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L
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

The research practicum within proposed the followin

questions for examination and investigation:-

a) What is the number of high income students,

defined for the purpose of this study, whose

parents contribute at least 80 percent of their

expected "parental contribution" as calculited

by a unified system for determination of tudent

financial need?

b) What is the number of low income student , *as

defined for the purpose of this sgt,udy, w ose

parents contribute at least 80 percent if their

expected "parental contribution" as cal ulated

by a unified 'system for determination o' student

financial need?

c) Is 'there a significant difference (at . 5.1.o.c.)

when comparing the number of students i both

high and low income groups whose parents actually

meet at least 80 percedt of th.\ expect =d (calcu-

lated) contribution?

4
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/. Hypothesis

It was postulated that there was no significant dif-

ference (at .05 1.o.c.) hen comparing the number of studentsK,
.

in both groups whose parents actually meet at least .80 per-

r cent of the expected (calculated) contribution.

4. Background, and Significance

A parebtal contribution towards the cost of postsecond-

ary educ tion is created, and determined by a calculation
1

referre to as a need analysis. It therefore seems appro-

priate that a study of this nature, should in part, discuss

the theory and practice of the need analysis. It is also

app rent that in order to assist- the justification of

this iQvestigation that a brief synop s relative to the
/

history of student financial aid, and, e role which' it has

/played on the scene of higher education is necessary.

Any educator must surely admit that ()higher education

has probably changed more in the past decade than in any

other period of its history. The concept of egalitarianism

has been 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-

tion of such inst.ttutions throughout the nation today.

As the postwar baby boom unfolded into the college

student boom,, simultaneously higher education came to be

viewed as a rightrather than a privilege by the American

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



and technology had been far from answered.

As student enrollmOts increased, so did the cost of

their education. It soon became apparent.that if equal

access to postsecondary education was to in fact become a

reality, steps would have to be taken which would afford

all the financial opportunity to further their formal edu-

cation.

The ends, equal access, Wad'been established. The

means, student financial resources, were to be provided

through the auspices cif governmental and non-governmental

agencies.

With asse tion in the belief that ,am educated populaCe

is necessary to strengthen the foundation ofd a deMocratic

society, the federal government began to provide student

financial resources to postsecondary educational ins'titu-'

tions. Grant, loan and work programs were establish'ed.

State governments began to furthef provide funds for stu-

dents. By virtue of the emphasis placed on equal educa-

tional opportunity, these programs existed only for students

with established financial need.

Institutional scholarship programs,, which had originally

been established and were utilized 'primarily for athletic and,

academic incentive and success, began in part, to evolve into

need based programs fcir students\

In review of the information previously stated we find

a commitment on the part of the A erican society to egali -1

tartan education. SimultaneouSly, an abrupt increase in the
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population of those.enrolled in postsecondar educatioh

occurred. The escalated cast of education
,

as concurrent

with the necessity for in- teased fundi4g of and in, student
.,

, /

aid programs. Student financial aid programs existed only

for those students, who without the existence of such pro -

grams would be unable to attend educational institutions'of

the postsecondary level. The method by which these needy

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

analysis. In a study conducted 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

". . 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 becomes more and more cognizant of the

significant role which the need analysis plays in the world

of student financial aid, it is of relative importance that

there is some discussion presented which deals with the

theory and practiCr:7le need analysis.

The underlying assumption of the need analysis utilizelA

for the pUrpose of this study, (one establifshe,4 by, th Coll
te
ge

ScL)larship Service, and subscribed to by York College of

Pennsylvania, and the,majority of the postsecondary educa-

tional institutions throughout Ole nation), philosophize

that parents have a moral obligation to assist in financing
I.

1



the education of their children to the degree whi h they are

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

is based on the principle. of parental obligatio - and deals

with each student in the same manner,, within the respective

program.) As statedmore clearly by the College Scholarship

Service (1974), ". . . parents are expected to provide, as

well as they are able, the essentials of life at home or on

the college'campus-. These essentials include meals, room,

clothing and medical care. If their 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 elig ility for,aid, as

well as the dollar amount of aid wtylch will be administered

to that student.

, In very simple terms, the calculated parental contribu-
...

tion is added to a calculated student (self) contribution,

(from reported savings, benefits, and, expected savings from

summer earnings)'. The sum, of ,thesa figures deducted from a
P

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

or established financial need.

In an attempt todarfec'tine. family financial strength-

...)several factors are considered in the need analysis. Among

these factors, as one may already have begun oassume, are

[ the family income and assets. , becau e of the socio-

economic structure of the Ameri

C

family, e income and



asses considered are predominantly those of the parents.

Allowances are made of the following; number-Of children. in
,

the family, number in-postsecondary education, retirement,
.

.

nea moderate standard of living - contingent on family size,

and based on- economic statistics as compiled by the Bureau of

Labor and Statistics. (he standard of living allowance is
.

.

updated as necessary to reflect changes in the' Consumer Price

Index.)

Notwithstanding a sincere attempt, to establish a reason-

able
1

meed-analysis - equitable and responsive to the needs of

al1,1with particular emphasis on current economic conditions,

we f nd that some parents cannot, or do not contribute the

calculated expected amount. This is surely evident after

several conferences with students and parents - for whom it

is not working. Due, to t e aforementioned situation, this

author was it agreement with membersjof the,Student Affairs

Division of Yark iollege, as well as members of the Scholar-
/

ship and Financia Aid COmmittee of the Academic Senate, that

an investigation proposed was warranted.
r

Should this s udy reveal thlt there is a significant
III

1

difference in, the umber of student from either group whose

parents are meetin: at leaSt 80 per en1t of their expected
*.

contribution, furt er investigation in this area would

tainlyo,seemseem necessary. codification of the need analysis may

alto be considered

the variables co

It may be that t

The mathematical calculation, as welt" as
o .

dered in, the analysis would be reviewed.

calculation demands too great a contribution

f
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from sore income evel\s and perhaps of a large enough con

bution f om bother income levels.
1

At that time further studies
..,

should al be coa e4 to determine where the problem 13jes,

't

if in fact a significan differenc exists. 0 lege polic

\'

regarding t e needupaly is, and liM tations it places on',

students applying for 631 ege basedf dsmay a so be severely,,

scrutinized. 2
,*

There huvealmady lieeh several, questions raised re-

garding the liplidity Of\the n ed nalysis. Willie many
. '

iscuss the liberul impl`icationp expressed by the (need

ation, others,di cuss the conservative nature of the re-

ulting student need figures. During the 1974 -19/15 academic

ear, representati es bf the C.S.S. appeared before officials

the Office.of E ucation, ofthe Department of Health Edu-

n and Welfare. At 'that time'governmental/officers

9ressed grave concern dvelor the liberalization of'the need
t

Ulysis calculastion. After u prolonged period of public
,

heiarings, ,the analys s was approve&for use in determining

1 need, for campus based financial aid
'4 1

gh-the Office of Education.

demonstrated financi

programs fundedthro

The C.S..S. had,1iberallized their cal cula;sttion in order to

equitapl reflect changes in the national economy dug to the'

spiral ng rate,of inflation. The concern reflected by the
t

O.E. may be thtified when considering .th t the need ana ysls

114 f ii

is used in determining the gross unmet need fivires whi the

Office of Education attempts to meet as fully as posSib, e'
e 0 r

throu0 thei-r)budget for student finanqal'uid. Itl as

10
t

I
,
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speculated by some that the concern expressed by,the Office

of Education was not based on unwarranted changes in the
.

,

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

established the C.S.S:),Robert Huff (1975), Vice Chairman of

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

Stanford University was tothave stated that the federal

standard suggested for Ilse in calculating estimated financial

need ". . . would not provide for.measuring need but would

serve instead to ration fund ". Huff (1975), also published

an article entitled the "No Need Scholarship". In this

article refer;e to the modifications which occurred in the

S1. calculation for determination of student need for the

1975-1976 academic year. states that the change ". : .
...

4 .

,
,

makes the parental contribution more reasonable for families
.

i
4

at all income levels, but. particularly for hard pressed
i 1

middle-income families". t

In an article 14y E. W. Sample (1975), President of the

National'Associatioi of Student Financial Aid Administrators',

entitled "Federal' dule for Financial Aid To Be Voluntary"
I\

many "good points"( re made. Sample, states that "We contend
.

"
.L.

that it is iniap/I op priate to manipulate estimates of parental
t (

ability to pa 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
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reflect the real needs of studentis, even thsugh tie resources

available from all funding 4urces may be inadeg alteto meet

,those needs ". Table I, as it appears in the'Append indi-

cates the comparison of the latest C.S.S. liberalized c lcu-

lation and those results, which would be suggested'by the O.E.

for the same income and standards (typical three-child f mily

with one enrolled in postsecondary education), for the 1975-

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

and the differences inkexpected parental contribution vary
4

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 Analysis Systems". This article dealt

with the rationalization for the changes made in the A.C,IT.

oeed analyg-is calculation. It was stated that "The first is

related to the rapidly increasing inflationary rate the

economy is now experiencing. The second .is the need for

national conformity in the need analysis systems used by

students".

In as far as the second statement referring to the need

for conformity, this was- art() an argument usediep'y O.E. against

the C.S.S: liberalization. There does hoWever seem to be some

`accepted non-conformity by the O.E. in the determination of

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

-. .

stude"nt-finadtial need that are popular are he Income Tax

Method, and the method used by the Basic Educational Oppor-

tunity Grant. The Federal Register (October 21, 1975) carried
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comments made during recent hearings on the need analysis

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

demic year. Questions regarding this "non -'conformity" were

directed to officials'of the O.E. The response was as

follows. "It is acknowledged that neither tUe Basic Grants

,method nor the Income Tax System produces expected family

contributions which are within $50 of the benchm'ark results

on at least,75 percent of sample cases. In the great maj

ity of cases hipth methods produce expeced contributions

considerably higher than tA benchmark figures. HOwever, the

Commissioner does not consider it desirable to force 120titu-
-

tions to use the services of a need analysis contractor and

therefore feeds desirable to continue to offer any institu-
.

tiop which hooses_ to use such a' contractor a simple

method of computing an expected family contribution. Both

the Basic Grants method and the Income Tax System o

instinAtiem

er the

"'eh an optional system and both remain approved

in the final egulation"P

Goggin (1974), in a study entitled "The Measure-A

ment of Economic Well-Being In Need.. Analysis Models" stated

that 4The impetus for the distributioh of aid on the basis

off need derives from the interaction of three dissimilar

factors. First, equal access to postsecondary, ,education has

become an important goal of master planning at both stateand

'----, ,,

federal levels. Second, there is broad agreementsthat'the 4

1family should provide as best it can for the postsecondary -

educatioh of its dependents. Third/ financl.al aia- funds are,



and will-continue to be scarce. These phenomena taken to-
,

gether mandate {the,distribution of aid funds according to

need. Silpultaneously, the measurement of need becomes a

r
task of central importance." This thought is in agreement -

with those expeessed-by Orwig and Jones (1970), as referred
'41

to earlier in this study.

During the 1974-1975 academic year, many institution

also modified their .calculations for determination of need.

In an article byK. Winkler (September 29, 1975), entitled

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

these institations modified their calculations in order

it

. . . 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 arm- receiving ara.

1At Michigan_Seate there are cases of demonstrated need in

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

of students probably n been eligible for.,
-

need based funds under the old calculation. The estOlTiih-
.,

ment of a student financial, need figure is the_n-nnt only

contingent, but more important relative to the calculation

utilized in its determination.

It is surely evident that the problems facing student

financial aid is indeed a complexxone. It involves not only

the politics of governmental sUbsidation for education, and

those social theories - pro and con surrounding it, but also
(

the need analysis system utilized. In order to further sub-
.

stantiate this point consider thesBasic Grant Program and the

14



12

4

amount of funds which have remained unspent during the past

three years. Millions of dollars have iemained unspent each

year. Your aut or submits that the reason for this is nbt

because of a co munication problem in making the program

known, but bec use the need calculation is such that many

students who iost financial aid officers would consider needy

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

Grant Program has most certainly met a tremendous amount of

student need; however in the opinion of your author, the pros

gram is far too UnsophiOticated to fulfill iks goal of

enhancing equal educational opportunity. According to the

"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-
_

tribute to their children who are receiving Basic Educational

Opportunity Grants would be liberalized under the

,
. . In calculating the family income - and, om that, the

amount a family could of ord to an off 's education -

the allowed deduction ould be increased 10 percent for the
\

19\76-1977 Academic year. It,would also be adjusted at,sthe

ew rules

end of \he year to%ieflect the increase in living costs

//

cg during that period, shown by the Con'sumer Price Index".

It is 'apparent from the preceeding text that increased

, budgets for student aid programs cannot solve the p oblems

which may exist in a need analysis calculation.: It should

also be apparent that the single consistent'thread r&nning

though the entire are( of student financial aid is

1 5



4

t
13

inconsistency.
0

After a perusal of the limited available research

directly pertaining to d,study 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

Students In Postsecondary Education In The Commonwealth Of

This study utilized the Student Resurce

Survey, and encompassed surveying studtnt information during.

the Spring term of the 1972-1973 academic year. The results
//

;

state that "There are two, measures of what parental contri-
/

butions should be, which tan be determined from the Student

Pennsylvania ".

Resource Survey. The most commonly accepted is that prepared

by the Col//ege Scholarship Service of the College Entrance

Examination Board, which is usedby most public and private

institutions in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in the award

of federal and institutional iknds under their j'urisdiction ".

Students at 150 institutions of the postsecondary level were

surveyed. Of the 150 institutions participating in the study,
0

79 were private four-year type (as'is York College of /

Pennsylvania). This was 85.8 percent of those invited:to

partici aie. Approximately 10 percent the undergraduate

'student b dy compoed the sample. A resp se ratio of 66

percent was achieved, (8,85 sponded from a sample size of

13,423).

As reported in this study, the smallest percentage of

studAts with no parental contribution was reported from

. 1 6



t,

students enrolled at the private four-year type institution.

This was 16.6 percent., The mean student reported parental

coutributiow was $1338. (This was alsothe largest mean

student reported parental contribution for all institutions

surveyed.) All students reported a mean parental contri-

bution of $934. the C.S.S. would have predicted a mean

parental contribution for this grOup of students at private

four-ear institutions of $1'020. ,(A difference of $482.)

The C.S.S. would furtqler have calculated an expected mean

parental contribution for all students surveyed of $186-.
!

.

(t! 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 studeilts,reporting

no parental contribution. ,(A difference of 10.6 percent.)

Tab es II, III, and IV as th4y appear in the Appendix

will indicate to the reader some of the striking dissimilar-

ities resorted in this study des ing wi-0.1 reported and

expected parental contributions.

. Kaplan (1969) , conducted a study entitled"."Uftder-

raduate Financial Aid Recipients and Non-Reci ients'

axis «n o Select d Social - Educational Characteristics".

In t is tudy he states that "There are signifi dif-

feren es beruieexi recipients and non-recipi,ents of financial

as i t nce in terms of . . . percentages of support received

fro p a ents . .".

In summation, it .would most certainly seem that a strong

case has been presented'in defense of this research study. A

17
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review would begin by reminding the reader that the purpose

of student financial aid programs is to ssit needy students

in meeting the cost of _postsecondary edu ation. A needy

student is identified by means of a nee analy The

calculation used in the need analysis d als with the faiily's

income and assets, and determinles what 4he family should con-

tribute to a child's cost of,poistsecond ry eduLation. The

calculation utilized in the various nee analysis systems

are not always valid. Families cannot, or do
._ ..__

the expected amount. When Considerililg the scope of tpis

proposed study, some specific questions have been alluded to:

a) Are the parent of high and/or low 1.come families

meeting at le st 80 percent of the expected parental
/

contribution ,s calculated b a need/ analysis method
I

1

for this purpose the-metb.od utilized by the College

: 1

... 1

t contribute

I

Scholarship Service?
, /

(

b) If a particul r group isI not - is Lhere a aignifip
, 1

difference i the number of students whose parents

are not meet ng at least 80 percent of the expected

calcu tion?.

If a significant difference ex ts, what steps shoul

ork College of Pennsylvania cons der - with respec
0

to modification of tWe need analys

5. Definition of Terms

/
method utilized?

The following list of terms have been defined for 4t he

purpose of this resea4ch study: 4.
actual parental contribution - ,the financial resources,

18



5.

b)

dollar amounts actually provided by the parents for

the student's cost Of education.

H
student - a dependent student living withcommuter

parents during he,academic year.

c) control variab es - sex, and resiAency have been con-e ri

trolled throug matchi g from th random sample drawn

d

for this study

cost on - th direct and indirect co s of

a student inc uding bo ks, trandportation, uition,

fees, roam an

4
allowances.

demonstrated

cial need.

board allotwances, spenq g money

1 ,

inanc ial nee - see established finan-

H

,

.f) de end nt st dents- student t4ho is claimed as a

deduc ion on r
If

nts or guard ans'i in tome tax;

re e a lie ,for ai i or hen e-was t e yea Ibef

f9rt,11, receives ,$60 or ore in financial assista ce

fr m parents o guardi for that same time per

who has liv /0 4 at h e with pare ts or guardi
/

/or
that sam ki q -period. /

de enden v Tiab e -vt percentage of e P

\

ental oneributio o as' calculated. ua

\ributed by Parents.

h) -stabl hed financial need - the estab finan-

/
need is the differ ce between t family con-

t ibution (primarily m de from the parental contri-

ti.on) and'thekost of- education.

A

19
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i) expected parental contribu ion - the dollar amount

calCulated through the need analysis that parents

should contribute toward the, cost of the post-

secondary education of their child.

j) familY, financial str ngth the established amount

of totl family fins cial resources - liquidable
\

and nontliquidable as determined through thje need

analysis\.

au' prog ms prOgrams established to pr -k) financial_

vide finahc assistance for the cost of education

for those s udentsI ith established financial need.

1) grant - nolrepayab e financial re ouT.ces for stu-

dents.

eductions

earned and

n) in

Lly ,income before taxesailid/or

/99 or above - ded

t any stu ent wh d es4lot meeti,

dieing a depe, dent stu
I

';

variaile\-, niily ccime s4 eported by

sc olarshi ro ram - tatilishedito

provide financial resources for st dent regardless

rewar .

q) intervening variables - the k wledge student will

have regarding his hot, financiaysitu tion, the

attitude of the parents anid/pr student regarding

parental assistance towards

of need - usually as incentive or

20

cost of a student's 1
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education.

loan - a f' ancial\ esource program for students

which must b .repai -\usua ly with interest.

low income - ',a family i\ncom before taxes and/or

deductions of less than $L4 99.

maintenance fi ure - a dollar allowance a mailable

or room, board medical ex enses, necese [ies of

life. I

1

u) n ed anal Sls - 4 system o calculation ereby

1and student's dn me and assets d indebt-parentS-'

ednesS are coneideted -
\

results allo one to

determ te expected f l' contribu
.t11

n.,
i

, \

v) need tudent - a student ho has demon e or

estate shed financial nee
1

w) privet four-year instit ion instit
I

postsi =Eo d ry level whit

degre receivN!,lo p

esid tudent - ep ndent stud taiving
ul

Li s or guar an
I

it parenx
,

!

while in post-

'Se oidary education us ally hou dormitorie
1

N i
_

f o Private off-campus facilities .

y) student resource for survey f evelaved by

the College Entrancl Examinatid for use a

a measure of student financia Press i.cesv

1

z) work programs - programs w e students are employed

offe a bap

is f nanci

the I

I

sistanpe.

and earn oney to assist them in- meeting their cost

of educa ion - a financi resource program.
I

21'
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6. I 'Limitations of the Study

The following limitations placed some restrictions on
4

the validity, reliability, and ap'plicability of 61e results

of this study.

a) The effectiveness ,of the survey instrument utilized

may have imposed some limitations oft is study.

The form itself had no way for student to indicat

extraordinary family expenses or circa

student was able to do this so all stu

assessed in the exact samemanner. No

was indicated regarding age of parents!, asset

stan es,

:

No

1 4,

ents errs, 1

4riformVtid

parents or parental contribution for siblingso

enrolled in postsecondary educational nstitu,tions.

b) The maximum mean income was used for responses which

indicated a family income of $30,000 dr more.

d

The use of,a 20 percent random sampl may have been

Response/ rvey frms from indepe stude ts were

somewhat !'1 miting.
1

,(
;

I not used.
1

I

.
, 1

Commuting studem s may not have c sidered allows le

I.room, board, or maintenance figures when computing

the parental contribution.

f) The intervening variables and basic assumptions may

have further imposed additional limitation

study.

to this

7. ,Basic Assumptions

The following list§ the basic assumptions considered for

\\I
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this study:

a) iIt as assumed that the number of responses received

wo ld total at least 50 percent of the sample popu-
,

#

lati O.

la* It was further assumed that the students who re-
.

sponded ;t the survey form would be knowledgeable

of the fa lily financial situation and answer all

questios honestly and sincerely.
,

c) It ws
I

a ofassumed that the students were from twoa
,

f ,iit k ,

/
Parentfil iliel i they were dependen students

\
d) In ordek.i to main ain obJectvity it liad been flit her

a;sumedi tat all parents of
I I

b cont

childien

e) It w

stat

If)

ependent students would

Ibuting toward the,cost of e uclation of heir

- to the degree9to which th y were able.

s assumed that the limitations as previou§

w uldinot adversely affect the study.

assumption made was ~t ha thiS stud

ant ,importance to u\rrant arrying i
, I

lowed for Collection. of Data8. Pi'oced

The if

of the da a:.

a) he cOmpu

g procedure was followed for the c011ec i

enter of the college drew A 20 percent

random samp

enrolled. .They a\lso printed up gummed label

the full-time undergraduate' nudents

assist in mailing out the survey re pon e Or S.

A form letter, copy of which is inclu

Appendix, was mailed with the Stude t Resourc
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Survey form to the students seledted fpr participa -"

tion. A self-addressed stamped envelope was also

included.

c) NA follow-up letter was sent to all*participants,

emp asizing the importance of the stu y and of

ret rning 4he survey!. A copy of this Tollow-up

lett the App ndix.

As th- utlent Reso rce Survey forms ere return

to the de Ffna cial Aid Offidt, hey stare

identi

1) Th dentsanswering that the were self
4

S u g, orlindependent, were

consi ation.
I

2) Those etudents who rl ported $ai y indo
- I

les t an $14,599 w e \separ from
\ ,

.

3) The followin info atilpn wa ted o each
1

d sep

1

rated in t'he following manner

emoved f

1

st.

\ 1

of the respon e 1 rms in t e h,

come group, re ctiively; mean inco

pare tal contri tlion,\num er of deOendelit
1,

chil ren, number ofC depende t siblih s in post-

seco dary edification, sex, esidency.'

e) A matched sample was' drawn aftc.rding to sex -arid

residen

f) The cal

to the
I

1

Those s

1 ent o

y between each respec ive group.

ulation for determin tion ofIneed accordiig

odlage Scholarship ervice' (1975) formula.

udents whose parents metjat least 80 per-

the caliFulated dontriblition were labeled

24.
1

11
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as such. Those students in eac

whose parents did not meet at 1

the calculated contribu ion were

1g) The pta pollec,ted and
i

tioned manner was th

.nel t of the Data

ign

A 2\

fic

wing

a)

.1'

chi square (x?) f

at .05.1.o.c. Th

anner:

M,

1 41.1,1T14
.0

ective

t 80 percentof

1So labeled.,

ichotomized in ehe"afore-

n ready for treatment.

ula was u

results we

I !value\ f X2 = 3.84

was o, be re

calculat d X2 >

ults of the StudRe

iliz d to Oet,ermine

e co pare in the

d H
a
tcce ;,c1 if the

he following is the ata result n

High
Income

bow
Income

0

Number
f students

nx - 48

. ny l= 48

Tab

umber wh lose
parents t at

. least 0 per-
cent ofipxpect d

contrOiltion

friom the study:
I

Number whose
parents did n
meet at least
80 percent of
expected co
Ctribution

34

42 6

Tab !.e II

Criticl X2 value = 3.84

25

.Calculated X2 value = 36.04
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4,

11. Conclusions and Significance

The data clearly indicates that there is a significant

differenge in the number pf studepts in the high and low

income groups whose parents meet at least 80 percent of their_

expected calculaNd) con ribution towards the cost of the

studenCis ostsecondary e ucation.

Impl catiols Lor Y r College of Pennsylvania:

a) It is apparent t at there is a legitimacy

'b)

conce

that

them

by t

It i

Offi

memb

into

fine

s voiced by our

eir parents are

the degrtee which the need analysi

college fldicates that they should

further eident'th

th

students regardini the fact

unable or unwilling to alssist

utilized

be able.

the Student Financ

at the college enlist the assistance,

unity,, to lo'ok more eeplyof the college com
d

e calculation for det rmination of student

cial need,, and to conduCt 'fkrt er res.
q

this area Co determine wher4 thq problem

/The importance o'f the iareb dr of tuddn ancial

Aid to use his professional judge ent ertise

to the fullest (as, supported un er fe'der 1 statute

al Aid

for use administering feder.l financial aid funds)

should be emphasized to all m-mbejs of the college
.

.

,

community.
,

12. Reiidual Findings' -

11

Te following datat as repgrted is\i. idental to the

research. Comparisons were draIwn using, groups of t e

26,
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students utilized in this study.

Table I

High
nx = 2.4

Low
Female " ny 24

10 14

2'2 2

Table II

Critical x2 value - 3 8 Calculated x2 value = 15.84

C\r'
........... 1-

High
Male

Low
Male ny = 24 20

Table IV

Table III

Number' 6

of students

oc'

NuMber whose
parents met at

. least 80 per-
cent of.expected
contribution

Number whose
parents did not
meet at least
80 percent of
expected con-
/ tribution

Critical x2 value'= 3.84 Calculated x2 value = 24.08

Table I draws the comparison of all females in the grouliN

Table. III compares thi sub-group of all males in

the group s_readied. Tables II and IV respectively record the

critical and calculated x 2 values for Tables I and III. It

iievident, that Within each of the sub-groups referred to in

the residual findings that a significant difference exists.

27 . 4
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)

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 further research
, .

being undertaken.

28
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Appendix I

Table I

A COMPARISON' CHART OF THE 1T75-1976 PARENTAL
CONTRIBUTION AS SUGGESTED BY THE U.S. OFFICE
OF EDUCATION AND THE qLLEGE SCHOLARSHIP

SERVICE (FOR TYPICAL THREE CHILD FAMILY - ONE
IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION)

(
i

i

0. E.

,Income Level Suggested
After Taxes Contribution

C.S.S.
Suggested

Contribution

Difference
In

Expectations

$ 3,000.00 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

6,000.00 0 0 0

9,000.00 400.00 0 400.00

12,000.00 980.00 590.00 390.00

1,5,000.00 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

,
4.

(From The College Board News, June 1975)

I
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Appendix II

Table II

STUDENT REPORTED MEAN PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION
COMPARED TO C.S.S. CALCULATED CONTRIBUTION

Type of Institution

4

\Mean Parental Contribution
Student Reported C.S.S. Calculated

All Institutions

Private Four-Year

$ 934.00

1038.00

$1,568.00

1,820.00

State Owned t97.00 1,408.00

State Related 754.00 1,471.00

Private Two-Year 750.0D 1,557.00

Public Two-Year 362,00 1,311.00

Proprietary 628.00 1,078.00

(From Pennylvania Higher Education Asistance Agency Report,
1975)
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YORK COLLEGE 'of PENNSYLVANIA
Country ( lub Road York, Pennsylvania 17405

TEL 717 846-7788

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 question carefully,
answer all questions, and return'it to the Financial Aid
Office bytanuary 27, 1976. Any idbntifiable information
such as name, student I.D. number is not requested.

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

Thank you so much for your time and effort in this
matter.

I
JJP/rs

Encl.

5

4

36

Sincerely yours,

John J. Pierog
Directors Student Financial Aid



i

I

\

YORK COLLEGE of. PENNSYLVANIA
Country Club Road ' York, Pehnsylvansa 17405

TEL 717 846.7788

January 27, 1976

l

Dear Student:
\

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

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

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

Ifiyou have not completed alld returned this form, please
take a.

4
few moments to do so. If you have, we thank you for

your assistance.

JJP/rs

Encl.

)

'Sincerely'youys,
2.

John J. Pierog
Director, Student Financial Aid '

I.
.1

I

...

1
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Student Resource Sur, rey
The purpose of this study, conducted jointly by this institutio and the College Entrance E*ornination Board, is to

collpct information for use in annual applications to the Federal Gov rnment for student financial aid program funds and'
for use in reports to the Federal Government and state agencies. It is hoped that the results will be helpful in the assess-
ment of the adequacy of student financial aid programs. The infiiimation needed can be collected only from students, we
will,be grateful for your cooperation. -

You are not asked to provide your name or other identifying data, and your responses will be completely confidential.
Please enter your response to each question by recording the response number in the appropriate box on the accompany

mg response coding form.
Spacer 1, 2, and 3 are reserved for institutional identification.

4. In Which of the following programs are you enrolled?
O. Agricultural Sciences 5- Education
1- Business Administration i 6 Nursing
2- Humanities or SocAal Sciences 7- Health Professions .-
3-Physical and Lire'Sciences, Mathematics 8- Law
4- ,Engineering, Architecture . 9- Undeclared major or other

5. What is your current class level?
0- Hignscnooi senior 6- First-year graduate-Pr professional
1- College freshman student
2 College sophomore 7- Second-year graduate or professional
3- College junior 1 student
4. College senior ' 8- Thirdyear graduate or professional student
5- Fifthyear undergraduate 9- Fourth-year (or more) graduate or

profeSsional student

6. What class load are you carrying?
0- Less than 1/2 of a full-time course of study
1 1/2 to 3/4 of a full-time course of'study
2 A fuH -time course of study

7. Age at nearest birthday?
1 18 or under 3 20
2- 19 4- 21

II. 5ex

5.22 24.
6. 25-29

7- 30 34 9- 41 and over
8- 35-40

i 1- Femaiel i

91 How do you descri4 yourself ? / I

/ 0- American Indian"
can/Negro

4- Orental/Asian-American
1- Black/Afro-Ame 5- Ot Fier Spanish - speaking/ 2 Caucasr/VVhite American
3- Chicon /Mexican-American 6- Other

10. Marital Status
0- Never Married 2- Sieparated
1 Married 3-Oivorced

4- Widowed
5. Other

11. If you have children, how many of them are dependent upbn youaor
support? (0.9)

12. Residence status for tuition, purposes:
0- State resident
1- Non-state resident-U citizen
2 Foreign student-

Noimmigrant visa

3- Immigrant-State residency
established

4- Immigrant-State residency
not established

13. What is the highest level of education you plan to complete here or
elsewhere?
0- Doctor's degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., J.D., M.D., D.D.S., etc )
1- Master's degree (M.A., M S., etc.) or first professional degree
2- Bachelor's degree (B A , B S., etc.)
3- Non-degree Certificate Program
4- 2-year Associate degree

14. What is the approximate income this calendar year of your parents o
legal guardian before taxes (include income from all sources)?
IIT Less than $3,000 a year 5- Between $12,000 and $14,99

Between $3,000 and $5,999 6- Between $15,000 and $17,9
Between $6.1300 and $7,499 7- Between $18,000 and $20,9

3- Between $7,5)00 and $8,999 8- Between $21,000 and $24,9
Between $9,000 and, $11,999 B- $25,000 and above

I

15. n the average, bout how many hours pet week do you work in a
rt-time Job while school is in session?
None
1 to 5 hours

- 6 to 10 hours
;11 to 15 hours \

16. Do you (and spouse if applicable) contribute to your own support?
0- No
1- Yes, but my Parents provide most o my suppor

- Yes, I am Primarily self-supporting
I . yes, and I air classified as a self-sup orting (I dependent) studen

by the Financial Aid Office
4- Yes, but I have been denied self.sup orting (independent) status 1

by the Financial Aid Office

4- 16 to 20 hours
5.21 to 25 hours
6- 26 to 30 hours
7- 31 hours or more

Questions 17 to 49 relat to the costs of attending college and the ways
in which you finance you education, Plea enter the applicable code
corresponding to the doll r ranges (stated elow) for your answers to
questions 17 through 49. lit none, be sure t enter code 0 Do not leave
blanks.,

Code Range Code Range
0-for $00 or None 5- for $1,001 to $1,500
1- for $1 to $200 ) 6- for $1,501 to $2,000
2- for $201 to $400 I 7-for $2,001 to $2,500
3- for $401 to $600 I 8- for $2,501 to $3,000
4- for $601 to $1,000 9 for $3,001 and above

.COLLEG
for t

17. Tuit
111, Boo

19. Ro

EXPENSES.
current eiear, u

n and fees
s, supplies, and nurse

aterials
m and board

I nine month academic budgil
es above.

SOURCE OF FINANCIAL Ft'r Es
wil receive during th ne-month acad
lo mg sources, using the dollar ranges a

FAMILY
22. Pirent or legal gu rdlan 23. Spousal

TERM -TIME EMPLO MENT

24. College WorkStudy 26. On-cNampuon-Work-Stsemploying
(

25. Assistantships, teaching,
udy)

or research 27. Other employment

20. Transportation
21. Clothing, recreation, an

incidentals

(mate the amount of money
mic year from each of the fc
ove.

PLEASE DETACH ALONG DOTTED LINE AND PROCEED TO QUESTIONS 2$ TO 67 CIN REVERSE SIDE
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Enter in the appropriate box, the number associated with your
response ty each q eStion.
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Questions 28 to 411 -Continue to us* following smiles of response codes:
Code change Coqe Range0- for $ or None 5- for $1,001 to $1,5001- for 1 to $200 6- for $1,501 to $2,0002- for $201 to $400 7- for $2,001 to $2,500),- for 3401 to $600 8- for $2,501 to $3,0004- for $.91 to $1,000 9- for $3,001 and above

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT (Total amount, before taxes, earned last summer)
28. College Work-Study

28. Assistantships, teaching,
or research

30. On-campus employment
(Non-Work-Study)

31. Other employment

PERSONAL SAVINGS

32. From savings (exclude amounts In 2$ -31)

GRANTS, SCHOLARSHIPS, FELLOWSHIPS, AND TRAINEESHIPS

33. Non-Resident Tuition Waiver
34. State Scholarship Awards and Fellowships
35. Basic Educational Opportunity Grants
36. Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants
37. Institutional grants or scholarships (include grants, fellowships, and

traineeships)
38. Other federal fellowships, gr nts, and traineeships not previously

listed (including Nursing,. alth Professions or Law Enforcement
Education Program Grants)

38. Scholarships or grants or fellovT5Qlps from sources not previously
listed

40. G.I. Bill
41. Social Security
42. Welfare
43. State Vocational Rehabilitati
44. Other Federal or State benefinot previously listed:,
LOANS
45. National Direct Student Loans
4C 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 lending agencies)
48 Institutional long term loans not previously listed
49. Other Loans

50. How much will sfou and your spouse earn, before taxes, this calendar
year?
0- SI to $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 loan programs (Include loans taken out this
year, items 45 to 49, as well as educational debts incurred in prior aca-
demic years )
0- SO 3- $1,000 to $1,499 6- $3,500 to $4,499
1- $1 to $499 4- $1,500 to $2,499 7- $4,500 to $5,9992. 3500 to $999 5- $2,500 to $3,499 8. $6,000 to $7,499

9- $7,500 and over

52. Did you apply for financial aid at your institution for this academic
year? (Refers to college work-study #24 & 28, federal and institutional
grants #35 to 37, and federal loans #45 & 46.)
0- No
1- Yes, I applied for aid and it was granted
2- Yes, I applied for aid, but I was told that I was ineligible
3- Yes, I applied for aid, but I was told no funds were available

53. Art you participating in your institution's Educational Opportunity
Program or similar campus program?
0- No 1- Yes

54. For EOP participants only, indicate the types of assistance you are
receiving
0 None 4 Financial aid and tutoring
1- Financial aid only 5- Pinancial aid and counseling
2- Tutoring only 6- Tutoring and counseling
3- Counseling only 7 Financial aid, tutoring and counseling

ti

I

-0

/ 39

55-

56.

57

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

How many of your dependent brothers or sisters are a so in college thif
academic year? (Cannot exceed response to Item #55.)

Did your parents claim you aS a dependent for Federal ax purposes for
the lass calendar year?
0- Yes 1- No 2- I don't know

58. Will your parents claim you as a dependent for Federal tax purposes for
this calendar year?
0- Yes 1- No 2- I don't know

59. Are you receiving f ood stamps?
0- Yes 1- No

60. When at college, where do you normally live?
0- With Parents 5. Off Ca}npus, non-college residence
1- With relatives hall
2- University or College 6- Rented room with Or without board

Residence Halt " 7- Other off-campus housing alone or
-3- University or College with spouse

Apartment g- Other off-campus housing with one
4- Fraternity or Sorority or two roommates

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

61. What is the distance from your living quarters to campus?
0- I live on campus 4- More than 5 miles
1- Under 1 mile but less than 102- More than 1 mile 5- More than 10 miles

but less than 3 but less than 153- More than 3 miles fr-More;than 15 miles
but less than 5 fait-less than 25/ 7- More tfah 25

62. How do you usually get to your college ampus?
0- Walk 4- Bike or motorcycle1 Automobile 5- Ctillege bus
2-' Use public transportation \, 6- Hitchhike3- Car pool

63. How would you rate your academi
in college?
0- Mostly A's (3 5 or higher)
1- Mostly B's (2.5 to 3.4)

64. Are you a veteran the U.S. e

0- Yes
65. How were you admitted?

0- As a first-time freshman
1- As a transfer from an

in state community
college

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

3- As a transfer from an
in-state public college
or university

chievement as measured by grades

2 Mostly C's (1..5 to 2 4)
3- Mo tly D's (belcr 1.5)

orcest
1

4- As a tr<an er from an
indepe dent
(priva ) in-state
colle or university

5- As a tr nsfer from an
out fstate
col ge or university

6- As a raduate of a
4-y at institution

7. Other

66. Are you planning to return to this institutio4 next term?
0- Yes No, I plan to transfer to
1 No- I plan to receive my 4- 4 year public institution within

degree the state
2- No-- I plan to drop out and 5. 4 year private institution within

return later the tate
3- No- I plan to drop out 6- 4 year ublic institution

outs de the state
7. 4 year ivate institution

outsi e the state
8- Any oth r type of institution

of postsecondary education
67. How satisfied art you with this institution as a whole? .

0- Completely satisfied 3- Unsatisfied
1- Satisfied
2- Indifferent

4 Completely unsatisfied\
, ,

An additional 13 local 'questions may have been added to this versa
survey, If so, please answer questions 6$ to 80 according to the ins
on the separate question sheet.
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