harred by lack of mohes. That has
fung i.ypm 4 great Amernan poal: X propose that we achieve it now”
s e Mpewe WL B A0 Thisrole for wtudent aid was defined by the

% That the achievement of equud educational opportunity would take .

wipl Task Force on Smdent Aud Problems (1973 “The pri-




mary purpose of student aid is to provide financizl resources ro stu-
dents who would otherwise be unable (6 begin and complete the type
of postsecondary education they wish to pursue” (p. 6). Ce

Another organization, the American College Testing Program, also

‘believes direct student financial aid helps to minimize economic con-
sideration from a student’s access to and choice of an institution.

.. They state in their Handbook for Finam,;[al Aid Administrators that
aid programs are intended to remove financial barriers to education
for those who were unable to pay, ease the financial barden for those
who were more able to pay, and manifest a spccral commrtment to
clhsadvantaged students (Handbook for Financial Aid . . . 1973 pp.
-2) . ’

- ~ r
. .
. )

Equal Educational Opportunity: Access, Choice and Retention’

Essentially, the amount.of financial aid must be sufficient to achieve
the three basic parts of equal educational opportunity; equal access,
reasonable choice, and continuous funding to promote. retention.
These elements will be discussed in turn. S

" For an individual to achieve equal educational opportunity, some
form of access to an institition of further education must be avail-
able (Carnegie Commission 1968). Student aid should eliminate the
financial barriers that prevent access (The National Commission
1973, p. 53). Equal access has heen interpreted to mean that all in-
dividuals should be encouraged to pursuie some form of further edu-
cation, regardless of intellect or motivation. However, the major
study commissions. have been quite clear in stating that equal ‘access
only means “equal clwce to further one’s education. As stated by
the Carnegie Commrsslon :

-
.

We do not bilieve that each young person should of neccessity attend col-
lege . . . we therefore oppose uriiversal attendance as a goal of Americar
higher educaticn and believe that noncollege alternatives should be made
more available and more attractive to young' people. We favor, on th-
other hand, ‘universa] access for ihose who ,want to enter institutions of
higher cducation, are able to make reasohable progrcss‘&cr enrollment,
and can benefit from attendance {1970a, p. 11).

The second part of eqrral educational opportunity, réasondble
choice, is_clgsely related to access. Not only shpuld a student have a

reasonatle chance to attend any institution, he should have a reason- ‘

able chance to attend an institution that wrll give himthe best educa-

4

7
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tion according to his academic qualificatibns and motivation (The |
National Commissjon 1973, p. 55). This means if two students with
equdl intellect and motivation but unequal finapcial resources qualify
for and want to atténd a particular institution, student aid should
be sufficient to alpw the financially disadvantaged student to have the
same opportunity for attendance as the financially advantaged stu- .
dent.

The third p. . that must be fulflled in order for equal educational
opportunity to be achieved is that-of retention. In other words, stu-
dents should have sufficicnt means to pursue their education as long
as they are qualified and motivated. If this does not occur, then the
aid program falls short of full equal educational opportunity. While
this point appears to be basic, many of the study commissions have
failed to articulate-it. In fact many of the student aid programs, in
an attempts to maximize the distribution of their resources, fail to
<. .give sufficient continuing support to insure the student’s ability to
' continue his education (National Task Force 1975).

Stimulating t‘he Academi‘c Marketplace .

= - A seconq major goal that has been most rommé)n]y proposed for
studert aid is the stimulation of competition ir the academic market- .
- place (Student Assistance . . . 1972; Leslie and Johnson 1974), which
is the supposed result of student aid that eliminates financial bar-
riers to higher educatj_pn. Without financial barriers, students would
select institutions not on the basis of costs but on the basis of -aca- S
demic excellence. The cost of room, board, and tuition, the avail-
ability of institutional based (as opposed to direct) student aid, or the
proximity of the institution to the student’s home will no longer be
the controlling factors in choice of college. Of higher priority will be
the quality of the academic program, the general educational goals
of the institution, the diversity of programs offered, and the general.

! niakeup of the student body.

\ As. students have more freedom of cl;oice, they will have more in-
L fluence .on the of)eration of their institution. The student will be-
come increasingly concerned about how much education is being re-
ceived for the dollar, and institutions "accordingly will have to be

~ more concerned about the efficiency and effectiveness of their opera-
.~ tion. Consequently, for ins.itutions to attract students they will have~
to become more responsive to their students’ educational needs. Those
institutions that do rnot respopd or cannot produce with as great
efficiency and effectiveness as others would not be patronized and

8 o . % S 3
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would evemuallv fail (Krugoff 1969; Wiseman 1969; Owens 1970
\Roose 1970).1

\,-\\ B
Preservation of Diversity ' !
A third major goal of student,aid is that it should be a satisfactory
) delivery system for transfer of public funds to private institutions to
=preserve the diversity that has characterized higher education in this .
country. By indirect aid to private institutiens through student aid : -

programs the controversial issue of public funds dlrectly supporting
religiously affiliated and other private orgamzauons is minimized. It
also lessens thg criticism about public funds aiding private institu-
tions by allowing the consumer, i.e., the student, to decide on his own
how these public funds should be distributed. Thus, by promoting
free access and reasonable choice student aid also helps to support’
the diversity of higher education,

This goal has received support from many e/(lucauonal spokesmen,
Joseph Boyd, Executive Director of the Illinois State Scholarship
Commission, comments:

A common thread in all development [of aid programs] is to provide dol:
lars to permit the financially needy: studerit to attend the college of his
choice without designating a spccxhc vocational future. . . . State programs
. not orly permit college gomg to those who might be ﬁnancnally able to
. attend, bat also sxgmfcanlh affect college choice. Freedom of choice and
preservation of "diversity in higher education have motivated thc large and

+ comprehensive state programs (Bovd 1969, pp. 5-6).

.

The Task Force of the National Councit of Indepen\lem Co]leges f
and Universities has set forth “A National Policy for Private Higher ‘
Education.” In it the entire range of public support for private higher
education was elaborated. All of their positions encompass the gene-
ral principle that “the pnvate sector of hlgher "education is
enormouslv valuable to the American society and is an influential
complement to the publlc sector. Pollcymakers in both state and tcde-

i This market model for studcnts has been severely criticized as not’ reflecting
reality, in that manv conditions that exist now, and will likely exist in the future.
prevent this market model from being realized. These conditionsfare: (1) lack of

) insitutional articulatio.. of goals, objectives, and services makes it impossible for

| a student to make rational educational decisions; (2) the availability of student aid
is 'not now nor will be suificient enough to allow students to have, full access

and full choice; and (3) the orgahizational structure of an institution, especially

the process of decentralized decision makmg, prevents immediate institutional re-

sponse to the demands or desires of their student apphcants (Horobin, Smyth, and

Wiseman 1969; Johnstone 1972; “The New Depression . . .” April 16, 1973; Leslic

and johnson 1974).
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ral governments should give increasing attention to preserving and
strengthening private higher education” (A National Policy for Pri-
vate Higher Educwon 1974, p. 5). For [hxs reason the advocates of
public assistance for private higher education oppose program regu- -
lations that would prevent students from being able to attend a pri-
vate institution. . ‘ .

Many state master plans or reports of statewide coordinating,
agencies have also given support to private higher education through
goal statements on student aid programs. Typical of these state-
ments are the following two yuotations:

A

Resources and needs of the private sector of higher education are an
integral part of the: Board's activity in planning and coordinating the
Texas Fligher Edycation svstem, Tuitiony, cqualization grants program,
enacted by the sixty-second legislature, agthorized the issuance of state
N [undmg grants to ncedvy Texas students afending accredited independent
“colleges and universities in the state (Coordinating Board,  December
1973, p. 9.

hned ° " \\ R
SRS The states inlcr\\t in postsecondary education must be more pervasive.
than #n interest in malnt:umng public institutions. In providing that a
state schoiarslnp recipient may attend eithér a pubhc or private hlghcr
education iastitution in Minnesota, thé 1967 lcgulamrc alsc recognizes
< the fact that the state can appropriatelv provide postsecondary education
' opportunities for\lls residents in other ways (Minnesota Higher Education

Coordinating (‘ommlssmn ]anuan 1973, p. 45).
\

Recruiting Dewce \

While not’ as, prevalent now as in the past, institutional student
aid is still used as. a comp“tmve recruiting device (Handbook for
Financial Aid . ]973) The institutions have discovered that a

- minimal scholarshlp ¢an attract students away fiam institutions that
oﬂ_‘er little or no a‘ld,, A small investment of scholarshlp funds at-
tracts students who have to pay the major part-of their educational
expenses. This form of’ dLﬁcountmg the cost of higher education is
most generally practiced in times when there is underutilization of
college facilities and resources (Fife 1975).

Summary

Many obpecnves have been given by various study commissions for
the increased effort to fund aid programs. The goal mentioned most
frequently is the promotion of equal educational opportunity. To
achieve this go:l, three basic objectives must be met. The programs
should provide the financial means to achieve (1) equal access, (2)
reasonable choice, and (3) stable funding over time to permit the stu-
dent to pursue his education to the fullest. If the student is provided

;10
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with sufficient funds to achieve these goals, the educational market- .
place is enhanced. The student now will base his educational de-
cisions not on finances but on academic considerations. With the free
fiow of students to the educational marketplace encouraged, the stu-
dent has sufficierit freedom to rationally chbose the institution he
feels will give him the best education, whether public or private. In
this way, private institutions gain additicnal ;support through student
aid systems. Furthermore, institutional aid programs can be used not

“only to provide additional aid to students but also can help the “near
needy” student who, although not qualifying for state or federal pro-
grams, with this help ~ay be able to attend the institution of his.
choice.
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The egalitarian goals set for student aid programs necessitated a -
new source and delivery system for these programs. It was appropriate

that the ingtution be the originator of the student funds when aid
was awarded with the intent of attracting the academically,
artistically or athletically superior student to enhancé an institution’s
reputation for having.such students. However, new sources of funds
had to be developed when the goal of student aid shifted from awards
that benefitted the institution to awards designed to help the finan-

cially needy student attend an institution of his choice. Since this,

impetus to change the use of financial aid sprang from society, it was

not surprising that the new source of aid should be from public tax -
funds. In the view of the Carnegie Commission, “Equality of oppor-
tunity-. . . is a nan’onnl promise and the federal government has a
special responsxhnllty to. aid higher education to carry out th-s
promise’’ (Full Text of . December 13, 1971, p. 6).

-

Fedzsral Effort ) :

Over the last decade the Mederal government has-become the smglc
largest source of student aid. In 1975 more than seven million stu-
dent awards were granted -totalling over $6 billion.2 These programs
can- be grouped into four categories, based.on the, type of student
they are intendec. to aid: (1) aid awarded to ‘individuals as partial
compensation for time spent in the armed services; (2) aid granted

~under the Social Security program; (3) aid based on stufjent financial

need; and (4) aid granted to stimulate student attendance in specifie
program areas.
Veteran Benefits—The largest federal student aid program both in

‘terms of dollars involved and students aided is the G.I. Bill, which

was funded at $3.0 billion for fiscal year 1975 and whiéh’aidéd,sqmc

cludes $4.1 billion for education and training benefits (“Higher Edu-
cation and National Affaizs,” Feb. 7, 1975, p. 12).3

21t should be noted that' the number of individuals aided is cc:onsndcrably less
than the total student awards because many students rccclvcd more than one form
of federal. sudent aid. .

3 At the\ time of the writing of thil monograph, President Ford has requested
that the G.I. Bill be phased cut, ie., new benefits will no longer be available,

although those that qualified in the past will receive their remaining benefits.
~ Congress appears to be acting favorably on this request.

8

2.5 million veterans. The 1976 Veteran’s Administration budgeét in: -




The period of time that a veteran may use the award is based on a
calculation of time spent.in the armed services. The amount of the
monthly benefits is calculsted accor(lmg to the number of courses
taken and the number of dependents the veteran has. The size of the

_awards is not based on a calculauon of the veteran’s financial need

nor is it based on the educational expenses incurred.

Social Sgcurity Educational Benefits—Another large student aid = -

program that is not often considered as such is the Survivors Benefit.

Program of the Social Security Administration. Benefits paid to stu-

Fd

dents under this program totalled $856 million in fiscal j975. The
amount of award the individual receives is calculated according to a
percentage of the social security benefits for which a family qualifies
and is not based on any consideration ‘of the educational expenses
incurred by the student. While there is an implicit need element in
this program, that is, awards are granted only to dependents of
families that have qualified under the Social Security program, the
awards themselves do not directly take into account any of the edu-
cational costs. Therefore, a student attending An mexpenmve com-
munity college would receive the ‘same benefits as gne attendmg a
more expensive state university or private institution.

Need-based Student Aid ngmms—-There. are six federal need-
based ‘student aid program (see Tables 1 and 2). A need-based pro,
gram determines the size of the award according to the gap between
the student’s educational expenses and financial resources. These*pro-
grams can be classified, according to their delivery system as non-
institutionally-based programs and institutionally-based programs.

Noninstitutionally-based programs grant ,2awards directly to the
student. The three federal aid programs in this category are the Basic
Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG), State Student Incentive
Grant (SSIG), and the Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP). 2
The ,Basic Educational Opportumty Grant Program authorized in

* the 1972 Amendments. to the Higher Education Act of 1965 is. con-

sidcred to be the cornerstone of the Federal student aid program. In
FY 1974, its first year of operation, the BEOG program received
$122.1 million. By FY 1976, $715 million had been appropriated for
the BEOG program. and another $300 million apparently will be
added, bringing the total to $1.015 billion. o

The State Student Incentive Grant Program provides federal money
to students who are eligible for state need-based scholarship programs.
Eligible state programs are those.that equally match the available
federal funds with new state scholarship aid. This program has
grown from $19 millien in FY 1974 to $44 million i in FY 1976.
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Table 2 Guaranteed Sludc"nl Loans Source, Number of Awe;ds, and
Total Funds Available® for Selected Fiscai Years

m h 1966-69 1970 1972 1973 1974 1978
States J ' - :
Number of Awards 1,350,296 556,509 556597 489,201 430,673 484,606
Dollar Amounll $1,644,349 485,871 594,084 543907 527,776 673,156
Federal E .
Number of Awards - 331,040%° 365387 691874 599,085 506,854 504,726

Dollar Amount $284,162** 353,788 780,164 554,616 611,651 661,292

Source: U.5. Office of Education, 1975.
* in thousand of dollurs
** for fiscal years 1968-69

Guaranteed Student Loans are usually classified ‘as a noninstitu-
tionally-based program, although there are a number of institutions

that participate in this program. The federal government assists the -

efforts of individual banks to make interest subsidized and non-
subsidized loans to students through its own program and supports a
program to aid state guaranteed loan programs. The state and fed-
eral programs guarantee loan repayments. In FY 1976 the cost for
interest subsidies of this program was over $450 million, with an

additional $200 million used for repayment of loan defaults. Through

this program a total of over 989,000 students received over $1 3 bll
lion in loans in FY 1975. -

Institutionally-based programs provide awards to students through .

,an institution’s student financial aid office. The amcunt of money the
institution has available for these programs is determined by an
estimate of the total financial need of the institution’s student popula-
tion in relation to the needs of other institutions located in thé same
state and according to the amount of institutional money available to
match federal money. Obviously, the total amount of money ap-
propriated for each aid program determines, *o a degree, the amount
of funds an individual institution will receive. The four programs
that can be categorized as institutionally-based are: Supplementary
Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG), National Direct Student
Loan (NDSL), and College Work-Study Prograth (CW-SP). For fiscal
1976 the Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grant Program
(SEOG) has been funded at $240 million, an. estimated 347,000 stu-

dents being aided; the College Work-Study Program (CW-SP) has
been funded at $400 million, an estimated 870,000 students l?eipg" .
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aided;"and the National I)nrec‘t Student Loan Pregram ,(NDSL) has
becu fusded at over $320 million, an estimated 728,470 smdents being
aided.

Student Assistance for ‘?p('mfw Graduate I’rogram —This fourth’
and last category of federal student aid comprises those programs de-
veloped to encouragk students to further their education in specific
areas. For example, in the U.S. Office of E(luc:mon.s,appropnauons
for FY 1976 more than $30 million will be allocated for such special
areas as language training, area studies. college teacher fellowships,
public service training, fellowships for the dsadvantaged, and mining
fellowships. Since most of these programs are primarily designed to
encourage individuals in specific occupations to gain further trairing
ror to direct students into specific careers, they do not usually base

= award eligibility on' financial need. Another large portion of this
type of student aid is a secondary result of the federally-sponsored
fesearch are2. Most univewity based research projects include funds
for graduate student aid.

State Student Scholarship/Grant Programs

State funtied student aid programs evolved more slowly than fede-
ral ones. However, during the last five years the number of states
offermg,studem aid programs nearly doubled and now includes 42
states that constitute 94.1 percent of the U.S. population (see:Table
§). During this period, the average studeni award increased from
$445 to $576 (see Table 4). Part of the most recent expansion is due
to the new Federal-State Student Incentive Grant Program. Under
this program, states may qualify for federal funds on a fifty-fifty cost-
shared basis for new student awards. This program was purposely

* designed to encourage states to increase their student aid effort.

QOne of the difficulties in discussing and generallzmg about étate
student aid programs is the unique and mrymg nature of the higher
education enterprise in each state. «Many stafes have developed aid
programs to serve «the peculiar needs and purposes of their higher
education . community. As a resalt, there is no such thing as one
type of state scholarship/grant projram, For example, in 1974-75 the
39 states having student-aid, need-hased programs had 61 separate ]
programs qualifying for State Student Incentive Grant funds. These
states also have numerous student aid programs that do -not qu,allfy
for SSIG funding because they are not based-on student fingncial
need. Of the states that do qualify for SSIG funding, more than 40
percent also have some type of academic standard a student must

%nwt to qudlnfy for an award. .

~
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Table 3} Hivory .Smf( I ’16‘?:70 of State Funded, Ne*mi Based )
Undesgraduate 5: learsfu[;[(;mnt ngrams
e v st e e b i ceese .w»:.. = o
e " No. of  No.of - Doliars Awards* -
: Year . ' Stales; Terrltories Enrolled Winners® - (Millionsy =~ " 4
, f 1969.70 ’ S g 470800 $1999 . o
. . [ : .
} -7 ' ‘ 2 535,200 263
. A ® «
To9mae | 23 aninoe 286 e
} . 19273 29 661,700 3155 |
197374 ‘ "3l 8500 JEENTES ot
k 0747, , B A13.100 #og
L 4 k} ) .
| 107556 iy 13 RGR.500 496.9
E \ . T
; e st e v o vy s, e S —— v
AN bguees evgpt 7576 aze koown errolled winne wh award dollars. V5 76 .
are Mest estimates I fspures are rannded, . - .
Sonree: Joseph 1 Bowde Nafional dAssocrlion of State Srim!amhzi« Peagranns, 78k
Annual Surees 197576 Acadenue Year, p. 2. .
Table + Summary Statistics Stale Need-Based Comtpetitzee and i
Noncomprtitive Finatewal Aid Programs 1971574
Characteristics 97172 1972393 197374 197478
oo &
Number of states
N . with programs o1 ot 31 37
€ Number of entolled - ) ‘
winners §03.999 BGI654 0 T33.967 R13.088
. *
Dollar pavout 268 613,376 315462476 “_‘_564,7'1‘04‘,-(2! . 63710007
Average award . ]
amount _ 445 437 RERE v 542
Percent incréasq in 3 R
average award | » : s E A B 3 a9n
,,\ “Source: Jo;c'ph D. Boyd, i$73-74, 19/4-"'7 and 197%76 Undergraduale State
Scholarship:Grant Programs. - -
. e 17 :
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Table 5. lists some of the thamctcmut«s of these programs. thl&: 1

most of these programs allow aid recipients to attend fouryear and ‘

two-year public and private institutions, they do net on the whole |
prmxdc aid for parttime students, students mtendmg propietary mr_

smumms or outolsate inutinnm 1

|

1

:

/ Table 5. Chavaclevistics éf Funded State Student Incentive Grant
Financial Aid Programs 19741975 {by number of programs)

s - AT T E TR T DA £ AT Y, O TR EIOT

Prograsm Charncteritics A LI No « |
U 5 Citlendmip-sequired h % 2
Limited to nodergiaduates il 10’
Agademic o ifkation sandand’ for chiglbilie . %W ¥/ Wi
N . - [ ] .
Award fimited o tuition and Jeex - e # it
“Avards umble : ' ‘ .
for pari-time sudents _ o . i
at forprofit institutions : ‘ i1 . 4%
at twovexr colleges it i1
st public institations . 5% 4
AE private institutions - H e ¥
Studenis smer rejected slgble i other vean 12 18

-
143 = — - N s

Soiicd: jnseph D Bovd, J97TM and ST I8 1] Undesgradnate State Sennlarship:
Grans Progeam .

i a There are 39 sates offéring "B1 dsffereny fimnml aud progeams that qualifs
for 551G hunds

At out of-mate insitutions i 47

" b Samwe programs will scept more than onge need analves wateg l
Nonpublic Sponsored Student Ard Programs

Nonstate and non-federal swources of student ard still make 1ip 2

large percentage of the awards available. It has been estimated by
the National Task Force on Student Aid Problems 11975, p. 11§ that

- more than $810 million is available for sindent aid from non-uiare
and non-federal sources. OF this amount, $760 mullion oniginates dj-
rectly from mqmmons i the form of 'scholarxhz;mmi«gxmz prov
grams, employment programs, and loans. Other private Sourees of
student aid axccount for about 50 wiillion. :

18 - _‘ .
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*“ O Institution Based: S
" National Direct Student Loans - ' » - Lk
« College Work-Study ‘Progum Ak
Supphmcmal Edpcational Cpportunity Grants N e i
. Institutional thlnrshlp and Granr Pregrams 450
Institutional Employment Programs RIS
- Institutional Loans - ' -
) * Law Enforcement Education Programs’ ,mxi Loans 40
Barcau of Indian Afars Granis : X[
. !\ursmg Loans and Grants L 45
Subtoral LEIRE
Student Based: o
Basic Educational Opportamity Grands &l
Srate Scholarship Incentive Gramts o
Guaranteed Student Loans 1A
Other Prisate Souxces ) . ‘ Gl
State Scholanslnp and Grant Praroame r + ' 456
Social Securits Benefitx . ¢ ) Bhh
Veterans Benefits 204
’ : Subtist] £576
Yotz RIS
Summar
. There v & vast array of fnancal md programs ssailalle ta st
dents, The sources of hunding for theee programs mav by private or
public: thes may be wailable dirongh or externad o an msttation:
- the maximum amount of the award may he small ar mav be designed
1o covir all edicational expensgs that cannot be met by the studeng
and the and mas ke m e fodm of gifen o i sohelaship amd granes
aul, or mas-hase 1o by repant. as m the formt of loans The great
variery of stadeny aud programe avaglable srom naeny differenr womrers
wbeoaros the fast gint srudens aed now oomatmtes o sgpmhioart amount
of the funds Bowing mio higher edicanon Table & s the maror
stident ard programs avoonding sy thesr deliveny seetenr Theae ast
detmeatesd e oplifuaremallc ovof progrape whose domds are v
srshaed ebhrongh boanos!l d ooty ot fndivedue] it m'
o vtaslents ar tlees st bl cameadonnd fpne o prene o thoe gl
1
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A s\;mwm w0 take the funds 1o am approved institution, During the
academic year 19741975, more than $8.3 billion were awailable in
student 4id fands. This amount is a conservative figure, since data
were not available for aid programs such as categorical state student
aid, some puvatesource #Md programs, and federalan! bor graduate

- assistantd in federally-sponsored research projects.

The importance thar student aid plays in financing Iugher educa-
tion can be seen by compariny ‘it with income received by all hlgher
education insiitutions. 1t i estimated that for the year 197475, total
institmtjonal e ae was $35 billion. Of this income; approximately
$8.4 billion was received through student tuition” and fees. Student

" akd av:uhble equ:ﬁs ap}wmxmmeh 24 percent of all institutional in-

come. Since studeny aid is awarded to mekl noninstructional expenses
as well as nstractional expenses, themstitutions obviously will not
receive all of the 384 billion avaiighle. Fven.so, it is clear that stu-
dent wd has grown o be a tr;,ui)x factay in che hpancing of higher
education.
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Access to College

What impact student aid funds-have on students and institutions,
will depend upon how effectively these funds are distributed. To
have an effective distribution necessitates an understanding of what
conditions influence the basic goals set for aid programs. Of all the
student aid goals that have been developed, two goals—-access and
choice—are the:most critical. The reason for this is if all students
who want to attain some form of posisecondary eduycation are pro-
vided the necess’ resources to do so, and if these resources are
di;t"ributcd in a  nner that will allow the student to attend the
msumuon for which he qualifies and which he believes will provide
him with the best education, then the other goals of free flow in
the edugational marketplace and the preservation of the diversity of
higher education will be achieved, In addition, aid programs designed
to insure that the highly qualified student is able to attain an educa-
tion or to attract a stident to a particular area of comcentration must
emphasize the goals of access and choice to be inclusive and effective.
Conversely, aid programs that grant awards to students who can afford
to attend without 2id, or who do not want to major in a particular
subject but are persuaded because of the size of the award, are not
using the aid funds efficiently.

The questions that now must be answered are: What conditions
affect the access and choice of a student and to what degree will stu-
dent finandial aid help to insure its accomplishment? To answer this
question, this and the following chapters will examine research: focus-
ing on access and choice. Here the “condition of access” is defined as
those conditions that motivate a student to want to further his edu-

-cation and then promote the student’s participation in some form of

further education. The “condition of choice” is defined as those con-
ditions that motivate a student to want a particular form of educa-
tion and then aid the student /m the achievement of that education.
The literature essentially is divided into two categories: (1) studies
that assume an ecorfomic perspective, and (2) studies that deal with
noneconomic, primarily psychological and sociological, factors as-
sogiated with- access and choice (for example, student motivation,
parental influence, peer influence, and academic ability).

: . 21
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The Economic Perspective on Access®

Studies condutted from the economic point of view differ in sig-:
aificant ways from studies that assume a psychological or sociological
point of view. Economic studies have beeu conducted largely by
economists. The conceptual or theoretical framework applied almgyst
universally has’ been econdmic demand theory. This theory assum@s
that students or potential stutents determine whether to attend col-
lege on the basis of the relative economic return perceived to accrue
to the college goer. As stated by Campbell and Siegel (1967):

The investment approach to the theory of educational demand asserts that
an individual will purchase a college education if the present value of
the expected streain of benefits resulting from ‘cducauon exceeds the
present cost of the education . . .%(p. 482). .

~ .. . .
Psychological and sociological studies are more likely to have the
- discovery of the factors relating to the college-going decision as their .
primary purpose. Economic studies tend to assume the appropriate-
ness and applicability of demand theory. This is an-important dis--
tinction for policy purposes. Although both types of studies are use-
ful, they can lead to different policy directions.

The major data sets arguing for the relevance of the ednomic per-
spective tc the college .access question are the statistics ‘concerning the
college-going population. Table 7 shows that college attendance is
related directly to family income. Generally, the higher family in-
come, the greater the likelihood that an 18-to-24-year-old member, of
that family wil} attend college (The ‘Chronicle of Higher Education,
October 6, 1975, p. 6). When ability. considerations are added, the
patterns still hold (see Table 8). '

. It can be seen from these tables that family income and pre-
sumably lack of financial "resources are related strongly to post-
secondary access. These relationships generally have been givenlin
arguing for the present nationdl postsecondary policy of providing-
direct subsidies to low-income students, since it is believed that such
subsidies will increase enrollments among low-income students.! More

. G

*

® The sections of The Economic Perspective and Noneconomic Factors of Access
are ba:ed upon the- contributions of Larry L. Leslie, Professor, Program Chair-
man’and Center Pesearch Associate, Center for the Study of Higher Educauon,
The Pennsylvania State University. .

1 See, for example, the Committee for Economic Dcvélopmcnt, The Man“agemenl
and Financing of Colleges (1973), and the Carnegi¢ Commission on Higher Edu-
cation, Higher Education: Who Pays? Who Benefits! Who Shguld Pay? (1973).
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Table 7. Famxlzes with Members 18 to 24 Years, Full-Time College
Attendance, and Family Income (October 1971)
(In thousands: civilian. noninstitutional population)

€

With Members in

. m;::‘b'e‘: - College Full Time
Family Income 187°to 24 Years Number Percent -
Total o eeM 3,688 383
Under. $3,000 © " 102 e
gs,boo-u,sm : o35 : 202 216 .
500047498 T w 3.9
- $7,500-59,999 1,448 k s 335
$10.000.814999 2,382 | 1,004 | 42.1
$15,000 and over 8 2120 1,255 589
No‘.t ‘reported 709 261 36.8

Source: Current Population chorts, Special Studies, Chavacteristics of American
Youth: 1972 (Washmgton U.S. Department of Commerce, Burcau of the
Census, 1973), Series P-23, Table 17, p. 20.

than a dozen economic studies have been completed that examine

the assumption that lack of resources is a primary determinant of

“ collegiate enrollment and that test the relationship between student
enrollments in postsecondary education and the income of thc stu-
dent’s family and the price of higher.education.

One of the earliest studies was by CampUell and Siegel (1967), who -

examined four-year coliege enrollment data for the period 1919-1964.

The income measure was real; disposable income and the price

measure was a tuition index adjusted for inflation. Campbell and
_Siegel found that a 10 percent increase in family income had been
associated with a '12.0 percent enrollment increase, and that a 10 per-
‘cent wprice (tuition) increase had resulted in enrollment decreases of
4.4 percent (pp. 482-494). Others (Galper and Dunn 1969; Hight
1970) have reanalyzed the same data and found similar relationships,
although the estimated strength of the associations has varied.
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Table. 8. Number and Percent of High School Graduates Entering
- College, Full or Part Time During the Year Following
Graduation, by Ability and Socioeconomic Status (SES)

A 'No.lilgh ~ Number who i :
: . ‘ school enter college Loss
Ability and socioeconomic status  gradustes Number Percent Number Percent

High ability quintile

(100 percent to 80 pcrccnt) : '
1. High SES ........~......... 203,000 165,000 82 37,000 18
2 ‘153,000 102,000 . 66 51,000 34
A 122,000 67,000 55 55,000 45
4. Low SES ...l 60,000 22,000 37 38,000 63
Total v.ooiiiiiain. L. 538,000 356,000 66 181,000 34
2nd ability quintile
(80 percent to 60 percent): . - ’
I. High SES .................. 130,000 89,000 69 41,000 3]
2 e 143000 . 72000 50 71000 50
. 148,000 57,000 38 91,000 62 oo™
4. Low SES .................. 94,000 24,000 25 70,000 75
Total ................ .. 515,000 242,000 47 273,000 53
Subtotal ................ 1,053,000 598,000 57 454,000 43

(1 to 2 quintiles of ability) ‘

~rre—

3rd ability quintile
(60 percent to 40 percent): . .
1. High SES ..... e 94,000. 53,000 56 41,000 44

e 135,000 45,000 33 90,000 67
e 159,000 36,000 23 123,000 77
Y 4 Low SES .................. 148,000 20,000 .14 128,000 86
Total ................... 536,000 154,000 29 382,000 71
Subtotal ....... R 1,600,000 752,000 47 . 848,000 53
(1 to 3 quintiles of ability)

4th ability quintile v .

(40 percent to 20 percent): -
1. High SES .................. 52,000 20,000 38° 32000 62
2 114,000 25,000 22 89,000 78
. P 164,000 27,000 16 137,000 84
4. Low SES .. ................ 169,000 16,000 10 153,000 90

” Total ................ .. 499,000 88,000 18 411,000 82

Subtotal ................ 2,100,000 839,000 40 1,261,000 60
(1 to 4 quintiles of ability) :

5th (low) ability quintile

. (20 percent): :
1. High SES .................. 306,000 10,000 27 26,000 73
P 75000 - 11,000 15 64,000 85
. 133,000 17,000 . 13 116,000 87
4. Low SES .............. .... 263,000 20,000 8 243,000 92
‘ Total .......... e e 507,000 58,000 11 449,000 89
Grand Total ............ 2,600,000 900000 35 1,700,000 65
(all ability quintiles) . P

Source: . Project Talent, 5-yéar follow-up surveys.
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Using. data from a small sample of eligible 1965 University of
- California freshmen, Hoenack (1971) also found results consistent
with those of Campbell and Siegel. Based upon $100 and $400
changes in annual direct gutlay costs for the lowest, highest, and
total income quartiles, Hoenack predicted the greatest enrollment
effects for the largest price changes: (%400 or +$400) and for the
- lowest income quartile. Even when the costs of the competing Cali-
- fornia State College system were hypothetically raised by two-thirds,
the same patterns obtained, although to a lesser degree (pp. 302-11).

.Studies completed more recently {but based generally upon data

from comparable years) have yielded the same pattern of results.

" Family income has been seen to be postively associated and college
price has been seen to be negatively associated with college attend-
ance. For example, Corazzini et al. (1972) utilized Project Talent and .
separate’ Boston area data to conclude “that tuition and unemploy-
ment, empirical counterparts of the price variable, are statistically
significant determinants of total enrollment . . . and a decrease of
$100 in tuition in 1963 is associated with 2.65 percent increase m the
nauons enrollment " (p. 47).

Some of the more récent-analyses combine demand theory with
decision theory and include additional variables, recognizing that .
family ingome and college price alone do not explain an acceptable
* portion of the variation in collegiate attendance, These studies are
similar to the ones discussed above, in that their "data ‘are somewhat
outdated, bcmg based primarily on the 1966 SCOPE (School to éol

" lege: Opportunities for Postsecondary Edueatjon) study. °

* One of the most important studies using economic analysis and
access variables was by Radner and Miller (1970) who included the
variables of student ability and the ‘quality” or "selectivity” of the
alternative institutions in addition to family income and the “out-
of-pocket cost of attendance.” Although their response rate raises

~ validity ‘questions, the sample of 191 responses to the SCOPE study
has been considered by many to provide an adequate and appropriate
data base for/analysxs Radner and Miller found that the four varia-
bles—family income, actual expenses, student ability, and institutional
reputation—affect the attenidance decision.

The model constructed by Rand- Mundel® ("Fmancmg Post-
secondary . . .’ 1974, p. 90) also used SCOPE dat& ‘plus data from
the Amencan Councxl on Education. The model added to the Radner".
and Miller variables a consideration of commuter-resident status, in-
stitutional type (public-private), an expanded institutional quality
dimension, and institution “quality of life” (coeducational or single
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" _sion of The States Conference Handbook, Financing Postsecondary Educatwn

“costs and by student and family income. Recent st

- . ,

sex and dormitory capacity). Since the SCOPE. data base was used, it
is not surprising that the general findings of Radner and Miller
discussed above were supported in this study.’ -

Studies from the economic perspecuve add lmportantly to the access
literature. They show clearly that access is affected by postsecondary
ies confirm that
variables such as commuting distance and institutionl
major roles in a student’s-decision to attend an institutian. The ad-
dition of noneconomic variables to the price-income-access efuation
is a natural bridge to a consideration of the psychological and
sociological factors involved in the access question.

Noneconomic Factots in Access

This section includes studies that often set out to determine causal
reasons for postsecondary attendance or nonattendance rather than
to establish simple relationships. As such, they are based less upon
clear conceptual frameworks than upon simple. hypotheses, are less
heavily quantitative thanthe studies of the previous section, and are

- more exploratory than definitive. Studies in this section often tend to

derive their answers from direct techniques, whereas the studies of
the previous section used existing data bases to infer possible reasons

quahty play

for postsecondary attendance or nonattendance. Often, individuals -

and their families are asked to identify their aspirations and ex-

pectations, vis-a-vis postsecondary attendance, and the reasons for -

them. Because of the varying approaches taken, the variety of popula-
tions sampled, and the several frameworks utilized, it is hardly sur-
prising that the findings fail to generate totally consistent conclu-
sions. Nevertheless, the pattern of findings is generally consistent with
what is known about the effects and correlates of sacial classes.
Sociologists tend to approach the analysis.of dccess or college-going
decisions though theories of social stratification. Such decisions are
viewed as being made from a complex interplay of a number of
demographic and psychological variables rather than from a single
condition, such as the availability or lack of financial resources.
Perhaps the most thorcugh and sophisticated study:illustrating the
application of social class theory was conducted by Sewell and Shah

(1968), who collected data on 10,318 -seniors of the 1967 graduating

class of public, private, and parochial schools in Wisconsin. In the
final report data were obtained from respondents, school authorities,

5 A discussion of this and other models is available in (he Education Commis-

Policy Development and Decision Making (1974)

€
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and a statewide testing program. The ‘researchers set out to separate
and define_the numerous highly related variables associated with,
soc1a1 class ‘ -

;i‘hc question is often taised as to_what it is about social class that ac-
counts for this relationship {the relationship between social class and
educational and occupational aspirations] and through what intervening
variables this rclationship may be further explained. In other words, the

. Need is emphasized for specifying the variables by which the social class
characteristics of individuals are translated into differences' in aspiration
and- subsequently into achievement (p. 560).

N
Although the sample was limited fo one -tate, the findings were

among the most definitive yet produced. Sewell and Shah’s analyses

‘indicated that the relationship of parental encoiragement to college

plans was stronger than either that of (definitional) socioeconomic
status or intelligence,. alth,pugh all of these exerted important in-
dependent effects (p 563). Parental encouragement was also’ found
to be a powerful intervening variable between class background, and
the child’s intelligence and his or her educational aspirations. Be-
cause much of -the variance in college plans among youth of the
various socioeconomic classes is not explained by any of these varia-
bles, Sewell and Shah concluded that economic resources must be
another important factor (p. 572). <

Berdie and Hood (1966), in a study somewhat Slmllal‘ to that of
Sewell and Shah, sampled 3,8}7 Minnesota graduates of the hlgh
school class of 1961. They, too considered *a hast of socmlogxcal
variables plus several of a psychological nature. Differences in findings
may be due in large part to variations in analytical techniques em-
ployed. Berdie and Hood reported the following: the two variables
found to be most highly correlated with college plans were college
aptitude test scores and high school percentile ranks. These ability
measures were followed by parents educational levels and the number
of books in.the home. -

Findings of Cowhig and Nam’s 1959 study for the Census Bureau
were inferred to two million high school séniors. Parents rather than
students were interviewed in a sizeahble number of cases. The largest
percentage of high school seniors (or their parents) who said they
were not planning to attend college (34.5 percent) listed “no desire to
go” or ‘“poor grades” as the reason The next largest group (25.7
percent) listed “lack of money” or “needed at honic.” Marriage or
military service was listed by 19.7 percent and taking a job was listed
by 12.0 percent.(pp. 9-10 and Table 12, p. 25).
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In a follow-up study in 1960, Cowt.ig and Nam checked on the col-
lege attendance patterns of the 195¢ senior class. They found that
having college plans in the senior yeat was most closely related to
later attendance, followed by the type oi Ligh school curriculum in
which the student was enrolled and by two ability measures. Family

income was shown to be the next most important indicator, followed .

by another socioeconomic variable, occupation of household head
(pp. 7-9 and Table 16, p. 17).

Like the Cowhig and Nam surveys, a study by the State University
of New York’s Bureau of Research in Higher Education and Pro-

. fessional Education (“A Longitudinal Study . . .” 1969 and 1970) at-

-

tempted to follow high school students into their college years. Be-
ginning with a sample of 5,175 high school seniors in 101 randomly
selected New York State high schools, the Bureau found that parents

- exerted the greatest influence on students’ fi-ture plans and that the

financial barrier did not seem to prevent enrollment (pp. 10-11). In
Phase 11, the Bureau confirmed many of the earlier ﬁndmgs and
discovered that students generally misjudged the costs of higher edu-
cation and often had to change to a tollegc that required less financial
outlay Some . students changed from resident to commutcr status
while others _integrated a part-time job with college. attendance. Also
considered as viable .options were enrollment in public instead of pri-
vate institutions and in two-year rather than four-year colleges (p. 24).

In Beyond High School (the SCOPE study), Trent and’ Medsker
(1968) reported on their sample of approximately 10,000 high school
seniors from the midwest, California, and Pennsylvania. They identi-
fied the same variables discovered by Berdie and Hood byt reversed
the order of importance. Their data showed that social' status had
more bearmg than academic ability. Seventy-five percent of students
from professional families entered colleges in 1959, compared with
25 percent of those from homes of semiskilled and unskilled workers.
There was also a strong relationship between the attendance de-
cision and parent’s educational level. Among the college attenders,
38 percent of the fathers and 32 percent of the mothers had attended
college, while the figures were 11 percent and 8 percent, respectively,
for.the nonattenders: (p. 25). College attenders and nonattenders dif-

‘fered markedly in academic motivation and parental encouragement.
* As high school seniors, the majority qf those who would later attend

college reported that a college education was extremely important to
them. Only 12 percent of those with no college plans so reposted.
Further, the college attenders were more than twice as likely as the
nonattenders to have been encouraged to enroll. Peer influence also
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was shown to be important. More than twice as many of- those who

‘would later attend college, as opposed to those who would not, re-

ported close friends who were planning to continue their education.
Eighty-four percent of those who would not attend reported having
no friends with college plans (p. 26). )

In summarizing their findings, Trent and ’\Iedsker reported:

In thc final analysis it was not lack of finances that appeared to be pri-
marily related to failure to-attend college, but lack of iuterest. Apart
from ability. the values of dlg youths and their parents seemed to figure
more than finances in the relationship betwecn socioeconomic status and
college . attendance. These values appeared to be major contributors to
motivational differences (p. 259).

\

In a later report of the SCOPI‘ five- year longuudmal study of high
school students, Tillery and Kildegaard (1978) concerned themselves
with student perceptions of factors that had led to their nonat-
tendance or that could lead to discontinuing college attendance. In
summarizing six previous studies the authors considered important,
Tillery and Kildegaard identified the lack of parental encouragement
or parental disinterest plus financial problems or the absence of in-
formation about fihancial aid, lack of motivation, low ability, mjlitary
service (for boys), and marriage (more for girls) as reasons for dis-
continuing education (p. 43). They suggested that it is difficult to
assess the importance of the lack of financial resources:because this
variable interacts with factors such as motivation (p. 143). .

With this background, Tillery and Kildegaard brought unusual in-
sight to their findings (pp. 157-162). They noted first that the edu- .
cational aspirations of high school, seniors were influenced by eca-
nomic factors, but they observed it was the college bound aspirants—
not the noncollege groups—who perceived lack of finances as a bar-
rier to higher education. Although the prospective college students
perceived their possible vulnerability to economic difficulty, they
nevertheless aspired to college. Tillery and Kildegaard concluded
that “the present findings lend some sutpport to- the notion that eco-
nomic factors at the turn of this decade are not necessarily‘ primary .
determinants of college-going behavior” (pp. 159-160).

Folger, Astin, and Bayer (1970) cited some 30-odd studies completed
in the 1940s, and 1950s, and stated that “nearly all studies have found
academic aptitude and previous school performance to be of prime
importance, and also that sex and socioeconomic background play a
significant role” (pp. 153-154). With these studies as background,
Folger et al. considered 38 variables of the 1960 Project Talent study

L 4
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of high school graduates. They found that “rougly half the total
variance in college attendance was accounted for by the 38 varia-
bles.. . .” They reported that high school seniors’ commitment to
college was the best predictor of college attendance;, followed by
ability variables and sociceconomic background variables. The “col-
lege commitment” variables included college plans, parental en-
couragement, and encouragement by friends. B

In a survey of aid recipients in Pennsylvania, New York, New
Jersey and California (Fife 1975), it was found that more' than 50
percent of all students receiving aid from thvee out of the five pro-

_grams indicated that without aid they would not have attended a

S
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postsecondary institution. Further, the recipients were L%ely to rep--
resent the bluecollar stratum—with the exception of the lowest
socioeconomic level, the semi-skilfed and unskilled workers. Also, in
four out of five programs more females were awarded aid than males,
and all aid programs had a higher percentage of female award re-
cipients than the percentage of females attending college as a whole.

The researchers concluded that these aid programs were a slgmﬁcam
factor in the recipients’ ability to continue their education.

In a longitudinal study of Illinois state scholarsflp recipients
similar results ..ere reported (Boyd and Fenske 1975). Of the- total
number of scholarshlp respondents in 1967, 17.7 percent indicated
that without aid they would have been unable to go to- coliege, and
by 1973 this Had increased to 37.6 percent. For grant respondents the
percentages were 24 percent and 58.1 percént, 1espeomel\

It should be noted that the results of these two studies are perti-
nent only to a stugent population that is.aiready comymitted to at-
,tend somc form of postsecondary education. These snyc‘;ies did not
measure the dlmen51pn of impact of financtal aid on students who
had not commitied themselves or who ongmally did not aspire to
further education. !

In a summary of the resea&ch in this area, with emphasis on re-.
search funded by the U.S. Office of Education, Berls (1969) reported
to the joint Economic Committee of Congress:

The available evidence, then, on obstacles to college entrance is conflicting -
and not easy to place in @ pattern or trend. Objective factors such as
lack of money do not scem to be of overwhelming importance, and the
factors’ of inadeyuate academic background and lack of interest combined
exceed lack of finances as a reason in all thiree studies [reviewed). Of
course, offers of financial aid nay decrease: the numbcr~who cite lack of
interest as the reason for not planning on college. Motivation to enter
colicge is an intangible item affected by a great manv factors in a high
school student’s life. One of the most important of these fictors is the
amount of encouragement he reccives fromh his parents (p. 154).
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A review and summary by Douvan and Kaye (1967) provxdes a
suitable and preceptive conclusion to this section:

7
We dos not know that familv traditions and values respecting education
are independent of family income; indeed, we doubt that thes are. But
the vision of colleges as 2 means of improving one's lot must be primarily
a featurce of lower-middle and lower-class youngsters, and so again mohility
appears to be a factor of some 1mport1ncc bevond the operation of simple
tconmmcs {p. 200).

Supplementing their review with data from extended: interviews
with 1,045 boys and 1,9_,> girls of scheol ape, Douvan and Kaye
conclude: .

For manv youngsters from -upper: m‘l*uppcr middle-class homes, the
qumuon of going or not going to college probably never arides. Continn
ing in schrol bevond mgh school involves no conscions deasion; the child
fromi his carliest vears is taught that following lngh school comes’ mllcge

. Most middle- -clags parents set college serving x\cml'pmpasts. it is
10 provide the soung person vogatidnal preparation, a. general intelle&ual
broadening, and an opportunits to grow and develop for apother four
vears. ta grow in knowledge and skill, and s in emotional stability and
autonoms. . . . To voung people of lower social status, the decision for,
college may be a more conscious and preblematic form, On the horde:-
line of cconomic case one expeds to find motivational factors most clearh
distingaishing those who do and de not enter college. We huve seen that
for many of these less pmilcgod voungsters, callege represents the golden
path to social mobility,” the chance to increase their ahare of social and
cconomic tewards (pp. 2201

Summary’

The first major poal of student aid is to ncrease access to in-
stitutions of higher education. Essentially, there are two parts to this
goal: (1) to provide access to individuals who have aiicady decided -
that they want to go to college, and (2) to encourage quaiified stu-

dents to' be more inclined ta attend college. For rhe student that al-
ready is motivated to pursue jome form ‘of postsecandary educalion,
the research clearly shows tnat financial assiwaace is an important -

factor in the ability to achieve their educdtional goals.
The research on what influence financial assistance has in motivat-

ing a student to desire a further education is ess clear. Research- has'

dembnstrated that there are four major influences that affect a stu-
dent’s wish to continue his education. While the research is incon-
clusive about what factor has the greatest influence on the sndent,
the various studies are conclusive that each factor plays a major role.

The first source of influence iy the amount of support a student re-
ceives from his parents. T}ite reh;sons behind parental support vary.

P #
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Generally, parental support s contmgent on how parenes evaluase
-the importance of funther education m aiding thes son or Jaugltes
o achieve the "good life” They ask such questions av, Wil furtiey
. edacation Lislp thm dhindren g a bettr bt Will 1 proside g
children wiple weial nmi.{d}n. Aleo, rankmng with the pare s othee
concerns, Is further gdiication within theiy haandal Gipacin® .
The secomi injlience aﬁx’z!mg a students derivan o continue his
education i Ahyf student’s own abpihey, academiy potential, and gene.
ral mu!mumr " the stodent fub had a pnitve enpeneni e m ugh
sdm)\:! Ji’"ﬁ:.vs achzesved rolatise aoademin sansoss, e o S s o
Tikely T want to contmue iy or lr mlucauon.
" . The third mfluence afecuny atpsdent aveess o the fnanoad xumizﬂ;
-of the student and his famih. Finoneiad srengih iy determined by
parental annual income and as«ets, student income and avets, our ‘
standeng debiy, and the nomber ol dependents w the family The ¢
degree of willmgness of parent~ to sacrtfice so therr (hildren way
further their education alio must be considered. While wepatate from
the actual financial strength of a favsily, it does infinence the amouny
of furuds available 1o the students.
The fourth influence is peer support Although not as strong an
, mfluence ax parental SUDPOTL, PEET RLESSUIe My LNIourage ol dis
cowrage a student from wanting to g0 0 mllege A stadies e
shown, the more positive peer ~upport, the mire hkeliliood thar a
student will want to continue his educstion
It can be concluded that Iivand s s? womiderations are only one of
many lactors allectng a stwdent™s e or fack of destre w seek o
farther education. However, while fistangial ronsiderations may nin hie
the one major motivating facror, the presence of fmandal need haw
- been demonstrated to he a4 limiitmg facor, Whitt event the lak of
financial strength has on mfluenang parental «opport amd the \n
denu general motiation s wnkpown. However o wopiabably cale 1o
assamee that o i 3t best o wmoral ilnence and m 35 prdubilits v
has a negative eflest .~ »
. a _ :
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edge, a1 15 tmiposatble for 3 student 1 rampare the educatonal reuan
mlm‘ of vanious colleges.

The traditional econonyir approach dehines Wawavon m which
more than one postserondary educational opportunits v created by
relatng the student™s potential options and resources tw the variery of
choices of institunors. Within this framework. students theoretically
make thoires based upon perceived vates of 1eturs on different post’
wwondary education options The theoretical actvity tinderlying this
process s thar students consider both potential raty and potentiol
benefits ermnanatng from their selection and partu ipation m the edu-
varional marketplace?

Lhe research Andings about a wtudent™ Avowledge of powible edu-
tational retuen from his insotational choice are mconslusive. Bower
and Pugh {1975, in their surve- ot all high «hoeol students in
Indiana i the «lass of 1475, report thar

There 15 Gtk guestion what the single mow populsr geamm i for 3
wmsr selecting 4 given school 11 oo “olfers what 1 want to studs~hix
by chiowe wan made by nearls 20000 semors (248 perrenn The newt
szt populay chowe. falhng ol to ¥ percena of all seniors was “outliog
wear home' Al émacong reasons were bosen by fewer than f
yercent from all senlors i cach case g 50 .
* °
However. in :he fouTstate  SCOPE muh {California. Illineis,
Massachuserts, and North Carolinay, student’s knowledge of what a
school had 1o offer was minimal In this study, twelfth graders were
Bked 10 mdx(aw bow much information thes had about various
colleges aned universities. As could be anticipated, there was sub-
stanttal regional variation in knowledge abour imstitutions. Fo
example, most students sn the North Carolina ~ample indicated they
knew about Duke Uwiversitv. ‘The same comment was elicited from
students about institunions in or near their state in the sample, in
cluding schools such as the Univeratyv of California, Berkeley, and
the Massachasetts Insttute of Techinology. However, when qumrmm
were asked about other well known irstitutions, such as Antio?k Col-
lege or Howard Universitv. a very luge peuentage (585 and 648
perccant, respectavely) had never heard of them, In a subsequent
questior converning their opmion of the qualies of students accepted:

P Ip be sure, economins of hpher edicanon inddude maies Laclers m ont
heweld egtunates Most coononuyts Loy esample. andude =m0t onds dinect wost of
et fees amd dermdon contrass hut also ‘l'uxegnno ecarnings. st factors 1e
Iated s the digance of the home community awd the collemate setting. and
others. Beneht estmates may ancdude watu .md perestige factons as well as e
CAYINKS
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at various schools, 74.8 percent indicated that they did not know in
the case of Antioch College and 72.5 percent had a similar reaction
about Howard University. '

One approach when lIooking at the effects of student aid on choice
is to examine the aid recipient’s ability to attend the first-choice in-
stitution, that is, the institution he most wantcd to sttend and pre-
surnably believes will give him the best education. In the College

Student Grant Study, conducted by Leslie and Fife (Fife 1975), aid
recipients from Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, and California -
= were asked if they were attending their first-choice school. Between

68.6 and 88.6"percent of the recipients responded affirmatively. While
this does not necessarily indicate that aid by itself-was the reason a
student- attends his first-choice school, it does indicate that the re-
cipients were able to take their grant money to their first-choice in-
stitution, It is also noteworthy that of the students who indicated they
were not attending their first-choice school, 40 percent gave other than
financial reasons. According to Leslie and Fife, “while this percentage
‘varies according to the program, it can be safely stated that only one-
sixth or less of all recipients surveyed were unable to attend their
first-choice school because of financial reasons” (Fife 1975, p. 23).
Another economic indicator of the impact of student aid on choice
is the ability of aid recipients to attend institutions in the more ex-
pensive private sector when compared to the total college popula-

tion’s ability to do so. Supporting this point is a study by Boyd and -

Fenske (1975), who surveyed the Illinois State Scholarship Commis-
ssoi ‘Monetary Award recipients in 1967-68, in 1970-71, and again in
1973-74, Analyses of’the data in the original survey provxded the fol-
lowing conclusions:

As of August, 1970, an even 21 percent of all students enrolled in public
and private illinois eolieges in the previous academic -year had received
notification of an ISSC monetary award for the present academic year.
For public colleges alone, this pcrccntagc was 15.4; but for private collcgcs,
the overall percentage was 345. A ranking of all N8 Illinois institutions
of higher education whose students are cligible for I1SSC awards, according
to pefcentage that such awards are of total undergraduate enrollinent,
shows| that only seven public colleges are in the top' half (N=59) of this
list. Furthermore, the highest 37 colleges in this ranking are all private,
with the top-ranking :six colleges all having more than 60 percent of their
enrallees ISSC award xecipients (Fenske and Boyd 1971, p. 105).

"

Thesé authors concluded that if it were not for student aid, a large

propoertion of the private colleges, because of their relatively higher

tuition and fees, would have been unable to attract,these students.
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The examination of trénd data in this longitudinal study revealed
a continuing increase over timeé in the number ,of students who in-
dicated they were provided freedom of choice by the grant award,
principally to select a private college or university. The longitudinal
data also included a study of enrollment among types of colleges that
would take place under the theoretical absence or withdl’”awal of the
student financial award. Analysis of these data produced the following:
result:

N

Lt : -

There was a strong tendency for enrollment shifts among types of collcgcs .
to include decreases in eurollment at private four-year colieges and uni-
vertities, and a shift toward increased enrollments at public four-year and
two-vear institutions, particularly for grant sttidents. As was shown clearly
in the initial survey, the BSC monetary award has enabled miny students
-to enroll at private colleges and universities with relatively higher costs.
Unavailability of the award would cvidenlly‘rcquirc them to/change to a
lower-cost public institution, or increasingly, discontinue college attendance
(Boyd and Fenske 1975, p. 79). 4

In the College Student Grant Study (Leslie ar}(i-Fife 1974) two ap-
proaches were taken in examining the impact of student aid on the
‘ability of a student to attend a private institufon. The percentage . of
‘recipients attending private institutions was compared with the per-
centage of ali students attending private institutions. In all but one
state the percentage of aid recipients equalled or exceeded the gene-
ral state norms. In the case of two programs, more than three times
the number of aid recipients attended private institutions than did
the general college population (p. 661). The second approach was to
compare the importance placed on° student aid by recipients at-
tending “private institutions with recipients attending public institu-
tions. This analysis involved recipients in the two sectors whe in-
dicated that they would either not be able to attend any postsec-
ondary institutionn or would have to attend a less expensive institu-
tion without student aid. Three of the five programs surveyed showed
a much greater percentage of recipients attending private institutions
would.-have to change institutions or leave school than would re-
cipients from public institutions. In the two states where this was not
the case, one of the states had the nation’s highest public school
tuition cost, while the second offered the lowest mean award of any
aid program studied (p. 665). .

’

3

Noneconomic Factors in Choice . -
Like th€ research on access, there is a second group of studies that
considers the problem of choice by using a noneconomic or psy-
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chological/sociological research framework. Trent's review of the re-
search literature (1970) did much not only to reveal the multifaceted
ature of the college choice decision, but also' to underscore the idea
hat it is a long-term process, beginning .probably with the earliest
acculturation of the child in the home. Trent points out that ap-
parently only one major study, the SCOPE survey, was designed to
trace the decision- makmg process regarding college as A2 develop-
mental and sequential process. In general, however, most of the re-
search has dealt with only one or a small number of individual
factors. Trent indicates that most of the factors related to the de-
cision of whether to attend college or not were also relatéd to the
matter of which college to entér. These factors include major indices
of ‘socioeconomic status, personality, intellective factors, environ-
mental factors (such as the local availability of the college), motiva-
tional factors, and process factors (such as counseling efforts).

In the SCGOPE survey twelfth graders were asked to indicate reasons
why they might not achieve their pojt-high ‘school educational goals
(Tillery, Donovan, and Sherman 1966). Only 14.1 percent indicated
that financial problems would prohibit such achievement. In con:
trast, twice as large a percentage (28.1 percent) indicated that mar-
riage plans would intervene. The SCOPE survey also included 15
questions about factors influencing college choice. The students were
asked to indicate whether each factor was of major or minor con-
sideration or of no importance. The ten most important factors were
teaching reputation of college (703 percent), college has friendly en-
vironment (54.6 percent), low-cost to attend college (36.0 percent), col-
g lege is co-educational (30.4 percent), college has intellectual en-

vironment (29.9 percent), research reputation of college (28.6 percent),

college offers firancial aid (28.4 percent), college is close to home \
(27.5 percent), college has active political life (20.7 percent), and re=
ligious emphasis of college (18.5 percent). I
Many of the 33,965 high school seniors in the four states surveyed
in 1966 were located and followed up the following year (Tillery
1973). “It was found that the 1966 graduatmg classes from the four
project states split nearly equally into two groups, one of which had
been pulled into the college world, and the other drawn into what
might be considered a world of instant adulthood” (p. 23). Of the
half who had gone to college following high school graduation, dif-
fcrcnccs were found in terms of the relationship between “intellectual
,prcdlsposmon and the choice between junior and senior colleges,
When intellectual. abilities were divided into quartiles, it was found
» that the junior golleges drew nearly equally from all four quartiles
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(21 percent from each of the top three quartiles, 18 percent from the
lowest quartile). In contrast, the senior colleges drew the following
quartiles: 45 percent, 34 percent, 21 percent, and !l percent.

The SCOPE study provided persuasive evidence of the differentiat-
ing and sorting influence of socioeconomic status (SES) and its in-
fluence on type of college chosen.

It has been documented that children from homes with higher SES are
much more likely to go to some college and are more likely to go to -
four-year colleges and universities than children from homes with average

or below average SES. For example, 52 percent of the college-goers from
high professional families went to private colleges and universities in con-
trast 10 31 percent of the children whose {athers were skilied craftsmen

(p. 70).

- This attraction of the ‘elite’ is especially true of the independent colleges
and universities. Compared to the public or to the denominational colleges
and universities, the independents attracted a higher proportion of their
students from high income levels; from high scorers on measure (sic) of
academic aptitude and intellectual predisposition, from professional and
managcrul families, and from stndents who made early decisions regard-
ing college attendance (p. 132).

Much has been written about the relationship between local col-
lege availability and choice of college, especially concerning the re-
lationship between availability and a student’s socioeconomic status.
Knoell's AACJC study of the community colleges in Philadelphia, St.
Louis, San Francisco, and Dallas-Fort Worth are a case in point
(Knoell 1970). She reports that:

‘The local community college appears to besa much more critical factor in
college attendance among black gradnates than among whites, except per-
haps in 3t. i.ouis where the diwrict operated three campuscs in 1Y68,
The community college is accessible to both black and white students in
cach city in terms of its location. However, the colleges differed sig-
nificantly with respect to other aspects of accessibility. These include not
only availability of facilities for all who qualify for admission, but also
cost, admissions standards, wnd comprehensiveness of programs (p. 54).

In another study, a sociologist and an economist joined forces to

" analyze data pertaining to the relative influence of a Miami. Florida
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<ommunity college on college going and college choice (Tuckman and
Ford 1972). As in other studies, they concluded that local availability
had an increasingly powerful effect on choice of follege as one moves
down the SES scale..In addition, they noted that “. . . future financial
benefits from attending a college do not appear to have a direct
effect on student choice” (p. 48). Also, in a discussion of the inter-
action of price and college, the authors suggest: - .

5 l )
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Care must be taken in interpreting the role of price. The appropriate
interpretation scems to be: the higher the price of the college considered
by & student, the more likcl) he is to go to college. The incorrect in:
-terpretation is lhal .as pncc increases, more students will go to college
(p- 82). :

>

-7
A series of annu?l student surveys was begun in 1962 (Pians Be-

yond High School .[. . 1971). THe survey covering more recent years

Ieveal considerable stabilization of trends as follows:

The survey of 1968 revealed that a substantially higher percentage of
white students intended to enter community colleges within the state than
black students. The survey for 1969-1970 and 1971 revealed no pronounced
change in the 1968 data. Both white and black students exhibited about
the same interest in out-otstate colleges in 1971 as in 1968. White stu-
dents showed a stabilized interest in private .colleges and universities in
Florida over the four-year period, in contrast to black students. whose
interest declined. The percentage of white students hoping to enter public
universitiés in Florida reinained at the same level over the four -year
perind, while the appeal of public universities for black students grew
siightly stronger (p. 12).

Another state survey's findings underlined the primacy of financial
factors in college choice. The survey included all high school seniors
in -Indiana in the class of 1975 (Educational and Employment
Plans . . . 1975). The findings revealed that a total of 29 percent of
the high s(‘hool seniors-did not plan to enroll in any type of edu-
cational program after graduation. Only 1.5 percent of the seniors

‘responded “I don’t h‘ne enough money. It does appear in general that

relatively few (1.5 percent) of the students report that they are not
continuing their education because they lack the money—and most
of those who so report are knowledgable about financidl aid sources”

“(p. 32).

Bowers and Pugh'’s study (1971) used an especially designed, 22:
ittm questionnaire distributed to all Indiana University freshman

during the fall 1970-71 semester. A factor analytic type of analyqls‘

revealed that:

Combined, the responses indicated that the same basic factors underlie
" the decision process for both parents and students, although they differed
‘in the relative importance attached to each factoer. Financial considera-
tions, gcographlcal location, and academic concern were ‘parent” factors;
while social and cultural opportunities and advice of other people were
"studerit’ factors (p. i¥).

In gén'teral‘ “financial, geographic, and academic factors are more
important to parent§ than to students, while students attach greater
& .

»
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importance to Social and Culmral and Informal advnce factors” (p.

31). These researchers found !hat students attach a great deal of
relative importance to the advice of others, particularly family mem-
bers, Indiana University alumni, and high school teachers.

The final state study reviewed indicated that: .

The most salient factors influencing the selection of a pavticular ccllege
_or university by seniors in 1971 were personal, that is, influences exerted
by parents, friends, teachers, and other students. Nearly 34 percent of all
respondents listed one of these factors as influencing their decision. The
second most numerous category dealt with th» matter of financing their
-eduncational program. More than 18 percent of the students chose an
institution because they were given some form of financial assistancé. They
expected to be able to find part-time employment or required the finan-
cial support available as a re-ult of living at home. An additional 16 per-
cent of the vespondents indicated that their choice® of an institution was
influenced bv its location, a response ‘which also underscored the jm-
portance of economic factors in the selection of an institution (p. 31).

Summary

The second major goal for studen. aid programs is that of choice;
in other words, to provide sufficient funds so students can-select the
institution they feel will best fit their needs. This goal takes into ac-
count that a student’s motivation in selet'(ﬁg a particular institution
may not be. based solely on academic recasons, and stresses the im-
portance of a student heing able to select an institution most com-
patible with her oi his neegds. '

Promotion of choice also recognizes that by allowing freer move-
ment between institutions of various costs, greater competition will
be encouraged. It is hypothesized that by increasing the dynamics of
the marketplace, institutions will be forced to become more sensitive
to the student’s educational needs. Students, on the other hand, should
be expected to select institutions that will providé them with the
most education for their money. This will stimulate the less ef-
ficient institutions to reexamine their organization and strive to be-

- come more efficient to compete with other institutions. -
Finally the pron Qnﬂn—oﬁfhumé’recogmzes that each institution is
' —notalike; that within the higher education sector there is great di-

versity; and that this diversity helps to promiote a variéty of educa-
tional experiences that in total helps to keep our higher education .
system strong. By allowing aid recipients to attend private as well as
public institutions, sectarian as well as nonsectarian, liberal arts as
well as professional schools, the health of the higher educauon enter-
prise is ensured.

406
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The conditions that iiflyence a student’s choice of a particular c¢ol-
lege are as many as affect Mudent access. A major. difference s that

the QUCSUOH of choice is céntlngent on a positive decision on, ac-.

cess. As such, the factoys that influence access also influence oice.
~Fhe conditions that infiuence a student’s choice can be examined in

two stages: (1) those conditions that influence a student to select one
institution over another, and (2) thése conditions that allow a stu--

dent ro attend the institution of his choice. .

At the first stage the: most commonly reported in)ﬂuences are: the
reputation of the institution, the cost of the institution, the socio-
“economic background of the student, and the academic ability of the
student. Studies on the realism of the student’s knowledge about an
institution—what quality of graduates does the institution produce

or what is the economic return on the educauonal investment—are °

inconclusive. The fact remains that items cbncerning a school’s repu-
tation head the list of reasons students give for selecting an institu-
tion. ‘

A student’s decision based upor the second reason’ most often given
for, institutional selection—the cost of the institution—takes into con-
sideration riore than just the tuition expense. Factors such as cost of
living on campus versus commfting,’ geographic location of the in-

stitution, and availability of.student aid are all a part of the various -

costs of an institution and influence the selection decision. The third
and fourth influences that affect the selection process—socioeconomic
status and student’s ability—play an influential role in the type and
geographic location -of the institution selected. Students from high
SES families are more inclined to select private institutions or uni-
versities and to select institutions farther away from home than . are
students from low SES families. Stucﬂznta of high ablllty are more
likely to aspire to the more highly academically ranked institutions.
The second nd srage of choice, the-cenditions that allow a student to

~attend the institution £ his chosing, are affected by two major in-

fluences; namely, a student’s academic ability and his ability to meet
the educational costs. It is obvious that choice is a two-way street and
if a student’s selection is academically unrealistic, choice will not be
achieved. However, if a student has been accepted by his first-choice
institution, there must be a way for a student to meet the expenses
of that school before the goal of choice will finally be achieved. It is

~b ths

at this point that financial aid has its maximum 1mpact in helping to .

o

achieve the goals of choice. o -
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Implomontlng Access and Choico through Need
" Analysis

L

Thc prcvxou two sections have focused on the general question of \
access and choice in the belief that: (1) these are the two goals that
first must be achieved to have effective and efficient aid programs, and |
(2) to achieve these goals there first must be a general understanding
of where financial considerations are placed among all the various
= . conditions that affect these two goals. With this understanding it is

" possible to increase the impact of aid funds by @ more careful dis-

tribution of aid to the individual studsnt. In other words, there are
two key steps in designing an effective aid program. These are
knowledge of the limitations and strengths of using aid funds to pro-
mote access and choice, and an effective distribution system that will
deliver the correct amount of funds to the appropriate student. Hav-
ing looked at the first step, access and choice, this study will now
focus on the second step, the distribution of student aid, especially
the method used to determine the financial need of the 1nd1v1dua1
studcnt

Crcating a Neced-Anglysis System :

In the early 19505, student aid was seen as a means for colleges-to
strengthen their student bodies by attracting students of special
talents. More and more colleges ‘used their limited aid funds to com-
pete for these special students; therefore, it was not unusual that the
ﬁnandal‘:\& offered did not reflect the student’s true nced. A few
easterminstifutions began to realize that this means of attracting stu-
dents was very costly. As a result, several prestigious institutions
joined forces with -the College Entrance Examination Board to estab-
lish the College Scholarship Service (CSS). These colleges mutually
agreed that the CSS would review the financial aid applications of all
their students znd estimate the student’s financial need. The amount
of financial aid offered by each institution thereafter would be based
on a consistent and systematic estimate of need (“Handbook for Fi-
nancial Aid . ..." 19"“ Orwig 1971). CSS gradually became a major
clearinghouse for analyzing the financial need of student aid appli-.
cants. In 1968, the American College ‘I'esting Program established the
second national system of need analysis. With the creation of the
Federal Basic Educational Opportunity grants in 1972, the U.S. Office
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* of Educatig)h established a third set of national standards for stu-

dent need analysis. )

Although there are three national need-analysis systems, it should be
made clear at the’outset that the situation at the present time is
generally characterized by lack of coordination if not chaos, The De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare pointed out that “there
are some 600 methods of need analysis approved by the U.S. Office of
Education for use by institutions in distributing federal funds”

. (Handbook, p. 1-2). It was for this reason that the National Task

Force on Student Aid Problems was formed jn the spring of 1974.
Their recommendations heavily stressed the need for coordinated
management of the system,

a

Reducing the confusion which faces students and their families in order
to permit them access to the available student aid in the most efficient
and effective way whiie rcsnecting their human and Iqral rights. «

lmpmuug the procedures by which the s\slcm is managed in order o
permit the program managers to serve students, institutions. and society
at minimal cost with maximal efficiencys

Providing policy makers with an organized system in which they can make
decisions which will best meet the needs of those for whom thev are con-
cerned and to assure that their intendc” goats can be most casily achieved
{National Task Force on Student Aid Problems 1974, p. 9).

‘In pl‘acticc, only a few of the more wellestablished systems have
been.used widely and the following dn,cussxon will be based on the
characteristics of these systems.

Features of Need-Analysis Systems
The financial need of a student is defined as the difference between
the total educational cost of attending an institution and the amount

. of funds a.student and his family have available to meet these ex-

penses (“CSS Need Analysis . . ." 1974, p. v). The development of
a student need analysis is a systematic examination of a student’s
educational costs as well as of the available resources a student can’
call upon to meet these costs. The result is an estimate of the need
a student has for financial assistance to cover the gap. between ex-
penses and available resources (Flandbook for Financial Aid .
1373, p. 17; Henry 1975, p. 195).

There are five essential principles underlymg the major need-
analysis systems. The Rrst is that parents have an obligation to finance
the education of their children 1o the extent thev are able. It is as-

sumed that postsecondary training is the responsibility of the in-
’

\' 43

\

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




dividual and His family as long as he or they can pay for it, and

society should directly aid the individual only after these resources
have been exhausted (Bowman 1975; “CSS Need Analysis . . " 1974;
Departyient of Health . . . 1975b; National Task-¥orce .. ." 1975;
“Studént Need Analysis . , .” 1975). This concept is.stated explicitly
in the official Handbook for the 1975-76 Basic Educational Op-
tunity Grant Program: 'the premise upon’ whicl all federal stu-
ent aid programs is based is. that the primary responsibility fer
meeting the cost of postsecondary education is that of ‘the student
and his or her family. Therefore, an assessmen: must be made of the
family's ability to meet these costs (Department of Hcal(h ... 1975a,
pp. 1-2).

A second principle is that in estimating the family's ability to pay,
consideration must be given to more than just the family’s gross in-

_rome. Since’ a family has an equal responsibility to each of their
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children to further their education, the amounit of family resources
avaxlable——mcome plus assets—-must be divided equally. Need
analysxs to be equitable, runst consider the size of the family, hﬁ
number of students already attending a postsecondary institution, anc
the amount of expenses that the family has incurred. *

A third principle is that the student also” has ti.r responsibility to
help mzet his educational expenses. Therefore, the student's ability

‘or opportunity to work during the summer and the student's savinugs

and other assets must be considered in analyzing need.

A fourth principle is that, as much as possible, a need-analysis '
system should be an impartial ¢stimate of financial strength, that is, a
need-analysis system should not judge how much a family should pav
but what a farmily can afford ie pay. As stated in the description of
CSS Need Analysis: :

The svstem must first deal wizh the objective fact of family financial
urcemstances and not distinguish between the frugal poor aed the spend-
theirty, 1f 2 family were expected to cgptribute an amount greater than
sty present abiluy dictated. the stisdent would be penalired by being forced
to hnd a way to assume the fnancial burden that could not be met b\.
cither hls pnrenu or the institution-aid program *CSS Need Analysis .
1974, p. . ) -

The last principle is that needanalysis systems are guides and not a
substitute for judgment. Becawse of the various factors that go into
establishing a family's ability 1 pay, and because a family’s economic
situation can change so rapidly, administrators of financial aid pro-
grams neced to be aware that-the family's ability to pay as determined

-~
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by a need system iy snhject to review and should be resised if con
ditions warrant,

Steps of Need Analesey - ' .
The crucial factor in developing a rvlmblo need-anahois ssstem 18
havmp; the means to collect accurate data concerning the applicant’s

“resources and estimated educational expenses 1 Inw data then mst be

analyzed by an established rationale.

Therc are three tvpes of data wed in need analysis.

. There must be a measurement of the eronomic well ey of
the student and’or pareny family unit .

. There must be a measate of the falvs abilits o mest post-
secondary cducation expenses, “

3. There nmuunt be-a determination of the aoal studein educational
expense budget N

The student ﬁndngud need s rlwn derived ln xuhn.u.xm;, the stu-
dent’s cconomic well-heing ravailable family inrome and awers, and

“studentgenerated fundsi from the estimated edvcitional . expenses

fHalstead 197 12 Handhunk im Fianrial Aid 1475 Hem 19779
“National Task Foree on - " 1975). k

While needianalyais svstems strve to reflect the alality of a stindent
to meet his educatonal expenses without making moral judgments
concerning a familv’s spending habits, the need analvsis process n-
herentle sontains many economic and moral judgments as the basis
for estabinhing the point where a lmuly can alford 1o contribute
their children's expenses. The established needanalesis ssstems at.
tempt to standardize these judgmenss by msing stundand economic
clawification “svstems. Prior 10 197 . both the College Scholmship
Service and the "American College I‘estmg Programs wed income
standarnds established by the Bureau of Labor Statisties; howeser. thes

differed on their alcalations becane €89 wsed the medium standard

O
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of nving while ACT wed e Tow standind Stadent Financial
19742). More recentlv, both mgunizations have acepted the on:
sensus madel of need anahwis, which uses the same income level as
set by’ the Bureau of I‘ii)(‘l‘ Statisties National Task Force on N
1975).

The estimate of a mxdcm 5 educational expnse is aho 4o item ximr
1% sub,cu o judgment. Under some swstems, an “uverage™ educational
expense budger is used to determine whar the vndent's educational
cost will be. Under ‘other need analsvis progrags, the acual expense
estimated by the student v wed o determine the sunlents edudn.
tonal cent. The Laitter cost hgnre would e vaed when g objective of

-
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the needbanalysis system was to deternmunie the stadent's aanal financial
need. The former method -of establishing an average educational gost
figure would be used in systems that wished 1o deteymne thie in
dividual need as compared 1o some average, -
Systems That Determine Need
Over the course of student aid program deselopmgpt sk disting e
need-analysis swsteins have heen created to meet tour spectfe gl
The first and most basic need-analysis system iy performed by the
stitutional findncial aid officer. For needbased aid. this requinad
examining the student’s findncial resources and expenses and then

calculating the estmated need In the eardy meed-analyvsis svstems this

meant merelv a review of the estimate of family mncome and educa:
tional expenses submitted o the schiool by the snadent. Rarely did
this rough analysis by the finanaal aid officer include a sophwsticated
analysis of student :md family assety, size of family, or other hnardial
considerations.

A second systemy wed bvd hnandial offcers s the ‘aliernative

. come svstern.” Under this system, the Anancal aid sfhcer miz ;:latea the

amount of support a stusdent should be expected o rimerEs{rom yd
family by acding togethersghe family sontributions (akulatetl from
both_incormse and assets. Thew contribution figures are derived from
a ssaundardized table dewloyd by the wstmnon or by one of the
centralized need-analysis services. This iable calculates what the
awmge contribution should be according 1o income Mevel. Lited
fomﬁ{emimn"xs given to Tamile size amd extraordinary expenses.

The' “‘l«k*ml incortite tax sstem” s similar 16 the alternative -
fome appwaéh hecawse the determnation of the familys abiliy 0
pay s cth wlated from a standardized wable Vnder thes methed, the
table uxduam the amount of federal mcome 1ax paid by the family
for cach income Jevel The amount paid in taxes plin & perceniage
of net wwdts are added rogether 1o calevlate the conuidbusion o the
educational experses from the family income Student anl would be
determmed by subtracting s Sgore Hom the soadvars sducatonal
EXPENes.

Three x)ﬂﬂ'{ need-anadssis swstemsesthe “natonalh sondavdized

" ueeianalssis stems© of the Collige Sl anhip Stiace. and dhe

Q
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A\merican College Testing Program and the Need: Analvwis System of

e Basic Educavonal Oppottunity m.mi' ng,mmuam siomlar m

makeup, although therr hnal need results develop biferent need
figures Thewe systemsy are bughly sophatcated amd take into con
stderation 3 variers of economic wonditions, meludmg Lnuly and
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ceive some aid «annor afford 1o caleulate their award on absolute
need, unless the program has an unlimited amount of funding (Boyd
1975: Higher Education Daily, Sept. 15, IQ7‘ p. 6.
B

Summary

The kewstone to any student aid program is (he amount of zid
awarded.” This amount is usually determined by a need-analysis
swstem, the goal of which is to develop a reliable process that will
comistently and equitably distribute funds to persons of similar need.
However, three areas of need analysis have caused some ccucern. The
first is the inconsistency between different meed-analysis sysiems and
their basic economic assumptions, ¢.g., at what income level should
a family be expected to contribute some support to their children’s
educationr What is the appropriate percentage of family awsets that
should be used as educational vesources? How much should ‘the stu-
dent be expected to earn during the school year or during che sum-
mer that should go in support of his education? All need-analysis
systems fraintain that it is the family's responsibility to support the
cost of their children's postsecondary education as much 4s possible.
It is the income level at which support must begin that is incon-
sistent.

Every need-analysis system has a family-income starting point. Below

~ this point a family's financial condition is not considered strong

ERIC
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enough to be able to reasonably support the additional burden of
college expense. Above this point, families are expected to contribute
a portion of their discretionary income—their income in excess of
this minimum point—in support of their children's college education.
How this minimum peiut is determined has caused the descrepancies
in need-analysis systems.

In 1973 the three major need-analysis systems—College Scholar-
ship Service (CSS), American College Testing Program (ACT), and
Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG)—used three different
points to arrive at initial family contribution: the Bureau of Labor
Statisticy’ low-income standard, the Bureau of Labor Statistics mode-
rate-income standard, and the Social Security threshold standard. As a
consequence, the point of zero family contribution varied by $4,000
(Student Financial . . . 1974). This discrepancy in the point at which
families should begin to contribute to their children’s higher educa-
tivn has caused great concern and disillusionment among recipients’
families. It is hard for them to understand why one need system will
qualify thea for aid while another will not (Student Need . . . 1975).

The National Task Force on Student Aid Problems (1975) focused
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on this problem and has recommended that the major need-analysis
systems all use the sam: “consensus model.” At the time of 'this
writing, CSS and ACT have agreed to the elements of a consensus
model and are currently using it in their analysis. The BEOG pro-
gram, while recognizing the consensus model, still has not committed
itself to one analysis system but continues to recognize a variety of .
systems. This is also true of the other state and federal aid programs.
As stated in the final regulations of need-analysis systems to be used
with National Direct Student Loan, College-Work S'tudy, and Sup-
plementary Educational Opportunity Grant Programs, the basic grants
need-analysis method .and the income-tax method are acceptable be-
cause “hnth methods produce expected contributions considerably
higher than the benchmark figure” (Higher Education Daily Supple-
ment, October 28, 1975, p. 1). In other words, these need-analysis
systems are acceptable not because they accurately and consistently
measure a student’s need gap but because they allow for a smaller
need gap than other systems. Thus, a large portion of available need-
based student aid funds are awarded in a manner that may appear in-
consistent, unfair, and inequitable to the recipients.

The second area of concern is the variety 6{purposes that need-
analysis systems serve. Depending upon the different judgments made
of the amount of family contribution and educational expenses, need
analysis can be used to determine absolute need, relacive heed, or can
be used as a rationing device for the distribution ‘of aid funds. Award

recipients are confused, everi bewildered, when under one system their

need is calculated at one amount and under a different system a
totally different figure is developed. Aid recipients and their parents
assume that these various systems are attempting to measure the
same thing. The various aid programs have failed to keep students
and their parents honestly appraised of the basic assumptions they
are using in their need analysis (Student Need . . . 1975).

A third problem of need analysis is a product of the basic as-
sumptions made in establishing what amount a family is expected to
provide for their children’s education. With need analysis, what a
family should be able to contribute to their children’s education is
determined. This amount may vary greatly depending upon the
family’s. willingness to support their children’s education, The con-
troversy here is whether there should be a recognition that the family’s
willingness may differ considerably from the need-analysis detertni-
nation of their ability. On the one hand, the argument is that
the fairest and most efficient distribution aid of funds is to those
families who are willing to make the maximum sacrifice, so that
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need-analysis systems should not recognize “‘willingness” but only a
predetermined norm. The other side of the argument iy that unless
the family’s willingness ‘to pay is also considered, students of high
potential‘may never achieve a postsecondary education because of the
“lack of support they received from their parents (Student N ed .

1975).
H
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Policy lmpl’ic‘ationi}

Student aid programs bave berome an important means to finance
post-secondary education and to achieve specific social goals. With aid
funding now over $8 billion, it is important that attention be given
to insuring the most officient use of these funds. It is the major
premise of this report that for efficient use of student aid funds to
occur there must be a clear understanding of the goal of student aid
programs. These goals are identified as: encourage equal educational
opportunity—access, choice, amd retention: increase the flow of stu-
dents within the educational marketplace; and preserve the diversity
of postsecondary education. .

The second major premise of this report is that if the goals of
access and choice Mg _achieved, in all likelihood the remaining goals
will.be achieved. it was thaggfore felt that a close examination of the
various influences that affect a student’s access to and choice of a
postsecondary institution was necessary.

The current available research is equivocal about the extent to
which student aid is a viable means to promote the goals of access
and choice. This lack of precision is due both to the complexity of
the various influences that zffect a student’s desire 1o pursue further
education and the style of research wsed to examine this problem.
Reseirch studies bave identified four major infinces thas affect both
accesy and choice: parental influence, academic ability and achieve-
ment. financial strength, and peer ipfluence. Bowever, these studies
have not identified conclusively the order of importance of these in-
fluences, nor have they identified to what degree each influence is the
result of the other. For example, what degree of parental support is
the result of the parents’ financial strengtly or their perception of
sheir children™s ability to banefit from a further education?

Two poifits are clear. First, if a student has no motivation or does
not have the academic or ability qualifications to be accepted by a
postsecondary’education institution, financial aid will have no impact
in encouraging that individual to further his education. Second, the
research has shown that a student’s motivation is developed over a
longer period of time. If a lack of financial re-purces plavs an im-
portant part on the various influences that affect the long-term de-
velopment of a student’s motivation, then it will rake more than an

" announcem,xt of aid in the spring of a student’s senior high school
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year to influence those borderline students to pursue further educa-
tion. It is therefore important that a student and his family be made
aware, very early in the sludents education, that financiai assisiance
will be available.

This means that jt is necessary for the sponsors of the various aid

~ programs to inform the student and the student’s parents, perhaps as

early as the first year of the student's elementary education,- that fi-
nancial assistance for postsecondary education will be available if

needed. Only this approach will insure a greater chance that fi--

nancial concerns will be eliminated from the student’s decision in
planning education beyond high school. If the student's parents are
assured of the possibility of aid, they probably will encourage their
children to: continue their education.

The research studies do demonstrate th. ' for those students who
are motivated to continue their education, hnancial assistance is very
important. The type of education to which a student aspires is in-
fluenced by his confidence: (1) that he can afford an institution, and
(2) that he huas sufficient resources to achieve his overall objectives.
If student aid is to have maximum impact on the children's decision,
it is necessary for a student to have some awareness of the amount of
assistance available before committing himself to.attend a particular
institutior. In other wouds, if a financially disadvantaged student is
qualified to attend a university but does not know how much assist-
ance will be received, there iy a greater chance that he will aspire

‘only to institutions he can realistically afford. It is therefore im-

portant that announcement of the size of assistance be made before a
student has to select an institution, so that a studenl can base hiy

.

educational decisions on academic and not primarily financial con-

stderations,

§ nce the overall goal of student aid is to assist students who with-
out aid will not attend a postsecondary institution, it is necessary to
examine the need-analysis system of student aid programs This re-
view identifies three major conditions that affect both access and
choice. ‘The first is a determination by the various aid systems of a
student’s financial need. Due to the many need-analysis systems used
and the variety of assumptions and judgmental factors going into each
system in determining a level of an individual's financial strength,
there has been great inconsistency in determining a student’s need
gap. Therefore it iy important that all student assistance programs
estabiish one method of determining a student's financial need.

The second student aid program characteristic that has been
touched on in this paper, which also affects the achievement of the
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goal of access and clivice. is the establishment of financial need. As
demonstrated in the research, for students who have the financial
ability to afford the postsecondary education of their choice, student
assistance has little impact on their ability to achieve educational
goals. Therefore, student aid programs that fail to consider the fi-
nancial need of the student do litde to forward the goals of access
and choice. Tt is important that all student aid programs consider the
financial neéd of the s[ml(’n[ as a fpimary deleyminant of the size of
award offered.

The third condition ol need analwsis that .ch'cts accers and choice
is the amount of aid offered. Thiv amount is usnally determined by
the goals of the need-analssiv svstems. The amount of aid offered a
student is determined by whether the aid program is designed to
grant awards based on a student’s absolute need, relative need, or is
designed to distribute aid in a rationing fashion in order to in-
crease the number of students 1eceiving awards.

If student awistance progianis are to help achieve the goals of
access and choice. it is important that student awsistance programs
determine the size of the award on o student's absolute need. Aid
programs that determine the size of the award on other than an
absolute nee &l—-no(’d determined by a student’s actual financial
strength and an estimate of the actual expenses at the institution he
plans to attend or iv attending—will have less afiect on the stadent’s
ability to pursue a postsecondary education.

Another characteristic of student aid programs that affects access
and choice is the various program restrictions. As shown for state aid
programs, there .ire a number of restrictions that influence a stu-
dent’s ability to attend the college of his choice. Three basic re-
strictions of this type are: (1) geographic restrictions that prevent a
student from attending an ‘institutior. outside specific boundaries,
sucli as state lines; (2) restrictions that prevent a student from
attending certain types of institutions, stch as private or proprietary
institutions; and (3) restrictions on_ eligibility based on attendance,
that is, requiring a minimum number of credit hours per, academic
term before a student is eligible for assistance. If aid programs are
to have a maximum impact on access and choice, it is imperative
that all assistance programs eiiminate those rvestrictions that prevent
a student from altending a particular postsecondary institution.

The recent studies in rescarch concerned with student aid and the
achievement of their basic articulated goals have demonstrated that
while aid is not the only means to achieve these goals for the fi- )
nancially disadvantaged, it plays a very important part. These aid ‘
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prggrams can play a larger role in achieving their goals if they re-
evaluate their various need-analysis systems and pregram regulations.
By taking into consideration the factors that influence a student’s
ability to select and attend a postsecondary institution, aid pro-
grams can greatly increase their ability to further the goal of equal
educational opportunity and, at the same time, increase the role of
student aid in promoting a freer flow in the academic marketplace
and preserve the diversity of postsecondary education.

In summary, the studies that have been exémined in this report
clearly indicate that student asistance does play an important role in
the achievement of access and choice. How effective student assist-
ance is in achieving these goals as compared with other means is
undetermined. The current 'n:ulab]e research is very limited because
most of it has not been designed to (ll}CCtl)’ -assess the impact of stu-

~dent assistance, and therefore the varfous methodologies used have

been iradequate in examining this question. There is great need for
further research to focus on the horderline student instead of on the
motivated, high-ability student. “There is alse a gnfat need for
longitudinal research to provide data about the college‘g,rebmg decision-
making process of a student from the early secondary level through
final postsecondary graduation. Such studies must be accomplished
before there can be a true assessment of whether student aid is
achieving its stated goals,
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