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A lu Titl

is research practicum is entitled "A Comparison Study

of the Actual and Expected Parental Contribution, As A Stu-

'

\
_

dent Financial Resource, For High and Low Income Students"

: 2, Statement of the Problem y

The

-

research practicum within proposed the followin

questions for examination and investigation: -

: . a)

What is the number of high income students, a
defined for the purpose of this study, whose

parents contribute at least 80 percent of ‘their

expected ' parental contribution" as calcul!ted

' by a unified system for determination of s/tudent

b)

i
financial need?

-

What is the number of low income studentd, ‘as

~

defined for the purpose of this éﬁddy, whose

<

parents contribute at least 80 percent ¢f their

expected "

parental contribution” as calqulated
by a unified system for determination of student

financial need?

Is there a significant difference (at .05 l.o0.c.)
when comparing the number of:students i b?th

high and low income groups whose parent|s actually
meet atﬁleast 80 perceﬁt of the expected (calcu-

lated) contribution? |

el
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}. Hypothesis

It was postulated that there was no significant dif-
ference (at .05 I;o.c.) hen comparing the number of students
in both groups whose par:Jts'actually meet at least 80 per-

/

r cent of the q&pected (calculated) contribution.
- /’

4. Backgrodndlahd Significance

A parental contribution towards the cost of postsecond- p
/

ary educdtion is created, and determined by a calculation
A ,
referred to as a need analysis. It therefore seems appro-

/ ’
/

priatq that a study of this nature, should in part, discuss .
the ﬁheory and practice of the need analysis. It is also
apiﬁrent that in order to assist/{n theg justification of ‘
t?is igvestigation that a brief synopgis relative to the \ :
h&story of student financial aid, aga h; role which it has
/élayed on the scene of higher education is necessary,
Any educator must surely admit that &igher education
/ has probably changed more‘in the past decade than in any
other pefiod qf its histoiy. The concept of egglitarianism
/ has béen'promoted by all segments of American society. The °
successful promotion of this concept, has in part, had a
tremendous effect on the increased enrollments in post-
secondary education, and can be evidenced by the prolifer-
gtion of such instjtutiogs throughout theﬂnation togay.
As the postwar baby boom ;nfolded into the college
student boom, K simultaneously higher edu;acion came to be

viewed as a right rather than a privilege by the American

people. The race for space was on and‘the needs of science

r
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and technologf had been far from answered.

v

As student enrollme#ts increased, so did the cost of :

)

~ their education. If soon became apparent .that if equal

i

access to postsecondary education was to in fact become a i
reality, étePs would have to be taken which would afford i
all the financial opportunity ts further their formal edu-~
cation. ] - ‘ .

The ends, equal access, hgd’been established. The
means,|stLdent financiai res;u;ces, were to be provid;a
through the auspices of governmental and non-gover&mental
agencies. ‘ . ‘

With assektion in the belief thaiﬁ&n educated pop91aée
is neceséary to strengthen the foundation~og%a de&ocratic
society, the federal govérnment began to prq&ide student
financial reso;rces to postsecondary educational institu~'
tions. Grant, loan and‘worg programs were established.

State goveEnments began to furthet provide funds for stu~
dents. By virtue of the emphasis place{ on gqua1>gduca-
tional oppgrtunity, these programs existed only ﬁdr students
with establish;d financial need. ‘

Institutional scholarship programs, which had originally
been established and wer; utilized primarily for athletic and,
academic incentive and success, éegan in part, to ev&lve into
need based prog;ams far studenté\

In review of the information previously stated we find

a commitment on the part of the American society to egali~-, -

tagian education. Simultaneously,| an abrupt increase in the

4

, .
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population of fhose.eqrolled in postsecondar educatioﬁ

1
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. o ,
occurred. The escalated cost of education vas concurrent
H ' .

.with the necessity for indfeased fundiﬁg of’and in, student .

. - L
. s
aid programs. Student financial aid programs existed only

- ’

for those students, who without the existence of such pra-
K -

grams would be unable to attend educational institutions of

the postsegondary level. The method by which these needy

———

students were identified, was, and continues to be the need

analysis. In a s'tudy cenducted by two educational re-

¢

searchers, Orwig and Jones (1970), entitled "Can Financial

Need Analysis Be Simplified", (an investigation promoted by

“American College Testing - the second largest agency dealing

with student need assessment), the authors state that

ALY

", . . student financial need analysis for college applicants

~

and students plays an important role in our society's commit-
.

ment to equality.of educational opportunity"
As each reader bécomes more and more cognizant of the
t
significant role which the need analys{s plays in the world-:

of student financial aid, it is of relative importance that

there 1is so&e discussion presented which deals ‘with the

14
‘

theory and practice of the need analysis. "
)

The underlying assumption of the need analysis utilpze@

for the purpose of this study, (one estab?’sheg by th kollege

Scﬁolarship Service, and subscribed to by York College of

Pennsylvania, and the- majority of the postsecondary educa-
tional institutions throughout the nation), philosophize#

b :
that parents have a moral olligqtion tp assist in financing

» “« ¥
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the education of their children to the degree whigh they are

able. (This system, as well as that of the A.C.T/ and others "’

is based on the principle of parental obligation/ ~ and deals
with each student in the same manner,‘w;thin the respective
program.) As stated.more clearly by tﬁe College Scholarship
Service (1974), ". . . parents are expécted to”provide, as

well as they are able, the essentials of life at home or on
the colleée\campusu These essentials include meals, room,

clothing and medical care. If the&r means permit contribu-

tions beyond the essentials, they are expected to assist in

the payment of tuition, and other direct educational expenses'.

.

The parental contribution, as determined through the
utilization of a need analysis is the single most significant
factor in determining a student's eligibility for .aid, as

well as' the dollar amouﬁt of aid which will be administered

to that student. \ y

» In very simple terms, the calculated parental contribu-
. o~ v
tion is added to a calculated student (self) contribution,

4

(from reported savings, benefits, and expected savings from

summer earnings). The sum‘of these figures deducted from a
o . _

student's cost of education yields the student's demonstrated

—

¢

or established financial need.

In an attempt to\nggi;iné framily financial strength -

several factors aré considered in the need\analysis. Among

-~ .

these factors, as one may already have begun to assume, are

the family income and assets. e of the socio-

economic structure of the Ameri e indome and

]
.
t
N

o N
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{
asseﬁs considered are predominantly those of the parents.

L]

‘Allowances are made of the following; number-6f children. in

v 8 '

t theffaaily, number in‘postsecohdary education, retirement,
nd?a moderate standard of living - contingept on family size,
* and based on'eco;omic statistics as compiled by ghe Bureau of
Labor and Statistics. (The stan&ard of living Qllowapce is

. \ . g )
updated as necessary to reflect changes in the Consumer Price

»

Iﬂdex.)

- thwithstanding a sincere attempt, to establish a reason-

"

ableiwéedjanalysis - equitable and responsive to the needs of

. \ . w
\ ’ all, 'with particular emphasis on current economic conditions,
- »
we fjnd that some parents cannot, or do not contribute the

\ L calculated expected amount. This is surely evident after
several conferences witévstudents and parents - for whom it

‘ . 1is n;t wo%king. bue.fo gﬁe aforementioned situation, this

i , \ adthor was in ag;eeme?t’with members’ of the :Student Affairs

\ Division of Yark Fllege, as well as members of the Scholar-
, ! /
ship and Financiall Aid Céqmittee of the Academic Senate, that
* M l'.l ) . '

. X !
an investigation s proposed was wdrranted.

" \
Should this sgudy reveal that \here is a significant
‘ o
- differencelin,the humber of studqpt ﬂrom either group whose
|

at leabt 80 per enk of their expected
N . |

b contributi]n, further inkesfigation in this area would cer-

| . sl ) .

tainly seem necessgdry. Modification 0f the need analysit}?ay

parents arj meetin

’
Y

alto be considered ! The mafhematicai calculation, as well™as

. 3

the variables co dered in the analysis would be reviewed.

)
It may be that tﬁ calculation demands too éreat a contribution

F .
\ . Y. S
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“
[

qnaly is, and lfm tations it\places on”

Lo

students applying for eo£Xege based\f ds‘may also be severely

3 ’

\
. |
scrutinized., . T . ) ' \ !
/ ¥ . . , e : v
. ) ,

R o ]
There have already |[been several, questions ra%sed re-
‘ \ C . ; \ oo
garding the validity of\the C.S5.S. nged d?alysis. While many
w A ' t ‘ ’

-

x
%iscuss the liberal implications expressed by the [need «calcu-

3 . | :
Llation, others .difcuss the conservative nature of |[the re-

-

0

ulting student neled figureés. uring the 1974-1975 academic
b B ) ; /
viear, representatilfes of the C.S.S. appeared befére officials

o]

| the Office.of Education, of'the Department of Health Edu-

cation and Welfare. At\that time‘governmental‘officers "

e %re5sed grave\concern‘ovq; the liberalization of'the need

b S
a ilysis calculationl After a prolonged period of public

hqarings, .the analys 8 was approved'for use in determining

demonstrated financi‘& need for campus based financial aid
) l r \ .
programs funded thro gh” the Office of Education. .,

«

The C.S.S. had leeral&zed their calculatfon in order to Col

equita reflect changes in thevnational economy due to the '
spiral ng rate of inflation. The concern ref%ected by the
© 1 |-

" 0.E. may be jﬁstified when considering .that the needianaﬁysis

I
I}
{

[ |
is used in determining the gross ummet need figures which thb

Office of Education attempts to meet as fully as posisiblle’ “ l
L |
b

throui{ thei?WBudget for student financial=—aid. Itlwas

S

(,4
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speculated by some that' the concern expressed by'the Office

of Education was not based on upparranted changes in the

" .

. I .
calculation, but in the inability, or unwillingness of the

/’ -
Federal Government to meet the larger amounts.of estimated °

financial need. In a "Memo to the Members', from the College

Entrance Examination Board, (the base organization which

. estanisnEd thg‘C.S.S:),Robert Huff (1975), Vice Chairman of

. the C.S.S. Aséembly and Director of Student Financial Aid at

w Stanford University was to ‘have stated that the federal

standardzsuhgestqd for use in calculating estimated financial

. . ‘
need ", . . would not providé for measuring need but would

serve ingtead to ration iund%". Huff (1975), also published

. . < i
. ( an articlle entitled the "No Need Scholarship”". 1In this

. | ;
M i | -
article he referis to the modifications which occurred in the
| p
. , ] }
,;‘r‘///‘;kﬁ.s calculation for determination of student need for the
. 1975-1976 academic year. He states that the change ". R
N ‘ N , . . L]

makes the parental contribut/ion more} reasonable .for families
! 2

at all income levels, bubﬁpagticularly for Hard pressed
I i
i t
middle- income families co

) v

In an article éy E. W. Sample (1975), President of the

)
National Associatio of Student Financial Aid Administrators,

entitled "Federal Schidule for Financial Aid To Be Voluntary
\ "
many good points} re made. Sample, states that "We contend

. o

) that it is inaéf opriate to manipulate estimates of parental

ability to pay in order to keep. the eligible population under
\

control. We believe that the utilization of realistic esti-

mates, of ability’ to, pay are extremely'important in order to

[

: s“ "& N
Q lé,




reflect the real needs of students, even though the fesources

" available from all funding %;urces may be inadeg aWe*to meet

those needs". Table I, as it apﬁears in the'Abpend

cates the comparison of the latest C.5.S. liberalized cplcu-
, &=

1ation and those results which would be suggested by the 0.E.

for the same income and Standards (typical three- child fymily
’ ' y
with one enrolled in postsecqndary edqcation), for the 1975-

1976 academic year; The table is from Mr. Samples' article

and the differences invexpected.ﬁarental contribution vary
6 N ’ -
from $0 to $550. !

’

In the January 1975 issue of Activity, a monthly publi- . .

cation of A.C.T., an article was printed entitled "Major -

-

Revisions Made in Need Aﬁalysis Systems'". This article dealt

with the rationmalization for the changes made in the A.C/T.
4

peedlana1y§£s calculation. It‘was stated that "The first is . 1
’ rélatedito tﬁe rapidly increasiqg’inflatfonary rate the .
. economy is now expetiegcing. The second .is the need for
~ [
;' nattenal conformity in the yee& analysis systems used by
: . . »

students"

>

In as far as the second statement referring to the need -

-

for conformity, this was al%o an'argument used Jy O.E. egainst.
» - -
the C.S.S. liberalization., There does however seem to be some

%cceptedunbn-conformity by the 0.E. in the determination of
4 “~
¢

//student‘need. .As an example, two other methods of determining

)
~

studeng'finaﬁbia} need that\are popular are ¥he Income Tax -

Method: and the method used by the Basic Educational Oppor-
tunit& Grant. The Federal Register (October 21, 1975) carried
. ‘ | ' /l . .,,’" . ‘.
12

o




i
comments made during recent hearings on the need analysis

) ‘s

-accepted by the Office of Education for the 1976-1977 aca-

,

demic year. Questions regarding this non%Qonformity were

directed to officials of the 0.E. The response was as
'\‘ . s
follows. "It is acknowledged that neither tHe Basic Grants

>

.method nor the Income Tax System grodnces expectea family
contributifbns which are within $50 of the Benchmark results
on at least.’5 pércent of sample cases. In the great major-

ity of cases hgth me%Pods produce exﬂgfled contributions
’ i .

considerably higher than tH® benchmark figures. However, the

Commissioner does not consider it desirable to force Tefgtitu-
tions to use the services of a need analysis contractor and
- )
! . ' (3
therefore feels desirable to continue to offer any institu-

q

tion which to use such a‘contractor a simnle

-

method of computing an expected family contribution. ,Both
the BasicaGrants method and the Income Tax System~3£j£r the

BN

institutiOn u\h an optional system and both remain approved

in the final Yegulation"s

>Wiiliﬁm Goggin (1974) in a study entitled "The Meésure-&

ment of Economic Well- Beingiln Need Analysis Models" stated

tha€ "The impetus for the distributioh of aid on the basis

‘ ’

oq/need derives from the interaction of three'gissimilar
factors.' First, equal access to postsecondary ,education has

become an important éoal of master planning af*both state .and

‘ - < ~, -/
federal levels. Second there is broad agreement that "the /

family should provide as best it can for the postsecondary

education of its dependents., Third{'financial aid funds are,

] >

i

. ’

13 - ‘
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N ) . ~“;////
' and will-continue to be scarce. These phenomena taken to-

‘ ) X - '

, 8ether mgﬂaatg{the,distribution of aid funds according to

» need. Sb@hltaneously, the measurement of need becomes a
task of central importance." gThis'thought is in agreement P N
N witﬂ those expf!sseaiby Orwig and Jones (1970), as refeqred
‘ . éo earlief in thiS~stJ;y. _ - ‘ : / {
During the 1974—1575 academic yéar, many inst%tutioniv !
also modified thei;_calculatiéns for detqrmiﬁation of need.
In an article bQ.K. Winkler (September i9,°L975), entitled

’

"Narrowing the Gap in Student Aid", the author states that

these institﬁtioﬁg modified their Q:lculations in order >

"

. .\ to make those with higher family incomes eligible for
need-based aid: As a result, at Oberlin, students whose

» families earn more than $17,000 a year ar® receiving afd.

x,
~

At Michigan _State there are\caggs of demonstrated need in

— families making $15,000-$20,000 a year. . ." These groups -

[

of students would\upst{probably n ve ben eligible for .

.

need based fumds under the old calcu}ation.!*The esggbltﬁﬁ-

mént of a student fimancial need fighre is then mot only‘

. 5, LT
-

‘ _— ) .
contingent, but more important relative to the calculation

. ‘ - , -
utilized in its determination.

1
1]

!
¢ It is surely evident that the problems facing student : ]
4
i

.. N
v

financial aid is indeed a complek\dne. It involves not ohly
Ly

the politics of governmental subsidation for education, and
/ ~

v those social theories - pro and con surrounding it, but also
" . 124 !
,the need analysis system utilized. In order to further sub-

.

stantiate this point consider the‘Basic‘Grant Frogram and the -




&

>

&

-

©

, budgets for student aid programs cannot solve the pnoblems ’

amount‘of funds which havekremained unspent during the past

three years. Millions of dollars have remained unspent each
year. Your author submits that the reason for this is not
because of a communication problem in ﬁéking the program *

known, but becduse the need calculation is such that many

students who \?st financial aid officers would consider needy

<

are determined not to be needy by the program. The Basic

Grant Program has most certainly met a tremenéous amount of
student need; however in'the opinion of your author, the pro=
gram is far too unsophibticated to fulfill 15; goal of
enhancing equal educational opportunity. According to ;he

” [ : ’/
"Washington Notes" (September 2, 1975), from the Chronicle of

Higher Education, new rules have been proposed for this pro-

gram. "The amounts that famfilies would be expected to con-

- 5 .

tribute ‘to their children who are receiving Basic Educational

Opportunity Grants w?uld be 1ibera#ized under the

-

. v o In calculating\the family {ngome - and,
7 —

{ . .
amount a family could ;j;ord to an offspr 's education -~

(the allowed deduction would be increased 10 percent for the

1976-1977 dcademic year. It.would also be adjusted at. the
L

end‘of he yeaf'to4%ef1ect the increase in living costs

during that period, shown by the ConSumer Price Index".

v h

It is %p arent from the preceeding text that increased
P . .

.

which may exist in a need analysis calculation.. It sKould
N * T N ;o o
also be apparent that the sdingle consistént:thread r&nning

th;ough'the entire aredrof student financial aid is

N - S S

3
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 Pennsylvania". This study utilized the Student Res&urce /

. institutions in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in the award

/

"student bady compoSed the. sample. A response ratio of 66

&
inconsistency.

Y

‘ After a perusal of the limited available research

directly pertaining to é,étudy such as this, it is certainly

~ -

noteworthy to draw reference to one conducted by the -

Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency (1975),

entitled "A Study Of The Characteristics And Resources Of (\

Studentgrln Postsecondary Education In The CommonweJlth Of

x |

/

Survey, and encompassed surveying student information during

the Spring term of the 1972-1973 academic year. The resu'lts

*
o, .

b \
state qLat'"There are two’'measures of what parental contri-~

]

. /
butions should be, which can be determined from the Student

: s
ot e S e, My St e A Y £ ) 38 i Y oy Sk bt e e

t
Resource Survey. The most commonly accepted is that prepared

by the Coalege Scholarship Service of the College Entrance

/2

Examination Board, which is used-by most publit and private .
o~ o

/

g e g R o 3

of federal and institutional f#«nds under their jurisdiction".

”

Students at 150 institutions of the postsecondary level were

surveyed. Of the 150 institutions participating in the study,

79 were private four-year type (as-is York College of ~/// %
- 9 p . .
. r ’ !
. / .
Pennsylvania). ‘'This was 85.8 percent of those invited to - 3
) . . v ,

partici iﬁe. Approximately 10 percént o the undergraduate

percent was\ achieved, (8,85% responded from\ a sample size of !

*

13,423). - '\ \ <

SN . )
As repo}%ed in this study, the smallest percentage of

students with no parental contribution was reported from

.16

o s vy

e
Y
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'

/ f ¢
students enrolled at the/private four-year type institution.
, e ot
This was 16.6 percent.. The mean student reported parental
. . ‘ N
coptribution” was $1338. (This was also- the largest mean

*

student repor;ed parental contribution for all institutioens

3
s 1

surveyed.) All students reported a mean parental contri~- ,

, . N
bution of $934. The C.S.S. would have predicted a mean p

-~

parental contribution for this grSup of students at private

' /

four-gear institutions of $1820. (A difference of $48§ )
The C.S.S. would furuher have calculated an eXpected mean
parental ?ontribution for all students surveyed of $1$861

' . . B .
(A difference of $634.) The .C.S.S. calculation expected no
~ .

parental ontribution from 11.2 percent of .all students '

/
" surveyed.| There were 21.8 percent of all students reporting

no parentfal contribution. (A difference of 10.6 percent.)
Tablles II, III, and IV as tha; appear in the Appendix

'y kﬂ, !
will indifcate to the reader some of the striking dissimilar-
ities regorted in this study nea}ing Qitﬁ reported and

A4

expected{parental contributions. ) .
C ;

3.,L: Kaplan (1969), conducted a study entitlled "Under-

: g;aduate Financial AJQVRecipients and Non—ReciEient8°‘A -

. Comparisg¢n of Selectén Social-Educational Charactéristics
s{ a \ / rA
In t is“ tudy he states that "There are signifiqff; dif-

" . -

In summation, it would most certainly‘seem that a stton

"~

case has been presente&‘in defense of th}s research atudy,

-
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15 . | )

reviéw would begin by reminding the reader that the purpose
of studént financial aid programs 1is to ssiﬁt needy students
in meeting the cost of postsecondary education., A needy

| : student is identified by means of a nee analygis: The

calculation used in the need analysis deals with the fagily's
! .
income arnd assets, and determin?s what the famlly should con~
! §

.

tribute to a child's cost of‘poLtsecond ry eduéation. The
|
calculation utilized in the various neefl analygis systems

£

\

r are not always valid. Families cannot,| or do mot contribute . :
R N ——_———— ]
. the expected amount. When ConsideriTg the scope of tris

. proposed study, some specific questions have Zeen alluded to:

come families

%

a) Are the parent7 of high and/or low ij

t 80 percent of the #xpected'parental
/

meeting at lezs
contribution

8 calculated 3& a nee% analysis method - ]
. | i
: » for this purpose the- method utilfzed by the College
p ' . ’ / |
f Scholarship {Service? L . \ ;

i
N * ! . ' / »
e b) If %lparticul r group is/ not - is Zhere a éignifi t - |

1 [ / oot
’ f 4

difference in/ the numbe# of studen{s Whosé parents

'

e are not/meeting at least 80 percent of the expecth
1§
b I1f a/significant difference » what steps shoul
o fork College of Pennsylvania cons der -~ wyth respec
< [}
- j B ) 5 /
. "to modification of the need analys method utilized?
. Definition of Terms ° .

The following list of terms have been defined for fhe

purpose of this reseafch study: ),:

a) | actual parental contributioni— the financial resources,

Q .\' . ’ :18 ' ‘ '7//




. N . 1§’

dollar.amocnts actualiy provided by the parents for

the student's cost éf education.

s b) commuter student - a degendent student living with
/ﬁ parents durinK}he academic year. ) '
1 c) control variablles - sex and re51dency have been con-

M

‘ trolled throug matchi g from tﬁ random sample drawn
|

for 7ﬁis study
d) costlof educatio - the direct and indirect co

/. p ’ a student including books, tranaportation, uition,

i fees, ro?m and board allqwances, spending money

v | ]
. allowances. | ' b /}
P ! £ “
" :o ‘
demonstrated financial need -|see esthllshed finan-

oy

cial need. « : b ' .

déependent student

.

,
\

y

/ \

/
/ / A

#f that sam¢ fi é’ﬁeriod./
/ / . . ’
deﬁenden@ v riab e W th percentage\of e pesk

p:\ental Qé;tric]cio

ributed,by parents.

K as’ calculated actual/ly cop~

stablighed financial need =

; 19




i)

k)

1)

| \

m)

the_doilar amount

expected parental contribution -

caldulated th%ough the neeJ analysis that parents

shouid contribute toward the cost of the post~

secon?ary education of theijr child.
!
family, financial strength -
A i

the established amount

of totgl family finagcial rbéources ~ liquidable
’\ :; ‘\

and nontliquidable as detbrmined through the need

|
analysisi. ‘ i
programs - prbgrams established to pﬁé-‘
3

gtance for the cost of education |
I | : ‘

udents ﬁith establisheﬁ %inancial need.
| v

financial ai
-]

vide finahc#

v

for those s

M

3
grant: ~ no

ha +
‘

1
e financial regoufces for stu-

v o E]
t l Y

| I
/ | . ‘
1

. . . ' o ; I

a fa ily-lncome before taxes ﬁdd/or

£ s

- any student whé dbes Inoft meet
\ i
or deing a depe : L

th
v —! \ y (z U

\\' 1y \
¥de t. . ., .
\ o ‘

lestablished ‘to
L
regardless

‘

dents.

g
a ‘n,
Bigh incomel

LeductiOns

4,]99 or above - incohe 4ncl ded
: /

dent’ stu

ind
insti tiona

scholarshig, rogram -~
\

provide financial resources for stuydent

of neéﬁ - usually as incentive or/rewarf.

intervening variables -

] student will

«

have regarding his hom% financii}/situ tion, -the

attitude of the parents anH/?r student regarding

/

%ssistance towards t e cost of a student s |
{

l'
v o / :
" 2.0 H .

parental



t)

u)

Pox)

|

. / / z)

esta? t\hed financial neegd| \

‘degre ad receivh no pupflic financipl

'se oxdary education -j\uspually hou

- r J\ "1
-
o
) b
education. /' :
I
. ¢ | ;

loan - a fi ancialx esource program for students ’ f 1
. b ' }l. :
which must be.repaill -\ usually with interest. . / | £

low income —\? family Ancom before taxes and/or

deductions of \less than $14,999.

maintenance figure - a dollar allowance a ilable
kor room, borrd medical expenses, necesé ies of .
Nfe. , 1. |} ,

i\ . \\ . ’
néed analysis - 3 system off calculation yhereby j

% " \ »

. , ‘ . v
parents' and stu&ent's inftqme and assetsf/dnd indebt-

i' 3 g

edness are considered -t e\results allo

\ y
deter/jne t e expected fa ihy contpibuJ#’
t

needy

udent -~ a student yho has demons

fourfzear institufiong ~ instit

‘

privat

postsiftond ry level whigh[offe} a bac ajlid

1

/
kasid nt ’tudent \%§§ ndent stud At
/ ;
kit lparenks or guar whilexen
|

oy private off-campus/ facilities,

-\

\
[
work programs - programs Ww e étudants are employed }

and earn poney to assist them in meeting their cost

s
of educatiion - a financi%rtresource program, W !
8 \ N

!
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6."Limitations of the Study

The following limitations placed some restrictioné on
| < .
. ‘ . ol
the validity, re&iability, and applicability of &he results , \'

a) The effectiveness ,0f the survey instrument utilized

of this study. !

may have imposed some limitations of, tHis study. \ 2
H

A

ektraordinafy family expenses or circumstan e§ Nq%' \ i

5 ’
student was able to do this so all students §ri % : (

‘iﬁformktio&'

The form itself had no way for studentg to indicatg\i\y \\
, | .

)
iy

P
assessed in the exact same\ranner. No
: \

was indicatéd regarding age of barentsb assets of

i

J
parents or barental contribution for siblings: ) i

/ enrolled in postsecondary educationa%(institu;ibns.

. .

b) The maximum mean income was used for}responses which’

\

d)/Responsd

| | not used. ] ~ !
! ; J ‘J " ‘ P
e) Commutingfstudents may not have c /1dered allowa le//\

room, board, or maintenance figures when co puting

!
-

f) The intervening variables and basic assumpqgons,may

the parental contribution.

have further imposed additional limitations to this

study. -

| )

»
A . B

The following lists the basic assumpfions‘considered ﬁor

vy . /
v
- 1 * !

7. .Basic Assumptions ‘ , l




this study: | 2
L a) (It Was' assumed that the number of responses received
« - " wo ld;tQtal at l%ﬁsg 50 pefcent of the sample popu-
‘ \ ‘iati LIS . . .

) -
. 'hx It was further assumed that the studenfs who re-
X B ’ . -
, . spondedﬁt, the ‘survey form would be knjowledgeable -
r . r, . ¢
) of the family fimancial situation and lanswer all |

/ ¢
questio s‘honestly and sincerely. i /

! c) It was

» \ > { ! '
'

?1 9 fassumed that the studeﬁts/were from Iwb
Lo ‘ |
paréht‘fé

! /
ilie§ i they weﬂF dependenf students\'

d) In orde&’to maintiain object%vity it hlad been fuﬂ:her f

|

"\
» ' - 4

aésumedw; \v
b# contiributing toward the c st of\education of ftheir .. f

f . " o -

hat all parents of ependent students wiuld

| . .
;. . child{en'- to the degree,to which théy/were able, 5 \[

previouS]y flj

not adversely affec§ the study.

e) It wds a?sumed that the limftations as

stat h would
‘ |

T). Zhe £1i assumg;ion made was tha this study w

, ; '
51 nificanttimportance to Qﬁrrant arryiﬁg it o
f

!

Pfoceh ré Hollowled for Collection of Data

Thelf Ll#/ilg progedu}e was follow4d for the cdllec fdn‘
| - . ' (J*ﬁ .

enter of the collegé dréw‘a 20 pfercent

he cémpu

-

random samp
]

ehrolled. . They a%so printed up gummed label

the full-time undergraduate pgtudents

to

A form letter, copy of which is included/in tle

. . S. N
Appendix, was mailed with the Studept Resourcg . /
>
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\ t

Survey form to the/ students selected fpr participa—

tion. A self-addressed stamped envelope was also

¢
|

inqluded.

c) A follow-up letter was sent to all'participants‘ N f

emphasizing the importance of the stghy and of o

I fet rning #he surveyl A copy of this followJup -

.

the Appendix. i

I

%ated in the following manner

» bl 1

uFent

ude

Resoyrce Survey forms 'Were retur

it Financial Aid Office, ¢

# a d'sep7

r
!

they were

answering that they were selfg

| ' ‘

sti’dents

remqved fr

" conlsi e#ation. :

2) 'Tho e‘ﬁtudents who reported

|

at

‘les$ than $14,999 wetre'!separ

TmTT T —

i.)\on wa

/ 43) 'The |following infor
. f

( éf tlhhe respon e\foams in the high, o
. come| group, re pecéively; &e n inco é f
\\ | ' parehtal con;ri éﬁ{on,\num r of ge‘éndeﬁt /

children, number‘oé dependepnt sibliEFS in post- 7 t

\J N -
' secopdary education, sex,/rvesidency.] )

. . - ./
e) A matghed sample was drawn agtcprding to sex.and .
. 'r T ’
. residen‘y between each respéc ive group. .
‘ /‘f) The caldulation for determingdtion of need accogding '

ervice (1975) formula.

! B 1

| Those sPudents whose parepts metjat least 80 per-
’ /

gtion were labeled

"

ent of the ca%éulated contrib

4 }

!

- oy

L ¥
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-

» ) . . : -
as such. Those students in eacb es ective grrup

whose parents did not meet at lea t 80 percentlof
: ' |
. the calculated contribution were dlso labeled.

Fhe data Eolle&ted and ichotomized in the 'afore- ..
' ¥

4

‘ N .
mentioned manner was then ready for treatmeht.
Jt of the Data .

"

k(]

o
e
=

[

—~— T

|

B
X { chi square (xg) f

Th

ficjmc at .05.1.0.c.
i

panner:

'
DT
b

f

.
|

|
3

I

|
|

ula was utj]ilizdgd to aet@rmime_

esults wende cofipare

2

0

calculatged

Regults of the Study

=M, ' ‘.'-;

.? qTqu

\ I

alue\of X2 =13,

|

: / !

be rejected fand H fccept
J

W)

x2

|
/

‘he following is the

i
N
atajresult

Taﬁ

umber yhjose
Wgrgnts it at
./least B0/ per-
Number cent of /gxpectgd

Jf students

High
Income

Low .
Income

’

l

Criticla

48

nx -

ny = 48 -

1 X2 value

tion

thfr%m the

hY

in the

study:

f

Numbér whose
parents did n
'‘meet at least
‘80 percent of
‘expected com-/

contri

= 3.84

/
)

.

,

'tribution

34




’ x

‘-2.4‘

=

) « v

. 2
Conclusions and Significance - - : .

)
L4 L v

to ! . .
The data clearly indicates that thete is a significant]

11.

. . [ P N
difference in the number of studepts in thé high and low

. - 1 ’ “ -
income groups whose parents meet at least 80 percent of thel

expected (calculathed) confiribution towards the cost of the

I
ostsecondary eflucation. - . T) . ) !

. stucentﬁs
. ,‘/ .0 . : |
v Impl:catioLs for York Coilege of Pennsylvania: s
1 a)l/;t is apperent that tﬁefe isla 1eéitimacy o th% ';“
kcohce s voiced| by opr EFudepts regaréing'che 4act }
| \ ( }that eir parehts a;e ucable or unwillin% to Jssist ~W
? ‘ : "' them the denge which the geed ana1y51; utillzed | 1
‘§‘ \ | by th college }ndlcateﬂ that they should'be\able. b
{ “ "b) It id|\further eLident t#a the Student Financ al Aid \\':
Offi 11 t the assistance_ of ) )

at the college eﬁ

memb of the college com u%ityuto look more

eeply \

v \

‘ N N .-
into Jthe calculation for detiermination of student .

)fina cial need, and to conduct fuTt er reggargh into
this

/

c) /The importance of the ﬁirecidr of

S

area to determine wher% thJ prjoblem ¢g¢xisfks.
tud%nt Fi ancial

Aid to use his professional Judge ent F . expertise

§ ) coﬁmunity. ‘

V-
Residual EFindings "

| -

~ 12,

idental to the

Lb-groups of txﬁ ;

y ) . “ ' ¢

TKe following data as reported 1is

8 . i .
research.} Comparisons were drayn using,
' . v

o

‘ »
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) t ’ *
PR students utilized in this study. a ) a .
: ‘ & Table I : e
o Number whose .
Number whose parents did nodt
parents met at meet at least
, ~ . * least 80. per- 80 percent of
: Number cent of expected expected con-
of students _contribution tribution
High B
Femgde nx = 24 . 10 T 14
s Low . « : Co
Female Y ny > 24 2é ) 2
Table II
Critical x2 value - 3,8 Calculated x2 value = 15.84
. . S—,
Table III
. . , Number whose
. Number whose parents did not
parents met at meet at least ‘
. . , . least 80 per~ 80 percent of
' Number cent of .expected expected con-
of students y contribution "~ 4 tribution
High .
Male nx = 24 . 4 209
v\ \
ny = 24 A 20 4
Table IV' » : .
Crigical x2 value'= 3.84 Calculated x2 value = 24.08

“

%
- l3.‘°Discussion

Table I draws the comparison of all females in the group\\

f
studied. \Table IIT compares the sub-group of all males in

S - A Y

the group gpnﬂied. ‘Tables II and IV respectively record the
2

4
i

CL critical and calculated x* values for Tables I and III. It

»

' i¢" evident that within each of the sub-groups referred to in
' S
\ the r%sidual findings that a significant difference exists.

w— L T A ]




25
. Y
These findings, are of course incidental and irrelevant
to the study. They are however of interest, It may also

give added strength to the importance of furtheg research

N !
N

being undertaken.

-

28
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Appendix I

Table I

A COMPARISON: CHART OF THE 1975-1976 PARENTAL
CONTRIBUTION AS SUGGESTED BY THE U.S. OFFICE
OF EDUCATION AND THE CQLLEGE SCHOLARSHIP
SERVICE (FOR TYPICAL THREE CHILD FAMILY - ONE

IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION) ,

/
i
Y
/ o~
0.E, C.s.s. Difference
.Income Level Suggested Suggested In
After Taxes Contribution Contribution Expectations
$ 3,000.00 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
-
6,000.00 0 0 -0
9,000.086 ) 400.00 0 400.00
- 12,000.00 980.00 ) 590.00 390.00
15,000.00 1,730.00 1,240.00 ) 490.00
18,000.00 2,910.00 ©2,190.00 ©720.00
21,000.00 4,230.00 3,680.00 550.00

-

(From The College Board News, June 1975)
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Appendix II
Table II

STUDENT REPORTED MEAN PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION
COMPARED TO C.S.S5. CALCULATED CON?RIBUTION

s

3
]\Mean Parental Contribution

Type of Institution Student Reported C.S.S. Calculated
All Institutions § 934.00 $1,568.00
Private Four-Year 1,338.00 - 1,820.00
St;te Owned 697.00 1,408.00
State Related | 754.00 1,471.00
Private Two-Year 750,00 x 1,557.00
Public Two-Year 362,00 1,311.00
Proprietary 628.00 1,078.00

.

(From Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency Report,
1975) \ ; ’

\
\
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- YORK COLLEGE of PENNSYLVANIA -

Country Club Road  York. Pennsylvania 17405 -

- TeEL 717 846.7788

I

January 19, 1976

Dear Student:
) You have been randomly selected to participate in a
. student financial resource survey sponsored by the Finan-
cial Aid Office and the Student Affairs Division of York
. College of Pennsylvania. This survey is designed so that
we .can better evaluate the needs of all our students.’ *

It is important that you read each @uestion carefully,
answer all questions, and return it to the Financial Aid
Office by”ﬁanuary 27, 1976. Any identifiable information
such as name, student I.D. number is not requested.

"

Enclosed you will find a self-addressed envelope for
use in returhing the survey.

Thank yo% so much for yqQur time and effort in this

matter. ! :
. Sincerely yours,
. Al
4
' : John J. Pierog B
2 . . Director, Student Financial Aid
o JIP/rs , / ' /- '
‘ Encl. . )
- . ! A ’ N
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YORK: COLLEGE of PENNSYLVANIA

) Country Club Road ' York, Pednsylvania 17405

TeEL 717 B46.7788
‘ /
January 27, 1976
’ / \ ’
/ -
. %
\ Dear Stwdent: , . ' . '

' On January 19 you received a Stdéent Resource Survey C
and a self-addressed, postage-paid envelope for your use
in returning the ‘survey. f

i
- Because of the nature of this form, we did not request
any iniormation which could identify individual student ) -
particidpant. As a result, we are mailing this follow-up
to all students selected for participation urging return of *
the completed survey. ’

The results of the survey may have an effect on all
. students - not merely those receiving financial assistance,
thergforé it is essential that as many completed survey
forms are returned as possible.

—

ifyyou have not completed and returheg this form, please
take aﬁﬁew moments to do so. If you have, we thank you for
your assistance. i

"

b
‘Sincerely youys,

Voo *

John J. Pierog
Director, Student Financial Aid -~

JJP/rs

Encl.
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1 18 or under 3 20 5-.22 24« '7-3034 9- 41 and over
©2-19 4-21 6-25-29 | 8-35-40
8. Sex |, .
\gwe; : 1- Femald{ ]
9, How do you descnge yourself? / |
0- American India 2 4-0 &Lntal/Asnan -American .
1- Black/Afro-Américan/Negro 5- Olher Spanish-speaking |
2- Caucasian/White American
3- Chjcang/Mexican-American 6- Other
10. Maritat sa(us 3
0- Never Married 2- éepavated 4- Widowed
1. Married 3- Divorced 5. Other

EMCSurvey ! |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’ 35
| - Student Resource

will, be grateful for your cooperation. - .

You dre not asked to provide your name or other |dentafymg data, and your responses will be completely eanftdentlal
Please enter your response to each question by recording the response number in the appropriate box on the accompany

ing response coding form.

- Space“s 1,2, and 3 are reserved for institutional 1dentification.
f

The purpose of this study, conducted jointly by this institutiok and the College Entrance Ewemination Board, is to
collgct information for use 1n annual applications to the Federal Government for student fipancial aid program funds and'

{ for use in reports to the Federal Government and state agencies. It 1s hoped that theresults will be helpful in the assess-

1 ment of the adequacy of student financial aid programs. The infGrmation needed can be collected only from students, we

T

urvey

I,

7 —

! [

4. tn which of the foliowing programs are you enroned’

. 0 Agricultural Sciences 5. Education
1- Bysiness Admimistration ' 6+ Nursing
2- Humanties or Socsal Sciences 7- Heaith Professions -

3-Physical and L.ife Sciences, Mathematics 8- Law
4. Engineering, Architecturg . 9- Undeclared major or other

5. What s your curient class level? ..
0- Hhighschool senior 6- First-year graduate™or professional !
1. College freshman student
2. Coilege sopnomorle 7- Second-year graduate or professional
3- College junior student
4. College senior 8- Third-year graduate or professional student

i
5- Fifth-year undergraduate 9- Fourth-year (or more) graduate or ¢

professional studerit
6. Vghat class toad are you carrying? - .

0- Less than 1,2 of a full-time course of study
1 1/2 to 3/4 of a tull-time course of'study \
2+ A fuli-time course of study N

. .
7. Age at nearest birthday? ' '

/
11. tf you have children, how many of them are dependent upbn you.for
support? (0-9)

12. Residence status for tuition,purposes:

0- State resident

1- Non-state resident—U S citizen

2- Foreign student—
Non-immigrant visa

-

3- Immigrant—State residency
established

4- Immigrant—State residency
not established

13. What s the highest level of education you plan to compiete here or

14. What Is the approximate income this calendar year of your parents o
legal quardian before taxes (include income from all sources)?

1

0. Less than $3,000 a year 5- Between $12,000 and $14,99
g- Between $3,000 and $5,999 6- Between $15, '000 and $17,99

. Between $6,000 and $7.499 7- Between $18,000 and $20,99
3- Between $7,500 and $8,999 8- Between $21,000 and $24,99

- Between $9, opo and{$11,999  5- $25,000 and above

bout how many nours pet week do you work in a

4- Yes, but | have been demed sell -supplorting (Independent) status
I by the Financiai Aid Off

15.1Qn the average, !
part-time job whife school 15 1n session? i
04 None 4-16 to 20 hours i
- -1 to 5 hours 5-21 to 25 hours 1
-6 to 10 hours 6-26 to 30 hours
-~ 11 to 15 hours | 7- 31 hours or more i
!
16. Do you (and spuse if applicable) congribute to your own support?
|
0- No
- Yes, but my parents provide most o} my suppor i
-Yes, | am grimarnily seif-supporting ‘
- Yes,and | classifled as a self-supporting (! dep dent) studeni
by the Fidancial Aid Office 1
<
,

d

7

Questions 17 to 49 relatejto the costs of attending coliege and the ways
tn which you finance youy education. Piease enter the applicable cod
corresponding to the dollar ranges (stated ielow) for your answers to
questions 17 through 49.1kf none, be sure to enter code 0 Do not leave

blanks. i
Code Range .Code Range
0-for $00 or None 5-for $1,001 to s 1,500
1-for $1 to $200 6- for $1,501 to $2, 1000
2-for $201 to $400 7-for $2,001 to $2,500
3- for $401 to $600 8- for $2,501 to $3, 000

1
1
1
1
]
1
4
:
‘
1
]
.
1
‘
i

4-for $601 to $1,000 9. for $3,001 and above

) mine-month academic budgé
es above.

+COLLEGE EXPENSES.
for the/current zeav u |~ng

17. Tuit
18.

te you! to
e dollarra

i
20. Transportation |
21. Clothing, recreation, a n

incidentals '

nand fees
aterials 1
|

SOURCE OF FINANCIAL RT- Eslimate the amount of money
receive during theTiine-month acadgmic year from eacn of the fg

Ing sources, usin /me dollar ranges apove.

FAMILY
\ /

|
|
1
: |
1
y

elsewnere? i 22. Pirent or tegal guirdian 23. Spouse
(l) at;s:gvss::gg’v::((&nAD MEg Detél)Dov f;':r?t Dg£S§I0n6| c)iegree ] \ TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT N
3: r%?)cnrlgleog’r.:e é%:fftn(caatﬁ Pr%gsrar;m ) . 24, Colleél Work-Study 26. On.campus employme
4- 2-year Associate degree (Non-Work-Study) |
o 25. Assistantships, teaching, ' > |
‘ ! : or research 27. ‘Other employment |
PLEASE DETACH ALONG DOTTED LINE AND PROCEED TO QUESTIONS 28 TO 67 ON REVERSE SIDE ?
PAGE No. 1 ‘ / %
000000 DDDDDD DDDDDD agoouag) ;
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 13’ 14 15 17 18 19 20 21| 22 23 24 25 26 27 ji
PAGE No.2 -
OO00oOQ|oooooojoooaoo/ooooodnddon
28 29 30 31 32 33| 34 35 -36 37 38 39 | 40 41 42 43 -44 45 | 46 47 48 49 50 51 | 52 53 54 55 56,11
PAGE No. 2 (continued) , LOCAL QUESTIONS (if any) ) |
f
OnOOOo|oooo|oooogagoooaod g
58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66.67 68 69 70 71 72 73 | 74 75 76 77 78 79

Student (.
Resource

N . !

RESPONSE CODING FORM .
Enter in the appropriate box, the number associated with your:
response tp each question.

80 1
[ ]

i

1

June f974



Questions 28 to 49 - Continue to uss following sefles of response codes:

Code ange
0- for 31 or None

Code Range
5-for $1.001 to $1,500
6- for $1,501 to $2,000
7-for $2,001 to $2,500
8-for $2,501 to $3,000
9- for $3,001 and above

for to $200
'0'3281 to $400
for $401 to $600

1-
2.
3
4- for 3301 to $1,000

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT (Total amount, before taxes, earned last summer)

28.
29,

College Work-5tudy 30. On-campus employ ment
{Non-Work.Study)
Assistantships, teaching, 31. Other employment

or ressarch

PERSOMNAL SAVINGS

32,

From savings (exclude amounts in 28-31)

GRANTS, SCHOLARSHIPS, FELLOWSHIPS, AND TRAINEESHIPS

33. Non-Resident Tuition Waiver

34, State Scholarship Awards and Fettowships

35, Basic Educationat Opportunity Grants

36, Suprlcmentary Educational Opportunity Grants

37. Institutionat grants or schotarships (include grants, fellowships, and

. !ralneeshlps’

38. Other federal fellowships, grynts, and tratneeships not previously
tisted (including Nursln? alth Professions or Law Enforcement
Education Program Grants)

39. Sc:'nola‘rjshlps or grants or tetlo ips from sources not previousty ,

1ste

40. G.1.Bill

41. Social Security

42, Waelfare A

43. State Vocational Rehabititati

44. Other Federal or State benefi ot previously nstgd\.

LOANS

45. National Direct Student Loans .

46. Law Enforcement Education Program or Nursing or Health
Professions Loans .

47. Federally insured Student Loan, or other state guaranteed loans -
(Loans obtained through banks or other iending agencies)

48 |nstitutional long term ioans not previously fisted

49. Other Loans .

S0, How’much will you and your spouse earn, before taxes, this caiendar

year?
0-$1to $999 5-$5,000 to $5,999
1- $1,000 to $1,999 . 6-$6,000 to $7,499
2- $2,000 to $2,999 7-$7,500 to $8,999
3- $3,000 to $3,999 8-$9,000 to $11,999
4- $4,000 to $4,999 9-$12,000 and above
51. Indicate the amount of your {(and your spouse’s) present indebtedness
under all long-term student toan programs (inciude 10ans taken out this
year, items 45 to 49, as weil as educational debts incurred in prior aca-
demic years ) ’
0- $0 . 3-$1,000 to $1,499 6- $3,500 to $4,499
1- $1 to $499 4. Z},SOO to $2,499 7-$4,500 to $5,999
2- $500 to $999 5-$2,500 to $3,499 8- $6,000 to $7,499
9- $7,500 and over
52. Did you apply for financiat aid at your institution for this academic
year? (Refers to college work-study #24 & 28, federal and institutional
grants 235 to 37, and federal |oans #45 & 46.)
0- No
1- Yes, | applied for aid and 1t was granted
2- Yes, | appliied for aid, but | was told that | was tneligibie
3- Yes, | applied for aid, but | was toid no funds were avaitabte
$3. Are you partlcuratmg in your institution’s Educationat Opportunity
Program or simitar campus program?
0- No , 1-ves
S54. For EOP participants only, indicate the types of assistance you are

ERI

.
- -

receiving N
0 None’ 4 Financial aid and tutoring

1- Financial aid onty 5- Pinancial aid and counsefing
2- Tutoringonly 6- Tutoring and counseting
3- Counseling onily 7- Financial aid, tutoring and counseling
- "
< -
t 7
* ¢
, .
- .
8 .
. i
i ; U
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3
N -
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'y . 3
2
¢ L d
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§3.

§7

s9.

How many of your brothers or sisters are dependent on your parents
or legal guardlan for financial support? (0 to 9)

How many of your dependent hrothers or sisters are also in college this
academic year? (Cannot exceed response to Item #55.)

p
Did your parents claim

yOu as a dependent f&r Federat }ax purposes for 3
the lask calendar year?

0- Yes 1-No - 2-1 don't Kknow

Will your parents claim you as a dependent for Federal tax purposes for %
. this calendar year? L

0- Yes 1-No 2-4 don't know

Are you receiving food stamps? ) .

0- Yes 1-No

§0.

6

-

62.

63.

4.

65.

67.

When at college, where do you normatiy live?
0- With Parents 5. Off Caz‘-
hall

1- With retatives
2- University or College 6- Rented room with or without board
, Residence Halt 7- Other off-campus housing atone or
3- University or Coliege with spouse

Apartment 8- Other off-campus housing with one
4- Fraternity or Soronity or two roommates

9- Other off-campus housing with three
or more roommates

What is the distance from your living quarters to campus?

0- | live on campus
1- Under 1 miie
2- More than 1 mile
but iess than 3 .
3- More than 3 miles
. but less than 5

’
pus, non-college residence

A
4. More than 5 mules
but iess than {0
5- More than 10 miles
but fess than 15
orethan 15 miles
butdess than 25
// 7- More than 25

How do you usuaily get to your college campus?
Y

0- Walk Y
1. Automobiie y
2-'Use public transportation s

3- Car pooi 3

4- Bike or motorcycle
5- Coliege pus
6- Hitchhike

How would you rate your academi
in coliege?

0- Mostty A’s (3 5 or higher)
1- Mostly B’s (2.5 to 3.4)

chievement as measured by grades

2 Mostiy C’s (1°5 to 2 4)

3- Mogstiy D’s (belq‘w 1.5)
Are you a veteran *the U.S. Arnled orges? '
0- Yes \ 1-

How were you admitted? :

0- As a first-time freshman

1- As a transter from an
in state community
college

2- As a transfer from an
out-ot-state
community coliege

3- As a transfer from an
tn-state public cotlege -
or umversity

or university
5- As a trhnsfer from an
f.state
ge or university
raduate of a

yea’ institution
7- Other -

Are you planning to return to this institutiod next term?

0- Yes No, | ptan to transfer to

1 No-— t plan toreceive my 4- 4 year public institution within
degree the state ' ;

2- No-- I ptan to drop out and 5- 4 year private institution within
return iater the state .

3- No— { ptan to drop out 6- 4 year public institution

outslde the state

7- 4 year grivate institution
outsifle the state

8- Any other type of institution
of postsecondary edtucation

How satisfied are you with this institution as a whole? .

0- Compiletely satisfied 3- Unsatisfied
1- Satisfled 4. Compietely unsatisfied\ ¢
2- tndifferent P ’

An additional 13 jocal'questions may have been added to lhlg versian of the
survey. f so, piease answer questions 68 to 80 according to the instructions
on the separate question sheet.

~

| UNIVERSITY OF CALIF.
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