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POLICY RESEARCH REPORT

‘

‘e

Policy Rtsearch chort is an gffmml documcnt of the Educational Policy
Rexearch Center. it presents results of work’ dm,ctcd toward specific research
objdctives. The report is a comprehensive treatment of the ObjCCthC‘i,’SCOpe
methodology, - data, analyses, and conclusions, and Prcsents the bdckground
practical significance, angd techmcdl information required for a complete and
full understanding of the research activity. The report is designed to be directly
useful to educational policy makers.

.

RESEARCH MEMORANDUM e
A Research Mcmorandum is a workmg papcr that Rresents the results of work .
in progress. ThcApurpose of the Research Memorandum 1sxto invite comment on
research in progress. It is a comprehensive treatment of 4 single research area

or of a facet of a rgmxrth arca within a larger field of study. The Memorandum .

presents the bdckg{bund objectives, scope, summary, and conclusions, as well

as method and apfroach, fna condcnch—(’mm Since it prestnts views and con~

clusions drawn d nng the progress of/research activity, it may beexpanded or
modified in thc Tight of further rescarch. , .

J »
\ . : K

‘

RESEARCH NOTE 3

A Rescarch Notc is a working paper that preser{;s the-results of study related toh
aesingle phase or fuctor of a research problem ‘it also may prcscnt prcllmmdry

exploration of an educational policy issue or an interim report which may later °
appear as a larger study. The purpose of the Reseatch Note is to instigate dis- -

‘It presents the concepts, findings, and/or conclusions of
be altered, expanded. or withydruwn at-any time.

cussion and crit’lcisr?,
the author. It may
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SUMMARY - , .
‘The Office of“Edocation sponsgrs five msin programs of studhnt{aid.
Theymare4Suoplemen;iljkducational OpportonitykGrants, the College Work_
Study Program, Natfonal Direct Student Loans,“Guaranteed-étudent'Loans,'
and Basic Eiucat1onal Opportun1ty Grants._ In the first chapter of ‘the-
report, we identify and examine five factors\that are-important in the

distribution of these aid programs. They are‘ .-
/.’ . . . - - ) .

- [ *

) Legislgtive guidelines

Coe e Student aid officer effectiveness: and biases

\Cailability of msfching funds in the institutims#s

State tuition policy )

\ . .

Other sources of financial aid.

. . e

Chapter II identifiesifhe factors that are used to distribute student
\ o

aid. wLow family income and unmet need are two definitions of financial

need.. These definitions are immensely related. Low—income students :

~

. attend lower cgst schools and, as a result, have’ less unmet. néed than

.students from h1gher income families who attend h1gher-cost colleges.
Need-based student aid funds would be distributed ‘very differently de-
: 8

pending on which of these criteria are used.

-

Two factors make it difficult to define unmet need'of collgge stu-

“dents. Estimates of unmet need are based on the difference/ﬁetween what

the educat1on costs and what a famnly can\contribute t0wsrd thase costs.
There is no widespread agreement as to how much a fam1ly can or should
pay for college education, so several needs dhalysis systems have de-
veloped. Another complicatlon is that ‘there aré no unamb1guous estimates

of income for families with children in college. The problem is even
: : W

i U - ~

.
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more difficult in the case of financfaily independent students., There

. ! ¢

s e

‘

is no agreed-upon way to define independent‘students and little dataAhéVe
been collected-on their income. It is estimated that 19 percent of all
students in college are financially independent, but they are estimated o

to have 10 percent of the unmet need. Because of these -complications,

e .

three estimates'of the aggregate unmet need of students are included in’

the report. ,

The third chapter of the report describes the, distribution of OE .
student aid programs. These programs genera11y meet the neng*qf stu-
.dents with family incomes under $9,000. Students attending private col-"

.leges with higher costs receive prgburtionately more ;id per student, but

their share/of unmet financial need after aid is distributed is oh a par
/ .
with the share of unmet need carried by students on public college cam-

pusegd If the currerdt student aid distribution_patterns'are-advantageous

tOfany otfe institqtional-segment, it is- the public four year colleges

(this ‘category includes university students) _Students in two-year public

'

colleges genera11y seem to be underawarded, given their need but they :
are’ more likely to qualify for Basic Grants when they app1y. Whether th@

) .
Basic Grants program provides a larger share of aid to students in two-

year public colteges than do the other four programs remains_a question. .
. & - - a ) P ] ;, . v.,“ ,
r i . s

The -two grant programs provide proportionately more funds for 10w-_'~
‘1 ’ - ‘ [E EIRTa - ’

income students than the others. Guaranteed‘Student.Loans are more.likely"
to provide aid for students from families with incomes over $12,000. Ln-‘
dependent students have a greater probability of receiving aid frem'one

of the grant progra%s than the other,programs. \ ' o )
At the state level, Basic Grants go to states with-a 1ar§e propor- '

tion of low—income Qtudents. C011ege'Wbrk Study is the only other aid

[}

program that shares this re1ationsh1p 'The distributibn-of the other — T

aid programs to states is not c1ear1y re1ated to either the proportion
: = . - © : s




of low—income students in a state or the per student unmet need.. Guaran-

teed SQudent Loans are less likely _to be available 1n’9¢§€23 with a high

proportion of low-income students. \ 1 S K

Chapqer v ident1fies fundsdhvailablq to students from sources other ’

than the Office of Education. These programs provided $5 7 billion in - =

.

student support in FY1973. Most important among them i8 the Veterans
$

Adm1n1stration Program,'which providéﬁ a total of $3.2 billion. It is

S

eg%ected that-theVpumber of students receiV1ng GI benefits will decline

Id

pver the next 10 years. This may 1ncresse the ‘demand for need-based

.programs because veterans tend to come from more disadvantaged backgrounds

-

thad average students. They are older and more likely to be f1nanc1ally

*

independent than most students, 69 percent of them have dependents.

They are more Likely to attend a public college than nonveterans. They

are reported to have a low participation rate in Office of Education Afd ' _

[

Programs. ' ’ .

s . i : b

Social Security provides.$800 million for students in postsecondary

education. ‘These students are from families with a median income of

f

$6,130. If the student benefits were includedJ the income would be in-

creased by $1,000. A greater proportion of students in the southeast

receive these benefits than in other payts of the country.

o .
" State programs of student aid have been increasing over the last

few years, but five states still account for a majority of awards. They *

are New York, Pennsylvania, Illineis, California, and New Jersey. "The

'availability of state grants is anreasing, both in terms of dollars and

geographic distribution. The State Studént Incentive Grant Program has

o

provided a positive impact on the development of state programs of

financial aid. : -




, Institutions provided over $1 billidﬂ of student aid in FY1973.

Nearly half of it was -in private colleges ’and most of the remainder was

- available in public four-year sdhools. Two-year colleges have less than
| 5.percent of the instiutional aid. This deficiency makes it difficult‘

R for«two-year schools to meet federal matching requirements to become

h eligible for the College Work Stady program, Supplemental Educational

Opportunity Grants, and National Direct Student Loans.
4{-{-, : {

Othier programs of aid are auyhorized by federal/agencies, such as

-

. the Department of Defense, Healfh Agencies, and the Department/of Justice. -

< In total, they provide an estimated $400 million of student aid. The aid.

' Wy s
to graduate students has been dec11n1ng over the.last few years, whieh' ¥
has''increased the demand on the Office of Education programs from grad-'w

- uate students. - oL '
[N . Co . o ’
The need based aid programs in and out’ of the Office of Education'

provide a total of $3 bill1on, which meets 42 percent of the estimated .

RSN

unmet need of enrolled students. No estimate is included, and there is
perhaps no way of making one, of the-aid that would be necessary if thdSe

students who did not go to school because of financial rieed were to go.

v R Under currenthdistribution patterns, students in North Dakotg,' _ .
Kentucky, Virginia, Iowa, and M1ssissippi are most likely to have their

financial needs met by student aid. The other extreme, ‘where students

have the least l1kelihood of having\the1r needs met by student aid, are ¢

Alaska, Wash1ngton D.cC. | Utah and South Carol1na. S ‘

Our last objective, described in Chapter V (was to investigate the !

alternative distribution patterns that would be activated under different

-
‘.

assumptions The current mix of Office of Education programs awards more *
money. relat1ve to need to students of families ‘with incomes unde;‘$6 OOO
o and over $12,000; students of families with incomes betﬁeen $6,000 and;

$12,000 do least well. The grant programs are closely related to the

vi ‘ o S -

o . | .«. . 8 ¢ -




1ated to unmen need T

attendance of-low-fncom 'students, and the 1oan programs are close1y re- o
Je d1stribution of funds cou1d cover, the unmet ,'

need more evenly by modlﬁying the mix of pnograms or by changing legis-

. . -

. , . ' o
lation. C : °

' * . o ¢
’ -t .

There i$ great disparity in’ the distribution of need-based funds to

students in this‘country.v Funds™are unevenly distributed geographically,

1

v

by income\ii:egory, and by ‘type pf imstitution. Some of the disparity
is built intp the legislation, some is due to student aid offtcer ef- S
‘Ficiency in attracting funds, some is due to the uneven distribution of

institut10na1 funds necessary to match the federal programs. Other

.

.8
: . EPEERELY S ST
» S, factors are t%e cooperation of Guaranteed Student Loan 1enders and state g

-
' L

i prograns of student aid F1nanc1a1 ald helps provide student access and
PR ch01ce, but because these funds are unevenly distributed, the opportun1ty L

T ; for cpntinued educatlon beYond high school is unevenly distributed.
N - » 4 . »

Some of the students who are ‘teast likely to get funds relative to

. need Are those from: - : .
s . . : . i ke

CL e Fam%lies‘with incomes from $6,000 to $9,000 - ) .
‘,-‘ . dehyeqripublic colleges - : . . ’

‘. Alaska, "Washington D.C., Utah, and South Carolina. T
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Co . PREFACE

@ 1

ll" . This paper has been developed to answer a series of questions posed

_by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Education (Policy

| : . Developmgnf) in the Department of Health Education, and Welfare. ‘There
' are two companion volumes available which explain the procedures used in

A o ”developing our data base and student aid simulation model The volumes

are A Flow of Funds Model for Assessing the Impact of Alternative Student

w2

|
Aid Programs by Daryl Carlson and The Development of the Data Base for

e

e "Student Aid: Description andloptions by Ann Hershberger et al,

This reéport contains information from a.variety of sources; its com-

pletion would not havevbeen possiblewithout the cooperation of many
‘ Y ‘ people who took time to mail documentszor.talk to us on the telephone
////////ﬂ about our needs,‘ Special thanks go to Bill Van Dusen, Richard fombauéh,
and'George Weathersby for helping hs identify important iSsues_and review-
ing. early drafts: 'Others at SRI provided help\to~us throughout the:proj-
ect. 'We vould like to acknowledge the contributions'made by John Herndon,
. Bob Quick, and Norm McEachron{r The principal authors, h6wever, take full

responsibility for any..erroxs., that'may exist in the paper.

»
’
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I INTRODUCTION

“

' . education. Other agencies of the federal government certainly Have other
goals besidésﬁthis, and fuan for research, manpower deVelopme t, and

a » : : . .
\{~9£:itlements provide the largest share of, federal spending 4n/postsecondary

education, This report investigates the extent to which current student

v

« . education.

states and institutionsJ Information about‘the distributiion oﬁostudent

@

aid from all these sources is contained in this report, - If fundsrfrom‘

LR . all these sources are combined there is nearly $8 billion of.direct aid
avallable to postseéondary students. This does not include indirect:aid

provided through subsidized tuitton rates.

L3

.The distribution of student aid will be compared to the-aggregate

dunmetvfinancial need of students as it is distributed geographically,

. by income level and institutional type. This will provide a measure of
the effectiveness of current orograms in fﬁﬂﬁzing"student'financiai need.
A final section of the-report will simulate the distribution of dollars

under several hypothetical student aid policies.

‘

The programs of most concern in the report are the Supplemental

‘Education Opportunity Grant .College Work Study, National D1rect Student

<

ann, Guaranteed Student Loan, and the Basic Education Opportunity Grant.

B
o8 . M - —

’ . @ ~— e
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In 1972-73 these programs provided 6ver'$2'bi11ion<worth'of aid to

postsecondary students, L v - . o8

¥ .
.
: . \

History of Federa1_1nvolVement;in Postsecondary Educat#on B . . o

"wich the Morrill Act, and proceeded through severa1 bills to the. l920s.

. it was not unt11 after World Wdr II that the Service Man's Readjustment

million, or 19 percent of the total higher education budget of $3,762 -

The federal government has become a major influence in the nation's

“

. - 0 5
postsecondary education community. ® The initial involvement beganfin 1862

The- cumulative effect of these acts was to provide fpnding of vocationa1 .
education, and agricultural research by the federal government. The 1930s

depression.generated a number of laws that aided students indirectly,ibut'
&

Act, commonly called the GI B111 was ,passed to provide direct educational

benefits to returning servicemen, ' . ’ b

' o
- .

Y
»

The Office of Edudationis involvement with studentQaid began with the
Nat10na1 Defense Student Loan Program in 1958 ' The progr;m\ﬂas buttressed

in 1965 w1th the passage of the Highar Education Act that inc1uded funds ° /7

@ .
for educationalﬁopportunity grants, work study, and cooperative education ’

programs. The programs were premised on the idea.that the federal gov- o
ernment should help-eligible students gain access to college which . ?\t’

marked a significant change from the government's previous role ,of devel-'"
. N '4\
oping trained manpower and research capability. The 1972 amendments added

e

the Basic Grants Program that was a further development in identifying

o’ - B

»

access as a major federal goal,

:I‘he“perio,d beginning with World War"}l was a time of r‘apid expansion
of, postsecondary education. At the same time, there wasg an extraordinary
change in the federal posture toward postsecondary education. It is
estimated that in 1951 the federal government spent a tota1 of $500 mil-

lion on postsecondary education' by 1957~ 1958 this "had increased to $723

million. By 1974, this portion had increased to 38 pe}cent, as the "' “3'

]

. ' - B .
L
2 ' '
,




’

federal government spent nearly $14 billion out of an estimated total

postsecondary education budget of'$36.4,biilion. ' o l
// ) % ’ : v\‘w .
The magnitude of change is in part due to\the increasing breadth of

the postseoondary community. The 1957 estimates were baSed on budgets
of  traditional higher education. Now, however, a wh e range of proprietaty

and nontraditional opportunities are included.

This increasing complexity is complementgd by the diversity of the
federal role. The number of federal agencies that provide £funds’to post-:.
secondary;education for differing purposes make it difficult to assign '
a specific role to the federal government. 'Tbe National Science Founda-

tion, the Veterans Adminieﬁration! and the Social Security Administration

-

" -

provide twice as much money‘for student aid as does the Office of Education.

Figure 1 shows the degree to which the various institutional. segments
share' the overall burden of financing postsecondary education. An obvious

problem is posed by this shared effort since decisions made_ in, gne segment

’may not be coordinated with program decisions in the other part of the system.

Table 1 present8 the broadest interpretation of'postsecondary educa-
tion. It includes funds for in-service training, research, student “aid,
ilding programs, and others. It does not include vocationai education

rograms atkcgggitate or federal level. It is a general estimate of the’

F 1973 budget for postsecondary education.

figure‘Z;indicates the shared portions of the student aid‘burden.
The percentagqs are estimates of the student aid dollars available for
postsecondary education. It is obvious that the federal government carries
the major burden of prov1d1ng student aid, with the largest portion of .-~
the federal share carried by’ the Veterans Administration. That is the.

program most likely to decline in volume in tlie next few years. A ques-

a‘tiOn of concern is how the OE should ant1cipate this decline.

L
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. LOCAL

$2.7 BILLION

$6 BILLION

PRIVATE
$6.2 BILLION

STUDENTS

'

FEDERAL
$14 BILLION °

STATES
$7.3 BILLION

v % N

"TOTAL FUNDS IDENTIFIED . ,

Al

‘FOR )
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 1973-1974
$36.2 BILLION

_ FIGURE 1

- . N




Table 1

TOTAL STUDENT ASSISTANCE DOLLARS
IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION (1972-1973)

, Millions Percént>>
. " of Dollars Q£/$6éél

— y — .\\

Office of Education® $2,043

Veterans Administration . 3,200

Social Security 800

. States - e v ' 341

Institutions T 1,046

Other Federal _ .___388

Total : g © 7,818

’

* A N A
Includes all GSL ‘dollars loaned.
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SN Legis1ative ianguage is particularly vague on this poine

’3'% re:

' 'east w1th low". fam11y 1n¢omes and low costs of attendance.

~
By f Edac
?*SEeden%*Aid—Fregram—; - e e,

] ® . Ct

Reation* © ., |

C ey,

Z The OE is the maJor federal agency ‘that provides funds to students o
on the basis of their fnability to pay the1r 0wn educational costs.._The _‘
definitiod of their, ability to. pay, or "financial need," ie the key ﬁactor

't

LN N
& . © . ~
- . . ‘

in determining who recqives funding - - - . . Lo
y
f - ' - 4

~ - A ,

and typical
phrases for defin1ng elig1b111ty in Tit1e IV of che Higher Education Act

exceptionalwneed " "...for 1ack of financia1 means, would be unab1e
%F"""‘ N .

L\to obtain suéﬁ benefits;" "substantial f1nancia1 need," "students from
low income families " "adJustea family income is less than $15 000," . i

S . e

"great financial need " "students in need. ""4]. o

m . - . ' ¥ . .
-There are twe major 1nterpretations of these def1nitiona1 phrases.

q

=

/
The first is that these programs are for low-income Students who wish‘tp

*

In fact, all OE. progrmms are tied in one way or another {

E)

attend college.

o

to;low-income recipients.

” -e +

-

meet fmnancial need Whlch is the d1fference in

contributmon and cost of attendance.

lost Between the famlly

a

N\\H ~increases 1f the faley s’

k4 \ .
*ability to contr1bute to a student ] cost of education declin%s or if theﬂ ¢

o
[N ~

°

"education costs increase.
N %

the other of these medsures of need/can be inferred fram,the fact that

,/ Y v

The consequences of us1ng changeS'in “one Or,,,,

<) AN
-wealthy states 1n§the northeast w1th &1gh average inc0meSAand high costs_

of atteqdance hav% higher per cap1ta unmet need than_ states e soq&ﬁ—
iR o )
1n fact' the,

average unmet need in the’ southeast is lowef than nat10na1 averages;/n>2/”
5 © - I" R - N

S v : : Tos

then-

4

P

N If 10w-1ncome criteria are used to distr1bute student aid

o - - 4

2
stu&ents in the southeast receive a 1arger share.  If need is used the

northeastern states receive a larger-sharg. The . same,concluSLons can be

. . o - .
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drawn for students attending low-cost schools versus those attending high-

= .. ~

cost schools. More*low-income students attend public colleges, but stu- h

dents attending private colreges have more need

’ - : - . : . ’,. 'b"" u ‘
! Using need as the criterion for distribution of aid tends to- tip OE -

- o

aid toward the middle income groups attending private colleges in the

higher- incpme states. Using low- income as the criterion would be”advan-

gageous “for students attending public colleges in low income states.l

©

' or

~Currently, OE programs afe'attempting-toxfulfill both funqtions.
The.’ resulting distributions of funds are influenced in- part by low-income

students attending college, and in part by relatively more affluent stu-_

3
[

~derits attending colleges with high cost 1evels.,; L o ,'_ 'f

-

E Table 2 indicates the number of low-income students in each state

as a. percent Qf the national total and the unmet need in each state a§

N ’

,a percent of the national total Data are from the Institutional Appli-=

tations “to Participate in Federal Student Aid Programs for 1972~ 3. (f.,

The last column is the ratio formed by .dividing the percent und 6,000
4 Co
by .the percent of gxoss need CIf the resulting ratio is less than/one,

then the percent of gross need*is larger than»the percent.under’$6 000.

and 'if- the ratio is more than pne, the percent unde¥ $6 000 is the larger,

of the two numbers. I
: oo R

N . . . : o .
- . . v s

Eight states have a’ ratio over\17§, ndicatlng 3]

— [ e

of students from families with incomes under $6,000 relative to gross

>

Nigh proportion

Yy

o need They are .Arkansas, MiSSissippi Alabama, Kentucky, New MeXico

3

North Dakota, South Dakota, and . Texas. These states would benefit from _'

fonmulas tﬁa@ depend on’ low-income qua’ ﬁications in the distribution of.

[

funds. Seven states fall below a ratio of 0 65 indicating ‘a high pro-

e

portion of unmet need in the state xelative to the number of students

abtending with incomes under $6,000.. These states are: Alaska, Connect-

v

icut, Indianag New. Hampshire, New York Rhode Island and'Vermont.'




“rable 2
. ’ o N " ' o .
NATIONAL PERCENTAGE OF ‘FULLMIME EQUIVALENT STUDENTS - .
<$6,000 AND NATIONAL PERCENTAGE. OF GROSS NEED R
c Ratio of P&rcent

Coe A < $6,000 -

Percentage of FTE - = ' .. Percentage
State - <$6,000 - of Grosé Need

6
9

Alabama  2,10%. . 1.8
Alaska 2 + 0,09 " ' S ‘ 25
Arizona . La21, T B 3
 Arkansas + 1.38 6
California © 11,57
Colorado ’ 1.92
Cotinecticut ' 0.88
Delaware ‘ 0.22
pc ¥ - 0.81.
Florida 3709
Georgia - 1.79 .
Hawaii o . 0,43
Idaho s . . .0.57
« I1linois e 391
Indiana’. ’ 1.37_
lowa : : . T 1,29
Kansa$ 1.40
Kentucky ~. 1.52 ..
Louisiana 2,86
Maine - - ' 0.53
Maryland ‘ »,43 .
. Massachusetts. . T 2,45
© Michigan— .. S 3,66
: Minnésdta . o 1.96
%::usippi ‘ . , 2,28 -
© Missouri’ 2,09,
Montana - 0.58
Nebraska © 0,93
) Nevada SRR /15 § A
~  New Hampshire - 0,22
New Jersey " 2,26
New Mexico - 0.86
New ‘York X 6.46
. North Carolina . . . 2,89
NQuth Dakota... ., . - 70,73
Ohio, - . Y3092
Oklahoma 2,37
* Oregon -, 0.92
Pennsyf\iunia o - 3.63
Rhode I§land . 0434
N detﬁ_’fﬁ‘«?ﬁrouna 1.51
South: fakota © 0,73
Tefnissee = - 2545
~ Texas . 8.33
Utah. > 0.99
Vermont 0,22
Virginia : 1.65
Washfington : 1.92
West Vi'i::“‘ginia . ‘9.91
Wisconsin 2,04 -
Wyoming . o ' 0.18
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'hway of dealing with this interaétion;, Analysis based on ‘national samples

~

LY
Formulas that used measures of uamet need as a major factor'in'distributf

ing'funds to students would increase ghe share of‘student'aid_going to

-

. . -

these states. )
-

i ' - R ‘ :
It.is clear that southeastern states dominate the first list, The

cost of attemding college is low enough in these areas to offset the lo%w. - .

income of attending students. The'northeastern'states are reprEsented

_in the second list.., The higher costs of attendance in this region increase

I

the aVerage unmet need, even”fhough there re_are- fewer students with low in-
P

"

comes., ° Qf”//

-

~

The, average n%?d per full-time equivalent (FTE)‘ student for the

predominately southern states is $l 002, and the average percent of stu-

_ dents under ‘So, OOO in these states is 22,25. Conversely, the northeastern

-«states have an average need: of §1,624, and their average percent of gtu-

dents under $6,000 is 12. 9. A Pearson correlation across all»states shows

an inverse relationship between a state's proportion of students under

.

$6;OOO and per gtudéent gross unmet need:.(r = -0,38). This is significantly

differentffrom Zero at the 9.01 }evel.

2 o \ -~
States are®used as the point of reference because they represegf”

‘ important\dEEographic and policy differences that must ‘be considered in

»

: developing student aid policy. Unmet need is influenced as much by state

. ‘ .
spbsidieg of higher ‘education as it is by federal subsidies. The ‘devel-

opment of the'State%Student Incentive Grant Program is an example of one

r

overlooks the important rdle of the statés in- providing access for students

v
-

to " the colleges of the1r¢ch01Ce. . B

-

h

. ) ¢

g 7 o . . - ' N . {

% - "'/) ' ' ' .

This distihction 1's used throughout th¥\report. A.full- time undergrad—

'yate degree~student is counted as ‘bne, ant a part time undergraduate
degree student as one-third, ; : ‘

.
. , . o
*
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The majority of tables in thi's report will be’ presented in terms of

_how.aid programs influence the unmet need of students, This term will -

be used as a measure of student access anﬁ,choice. Lt natrowssthe issue -

to a question of the net price paid for education. The maJor role of the

OE aid programs is to make the costs réasonable enough for loWer inc0mel

"students to.attend college. ‘A host of other factors influence access,

‘but tney,are.beyond\the immediate reach of federal'pol1cy."Currently,

the baseline data necessary to measure access and choice directly on a
state-by state basis does not exist. For thesefreasons the'concept.of

unmet nee¢d is used exten51gely in this report;.-
4 ;‘7 N . . . -

&

- B

"o The federalfgguernment is providing increasing portions of
the postsecondary b;zget. In 1974, the federal goyernment
spent nearly $14 billion dollars, or 38 percent, of an estir

~ mated 362 billion total postsecondary education budget. v

e The Office of Education can regulate only 5 percent ($2 bil-
lion) lof the total national postsecondary budget.

There Rs a difference between he1p1ng low-income people attend

college and\ﬁéeting unmet need. A pearson correlation across
, a11 states shows an inverse relationship betweeh a state's

: proportion of students <$6,000 and gross unmet need - (r = -0,38).,

[

w.‘*

phbllc colleges in low-income states, and: -unmet need.is bene- i

- e Low-income criteria are’ advantageous for’students az(/Zding

ficial to middle- ineOme groups attending priyate colleges in
the higher-inc we states. Thus, southern states receive 4
‘Larger portion of aid when low-income criteﬁia are used and

northeastern’states benef1t when unmet need is used. .
{ > "t
B ’ 4 4 Pl
Co ' L » .
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" II DEFINITION OF UNMET NEED

Three factors determine the financial need of students. ‘The f}

"is th'e cost of education, inpluding a11 costs of 1iving, tuition, fees,'
and books. The’ second is the expected parental contribution' this is an,
‘estimate of how much parents in a given circdmsEance can. contribute to j

a son s or daughter's college costs.. The third is the student s own con-

o -

r1bution swhich cqmes from summer or part time work I ',
Unmet need can be-defined in equation form adﬁfollows:
/A: L * . P o
.Unmet need = cost of education'- (parent contribution + student
o ' contripution). *

The estimate of what a family can contribute to support a gtud nt is
a significant issue in,developing-ﬁederal policy Therh is also.the spe-\

.cial problem poséd by students who are- fiﬂancially independent of their

parents, At this. time, there is no single agreed—uponaway to’ define in-

dependent students or estimate what they can contribute to their own /

‘school costs. D

-‘to Letermine how much par-l
~:ation. Each syst%
Qi ld conégib—-?

‘ute. The outcome provides a scale for rationing sc}rce student aid funds.

The development of a needs analysis system started in the early 1950s -

when colleges began to shift from helping the most capaole students to,

N L . N
. .. ) . )
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m’helping the most needy. The f rst systems of analysis were.an attempt
to disdgper what families were paying to send their children to school
These earﬂ/ﬂsystems were used by ffnancial aid offfcershfﬁﬂuﬂjrxugpense
b institutional funds /As the College Scholarship Service (Css) developed‘&\\\ \<£:;;”
iamstandard system and as more |schools used it the emphasxs was changed' V -
from the willingness of parents to pay to the ability .of parents to pay.
As federal programs of student aid developed the current system of eg~ .
o~ "timating parental contributions was appﬁied when distributing funds.,
Additional systemslwere‘developed by the American College Testing service
(ACT) and the federal governm bnt, "among others. Each system showed a dif-

Ay

S ferent expected family contrioution. .
° . ‘ ) | b
The National Task Force pp Student Aid Problems has now/developed a

common needs analysis system that both CSS and ACT will use. Thf effects

i of different family contribution schedules will be analyzed in Chapter V

b o

. )
- of this report. Any system used is ultimately an arbitrary device used j
to distriguté limited funds. Recipients of student aid are determined .

by'definitions of expected fdmily contribution. o . P -

. . | . . h
: Unmet Need for Depfndent Students

/7 -Edtimates of gross unmet need for dependent students are generated : //;//
by subtracting the expected family contribution and student self-suppert,w,x -
from the total cost of education; Cost equals the sum of tuition and ' S
fees, books and supplies,émealsband houging for a- full~time resident ‘ !

student, Costs are assum‘d to be equal for students in all income cate~
v AN ’ ‘ » 8 .
gories in . the same typ%‘ F institution. ’ \\ T .

5{

,It is estimated that families are capable of\cq\tributing the amounts

shown in Table 3




. L ’
: Table 3 N
’ ~ AVERAGE EXPECTED FAMILY CONTRIBUTIONS
o - TO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
A S / BY FAMILY INCOME LEVELS*- ,
:—,%‘\\\ / ' X / N L& p T ; .
- ,;::::7‘5::1\&l1 _ . /yéontﬁiJ Ave‘age' 4
- ' Type ogglnstitution” Income " bution Income - Dependents
‘ALl colleges - .  $0=$5,999 0 $ 3,000 2,5
' 6= 8\999 $ 172 7550 2.5
BRI 9-11,999 -~ 802 10,500 2.5
. , Public four-year = 12,000+ 1,926 ~ 15,500--. 2,5
b : Private four-year - 12,000+ 2,07lm“\16 000 2.5
L ‘ ‘ Public two-year - 12,000+ 1,792 15,000 2.5
: Private two-year 12,000+ 1,926 15;@b0\ 2.5
. "css for FY 1973, )

In. addition fo the family contribution, it is'assumeﬁ by CSS that,#
on the .average, students in two-year schools are able to contribute $460
toward their .costs, and that students in four-year institutions\can'con-

' tributev$510|from.part—time earnings..} . I S ;
’ . B s S e -
' The other major factor used to esti te unmet need is the cost of ‘
3 atgehdance. Table 4 gives the national aVe ges for the cost of attenq
B dance. Estimates are provided from two sources The tﬁipartite tape
the form tHat student aid officers use’ to apply for _student. aid, provides .
T estimates of the cost of attendance at each institution These estimetes
fo 1972»to 1973 are compared with the 1974 to 1975 CSS estimates. The
\v c twg -systems are very close in estimating the Cost v J B
"\T\ : @ Appendix A contains“ e cost data—for each stage. The average pri-
. 7 i
A vate ‘four-yea¥ school is $1 800 more expensive than the. ‘average two-year
pdblic school, This ~means that the ynmet need of a student going to a
j:, - two=year publie college from a family with-‘an income between $6 000 andn

» -
' $9,000 is nearly the same as that of a student going to a private‘four—
year school from a family with an income of over $12,000. "The unmet

T

need'is’estimated-to be roughly $l,500:in both'dases. e
o y . 15 . . W —

]




. / COMPARED TO TRIPARTITE REPORT 1 72-1973 .
g . : (Dollars) ' S .
AN ’ “ S
e i' , S , Tripartite
' X ' . = -, "CSS Resident -
= Type of Institution' - -1974-1975
e Public fo r-ygar : '$2,400! .
‘ ‘ Public twhdyear - + 2,153 - -
~ Toe- »'EriVate‘four—Year, . - 4,039
) ) ' Private two-yéar* h 3,61] '
N . - " Proprietary g T 3,817

o . Average ~ - $3,205.

: : : o T : s .
Throughout the study, pxivate two-year. ‘institutions
have been a problem,* (There is little agreement among

N daﬁa colleotors and' researchers as to what comprises a

\éxo—year private college. This fact linked with the -
smgll enrollment numberC produces misleading infor—

o matLOn. :

. PR had
i . .
¢ - : “ “
- ' . i “\ L. . L v
[
v

- -
"

Aggregate need in each¥income‘bracket'hihinstitutional categories

'itﬁ ' » can be determined\by multiplying the number of students in each canegory
| ; by the average unmet need for that™ category. Unmet need was estimated
by subtracting ‘total expected parental and student contrlbutions from

i+ * the aggregate costs.f It is assumed that other factops in estimating

Pt

unmet need, such as Qamily size and aﬁsets, randomi?e cost. Table 5

A o i >
L ‘» -shows the percentage FTE enrollment in the matrix of institutions by

ST income categories. This provides a comparison point far Tab1e 6 which

W . ’ I3

% presefits the percentage of unmet need in each segment. ' ' i

! v B N . N . ' ' .
. 'Approximately equal proportions of dependent students in income —

_ groups $0-$6,000, $6,000-$9,000, $9,000—$12,000,‘attend college, and .

\

a

PR - R

: .' . v"’.L ._ - 16 S v .o ) . . . . )




Table 5 _ v
PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLMENT - BY‘INCOME AND 'TYPE OF INSTITUTION
- i - FTE _STUDENTS FY 1972~ 1973
: . . . Income Level . L, (u
Type of - $6,000- $9,000- - Inde-

- Inktitution 0-$6,000 §$9,000 $12,000 $12,000+ pendent Totals
“Public * ' . T _"‘. ‘ -
four-year 8,9%  8.9% . 9.1% 16.47%  10.9% 54.3%

: ) . ) ~' . | ’ - — //.
Public" - , o , L
two-year 03,7 0 3.7 2.9 3.3, 6.3 20.1 !

. o o AN ' L T B
Private i o o .

* four-year N .3{4v' 3.6 4.1 ° ,IO.QN ,2.5. 24,1
Private, L ‘, . o S .
two-year. 0, 3 0.3 0.4 .o+ 0.2 . "L 5 \
" Total T 16. 3. 16.5% . 16.4%. ngo 7% 19.9%  100. o

Total FTE Enrollment[ f 5 478 138 ' r;h T T ' 0

. . . A 'I ’ ' ' . ' ."/ﬁ ' ;/
. . ' Table'6 L ,////
. ‘( .. ' ' ) - ) ""
PERCENTAGE OF GROSS. UNMET NEED 1972-1973
/o - S e L I

t

Type of ~ $6,000- $9,000- © Inde-
- Institution 0-$6, 000 $9, 000 $12,000 ~ $12,000+ ' pendent’ Totals'
‘Public I AT i,
four-year- 14.1% . 13.2% . 9.1% 2.4% " 4.9%  43.7%
Public _ R W
twosyear 4.8 7 4.3 21 -0.20 2.5 . “i13.6
Private 'i' . = o | v
four-year .8.6 9.0 8.3 1.7 3.3° [ 40.9 .
Private . » ' S
- two-year 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.2. , 0.1 = 1.9
Total® 28,1% . 27.1%  19.9% - 14,1%  10.8% 100.0%
 Total Unmet Need . $7,004,584,228
’ * * . . ) ) . ) 3 N .

Income Level.

* o
Rounded . 3 17,
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. ‘ : .

o

nearly 75 percent of the tojal undergraduate enrgllment is in public in-

stitutions. Table 6'gives, he aggregate unmet need of students as a

percentage of the total deed. A comparison bétween the two tables makes

" it clear that students/of families with incomés under $12;000‘haye greater’

needs than those of ; am11ies over\$12 000, and that students{attending

private colleges_ ill make a greater sacrifice than those going to public

_

»

collegeS- h C " ' .

countrynbefore student aid is\@istributed
A

\
$Lv§00 per ‘student unmet‘need.

\.‘ .

\

more than the tota1 costs of a community college, wh ¢h explains the

negative number in that category. N
. ! / . R » N . . ) N
A1ternatiyé Income Distribntions for Dependent Students

1 -

;'/}////These estlmates of aggregaged need shou1d be tempered by the ' fact
v

that student aid.officer estlmates of the income dlstributions for a11v

, wa

students on their campuses d1ffer from other data. " This section intro- .

duces two add1tLona1 estimates«of dependent students fam11y incomes.
Both the alternative estimates 1ncrease the proport%on oi students in ’
the category over $12,000 while reducing the proportion under .§12,000.
The effectS‘of these a1ternative distr1but10ns on unmet need W111 be’

described. o

&

A o , ‘ Y A
Three :income Distributions _ .
for Dependent Students . . A .,
— . .

[y . L B ©

The student aid officers’ estimates on the Federai.Applications to

Participate™in Federal Student Financial Aid Programs for FY1973-were

used as the basis for this study. because they are. the on1y comprehensive

\

data on family circumstances at 1ndividua1 campuses in every state. All

estimates assume a potential enrollment if the requeﬁted student aid

.18
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'dollars were made available to the Ynstitution.. When the student ai.
'ficers estimates of family income distributions are’ compared to estimates‘ -

from other sgurces, it is-apparent that the aid officers overestimated thef'"
number of low—inobme students actua&ly'attending theyr campuses. o

~
. N ©

The American Freshman National orms'for Fall 1 4 were used as the

. first alterna ve inaome distribution f dependent 8 ude ts., It is asf,\"

K

. sumed’ that it m st nea 1y reflects the impact of inflation

income compared to est1 tes based\gn information that is near

years old, The nationa norm data presented for 1974 were based OR> Te=-

sponses from 189 724 freshmen entering BBQ institutions Tab1e 7 sho;s
N\,

that the freshman norm income distribution of dependént students is con—\\

X siderably higher than the aid officers .estimate The table also presents\\
a mid-range estimation produced by using estimatey from deVeral soutces. .
‘ 4

4

_Table 7

l‘ ‘n
¥

b . ESTIMATES OF ‘ENROLLMENT, BY INCOME CATEGORY
e 5 - (Percent) - /5 :
, e .. - Mid-Rangé  Student i
. . e, Lo Estxmated L. Aid Officers
- S - Fréshman 197221973 FIE ~  1972-1973.FTE
i : .Income L Norms™ " Enrollment .A;ﬁnrollment
Category,. © 1974=1975 ' Undergraduates Undergraduates

L L §0-85,999 . 8.7% 3.8 . 163w

©$6,000-88,999° 7.9 w0 13.40 0 16,5 |
" $9,000-$11,999" 13.2%. Co15.1 . 16u5° R
e $12,000+ © 50,2 g 3706, -, §0.T N
. .- Independent | 19, 2 g ' - _19.9.- 19.3_ '
. Total™ L - 100. %%i - 100.0%/ - “10000% G
* v % e ST " -
e - Full-time first- time enrofimeht s ' . .
1.Rounded'. - - “?,

: . : q
o -9 . ' o L
The variation between the freshman hormzincome distribution and the ai

3 . [

officers' estimation is partially explained by the different samples

19 - ‘ L L




[}

the different methods and,years cf data collection. Aid officers include

/// full-time and half-time students while the freshman norms” include full-'
///_“ time students only. As is shown on the census distributions in Table 8
the inclusion of part ~-time sfudents lowers the income distribution; . | ,A{
Tahle 8 t ;;t i B -
. ESTIMATED PAMILY’INCOMES ~  ,. =~ \\'\4
DEPENDEmgzonLEGE STUDENTS A
1 ( reent) .,’ “‘. 4. -‘ ' - .“‘.
a ; : " o -‘f ’ . 4 .
- | . Census 1972 ~ Census 1974 - : 7.
o . » 4(fu11 time E \(fullﬁj;part— o Lo . ;h
| » Family Income . 3tudent&% : ' time's%udents) T N o . 1@
o , o« ‘ . O . ¢ . : . P 77
, - ,,.;‘,’%‘?5,’._999‘ : 17, ;'ﬁ? v 16% ' o ,
S ‘. v $6,‘0.00—$8,99?. SN '”glﬁz’f"é?f_'._' KN '4 | R _,/; I /
EE / $$9,000-811,999 7 - 1hls. St T s o0 T oy T
Y ‘,a&;lg“‘,ooo + -ss;..o'- . 55 . o
q // ; | ,The mid-range est1mates of the. 1ncome distribution for students aJ T ‘,
. /l “each type of institution in each ;tate were developed by comparing the 7 /)V o
S financial aid officers 'estimates to gcensus bureau estimates ~of: the Lo
, o prulation with dependents 1n the college age group."Adgustments to~the iﬁ'\
_// SK/R_ aiJ officers estimates: were made from a Var1ety of sources,.including A
/ / ‘ reports from the American College Test1ng Program, the College EntranCe. 1; \\ '
;o a - Examination Board thehCollege Scholarshlp SerVice, and S§§ic Educational i
“ﬂ . f"., op ortunity Grant program data. The- ACT a@d College Bbard have publlshed L
| N ' réﬁbrts on the ' family income’s of students é;rticiﬁating in their testing / -
programs in individual states, and the Anndal Institutional Summafy Data
) ' Service Report ‘from CSS publishes summary data on ﬁtudents filing the )

i ' Parents Confidential Suauements and Student Financ1al Statements. ?inally,

a limited number of statewide f1nancial aid studies were ava11able ask
. . s ] * N
. . ‘

:: . Lt . . &' 4




of students - A

, the mid range/fneome distribution for a state.
i, |- e / .

””}?f

®
-

N

Effects of the Income Distribution
on Gross Unmet Need : /’

- - As would Be expected dif{ere&f/income distr
students ﬁ\v

A}

a'direct effect dn the gross unnet/

N\
N
\ [
S ” distributicne are impiemented Natio al gross unmet neEd using the three
estinates are: freshman norms, $5«2 billion; ‘m1d-range, $6- 4 bi}lion,' | ‘
. and aid officers , $7 billion A percentage distrlbution,of gross upmet R f
’ need by income category is shown in Table 9. L T
' B » s ';. ’ - ‘. i
. ' - noe
Table 9 ) N v
GROSS UNMET NEED BY INCOME CATEGORY Lo ' : '
,/ : (Percent) - R L o
e - _ . . _/ *
o 1 . - 1 Studexjﬁ i&a\}, |
‘Y/ﬁ Freshman Norms Mid—Rangé foiCers o
'é. Fapily Income  1974-1975 1972-1978 1972-1973
v . - T
[ \ ' | LR
i $0-95,999 21.4% ° 26.17, A48T
%& -$6,000-58,999 , 18.2 w 24,20 o 27,1 e
¥ $9,000-%11,999 21,6 20.2 vy - 19.8
§12;0004 L _ 24,2 17.71 . 14,1 . -
> .Independent _14.p 7 11.8 ;o8 10,7 o
.. . Total 100. 0% 100. 0% 1100.0%
. . ($5,177,817,104)  ($6,359,691,183)" ($7,004,584,228) L
3 Rounded. , M /
. ) E 21 -. VoL .
. e~ ‘ 9
v f. 40 ™ o . 7
o 3




. Since the freshman norms report a greater prop”ﬁ

"in the”$12 000+ income catégory than the,mid-nange estimate or the aid "

.officers, the freshman norm pexcentage of unmet need in that categoryais

greater and the groportion of unmet need in the two categories under

© $9,000 is 1ess than in the other other two estimates~’ The number of QP'f: - I
- Lt e et

independent students is constant throughout the distributions (1 092 418 ‘

<«

Lo

or 19 9 percent)a,the independent students therefore constitute a greater

vf,

proportion of the freshman norm's $S 1 billion gross unmet need than the.

Ve

aid officers $7-billion gross unmet need. © .. . LT : “'v S
; unne! _

. B . 1Y
*» . L . . - . ¢
. . . R . .

- ©

. v '&"The-threevincome'dis ribﬁtions'éﬁfects on gross unmet need’can also
‘>: ) be observed on a pér-stu.ent basis (see'Tablg IO) Th@ aVerage per-
: L student unmet need for the freshman norm data ($945) is $300 1ess tha j o .
- the per%student urimet need using:aid‘officer éstimatesw($1,279). » .: v
.;p“ S ) ,@ L0 T o, M . L .

. N - » Loal 0 -t e

- . . é v

S T Table o T

s . T GROSS UNMET»NEED PER STUDENT BY INCOME CATEGORY /. L o
AR . . -,  (poitars) . A

. A . ~-

” ' R ” . -‘ - « x' ) e Wl . “" . %\ . -5‘;.' “... L Studér{t .Aid A
Y- ~ . -+ ' Freshman, Norms 7-¢Mid;Range<' -+ Officers - -
- :V' - .- Family Income . 1974;1g75 .. 1972-1973 . - - 1972-1973 - -

3 . o TX e
A T .

1 . ] -

' ® . 025,999 o 3, 331, , ¢ . $2,19 .. $2,205" -
' $64000-$8,999 - 2,175 . 2,097 . . 2,091 . -
s “ $9,000-511, 999 St 546, o 71,536 \ 1,544 © - ° .
’ ©op $12,0004 - w455 0 0 saeT T, 589 o
L ' Independent - = - g 691 . 691 . I

. bverage: .. $ %5 - 81,16k - $1, z;r S

v

- A B \ - ) L
. \ . e) 9 . \ R , N .

s , " - - . . R R 1 . v : ’

Ty - - . . - :
. . o . R ) . . B o . .
. f e

‘

’

R By’ income category, the per-student unmet need ‘is greater for the fresh-'

’

‘ man norm data in. categories under $9 000 and less in the $12 000+

a
- L3 N
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There arp only slight variations between the three sources. in the v,

upercentages of gross unmet need by type of 1nstitutiqn (see Table 1}),
. . )
the greatest difference is 1n the private four—year sector "where freshh'

'man norm ‘estimates are 7 percent higher for gross unmet need than a1d

y . S - !

officer estimatess” ’ C o & . St o

~ ’ 4 ¥

, .
. R t " '

Tabie 12 presents the same data.on a per-studeqt basis: As would

-

be expected the per;student unmet neéed is less in each, type of insti—

-

. . Lt ) =
tution using the freshman norm estimations;thqn either of the alterna- - -
. tives. The greatest variation is in the,public tmofyear sector, where

the\aid officers'»perfstudent“unmet need5'($8652,aisébver @Wice the fresh- |
man*norm's unmet need ($4i§) C S . o b
wTable 13 details: the pércenta? %ﬁare of the. funds going to each '

ate unddr ‘the three systems., ng f.

;

fnan norms tend to incr ase the

~\ K 3
share o the northea tern states‘gthe m1d—range estimates show a refer- ‘
§ 15! p

N

" ence for ﬁoutheastern states, and the student aid officers distributhn

. shows a preference for the m0unta1n Etates. (/"
~ ' " > v \b. / . . .
. : ! \ Q ) TSN L » -@
»/ﬁumméry and Policy”Implicati s . , . N :

# " _ / .
. These three estimates prOV1de;I%ernative distribuqion patterns of

studenc need, They are based upon different data sources,~each of which

R

is %sed in the postsecondary community for various purpdses. The adop—,

tion of any one of.these,estimates introduces a particular bias into the
anai&sisﬁbf the distributi n'of need. 'The freshman norm_ income esti-

mates resulb/in $5.1 billion Qf unmet need compared to the mid—range

“ estimates of $6. 3 billion, or thé aid officers' estimates of $7 billion.’

On 'a per- student basis, the national average unmet need is between $945
(freshman norm estimates) and $1,279 (aid officers' estimates) The R
greatest difference in the estimation of unmet need is for two-year public’

’coiLege students, who vary on a"per-student basis from $865 (aid officer

~ | .23
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3 & . \ d o *
- \ ’ . »
- . “ - . - ) : ! .
o T, -~ ‘Table1l
T S ’ FTE ENROLLMENT AND GROSS UNMET NEED BY TYPE OF -INSTITUTION
. . , .. ’ (‘Perce}lt) , N R
- . ’ . " - . X )
* o . . I . A . . .
./, ”'Typ'e of . ’ - . o » Student Aid
S/ Insti- FTE Enroll-  ° Freshman Norms l , - Officers
- *tution \enc FY1973 . % 1974-1975 Mid-Range - FY1973 -
. 'a_ - . . | ) ] ’ ] - 1 //,
R - Public _ _ e ' . j .
, four-year . 54.3% ‘L 41,3% T 42.5% 43,7%
Public : . . '
g . two-year - ' 20.1 C. 8.9 , 12.8 =136 .
. Privat:_ep o ' e ° \\ e
. - four-year* ' 24.1 - 47,9 . 42.7 - , &O{
F : - B . S fo :
e Private ' : - B ' : -
Lo v B ’ . /
Vo ,cwb yé\ PRI 13- X 1.8 - - v o ‘1.1.“48 _ 1.8
i Total .100.0% 100.0% . w0.0% 100.0%
T \éswne 124) ($5,,177\&17 104) ($6,359,691,183) ($7;004,584,228)
i . t\ v -
4 * - ) A4 ' -
Rounded.n . e e N
. . y \
3 = )
¢ -1.,‘ . ’ "
S o ' o . _ ‘Table 12 . L {
GROSS UNMET- NEED PER STUDENT BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION
Py ' .o b . — g
) 7t Type of - Freshman ,  StuM¥ent Aid
- . ' Institution . Norms Mid-Range Officers
L} . : v - ' 4‘“ ’ ‘
' Public four-year $ N9 $. 909 . $1,028
v Public two-year " 419 745 865
o N A s
. ' Private four-year , - 1,879 . - 2,061 - 2,168
Private two-yeér 1,152 1,437 . \‘\ 1,594
- . {\veragg C o $ 945 v 81,161 ‘ \\ . 81,279 .
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Table 13

GROSS ,UNMET NEED

.0

" Wyoming

. ‘(Percent of National Totals)

/ -
‘\\\ . Freshman v :
State . Norms Mtd-Raitge
Alabama~_ - . . 1.00% 1.30%
Alaska = - T0.18 0.17
Arizona 0.79 1.00
Arkansas LT 00,25 0.55
California 11,13 11,15,
Colorado 1,537 1.31
Connecticut " 1.84 1.60
Delaware‘ . 0.19 T 0,19
oc. 1.29 1.18
Florida 2.75 2.97
Georgia 1,42 1,57
Hawail ©0.24 " 0.25
Idaho 0.32 0.33
" Illinois 6.05 © r5.62
Indiana ' ‘ 2.63 2.40
Iowa T.41 1.41
KanBas 0.76 0.77
Kentucky 0.51 0.84
Louisiana 0,67 : 1.13
Maine 0.59 0.58 *
Maryland V1,54 1,62
Massachusetts ENRAE 5.66
Michigan - . +3,93 3.84 -
Minnesota \ - . 11,77 - 1.73
Mississippi 0.24 0.74
Missouri - 1.77 1.85 .
Montana 0.28 0.25.
Nebraska 0.60 0.66 -
Nevada ] *0.14 0.14
‘New Hampshtre 0.84 0.72
. New Jersey . 2,67 2,60
New Mexico . 0.33 0.41
New York o . 13.79 C 11,77
North Carolina ° 1.89 C2.20
North Dakota 0.12 ' "0.17 - -
Ohio 4,23 4,36
Oklahoma | 1.06 Ay 1.30
Oregon 1.41 1.25
Pennsylvania. 6.57 6.01
Rhode . Island ~0.98 0.80
South Carolina ' 0.88 1.10
South“Dakota \ 0.24 ' 0.29
Tennessee V1,40 1.67
Texas . ' 3.28 . 4,77
Utah ©1.06 o 1.03:
Vermont '0.65 0.56
‘Virginia 1.50 1.57
Washington . 1.79 * 1.62,
. West Virginia 0,40 . 0,60
Wisconsin - 2.47 2,22
0.18 \0.17

Student

1.16%0
0.16

0.91

Ald
Officers

\

0.53

10.93

1.58

- 1.56
0.21

1,21
12,79
RS AR
" 0.28

0.38
5.58
2.19

1.38

1.04

. 0.78

1.22
. 0.'58
1.47
5.33
3,91
1.88
0.70
2.00
0.38
0.80
0.16

v 0,67
2,67 -

0.45
12.09
2,03
0.30
4,27
1.45
1.24
6.02
0,78
1.02
0.39

° 1,64

4,51
1.08
0.51
1.50
1.73

.0.56
2.40
0.19

o
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.timate and the aid officers' data show th

. need among dependent students, and the greatest~peqcentage'of aggregate !

-
o

Al : . ) ’ . . N . o

estimates) to $Zl9 (freshman norm eggimates). On a national basis, private

‘

four-year institutions would need : smaller'proportion_if the_freshman norm

estimates were used rather thap~the midfrange or the aid officers'.
The proportiop/of”gfogs/:Zmet need by income category‘also varies

S,

depending upon the income distribution\im 1emented The mid range es=-

i

the proportion_of gross unmet
. ) 4.

need increases as family income decreases; thus, the $0-$5,999 income

category has the greatest proportion of unmef need, Conversely, the.

freshman norm estimates show a more even percéntage distribution of unmet

"-unmet need is ‘in $12,000+ category (24.2 percent), followed by:§9, 000~ ] : .
411,999 (21 6 percent), $0-$5,999 (21 4 percent), and $6, 000~$8 999 (18, 2

’
[

v
[

p;rcent) Therefore, on a national 1eve1 students from families in the

' 512 000+ category would need a larfer proportion oﬁ aid monies if freshman

norm estimates were ubed, while students from families in the low-income
4
categories would need prbgres51ve1y greater , proportions of aid monies if

«

the mid-range or the aid officers' estimates were 1mp1eme§ted The f1nan-

'\

cial aid officer estimates form the basis ‘of this study begcause they are

. -

the only comprehensive_data on thf income distribution of &Cth aid recip~

“ients\and the undergraduate student body at individual campuses in each gtate,

« .

P

Unmet Need for Independent Students . o ’ .

Independent students make up nearly 20-percent of the FTE under-’

'graduate degree pnrollment and the question of theirﬁunmet need must be

analyzed separat ly from dependent students because the two gropps have ’

'differing resourc s‘and living expenses. There is no single criteria

_ _ : / .
for defining an independent student., The Basic‘EducationaI\Oppo tunity

Grant (BEOG) program's: def1n1tion was used in this study begause _t is
\

“the most ‘widely used cr1terion for awarding federal, state, and institu— -

tional funds. That définition describes an independent studept as one v

who: - S v : - - | ot o

- C e e e (\‘ : .
o e o 4¥5. ‘ ’ rfﬂ\j \ ‘ "




[
w‘«‘-

(1) . Has not and: will not be claimed as.an exemption for federal

SR ' income tax rposes by any person except himself or his

' *  spouse. for«ﬂhe calendar year prior to the academic year
for which aid is requested, and :

(2) ‘Has not recelived and will not receive finangial assistance
of more than| $600 from his or her parents in the ‘calendar
‘years in which aid is received and the ca1endarryear prior
to the acade ic year for which aid is requested, and

(3) Has not lived or will not live for more thaﬁ‘two consEcutive
weeks in the home of a parent during the calendar, year in
which aid is received and the cdlendar year ‘prior to the

A academic year for which aid iSJrequesteq S

LI S B ,‘ , N R o . . .

- i Estimationﬂpnacedures for the distribution of independent students
gy, . Boas

\
and ‘unmet need are described’fully 1n the comphnion research note

-

-~

. 9
'The over one million independent students are’more likely to have 10W' gg
,}‘

: incomes and axtend public . colleges than dependent students~"Table 14

' s':/‘

provides a percentage distribution of independent stuqents e 2 :‘ N )
. | 3 | | L ;. ( - -
. . ‘.’ k“ . L ., i, . ] . :; / v ‘ \&
. ' . @ . ",
s R R Y tl,. .
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY INCOME AND TYPE OF lNSTITUTION
’ , 'FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENTS 1972—1973 : B
b . [ Sy A
\ . - . o ' A EY. . . o
Type of | | e | /
Institution $0 $6 000 $6,000-$9,000 $9, 000 $12,000 $12\000+ Totals L
: ) \
: \
Public ' . - g \ ‘ |
four~-year 36.1% \ C o 8.4% , , 5.3% . 4 9% Y S54,T7% -
[ : L' : R . . ‘f’fk . e '.A:
Public . . A o Y 4
| two-year - ¢{“22.5 \ 5.2 . 2.5 Z 5 r{31,7
Private ;?& : . o - ' : Lo
four-year C 1.6 Ly - 1.3 . 1,8 12.6
Private = A. _ r o : ’ ; . . s
two-year 0.5 _0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 ..
Total .. 66.7% 15.6% 9.2% 8.3% - Ke,99.8%.' |
’ L. : : ,*k l‘
. Total students 1,092,418 o T ST Lo
. ' ' o , 27 S \ _ .
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'tdtions and 66.7 Zercent are in the $0-$6,000 income category. A com--

© from the tripartite tape and data n‘independent students/were estimagted
’ ' : . L
" by the procedures outlined in the companion technical report tol;h{ga

volume, i v

BY TXPE OF INSTITUTION AND INCOME CATEGORY ." .
o : : ﬁ,v (Percent) ‘: .
Type of R . . Sl
Insti- - Inde- ' . _ Inde-
tution Dependent  pendent Income Dependent pendent
Publ%c .. : . :
four-year 54.2% 54,7% | $0-$6,000 . 20.4% 66.7% w
Public. o | ,
two-year - 17,2 31.7 $6,000-$9,000 - 20.9 15.6
Private . ' ' : K : 4
four-year - 26.9 12.6 $9,000-$12,000 ~ 20.5 9.2
Private ) - .ﬂ .
two-year 1.7 0.8 $12,000+ 38,4 8.3

dependent. students attend.private fout—year institutions,

oo u \ , ..
’l" L X (‘\ =L ’

.Eighty=six percgnt of the ind%pendent students attend public insti-

parlson of: dependent and independent students by income category and .

inst1tutiona1 type is given in Tabﬁe 15, _Dependent student data are

Table 15

COMPARISON OF DEPENDENT AND. INDEPENDENE STUDENTS

.

/

As cdn be observed in the columns on}the rignt,,the independent
group has a greater percentage of low—ﬁncome students than the dependent
group, It is evident from the columns on the 1eft tnat a greater propor~-
tion of independent students than dependent students atlend the inexpen-

sive public two-year 's¢hools, while proportionately over twice as many




P

S-Indgpendentvstudents' gross unmet 'need wés'measurqd by sﬁbtra@ting‘ »
their aﬁnual incomes fro@'&irect educational énd main;enahce costs. Direct
educatioh'costs (tuitién and fees plus books and éppplies)'wégg aggﬁmgf/Q
.to be the'éame for indeﬁendgnt and dep :dent'studenps at.eadh inétitu?
.‘tional type in each'ftéﬁé. Maintenance c sts fo; full-timé:indepen&ent o

students varied according to the student'y marital status; nuﬁber of

) § e

~ . o . ,
dependents, and geographical location, ndependent students were assumed

to hgve lower-level standards ofxliQing,'as defined by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics., When all these factors were combined, an estimated weighted

. avénage méﬂnﬁenance budget for all independentg{students ih each of five

.

regions was produced, It was assumed that a student's total resources, B

'including_spousé'q inﬁome,‘was available to meet the direct. educational
] . - &

~and maintenance costs; this resulted in the foliowing need‘fdrmﬁla:.

INeedG = (maintenance budgetv+ direct costs) -‘annual income, .,

j o

K@é ".‘_‘

According to our estimation processes, independent studepnts havé o

[

$755,092,138 in gross unmet need. Independent enrollment and grqgs/uhmet"
‘need are digﬁézbuted across institutional types in the manner shown in’

Table 16, ' ‘

v

Table 16 <
. » o . bl
’ INDEPENDENT ENROBLMENT AND GROSS UNMET NEED
' BY, TYPE OF INSTITU ION
3 (Percept) A o Py
Type of Institution- 'independent Enrollment Ctoss Need
. ' .." ' . ’ ’ 4 f‘f

. Public four-year | 54,67 45,10%

Public' twoyear ' 31.86 ' oL 23,19
Pr{vatekfburhyegr 12,68 t #30.46 :
Private two-year , 70.79 L o _1.25 g R
Total . 100.0 % ¢ 100.0 % , .
Total students (1,092,418) . - \-($755,d92,138)0 LT ;
‘ ) . A ) v o o

29




‘Gross. unmet need percentages are greater ‘than enrollment percentages in ?

the casé of the private institutions becauSE'of high atténdance costs.v?/
) . P
While independent students make up 19.9 percent of the'enrolled

FTE undergraduate degree students, they have only 10,7 percent ofvthe R

gross unmet need The average gross unmet need per independentvFTE under-

graduate student is $691.21; for dependent students, the average‘gross

unmet need is $1,424,96. This may be because of the comparatively high o ‘{

-

. percentages of independent students enrolled in- public two-year institu- o
efons and the low percentages enrolled in the more expensive private

four-year institutiong. . : : "

. . 1
4 N h .

Moreover, the maintenance budgets for independent students are
%gased on thelBureau of Labor StatisticvaOWer standard of iiving, and
independent students' resources are taxed 100 percent;' These factors
result in a conservative estimate of ‘independent student gross unmet °

1 /
need,

. v
I

The national total unmet need before aid is $1,313 per student; with
a minimum state average unmet need of $908 for Hawaiiagand a maximum of
-$2,420 for Washington, D,C: It is clear that the.southéastern states

have a lower per student uhmet negd that the northeastern states. This

R

is explained in part by the)higher costs of ‘board, room, and tuition in

 the northeast comparegsto the lower costs in the southeast, T o . v

Table 17’isvbased.on information from the student aid foicers‘andf

the expected family contribution schedule'presented earlier in the chapter,

as well as the unmet need of independent students, It represents §7

. billion of unmet need. The cbmparisons between states indicate that-

students attending'college in the northeast--Iilinois; Massachusetts,

New York, P nnsylvania, Vermont, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island-- Lt

-

/ have an average unmet need averaging nearly $1;600'per student. On the It B

°

\ ' other end of the continuum, students attending cgllege in A1abama, ﬁhr

L . 30 " e )
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‘Table 17 SRRV
ot . GROSS NEED PER FTE STUDENT &
;f ' . , | (Based on Estimates by Student Aid foicgrs) _ ‘
L ) ' " (Dollars). ' : ‘
. Y - g o - ‘ , Y .
) ° State Gross_Need/FTE State Gross’ Need/FTE
Alabgma ‘ .$¥,051 Mpnténav_ ’ _:“ I,ZLQ"
Arlg@/ka : 2,030 Nebraska - 1,223
Arizonq . y 1,134 N Nevaéa ‘ 1;?Q4l;y~
'Arkansas - 996 New‘Haﬁbshiré.~  " 11:?95 o
California - 1,277 New Jersey i,goé- '
Colorédo} . ! 1,485 New Mexico l,ﬁ%g-”
. Connécticuﬁ lﬂ368 New Yérk'A - f,662:
) Delaware 1,021 ~ North Carolina 1,?11'
DC '2/‘,420 North Dakota 1,097 -
Florida #,320 ~ Ohio . 1,225
Géorgia fl,OZl Oklahoma Ii239
gawaii_ - 908 Oregon, i /' A 1;372; .
; Idéﬁo - 1,117 Pénnsylvania“, éQN&:;ZOJ‘
| I1linois 1,509 Rhode Tsland | . 1,780
Indiana 1,178  South Carolinall L ‘1,21‘:6-‘
Towa N p 1,307 South Dakota -~ 1,275
;. Kansas , - . 1;028 T Tennésseef" ‘ o 1;151
_Kentucky 934 Texaé S l,le
' Louisiana - 1,055 Utah . 1,347
Maine. 1,695 - Vermont /_ 1,850. .
y Maryland 1,197 g Virg_inia ' 1,090
- Méséachusetts 1,944 Washington 1,143
- " Michigan 1,204 West Virginia _ 1,012
N Minneséts'. i,222 ) fwis;onéin 5-. 1,343 _
Mississippi ‘1,007 \ Wyoming‘. 1,458
| _ Missouri 1,273 ‘ | : | '
) : ’ \\ 31 )
\ . q
- " s 50
: "




v i / .
, . .. . / v .
Arkan/as, Délaware, Georgia, Hawaii Kentucky, Mississippi, New Mexico,

, Virginia, and West Virginia have an average unmet need nearer $1 000 per
student. It is important to note that states ‘In the first 1ist generally

// ' ‘enjoy a nigher average income than do those in the second. The unmet

need is influented by cost-of-living differences as well as differences A x

-

4

\‘ .dn average tuition levels. .

A Alternative estimates of unmet need would alter the magnitude of the

B ' 'ndmbera and some of the ranking but they would not alter the fact that
" the unmet need will show a wide variance in different partS/of the country,

Any fedéral student aid policy that is adopted will h%ve to take this s

irfto consideration. ' : r .

o Summary and. Conclusions ' s o '
e 'The postsecondary community uses several estimates of the dis-
trfbution of unmet need. Nona of them are free of bias.

» '

e The freshman norms tend to increase the aid to the north- j
eastern states, the mid-range estimate shows a pr.ference.
for the southeastern states, and the student aid officers’
distribution shows ‘a preference for the mountain states,

. Student aid officers tend to overestimate the numbev of low—“ o
income students attending their schools, v . \

. The unmet need of dependent students in this country ranges
between $5 billion and $7 billion. g ‘ L

¢ National average unmet néed for all

tudents is betweeﬁ $945
and $1,279 per FTE student, -

¢ The greatest variance"in estimation of unmet need is for two~
year public college students, It varie? on a per-student
basis from $865 to $419, ' \ '

L)

e The financial aid officer estimates form the basis of this
study because they are the only c0mprehena1ve data on the
indome distribution of both aid recipients and the under- o

. graduate student body at individual campuses in each state, E

" ) ‘ 5 1
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The following eqnclu ions are made using the financial aid officers'

incomeudistribution:

A

e Of all undergraduate FTE students, 54, é percent attend public

[ ]
“

four-year institutions,

Students attending private colleges have a greater gross unmet

need than students attending public colleges.

‘Students from low-income groups have more unmet need than
students in high-income groups.

Southeastern states have a lower per-student unmet need than

northeastern states. - S ) : :
) ]

Equal proportions (16 percent) of FTE dependent students in
income groups $0-$6,000, $6,000- $9 000, $9 000-$12, 000 attend
college.( s ] .

-
t

Of the indepepdent students, 66.7 percent are in the $0-$6,000

category, . »

A greater proportion of independent students than dependent
students a}tend public two-year schools, ‘while proportion-
ately over' twice as many dependent students attend private

four-year institutions

"
o

’ 4
"Of the FTE undergraduate.degree students " 20 percent are in-
dependent but, according to SRI estimates, they have only

10,7 percent - of the total. gross unmet need.

3

For dependent students, the average gross unmet need is
$1,425, for independents it is $691.

"




. - IIl OFFICE OF EDUCVION,S.IUDENT ATD PROGRAMS

i

The OE, sponsors five basic student aid programs.
~ Education Opportunity Grants, Supplemental Education Opportunity Grants
National Direct ‘Student” Loan

These_

(SEOG), College Work Study Program (CWS),
Program (NDSL), and the Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL) .

€

Ry
he »

Incentive Grants (SSIG), which are operated by the OE.

i . @

All these programs distribute funds to students on the basis of fi-\

i

nancial need so that 10w~income students can afford to attend college.
Table 18 presents a Hxief descriptioh of six of the programs and a. ‘three-’

year history of their funding.

These programs have been'developed aroundsthe goal of agsisting poor

students to go to college. Each is distributed differenfly and'thus‘@as

a different effect. The’ following expanded descriptions of the programs

highlight thOSe differences. The three inStitutionally based programs,m

.-are described first, T R . SR |

Supplemental Education Opportunity Grant Program (SEOG)

ol _Programeescrigtion

o o This is a program oﬁ‘grant aid to exceptionally needy undergravuate
students, based on financial need calculations made by postsecoqdary in-"
stitutions. _Student grants under the pfogram, which is. to be built on

he "floor" provided by BEOG are made from lOQ percent federal funds;

they.cannot exceed one-half of the total amount'of financia1 assistance R
actually awarded to the student for a given academic year (including

- BEOG, CWS NDSL and the state and private scholarships) or $1,500

~

Théyfare the Basic'

4programs are supplemented by other program?7\including the State Student \‘

’

.
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Ct whichever-is less. -There is a $4, 000 avérall ceiling on payménts to any

.
- . o7
4

S student ($§”000 for a five~year study- program), and, no payment of les&

than 5200 per adademic year may be.made -to any individual student. Re*»

?b'* Y

newal payments are aLso authopized, haseﬁ on then-curnent financial need

< . - o . e o . RS
] o Lot i b / . “ _ .
‘~Distr1bution af Funds : ' o - C e e -

4 N N e . ’
L M ¢ ‘

- §EOG program are allotted among the tates on .the basis of student atten-'
'v'. + '. Y . -

dance figures.. The remaining 10 per ent is a110tted in accordance with

the U S.'Commiss ﬁér s discretion. Institutional allocationsiwithin

"‘\. w

.states are based on the: recommenda ions of regional panels composed of

. va1idity a d precision ‘of * instrtu iona1 requests. Student payments are

'(exclusive of federal programs) as a condition of" continued partic{pation.

N . © .
oo, A . ¥ . B - - ] Lo
v b s, ." ' s e N

. Institutions may c1a1m, from® their program a110cation8, up to 3 per- .,

© - cent of ;heir»combined SEOG CWS-NDSL expenditures to offset administra-
e » ° ® :
‘tive expenseo, ndt. to exceed a total of $125 000 per yeSr.> ‘ : : L

LI “ “
4

R o An evaluation donewof CWS in- 1972- 1973 (Friedman) indicates that IR

‘ the geographio distribution of funds for the ‘program was not eorxespondent

v - - .
. 4 wtth,the distributionﬁof'need._ ' ‘ . , D »
3 o .o, ‘-v v ) = - ’ P . ’ . DA . w

R ;,_ L _’z ‘
e . Cbllege Work' Study Program (CWS)

o Program'Description S ST . ~; i .

S v a
3

College Work Study is a cost-shared p:ogrfm of federal plus-

' inqtitutional support (80 20) for part-time and vacdtion, period employment

ey e <L,

Provided
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\students--including, where possib/g, educationally significant work ag-

xfor'withholding any applicable income taxes. Participa(ing institutions

,years, -and the program continues fo play an impon{ant part in the overall  « _—

fof students attending eligible postsecondary institutions, with emphasis
on those students with the "greatest financial need " as determined by

v s

the institution. *Institutions make work assignments available to their v e

signments. The earnings areé applied toward the students cost of atten-
dance as a means of supplementing financ1aL aid available under;the

BEOG program and other sources,.

Distribution of Funds

The pattern of distribution under this program is similar to SEOG.-..
' Wages are paid to students by institutions (or by participating off*campus v
employers) based on current hourly rates,’ the institution or: agency “con-

tributes 20 percent of the wages paid, and suitable arrangements are made

~

must rthaintain their’previous ovierall level of effert in)'the student as-

~ s

sistance area in order to continue participation. : S ‘ 4 .

Fdnﬁs to support the CuWs have rema1ned constant over the past two -

. -

strategy for student assistance at the federal level. Furghgrmore, its

-
« . .

recent liberallzation to employ a relative need stamdard-of student
eligibility--as oppOsed to an’ income based eligibility\\tandardffﬂ; de- .
signed to make the program 5. benef1ts.potentially available to greater

numbers of students com1ng erm both low- and middlehincome;families.
o " * ’ . ) * ¢ : ~ ) . -
. SN : ' o S ot
National Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL) . . ‘ L
AN L - . ] .
Program 6&scr1ption‘\\ ' ’ vt - .7,-: B p

™.

7 -

+

This is a- program of direEt loans to financially’ needy students‘ .\

attending elugible postsecondary institutions. The federal government - ‘ A\

.o

@

contributes 90 percent of the prngipal for d revolv1ng fund estab- ~d;' o

tution; institutional funds comprise

' s R

lished at . each participating ins



: T s
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the remaining 10 percent. A‘iut one-third of all dsfcurreﬁtly being

10aned are derived from collections. Students needs for this form of -

.;: g

assistance are. analyzed by systems approved by the Commissionep, similar
Jto those used in the other. "college-based" programs (SEOG and CWS).
Loans in an aggregate amount not .to exceed $10 090 are made available , ,
on interest-free and low-interest repayment bases,'with prind!pal repay-
ment deferred until the completion of ‘the student' s‘%ourse of study,
plus completion of certain forms of public serVice employment. If the
- gtudent elects to enter certain specialized fields of. teaching, 100 per-
cent of the pr1nc1pal borrowed may be forgiven. » ‘

«
R

" Distribution of Funds < '._ . f _'. o /

éwfiral funds are distributed'annually. by means of a state' allotment
formula similar‘tb those used in SEOG and CWS. 'The recommendations of

regipnal panels are used here, also, in the determination of institutional

@

e

allocations. " : .
* The program»stfrhed in 1958 and was: original%iifnvisioned as a self-

-sustalning fund, with collections providing the furids for subsequent ré-”

lending. HoweVer, the growth rates in studenf attendance as well as in

-

the»number of participating institutions have resulted in the continuation

* of federalk capital'contributions.

The benefits of this program have traditionally been reserved for

studen with less severe ‘heed who might have difficulty qualifying for
assistzice under other programs.‘ As such At has been suggested that

the program may overlap with the benefits offered under the GSL. There

»

« ’is no instit%tional maintenance of effort requirement as there is with v

. SEOG and CWS. . - o
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:Summary of the Three Institutionally Based ‘Programs

.-

4

_ These three programs provided $768}milligh in- 1973 SEO ~and NDSL

have been_criticiged as duplicating BEOG and GSL.. The policy argument

e

is_that_the'institutionally hased programs- limit the free market and tend

.to prop up inefficient schools by allowing them to use ﬁinancial aid-

offered to induce students to-attend. .

. The counter-argument is that GSL ' funds are not evenly"disttibute »

“’fﬁhﬁpss the country, andvstudents must depend on thé largess of. the lend-

)

ing community for he1p It is further'argued that~student aid - officers
are much more flexible in unique cases of financial need that cannot be
‘captured by the mechanics of the BEOG needs analysis "The CWS is gen-

era11y the mOSt acceptable of khe three inst1tutiona11y based programs

Tables 19 24 provide information on the funds distribution of the

f .

_three inst1tut10na1 programs and show how these programs -reduce the
financ1al need df students Gross need is the financial need before any
stud\nt aid is distributed net need is’ the financial need of students,

after ‘the aid has been distributed _ ~ o ’ /'

\ - e . 4

2o . - . . ) : « N « ., ) .' - : A
- - ! 4 ' . e . ) - ' t - .
SO , Table 19 © - - E o

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTIONALLY BASED PROGRAMS

.

-5

y

- . ~

. - L Ineome K Enrollment . Gross Need 0E Aid Net Need
. _ $0-$5,999. Do 16.3% 7 28.0% ;. 38.9% 26. 6%
S~ " $6,000-$8,999 "16.5 27.0 ,  22.8-  27.6
SO ;  $9,000-$11,999 - ‘'l16.4 S 720,07 - 11,2 21.1
: . \? $12, 000+ S 30070 . 14,0 8.9 14,9
L o - Independent ' ©19.9 10.7 . _18.2° _ 9.7
© . Total® . _° 100.0% 100.0% ' 100.0% = 100.0%
* . - |
Rounded.
- N - o i é':-
: %0 S0
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As is. seen in Table 19, institut;dﬁai'aid.prog ams do reduce

financial need of low-income students, The lowest ihcome category has

- \ probortionately less of the net.need than does the grpup with incomes
\ between $6,000 and $9, 000, In the pressure to provid aid for the very
poofest the next poorest appear to bear a greater burden of’ unmet need

after OE aid has been distributed

8
v
©

A\ Table 20 charts the effects of the institutional programe on gross
dged of students attending college in 1973. The emphasis of these pro-
grams in reducing unmet need ef the lowest-income students can. be seen.

. o L .  Tablego .

e

INSTITUTIONALLY BASED PROGRAMS AID EFFECTS
ON GROSS UNMET NEED

PN : ' -
Yoo ) N

, . _ Need . ", Need  Percent
Income Before Aid - After Aid Reduction
| / $0-55,999 $1,971,279,334  $1,636,680,512  17.0% -
‘ ~ $6,000-$8,999 - 1,895,316,700 1,699,119,757. ©  10.4
. $9,000-$11,999-  1,391,477,633 1,295,124,380 ; 6.9 <
D ’ - $12,000+ ‘ 991\418 423 915,155,813 = - 7.7 -
* Independent 775,092,138 598,429, 917 ’ 22.8
" Total - $7,004,584,228  $6, 144,510 379 . 12.3
~ a
~ Table 21 compares enrollment, need, and gid~of the‘different-insti-”
: tutional types. .The conclusion is that on the national 1eve1 the three o
. - institutiondlly based programs are equitably distributed relative to un-
met need, with some slight edventhgemfor students on public four-year
. !b‘ . _ . a : o ‘ ‘
\ ~ 7":\ - . 41 - .
o N ’
: 59 -




*unmet need experienced by students in public colleges, d“ .t

o o . Teble 21 T .
£ . . i ¢
OFFICE OF EDUCATION INSTITUTIONAL AID DISTRIB%FED
TO STUDENTS IN FOUR TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS
“(All Estimates Based on Doltars of Aid) .

o . / ' ’ -_—I_ oo /

1

- Type i : , S ) \__ ’

of Ingtitution Enrollment - Gross Need OE.Aid ~Net Need w
Public four-year 54.0% . 43.5%  SL.5%  43.0%
Public two-year 20.0 . 13.5 11.7 . 14.0
Private four-year 24,0 4100 34.7 -41.0
Private two-year _ 1.5 © 2.0 . 2.1 2.0

Total®. ©100.0%  100.Q% - 100.0%  100.0%
Rounded. - . " \ : S o

¥

ES

It is. c1ear from this table t] at even ‘though students attending pri-
vate colleges*with higher tuitions receive proportionate1y more aid per

o
student, their share of need after aid is still on par with the share of
|

~ The propensity of the three programs to reduce the need*of students
in pub1ic four-year schools can be seen more clearly inTxhle 22. Students .
in two year puBlic colleges enjoy the least redugtion in their financial
need, closely followed by students in four-year §:ivate schools. ‘This
the case, even though students im féur-year private schools receive over

vtwice as much aid per-student as do students in the two-year schools

(See Table 23).

. ’ \L
N .
o

Tables 23 and 24 present institutional awards as the average amounts /

share.




Table 22-

4

' NEED REDUCTION BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

¢

' Type _ ' Aggregate " ' Aggregate PErceht
of:qu;itution‘ Gross Need Net Need Change
Four-year public $3,059,088,013  $2,616,317,733 14.47%
! Two-yeéatr public ° - 952,147,721 851,431,000 . 10.58
Four-year private 2,862,230,709 2,564,029,911 10.42
" Two-year private 131,117,785 112,731,735 14.02

otal $7,004,584,228  $6,144,510,379  12:28

. Table 23
\'.\\ ’ . ‘4
S FTE STUDENT AID BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION
. (Dollars) '
Type ' | |
~ of Institution = Gross Need OE Aid Net Need
4'F6urfyear public $1,028 $149 7§ 879
Two-year, public - 866 <92 _ 774
4 Four-year private 2,168 226 - 1,942,
T , Two-year private 1,599 223 . 1,370
\ : . S
‘.Average 1,279 $157 1,122 -




Q )
Table 24

[

FTE STUDENT AID EY INCOME CATEGORY

(Dollars) . , L
~ Ificome Gross Need. OE Aid Net Need
$0-$5,999 ' $2,205 $374  $1,829
$6,000-$8,999. 2092 216 " 1,874
. | - $9,000-$11, 999 1,544 - 107 1,436 K
. T §12,000+ 589 - 45 . 544 .
Independent - 691 . 143 547 .
Average ~ © 1,278 157 1,132 |

. \
» vt Ve :

o, *" Table 23 gives the per-student awards'hy-type of institution. Theg
'table conpares'the'per-student gross need, aid from the institutional
\iprogram, and the financial need remaining after the aid‘ The figures
underline the fact that there is a great deal of variahce in gross need
betWeen the institutional segments. The OE aid does not change the -

‘relative standing of" the types ‘to any 81gnificant degree.

v i ’ »

" . ) The num%ers, both on the aggregate basis and on the per- student
basis, indicate th#t both gross,need and net need are-greatest»for low-
incomertudents"and for students attending private schools. _The distri-wm
bution of the three institutional aid programs respects these differences
but still leaves the lowuincome students and those in private colleges *ﬁﬂﬁ

with greater costs to meet after aid than those in the other segﬁents.

While the sample gize. for two-year private colleges is small and .
the duta less precise, it can be seen from Table 23 that there is a

greater reduction in the proportion of need for public four-year: 1nsti-

o tutions than for either public two-year or private fournyear institutions.

e : Table 24 present institutiopal avards as the averageaamounts expected

“« o

-if egch FTE undergraduate degree student received an- equal share.

. : ‘ ‘,‘,' o VA '. ' ‘
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The net_need of students with incomes between $6,000 and $9,000 is
\ ‘greater than the net need of students in the $0-$6,000(5ategory. dTnis .

outcome could be. explained by the preference of student aid officers to.

@ °

make awards to the lowest income §tudents at a greater race than to the
next group up At the gsame time, the table points out that students in.
these low-income groups must provide nearly $2,000 after the three OE
programs have been distributed. Two other major studedt aid programs
"will be considered, the Guaranteed Stydent Loan Program, which ls aimed
more at middle-income students, and the Basic Education Opportunigy Grant
Program, which is directed at the very poor.

Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL)

Program Description , ~0

“

)

GSL is the largest of the currently authorized federal student as-
sistance programs. The capital‘funds necessary todprovide student loans,
come mainly from.primary and secondary market sources in the private
sector. Federal funds are required to pay death and disability claims
on alLueligible guaranteed loans, c1aims on federally insured loans, and
80 percent of tdg principal loss incurred by agencies as a result of de-
fault claims on student loans guaranteed by state or private nonprofit
agencies with reinsurance agreements. Appropriated funds ate a1so re-k

" quired for federal interest payments to lenders on benalf of eligible

students- while they are attending eligible -postsecondary institutipns

. -~ and during authorized periods of deferment. Students who_do'not‘qualify

for federal interest benefits may also receive loans, but must make-iri-

terest payments from their .own resources over the entire life of the loan.
The'federal government also.pays a special allowance on'all %utstanding
loans made on or after August 1, 1969, subsidized or not, to lenders,

which may not exceed 3 percent per annum. Individual loans are limited
in academic year to $2,500, and the total aggregate'outstanding may not

%
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_exceed $7,500 for undérgradﬁate education and up to $10,000 for graduate

or professional education.
: +

¥ -

Distribution of Funds

Since appropriated funds aré involved Bn'a direct; individual case’
basis;‘there‘is.no state-allotment or institutional allocation process. R

. Payments‘bn interest supsidies and special alléwances apﬁ made to lenders i.‘
- on behalf of individual borrowers, and support the central federal role
as market-facili;atog;u The federal'government ﬁakés payments of claims
directly to'lenﬂers under the fedeﬁally insured program and to the state
agenéies in the case of ofher.guaranteed lpans. ' The Educatibn Amendments
' of 1972 established the Student Loan Market Assécation (SLMA) as a
- f sesondary market sourcelto eﬁhanée liqqigity,in(the markétplace and‘thus

',stimulate,phe genération of new loans. SLMAlﬁas two major- functions in '
- carrying‘;ﬁt this overall strategy--i.e., to serve as ;he.puréhaSer~oﬁ.

loaﬁs or as the warehouser of loans initiated ln.thé primary market.

PR

The recent intfoduction of a financial needs test as a prerequisite
for a student to receive federal interest subsidy benefits under this
program -has reduced éccessibility to subsidized loans for studenté in . Co
lowzmiddle&inc?me-circumstances. Further,jlé;dér reluctance to make
nonsubsidized loans has depfiQed ﬁanz middle-income students of access

¥

to any loans at all,

Table 25'and 26 ‘are based on FY1973 distribution of enrolled students
from the fiscal operations taﬁe and FY1972 income distribution of aid re-
cipients from the GSL office. ATablé 25 makes clear that a significant

'proportioh of funds in GSL go to vocational and proprietory schools, which

are marked as "other" in the table. - _ -




Table 25
o . Ve ’ . . R ‘,’.V
o ’ DISTRIBUTION OF GSL FUNDS TO.INSTITUTIQNS' '
Type ' Percent. )
. of Institution = Total Dollars of Total S
. Public four<year - $398,606,000 43,8%
Public two-year 169,556,000 18.3
,Private four-year 189,218,000 . 20.4
,'Privage two-year 14,585,000 . 1.6
* 3
Other .- 153,401,000 - 16.6
5 " Total . $925,366,0007  100.0%¥
*
Vocational, proprietory schooils.
L7 ‘ fExcludes funds loaned by institutional lenders

and funds going to graduate students. The
total loan volume was $1.3 billion if they‘are

included. . ‘ .
. . _ ,
Rounded.
¢ /' “ . y [N
’ * 3, - ’ »
¢ — P -
, "4y  Table-26
w ! . “//f e . N .
I © GSL BY INCOME CATEGORYy. ,— '
- Percent " - Dollars _‘“' LN
Income Dollars of Tofal’Loans per ‘FTE
$0-$5,999 $206, 866,000 ., 26.8% . $231
$6,000-$8,999 126,560,000 16.4 139 .
.$9,000-511,999 130,762,000 . 17.0 ° 145 \
h $18, 000+ , 238,299,000 " 31.0 - 141
Independent” ., . 69,476,000 9.0 .. » | 63 -
Totay’ =~ ~ $771,964,000" “100.0%F .
% : . T

fad

* . N .
GSL loans goingfto students in higher education only.

fBounded. ' . ' 6;) . ‘
. . - . \ | . i 47




(3

i

‘the loans. - L \\\g

v
st .
o

. p

The propensity to fund 15w-income studerts, even- in GBL, can .be
seen in Table 26. The lowest income category with no more than 16 fer-

cent of the total enrollment (seé Table 5) commands nearly 27 percent of

iﬂ‘

The difference in the income category distribution is much greater

f \

than the difference in funds between types of institutions. The averagegx'

v

amount of money available to students in two—year public colleges is
slightly higher than expected, possibly because relatively little NDSL

money is available to students attending two year public schooﬂs. Only

2 Bl

6.4 percent of the NDSL funds go to public two-year Bchools.

r o -

[y

‘ N . | . .
Basic Education Opportunity Grant ?rogram‘(BEOG)

Program Description

The Basic Education Opportunit& Grant Program is based on the con-

cept that all students are entitled to receive a granty provided that

they are in need of such funds, in order to attend an eligible postsecond-

ary institution. The program-is designed as the foundation or "floor"

upon which, u1timate1y, all student aid will be based.

o Student eligibility for this program is determined by a Family Con-~

' tribution Schedule that assesses each family's expected contribution -

@

toward eligible costs of attendance, based on standard allowances and

, expectations with respect to both income and assets. This contribution

W

schedule is somewhat more restrictive than the contributien schedule -uged -
in the" 'SRI system Expected family contribution figures are made avail-
ab1e to the student, wha is then free to arrange with the institution of
’19 or her choice for receipt of the- BQsic Grant, SubJect to limits based

‘eligible costs of attendance at the choseﬂ institution. IndividuaL

student Basic Grants are 1 mited in any academic year to $1 50001, one- .
4 £
half of fthe eligible costs of attendance, whichever is less. The OF .

<2




‘quests, the forward-funde

, /
5oy

%

publishes a Schedule of Dayments that compares family contributions and . e

eligible costs to arrive at - individual grant amounts. )

~ . ¢ t

Distribution of Funds g ) 2

LI ! E
1 .\‘ - 1y

An initial allocation of finds is- disbursed directly by thﬁ govern=

ment to each eligible institution, the amount of which 'is baSed on OE

estimates of BEOG enyollees. Once individual student grant amounts have

3

bgen determined by an eligible institution and grant expenditures have LT
been made, the institution furnishes requests for subsequent“allocationa

to the OE at regular inter&els. There are no state allocation require-"

ments and technically no limits ‘on the amount of Basic Grant funds that -

may be paid to institutions ‘within a given state. cSuch a distribution :L/

A .
plan ia,deaigne to maximize the range of educational options open to

. ‘ % ot
students. Owing ‘to the limitations of appropriated funds 1n_the initial

years of the program, it has been necessary to limit'tge_qige of awards

and to restrict eligibility to full-time,first-’and'second:yéar studths}r .

Assuming timely action on budget Family Conﬁribution'S?hedule re-

‘

character of the program permits’the OE to : \V>
on effort t%y

;o :
mount a national dissemina assure recipients that at least

partial funding will definite be available to meet student demand.

1
Although the“legislation wa passed.in l972; therewwas no distribu- e
tion of Basic Grants until FY1974. ‘In_tne first yeér, only freshmen ‘
.were eligible. The ‘FY1975 year has a\ larger funding base, two years
of eligible students, and better data co ection.’ Tﬁlé°ana1y31s'1s, "

based on reports on qualified applicants as“\of January 1975. At that

" time, an estimated $393 million was, obligated of a total appropriation

of 5475 million, plus a carry-over from FY1974. The actdal distribution

of funds will not be krown unpil early fall 1975>

of




Table 27 makes c1ear the low-income orientation of the, BEOG program.ﬁ.,
: ¢
Less than 4 percent of students with an income over ,$12,000 are qualified

) . , . .
T for a grant, . e -
’ . A

Y Table 27:

L

BEOG'S DISTRIBUTION TO INCOME CATEGORIES

.
K R "

. , i . ~ Ineome o - Percent o
Ce : “Categories Tetal BEOG_ .of Total . ' o
: .o CJ T < . v ’ ; ' i
) - $0-$5,999 $172,688,087  43.95% .+ .. .t
- « $6,000-$8,999 - To21.12 . ‘ RERES
S . $9,000-$11,999 11.09 - S o
. '  $1245000+ 3.79 ST - T
. Independent 20.04 P oo -
. o . ‘. g \ ‘. - ‘ '/ e . . »’
r Total $392,928,772  99:99%
// . . - .y s oo y B
»" ‘ ‘. .o ‘ . / .Q

..
*

In looking at the distribution of BEOG funds t%.institutions, shown
in Table 28, it must be kept in mind thét only freshmen and sophomores -
are eligible, which to some degree overemphasizesuthe two-year public _V
college share The evidence implies that pepple who apply for a basic - o
grant from a two- year school are more likely to qualify than applicants‘

in other segments. ) . o, — , o 'fﬂ
////" The BEOG per student is "the only.OE program:positively cerrelated
Ao the propbftion of students,with incomes under $6,000 in a state. A

cerrelation between the proportien of students, attending college with a

,;; 'family “income under $6 000 and the BEOG funds on a per FTE student basis
, produces an r. = 0. 78. This indicqtes that BEOGs are most successful in"

ﬁ A -~ . " 4 -
Biﬁigstudents in low-income states ‘ ‘ . T e , .




A2 ’-' o . - J Tablqa 28 | o ; . - . | -

v v, S P

° ' BE0G'S DISTRIBUTION.TO INSTITUTIONS . .
s ¢ . 1.‘ 1 " ' AY

e . o . Percent, .
) Type e Totai“, - ?ercdnt'  of FTE oo o? o .
“ 'é .of Ins itution';;_"‘Dollars -of.Tdtal, Enrollment - '.i_:}
7 — 7 . : °
S PublicT%%uriyear ©2'$154,557,972  *39.33% 54.31% - 7 L]
: ', . Publié two-year  '137,179,125  34.91.. | 20.09.: . SRR
* - Privdte: four-year ° "72,859,333 1 54 S 26,100 SR
) Private-two -yeaf . 28,332,392 ,«'21 to_1.50 o

Total ' - $392,928,772 99.99% . 10C.00%

~ : . . »
: : . P v

e The Basic Grant app11cations are included in types of in-
stutibn according to how the school officers mark the -
. form. There seems to be” “many more’ institutions included . ;«fg
in BEOGs as, two-year private than we included f\r\purposes '
,of enrollment. For these reasons, the comparison™is not
. valid for -two-year privatér:§TT6g§il,' " ]

. \'% N . ' | : . e . iR
: . . R r T S e

» - '

This conc1udes the descriptionnof(tﬁe‘fire7major‘0ffice of Education

programs. The State Student Incentive %rant Program 1s de8cribed only e

~

) 'briefly; sine at this time- there are no data collected on the program.

» . - . (e « -

. <

[N .
o

State Studeﬂtdincentive Grant\Brogram (8816)

K

Program bescription T - i ’i. o, ,
-~ ) ~ . v ‘.. . \
This is/a prpgram ofﬂ%O/SO cost sharing (state/federal) under which .

N

states are encduraged to: develop or expand programs of grant aid to " ub- L v;:*

e etantially needy" Students attending e1igib1e institutions of postsecond-, _,"
2 L]
ary education. The states are responsible for seLection of grant re- \

cipients, subject in ‘turn to a review of se1ection criteria by the u.s.

“ .,

Commissioner of Education. Individual student grants are 1imited to

4”&1 500 ($750 federal share) per academic year.l SN S
ol e s e T SN
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' lege in 1§72-1973 -therefore,.the distr1but10n of these funds as We11 aJ
e _ ' ST

DistributfonfbeFundsv 4 - : -

o
»

Federal funds are 1n1t1a11y allotted to the states based on

for-
mu1a ref1ect1ng current student attendance patterns.‘ Redistr1but1>h ‘of

i e funds 1s perm1tted in cases where a state will not or: cannot take -ad-
\\\\f? i vantage of its»current allotment. uThene:is-no provision fornany set—a%fde}; ' @}
BN administrative éxpénégifunasito offset costs incurred by either federa-\‘f . -
. "or state governments in'ProgramWadministration. ﬁishursements‘are made J\\\\ yﬁ
/s directly from the federal governmentsto the states..*u., o N - ) b“ ) .,
! .. o -

, °
N R

The SSIG program is designed. to provide a supplement to furnding .

. : e : ' : -
available under the BEOG program, and should-provide incentives t '

o those / -~
states that do not at present operate student grant programs to d elop '/'\-

this additional form of ass1stance.

/

es for

Aggregate state expénditur

’

aid programs. There has been no evaluation of thﬂs program

H N -
s . .
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o

Other Office of Education Programs - , ' ’ .

a?

L
These six programs - form the heart of "the QE student gid effort.

Other programs in the OE provide support for students, but they are not

included in our distributions because they are sma11 or narrower in the

“

range of potent1a1\reC1p1ents.

. ~
’ -

Tab1e 29 11sts some of theSe programs.

. .
. f
s .

. .- f.
Analysis\gf Office 6f Education Programs o

4
[ ‘

e - i
[ - -~ !
, '

The four ba81c Off1ce of Education Programs (SEOG CWS,‘NDSL, GSL)\

A\ provided ‘the basis for the federat government ] promise oﬁ access to con
-

A
Y L4 i

L . ’ . . b .
. . * ’ . . " s RS .
. . . F‘Z O'Z o . ° . - ! P
a o X . Lo
. . ; . . : r
) . . ~ - - -

. . R ' i ' . N
1 . - . ' . .
i N - e .o . . - .




oy Table 29 .
. SN ’ : = o : i . - T -
OTHER OFFIQE'OF'EDUCATIO STUDENT AID PROGRAMS e ) _ S
i . - " *  (Thousands of \Dollars) . T T
\ ) -..‘n . ):. 0. \ - ' o N . N .-
, . C Program Y Appropriatibn o
- - - N R -
TR ) R ‘., . ’ l > ' - .. .
_ Upward Bound ~ LT T $31,000 - a
-« Talent Search I ' T : 5,000 * N
Special Services for Disadvantaged Students . -, 15,000 .
Loans for Cuban Studénts o - ) 3,400
Graduate Fellowships forx, Careers co 19,400,
. in Postsecondary Education N ' : " .
) Training Programs fop Higher Edupation Personnel 5;044 L 7
; Cooperative Education Program . : ' 10,750 ‘
slotal L - . B T . $89,594 . " g
, - the BEOG money, is- of majer concern. ‘iables 30 and 31.¢atimate'ﬁoﬁ the
‘funds are distributed to income categori‘es . and institutionaf types.
. Appendix B prov1des the fu11 breakdown of these figurek on a. state—by- e
state basis. IR R . i“.‘vii - :'V” <
- - \.'0 , - . N - . “
. ‘ L i o > , Cd
i o : . Table 30 - . - .
. 7 a vt 1, - e S o -
_ PERCE,NTAQE OF: OFFICE OF EDUCATION AIDR DISTRIBUTI‘ON o,
. .+ -’ TO TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS -1972-1973 * - =~ = = .. *
o . '_ . ’ . . ° LY - -7 : ’
."‘ ! : Type, ’ .I ' v '. . - . . . Kl :. !
of Insﬂﬁtion SEOG . _CWS ' _NDSL, _ GSL BEOG_
. _ ( »
o . Y » ) s,
IR Public fou_.r-year 50.1%  53.3%' . 50.7%.  5l.6% , 39.3%"
, Public two-year - 13.0 ,17.9 6.4 - 22,0 .35.0
. - .Private four-year - 34.9  26.3 - 40.9  24.5 - 18.5 - SRR
- Private two-year 2.0 2.5 1.9 1.9 L2 .
- - M 1 . . . . T v. - 0 .
L Iotgl*' _*100.0% '100.0%  100.0% 100 0% - 100.0% '

o g . - oo . * . ) . . T
t . N . .
- ! N ’ - - . » - ! .
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. . . Table 31 L
. . C o
/" 2 e
. PERCENTAGE OF OFFICE OF EDUCATION AID DISTRIBUTION
. N “TO INCOME GROUPS 1972-1973 I .
i ; o | : N )
. - -Adjusted Gross . FY73 | 7 Fy12FYIS
g Fag\yily Income _SEOG, ' CWS. ~ NDSLP- _GSL_° BEOG
.. $0-$5,999 . " 58.0%  41.3%  28.9% 26.8%  44.0%
, - .$6,000-$8,999  26.0 . 22.1 22.1 16.4 21.0
; $9,000-$114999 -- 11.5 . 15.1 ~ 16,9° 1L.0°
$12,0004 —- . 6.5 . 14.9 30.9 - 4.0
' Indépendent 6.0 _18.6 = _19,0- 9.0 . _20.0
- Total® 100.0%° 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% . 100.0% °
O oL . , N .
" Rounded.. ‘ L - o, L ,

" N 0

o

Tablel3b, based on the fiscal operation’reports of college officers

at the end of the 1972-1973 school year, indicates the distribution of

the aid programs to types of institutions for 'the nation. The GSL pro-

’

gram is not reported on the document, but is included in the table for

comparison.‘ When compared in this manner, it is clear ‘that students in

.

‘two—year public colleges are receiV1ng littte help from NDSL but do

-relatively better on GSL. Conversely, gstudents in private four-yearo

schools ‘are 1ess likely to draw on’ GSL compa;ed to NDSL. , y
H l(* . .

The "most receﬁt national study done on the distribution of stud nt

1id was prepared by El Khawas and Kinzer (1974) who collected data from

the sample of 646 institut1ons used in the Freshman Norms study for the

American Cpuncil on Education (ACE) They define institutions in such

c
.iu

a way that it is not possible to make d1rect comparisons -with our data.

.
-

~

-




-

~In general it appears that the results of the two systems show
comparable distributions for th_\BEOG program and the CWS pr‘%ram. There
appear to be major differences regarding the distribution of loan funds
from both prggrams. ACE shows NDSL and GSL distributing 11.5 percent of
the total to two-year schools, SRI shows two-year schools receiving

6.4 percent of the NDSL funds, and 22 percent of the GSL. funds. '

°
a ’ [

Our estimate'of the GSL al}pcation to'institutions was based on data -

oné%he FY1972 income of the aid recipients and the FY1973 distribution

of enrolled students in those income categories in each type of insti- '

ki

tution,

. o Q.
Moving"from distribution of funds to tnstitutions to distribution

of aid funds to, income groups, it appears that students with incomes less
-+

than $9 000 reCeive a larger proportion of the student aid funds than .

students with incomes over $9 000 VTable 31 displays the aid disaributed \

to income categories. The categories are adjusted gross indome, which is

N .

all salary and wages . minus business expenses. . .

e
s ©
&

- The income distribqgion indicates that students with incomes below
$9,000 receive ‘the 1argest share of OE aid except GSL, as is the legis-
lative intent. It also indicates that the two grant programs are the

most likely source of he1p for 1ndependent students; -

4

kcomparing the distribution of funds to states from ‘the various aid
programs to the.proportion of depéndent students with family incomes

under $6,000 attending college in the state on one hand, and the per

bapita unmet need of students attending college in’ the:state on: the other

Q a

L .
hand, produces the Pearson correlations shown in° Table 32, "‘ .

There are four relati/nships on this table that differ significantly
from chance, Ihe~most profound’relationship is the BEOG disﬁribution
. . : - :

and the proportion of studentsvunder_$6;000 in a state. The next most .
. o . .

55 L L
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‘signﬂficantVrelationshlp i;'the negative relationship of: GSLP with pro-

~ portion of students under $6,000w

Taﬁle 32

.
\

. R CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ASURES OF POVERTY AND ATD

0

t with Proporjtion . r with

E o ' Program of Studeénts.<$6,000 per €apita Gross.Need
© . SE0G. . 0.13% -~ -0.28t -
c T cusp -~ 0.32T ' *a0.25" .o |
©wpsSL ., -0.01 |- ST/ 1% U S
- " GSLP . . - -0.39% ~ 0.03
- BEOG - .. 0.78% ©-0.25
| .
% - < ' A ’
“p < 0.01, -
ot A S o g
%« P < 0.05 . |
ol ! } : C ) . . N N
° N o Y.

-

"This can be explained in part by the relative lack of GUaranteed
Loans in the southeastern states that have a Lagge proportion of low--

income students. GSL shows no relationship to .unmet need however. The

. same hol}s true for NDSL which is related neither to the proportion of

low-income students nor td.ﬁer'capita unmnet needs. S ")

o

BEOG. and CWS just miss being negatively relatedbto .per etudent

‘unmet need, while SEOG is §ignificant in a negative direction with the

P

; saﬁe measure. CWS 1is positively related to the proportion ‘of the popu-

lat1on attendlqg school with incomes under " $6,000. This can be explained

' \\\L}n part by the state distr1bution formild of €WS which 1nc1udes a low-

’ K

income factor, wh1le NDSL and SEOG aré distributed to the states on the

.. i «

1 ba81s of- college enrollment ‘only.




;f%elat%d to them. This. is" hot to say that the aid is not going to eligible

..varies ngnificantly depending on his or her state of attendance. The “:/;,ﬂ~\“,///

’ - ’ . v
instruction. = ° o ' ' oo Lo : //

e _ either measure of need at the state level.

ata lead to the ¢conclusion that only ‘BEOG and, to a lesser

o

Theée

degree,thS are distrlbuted tqQ states ﬁith‘low-income students. The

~ e ’

rest of the programs\either are unrelated to these measures or npgatively
atudents, but that’the'prbbability of low-income students Teceiving aid
;second implication is that a student attending school in a state with a

preponderance of gighwcost instltutions is going to have to come up with

‘a greater  share of the cost from private sources after OE aid is dis- LA

tributed than is a student attending school in’a state with lower-cost

&

®

Summary and CenclusiBJs - I
- e S

e Students with incomes under $6 OOO have 1ess*tota1 need

aid is distributed than du’students with 1nc0mes b

© $6,000 and $9,000.

‘e Students attemdlng private colleges receive more aid per
& student than those in pubBlic collegps; but they have greater
gross unmet need. “The students attending public four-year e ,
schools have T greaterfpercentage of their need met by OE ’ |

>

aid. * S >‘ ,
e Students in.%wo year public colleges are more likely to ' : B ‘

-qualify for BEOGs than are students in other types of insti-

“tutions. :

e Students in private colleges have greater access to NDSL
and SEOG, while students in public colleges are more likely

to have GSL or BEOG help.. : . : ‘c?af
e Independent studerits are more likely to receive BEOG funds \\a

than other forms of student aid. - ,\\\\f
e BEOGs are highly related to the proportion of lower:-income ' ‘\\@\

participants attending college.

¢ - The loan programs do not share any positiJe relationship to

e

e Of the institutional programs, CWS is the most highly re- ' e e
latéd to low-income measures at the state level. :
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v : : IV OTHER STUDENT AID PROGRAMS

- @

 Introduction ( ' : -

The non-OE student aid programs provided $5.7 billion of student aid
in FY1973, but less. comprehensive data for these .programs are available
than for the OE programs. The non-OE programs vary in intent and magni-v
tude. ' The Veterans Administration and §ocia1 Security>spohsor entitiement.
ﬂpro%rams évailable éb anyone who qqglifies, reéardless of financial ﬁeed,
-and the state aid funds vary by state and program. Table 33 shows the
funds available for general aid; severél-miliioh dollars would be added

if categorical programs were included. It is diffieult té analyze the

-

Tablé_53 . St

NON-OE STUDENT AID

(Millions of Dollars) . L
.FY1973 :
" ' Other federal , $4,000
o (V.A., S.8.) -
State ' 341
1 ) /
. _Federal, categorical 388
e : (D.D., D. of Jus.,
~ Ny I : ~ Medical Training) - .
e Institutional aid ©1,046° 7

Tofal . $5;775

S
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t fﬁnds available thqqugh institutions in terms of their numbers of recip-
ients or- purpose. Progfams made available through federal agencies other
than,OE are usually used by students studying in a field of specific

interest to that agency This includes, for exampla, medical programs

and law enforcement trainlng. ’

-

‘\ . . : "‘ . N
‘A summary of the non-OE student aid programs is provided here, and
A

more detailed descriptionR follow so that the distribution of funds may

be better understood. \ )
) . \‘\ . . )
'/ In FY1973, the Veteran Administration provided $3.2 billion of

‘ student aid¥ the Social Security Administration made $800 million avail-
able to postsecondary studenQE States proV1ded $341 million of general
s and.. feliowships available through federal

/

largely for graduate students studying in

© , aid 1n_that»same period. Gra

agenc1es such as NASA and NSF,

the various fields” of science, rovided $388 mifiion (NSF 1973). Grants

=

and fellowships for students in the sciences are declining, Social

Security benefits; on the other hand, continue to show a steady increase.
] .

o
- L

lso expanding,

.

State programs of student aid are

The mix ‘and" focus. of these varjous programs have implications for

planning in the OE because the chan es will’ influence attendance rates

of students in thewvarious segments qf postsecondary education. In some

instances, the programs overlap with QE target groups; in others, the

increasedvth%s by 23 percent,

- $1,827 annually. Current legislation ha

which raises the basic benefit to $2,247) Monthly benefits which, varied

A . - N

figures in Table 37.




. The Social Security Administration estimated that only ;wo-thirds

of its recipients are in postsecondary institutions. Since it does not
provide any state-by-state breakdown, this figure was used to reduce the T

total amount it reported for recipients attending school.

State programs are generally covered.in Joe Boyd's 1974 annual re-
port of student aid, but the report excluded some of the categorical

programs"aﬁd all the tuition waivers made -available by states  for students.

Because of all these conditions, conservative figures have been used
in the estimates, The‘nearly_$6 billion of non-OE aid reported here
, probably underestimates the true level of student aid available.

Veterans Administration Programs

¢ . [¥]

The 1argest student aid program is operated by the Veterans Adminis-
tration, which pfévides aid through three separétehprograms: Chapter 34
provide;“funding for veterans and servicemen; Chapter 31 provides voca=- -
tional rehabilitation funds for service-disabled,vetérans; Chapter'35
provides educational assisténce for dependénts 6f servicemen who have «
been killed or disabled in service. The total dollar volume is over

$3.2 billion.
\

v

In April 1974, the attendance of GI Bill recipients was as follows

(data from Veterans Administration Information Bulletin,_April 1974):

Chapter 34 Chapter 31 Chapter 35

Disabled - Sons and Wives: and
f Veterans Servicemen Veterans ‘Daughters Widows
1,448,393 88,331 17,419 - 44,171 '8;419

N

A total of 1,606,7?8 individuals were in training. The average age was

28 in FY1973. Assuming that the labor markét imprgbes; this year is

] &

61 v » 0
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prersIa.

- . expected to be a peak year of attendance for Veterans. ’éne end of the
l draft, the Voluntary army, and the decrease in the slze,qf/the standing .
army will resu1t in fewer veterans. This will be offset in the short
run by the increase in the stipend made available to the GIs. The magni-

@

“tude’ of the decline is difficult to predict but some\estlmates on the -~

o
s

impact on such a decline will be made later in this chapter. Lo

.

1;"’ . S For purposes of predicting future enrollments; ~;C is important "to

note that the enrolled GI's modal nu»

“+

of years since release from

active duty is 10+ years, w i ust precedes the expiration of\beneflts.

As cah be seen in Table 34,.there seeris .to be°little inclination to en?

roll immediiteﬁyv fon release from the service. °* ) g

/Table 34°

. -
ENROLIMENT IN EDUCATION ~

4.

. " Percentage
a o " of L .o
. ' ; v'~:\4\ “ v . . .
& Years Enrollment
- Che —_—— ) :

- . 1 ) 0.1
. 2 - 2.0
' 3 - 12.5°
. . 4 15.8
. 5 15.3 °
6 11.8
. ' 7 " 8.9
8 . 5.5
. 9. 3.9
10+ 21,5

L ’ E : . 100.0%

w
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«Comparison of Veterans andAOther College Stu

VR
dents

1

%
: Data from a 1971 Californla study based on s
-

CETS 1973) indicated that the family income of v

-

lower than that of college students in general

tudent qu%?g&ﬂnnaires

eterans was somewhat

A typical GI's family

income waa Between $9,000 and $12, OOO compared w1th a median for the total -

student body of $12,000’to $15,000.
indicated a family income under $6,000 compared t

general student body. .

al

A.1972 ACE study agrees with th1s assessment,

v

Twenty-seven percent of- the veterans

o 19.1 percenﬁ of the

According to its

-sample, the veterans were clearly from less affluent fam11y backgrounds

than other students

Parents of veterans tended to be 1ess educated,

and to have lower incomes.

Veterans were mone 11ke1y to bé minority

&

group members. They had poorer academlc records in high school than’ did

nonveterans, and also reported lower educationaT\asp1rat10ns than nonvet-

. \
erans. .

As would be-:&pécted from the number of years elapsed since active

duty (Table 34), he}students who attended college on the,GI;Billqwere

«

Table 35 shows the

older -than the regular undergraduates.

age distribu-

tion of the GI Bill recipients.

——

.?agle 35

! . DISTRIBUTION OF GT BILL RECIPIENTS BY AGE :
g - o . % ) {
Age N vuPercent
 18-21 2,671 0. 2% |
Ve 22-25 118,271 9.1 -
- 26-29. 564,933 43.4 °
4 30-34 332,823 25,6
35+ » __282,860 21.7
" Total 1,301,558 '
63

o
o

80
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|
o overest1mates the n mber of GIs relat1ve to the populataon but the data ) YT
v \ 3 ‘ - ' ;

|

}

i

!

L 2

Distribution of Veteran8 by Type of‘Institutipn and State T L

.. » '
%

- Eighty-one percent of the veteran'trainees in highersedudatiOn are

in public colleges. Most are in larger institutionﬁ,{with~67 percent-of,

L
;the GIs concgntrated ih 507 institutions. - States ‘with highly developed : C

lower-cost public ‘educational systems have *he greatest participation by 7
1973,° P.39).

4

veterans (ETS, ,0ur data indlcate that 36 percent ‘of the
. sl

total GI enrollnent is ip community colleges, combared to 28 percent o

all full-time students in 1972 {ETS,

1973, 'p. 164). The ETS study quotes

a correlation of 0.83 between participation rates of states and accessi-

bility of free-access colleges. Table 36 shows the attendance of GIs by

type of institution.

Lo

. .

LY . . .
0 .
. - “y- e
A v

Table 36 . /
-/

ATTENDANCE OF GIs BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

C A h

—— . , | e
- ' Percentage : E | e
' ¢ !e£=52s§;=§§,a¢«“ * . _ o,

Institution Enrollment . Y
_ ‘. Public - 76%- ( ' /
0 \ ) . 7 ’ . . E g 5
. @ Private . - - 15 o , "‘/
. Proprietary ’ 9 _ - T t{f [ '
b ' '.‘fi.';‘ ; :
Total 100% / ) ) ’ . *‘fj? : s
. . , ) JZ:“M“M - a.-’
R

Ve e vmeneno Vb s g gt argiarnes ]

* The dlstributlon of veterans among states is not random. Table 37

provides a breakdown on the /umber of veterans attendlng college in each

/ a : o

L
state. The second column gives the ratio of veterans to undergraduate

FTE. Veterans are in terms of - head&ount and a high proportion are part-

" time students, GIs attending graduate schools are also 1ncluded This

T
¢

o>

- " 64
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5 / ’ S - :Table 37 S :
- - VETERANS -ATTENDING COLLEGE IN 1973, BY state* ° ~
1 T
' . . . Number of Vetera R T Lot _ -
Veterans in as Percentage Dollars. tg , Yeteran Dollars/
State College 1973. of FTE Students |.Veterans -~ 3‘9.. IZ'TE
; Alabama |, 22,100 o h42,451,776 - §523 e
) Alaska 27.38 3,565,264 - 609 |
e ., Arizona 33.43 . 45,449,140 s v
/ Arkansas 117.14 16,273,158 /385 )
Californfa 37.20 . . 507,745,445 802 :
Colorado Ty 2509 ¢ 44,967,528 574 J\/
Connecticut © . 14-28 v 23,921,342, 'i?/ . ..
Delaware . 16.51 5,629,196 357 7
ey 34.09 24,907,347 .7 708
Florida v, 30" 51 108,976,447 693
22.22 ¢ - 48,088,895 512
27.15 14,495,812 601 ™
1daho I © 16.50 . 9,674,838 398
Illinois * 20.14 . 114,051,062 432
Indiana 13.32 37,116,519 © 285 !
- Iowa 13.85 - . ‘26,647,512 326
' Kansas - .~ 15.42 26,521,169 _ 348,
Kentucky | 0 15,05 : 24,874,629 .30
,Louisiana 15.49 35,872,513 366
Maine 14.64 , 8,173,781 340
. Maryland 23.84 © 42,714,988 478
i / . MassacHusetts - 413.87 ?,653,772 w290
: R Michigan . 43,743 18.95 . 3,007,983 403
: Minnesota’ ' 18,209 16.57 /41,464,545 ) 377
~ Mississippi 8,585 14.61 /20,732,287 353
*  Missourt 24,303 . 21.02 53,390,066 462
- Montana' "3,626 16.56 8,774,637 401+
»" Nebraska 8,479 18.24 . 18,734,513 _ 403 -~
, : " Nevada " 2,851 82.02 -7 6,627,029 744
New Hampshire 3,188 . 12.86 g 7,054,120 . 284
Ngw Jersey 17.43 48,994,017 v 361
‘.New Mexico > 23.18 © 17,114,877 " 551
4 New York "12.83 : 139,956, 346 268
North €arolina . 26,39 " 70,762,108 . . 590
—— North Dakot/a v oo 4.8 . . . 57,845,651 . ¥352
7 ohio ‘ 15.89 : 85,675,066 336.
Oklahoma , 21.77 42,690,897 T 501
Oregon - 4 28,49 43,084,694 670,
Pennsylvania 36,527 13.63 - 76,619,808 - - 286
Rhode ]’sslan‘;‘l/ 5,883 18.82 , 12,823,670 L 410
South Carglkina 14,101 . 23.14 - 33,025,116 . . 542
South .pakota - 72,721 12.15 6,503,510 290
Terfiessee ' 19,148 18.21 44,390,118 S 422
" Texas ™. 75,882 26.19 169,690,121 - N 541
Utah 10,420 - 18.51 ‘. 25,103,873 446
VYermont = 1,186 06.18 .. 2,752,302 A 143
Virginia N 18,817 S 19.11 39,967,801 406
Washington 29,186 .7 26,78 69,230,129 . 635 > |
West Virginia . 6,092 n 13.55 14,045,959. 312 ¢ |
Wisconsin . 21,733 17.22 - 48,478,595 - . 384 (R
Wyoming © 1,823 19.06 4,309,371 450 - L R
* - A Lo ! . . . 3
‘ From, Veterans Administration®Summary tapes, FY 1973. .- R - ' I ~
. K Q . * ' 1
' \; ,' E - : 65 - o {
(o R | 82
ERIC . B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v . s T
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i R are helpful in estimat1ng the relative differences between states. “Ver- - -

. ’ ] . -
" Ul

R . ‘ montd with the highest average cost of attendance 1n'fhe unlon,'shows the" ,
" . w ‘..4

At ‘lowest percentage (6%) of Veterans to FTE. Cal1forn1a leads W1th a rat1o <, é

L - *

had

- of. 374, the maJOricy of whom are'in pub11c schools. SN . v' RN

e N r . . Y :
S . Thée third column gives a breakdown of dollars'to veteréps/in 1973 -.f -'ff

‘.

The 1ast column prov1des another estimate of ‘the magn1tude of the veterans i

Al s ~ T
‘{L~ program by dividing the total number of dollars in the prdgram hy the FTE T
“enrollment, California again leads with $802, followed by Arizona ($745) BT

‘and Nevada\($744), Vermout ($1§/) New York ($268), and Ind{iana ($285) | ) /,va

\ .
- N \, . . .
br1ng up the rear. » - ./// f © . . s \ T

v -
.

‘ . . . - ? z r" k4 \‘ * ' N A T - ‘ "’ . - -t
B s been hypothe51zed that veterans tend to’mngra'e to lowery cost\» -

.n.,*n \ .
our evidence -

hat such a péttern\of m1grqtlon does ot ex1st SR AN

. i3 *
. - . f . oy € W
; . o s L P - - ~ AR

-

o The ev1dence 1nd1cates that any 31gnif1cant decline in the number o~

- - ’ - i . . .

p veter\hs‘will have the most 1mpact “on wes;ern states, latge public . . S

-
LY e T >~ PSS .

”v colleges, and - commun;ty collegeSJ «The $1 827 ave;age enititlement does : N

. A A'\_
- not allow the GI to attend private‘coileges with an.averagértu1tion _\mﬂwﬂ

s

_” neé?TRg\§2 000 annually The 1ncreased benefits, 1nc1ud1ng a $600 loan

will gxovide a single GI with) r0ugh1y $3 000, wh1ch is stlll 1ess than “; S Fa

the costof qttendance at most pr1vate colleges. Moreover, 69 percent
. a S e ’
,e<QIs have dependents, wh1ch 1ncreases the1r cost, of 11V1ng compared -
: . B - ) - .

{ & e [ M . . .o P
e »to other students e e g Fa L o T N

y .ff o be $2 847 (AETS 1973 P, 50) given $2 200 1n beneflts, the veteran must y o
R st111 draw $647 from other sources He 1s‘most likely to do ‘this through BN

".“1;¥ employment and B’Vﬁngs ‘Ten percent of” the veteraqsaparticipate in

N . P ! AN
: gUaranteed st ident loaﬁs, while fewer part1c1pate in other programs S _
- . ~ . PN \ '_ . 'v_;.‘.v )
Table: 38 shows the veteran part1c1patlon in. federa11y funded student aid | e

B " ol . . ’ ; " " 1' . LT T .
- o . ‘ .7 o 'c‘. . . . - RN [: W I

- « - B . e | . } ] s

CERIC v eyt 83 e e ey

- o N T _ L e ey S ,
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-7 © CALIFORNIA VETERAN PARTICIPATION IN. ' = °

s o . .‘ - h \

proérams The authors. explain thls -low partiquatlon rate.1n aid programs'

by suggestlng that local student aid offlcers reserve their funds for -~

students\who'do not recelve.help from other sources.

R . V- s
. N . . oy
\ . . . SN L

Y ot . - » . . .

.

' : “Effects of New Legi81ation‘ N - Y

'The'Basic Gl rates'have>been idcreased by 22. 3 percent. A single

* [

veteran rece1ved $220 a month undeﬁ ‘the’ old system _now he w111 gét $270

A veteran can also more‘gas11y qualify tor dlsab111ty connected voca~ f

-

tional rehab111tat10n,,he can now receive: beneflts if he 1soJudged 10

s

percenttdlsabled. Each veteran or dependent is e11gib1e to.- receive up

to-$600 in-loans annually. - The amount of'the lqan is based on the cost .

.

AN
\\\o: attendance and the resources. avarlable to ‘the app11cant. Estimates
9
0o

3 needjglll be made after: all other sources of inc0me and assets, in- -~

N f S

c1ud1ng Tltle i aid, %ave hEen 1nc1uded ThlS bill also 11bera112es a’

. . -
. ) \ , St . ) _.e/ : e
¢ . N \\
. £y . . N .

s

; - . —TFEDERALLY FUNDED STUDENT, K AID PROGRAMS - .
R " (1971-1972 Acddemic Year) ~ - ' o
s e e T

. et ) c . Percentage R -
) / o of Veterans = - ¢
- - Brogram, , ) nParticxpatlng ' P /v
" - : ' s, v I P
3 Guaranteed Student Loans A 10.1% o
-’ Cpllege Work- Study Employment : . 6.4 EREE
’ - National Direct Student Loans 5% o
- Health Professions. Grants ° © . 2.4 o
. " Law Enforcement Grants & e e 2,1 - v
) : Law -Enforcement Loans e ‘ an 1.9 oo
- Equal Opportunlty Grants o 1.5 N X
Health Profe 31ons Loans » . . . - 1,2 ” .
P L s ‘ . - . . AA e

<

L

v’




veterarn's work' study-allowarce.
DN .o . e .

PR

'azyearaand'earn a maximum‘ofT$6251 ;

B v
N ’ ¢ © )
-,

As these lmproved benef1ts sare enacted veteraps will probably- en-

.

) roll in college at greater rates for the next few years

v

Moreover,~

\ e11g1bil1ty qua11ﬁication for benefits have been extended tWo years, and

N

the number of pa1d attendance months has been 1ncreased to cover f1ve~

» 1

years, of attendance instead of four‘x This trend toward 1ncrea31ng enrplls

ment may be countered by the 1ncreas1ng age of GIs and by an army com-

P )

posed of volunteers rather than draftees.
\ - '

u

. ’

£ o

-

@ S

It can’ be seen that the-GI bill is a maJor program, the dec11ne pf

e

2N

a

-

A

P .

oS wh1ch is g01ng to. have a profound 1n£1uence on the Jgstsecondary community

¢
3

..

“ @

. N U . g - .
Federal Support’ to dniversities and ‘Colleges
- ’ AJ i 7

The National Sc1ence Foundat1bn collects data on federal support for

.

A »
- X to ” . o

»

~

science education and research NSF.accounts for $3.7 b1111on of aid to

institutionS' most of thé® student a1d money accounted for goes te grag"te

students .in research and profeSS1ona1 education: There was a 7 percent

dec11ne in this a1d from 1972 to 1973; this loss of $§pS m11110n was the

P

f1rst dec11ne 51nce 1970

o .

‘as a conscious federal pol1cy YBreheman 1975,.p 31)..

v

-

fl’

”

. * -t v '
o i o
‘o Dfstribdtion of Funds .

"

o v

\ n

This federa1 a1d is d1str1buted to«un1vers1t1es, Swith the, predom1nant

-
.

fundlng g1ven to, the two coasts

.- Un#versities as such attract students

r . oo
* v )

! of above avenage academ1c abllity"and 1ncome 1eve1s. The regions re-

ce1V1ng the most aney.are the Pac1f1c and the m1dd1e At1ant1c, each
q .

rece1ving 32 ‘percent of~the total.
&

" New York Massachusetts, and Pennsylvanla which recelved 33 percent of

@

*.'C?

S

The 1ead1ng-states were Ca11fornla,

»
a

"-the funds ard gave 28. 3 percent ‘of» the nat1on g degrees

. 68

s )

-

-The egpectat1ons are that this w111 continue .

The concentration -

“Veterans will bevallowed to work 250 hours,




b Y- ® N
. 'Q . . - . .‘. . . “‘l/
of funds is even greater on an institutiona1 basis #Four percent of the
institutions redeid@ 67 percent of the funds “ “The top 100 institutional
N ' U
recipients £ federal institutional funds received 65 percent of the’ total
aid and conferred 32 percent of the:total degrees. Government support
for fellowships and braineeships in the. sciences and engineering declined
by.$101.mi1110n, or 26 percert, 073,
; & J 2 .
In }972 211, ,000 full-time stdfents were aided, according to the
distribution shown in Table 39 N . b T - ke
, \ B R kS
e - ' .o A ‘.‘ m; e T
. Table 39 oY ’
: : FEDERAL SUPPORT FbR FELLOWSHIP%DAND - .
S ASSISTANTSHIPS 1972-1973 * C
. . o . - (Percent) . ’ ' & '
B N - . M @ ' . 14
' . ' Control of ‘ .
° L Institutiodn ~
Type of Major Support Public Private 1 et
: ’ - : v » A - ." °
- Fellowships/traineeships 17% 4% , ST
Research assistantships 22 + 19 ]
~Teaching assistantships 28 . 17 . , °
-0ther types . 33 “ 31 .
Total - © 0 100% 100%% - )
u'b N “
Rounded) ‘ T : o "
¢ . « - “‘__‘ b I »
h Toe 2 4 '
The grants are more probable in private insﬁitutions, whi1e students in
- @ o’ !
pubiic institutions. are mo&e likely to work for their a1d ’
Yoe g * - : / ) 7 ,.‘
“ . . N i o ) ‘L‘ y.‘n}, . R . -
? k ) 69 ' (R
3 s - =h - l . >
s X S ' oo " N
S N Qo P R S B
2 < N I SRR
. q - ! [ : . e N . *
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Trends in Federal Support

- .
LI . L

‘Seuer!ﬂ things are eyident'from‘the NSF report.,~ First 'federal

\upport fOr graduate students 1n the sciences wis reduc d by $134 million

[ between 1971 and 1973, a nearly 40-percent drop. drop_reflectsla '

. c ange fn.federal direct support, through fellawships and)traineeships, :

~indire$tgsupport, ;hrough emplo&ment.on reseérch projects. ‘Overall,

¢ sihce 1971-197 e number of federally supported full- tlme graduate
~ students dropped by 10 percent.] It should be noted_that graduate science

enrollments-dropped by~less than’ 2_percent in that same perlod.
A continuiﬁg decline in these sources of‘aid will bé mbst felt in

"the un1versit1es and wealthier states and by the more well-to-do students;'

It is not clear what the overall impact on undergraduate access will be

-

if these monies cont1nue to dec11ne.,.It is clear that 1t will reduce
v * r o o

. ) - N
) access to graduate school: for students-with‘limited.financialj%esources, -

and these studeﬂts, in”turn “ould well'increas5 demands on"QE's student

v,
Y

aid programs Assuming that funding is not aVa lable from other sources,. ",v

this could force the ‘question of whether OE . pfo rams should be used: to

a

1mprove ‘access of low=-income student&.to gradua e school The issﬂe of

whether the OE should stress the development of educated e11tes or pro- -

, vide basic access &o college for_as many people as pos51b1e is unresolved

at this time. . ST A

J— ¢ -~

The Sociﬁl_Security Administration s . ‘ L Lo
SPc1a1 Security proV1des support for full time students under 22 .

. , g ,
years of age attending college or high school ‘A person 1s eligible if

’

the parénts are e11g1ble for Social Security because they are disabled )

L o

;}_- .. or retired, or if they are now deceased and weré preV1ously eligible.' A
: L .

. student cannot earn moﬁe»than $2 lOO and still receive;bénefits vt

Lt - - . L 'f T
. i . - - N . P
- . . . : LA S

Ln ‘ - v o
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There were 635 225 rechients in podtsecondary institutiona receiving

/“ o $61; million in the program in FY1973. Based on these figures, the annual

of

grant is estimated to be $1,290. o?he range of grants,reported by the

v " Social Security Administration'ié betwéen“$59 and $109 a month Seventy-

five percent of the recipients atterd college, the rest are in preeollege' -

. ; y programs. The Social Security Administration. estlmates ‘that 853.5 percent -

S - ‘of the recipients are‘whitevand 14.5 percent are other races. | B

. N » ~ o

L ’ . . h

.o i Discribution«of Funds by Inceme Categgry and Type of Institution

. .
An unpublished -study done by Social Security provides a national de-
L ‘ scr1ption'of students who were ‘Social Security recipients in FY1973. .
'Tables 40, 41, and 42 aré based on these data. Table'40 shows the per-
u , centage of students receiving Social Security wh11e attendingischool by
) . family income (excluding student benefits) Table 41 shows the percentage
= a\distribution of r%c1p1ents attending college by lncomezcategory and type‘ & o
of institutﬁon. L ’ - o - . B A
v .,‘“ A ’ ’
. ' . ' | Table 40 _
.._. . . i - ‘ . : _ , ; >
s T PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION/OF SOCIAL SECURITY )
. - BhNEfFIT RECTPIENTS BY FAMILY, INCOME | | L
. - ° : High Vocational/ : A
C o - Income® School” . Technical , College o \' n
.o $0-$5;999  © . 73% 65% 49% .
e v - $6,000-$8, 999 17 \ 20 : .
. e 7 §9,000:812,499 - .7 R Y N
. ’, ‘;$12 soo+ o - 4 N o .
i total! . . . 1004

" 100% -,

N . - . -




T | :: “ 'L- Table 41 ; | <« -

L " . PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT
= ) RECfPIENTS,ATTENDING COLLEGE, BY INCOME

. . , i ﬁé§Ub11CD, .+ Public Private. Privaék- 2
‘ : Income . Four-Year Two~Year -~ Four-Year , Two-Year
. : ’ . . . \ B =

- 56% . 4% 48% Sample

- 13 10 12 too small
$94000-$12,499 15 1. L2k to record "

. ° 812,500+ . - 7 14 6 . 720 ’ '
Median Ihcome , $6,330 \> $4,550 $7,330

-~ s

. The median family income of Social Security studénts is low. It is
3 , $6 130 for cQ11ege students, $3,930 for high-school students, and $4,620 -

for vocationaL/technical students. . The med1ans WOuld be'increased by

1

approx1mate1y 81, OGO if thg $100 a month allowed in student benefits were

added to the income.

The median income of Social Security students attending two year

»

public colleges is comparable to those. attending vocational/technical

schools. If the Social Security were counted as family income, ‘the ma-

-4 [}

;Jority of Social Security recipients would be e11gible“for a1d.

7 -
° P TR

ER Table 42 presents the states in rank order according to the percentage

of- the FIE- students rece1ving Social Security. The percentages give a

relative position, the Fbsolu magn1tude/1s overstated because there is

no way to delete the Social Securi pecipients,attending vocational

. . schools. o T

.. IM:Q There is no ready explananion”for the.ranking of the statés; Southern

)

fafter that. There 1s a differe;ce of 3 6' between Ma1ne at the head of

43
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N . . Table 42 .
PERCENTAGE OF FTE STUDENTS RECEIVING
SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS BY STATE
_ State . © .~ Percent ) . "State *  Percent
~ . ) ‘ , v . : v
‘ Maine  ° . 12.63% New York 6.94
, ~ Arkans: 12.59 Hawaii . £.78
".Alaska Texas 16,53 -,
Mississippi Wisconsin 6.45 -
. South Carolina | Iowa . 6.44 :
Alabama _ S +10.15 ' Nevada ‘ . 6.43 ’
L0uisiana wff . Wyoming 6.43
k New Jersey . 9.80 "~ Conmecticut 6.40
- _ Virginia 9.60 Oregon 6.39
W _ North Carolina '9,11 - Mar¥yland 6.32 °
M _ Florida. 8.86 Idaho 5.98
- 1. . Kentucky- 8.42 * Michigan - .. 5.97
i . West Virgiﬁie s 8.38 Delaware 5.96
) {1« Missouri 8.21 Rhode Island 5.94 o
\\ ‘GeOrgia 8.16 Washington 5.81 '
| ‘Montana 8.0l Massachusetts 5.47 ,
 Pennsylvania 7.99 Oklahoma ST~ 3.35 ‘
il ' Mimmesota ' 7.82 Arizona . 5.20
C North Dakota 77,75 California 5.16 .
' New Mexico 7.73. Colorado : . 5.00
_ Indiana 7.66 New Hampshire 4.94
’ South Dakota . 7.37 ° Kangas - 4.85
Illinois 7.28 . Vermont S 437
Nebraska 7.22 DC - ., 3.88 )
. Ohio " 7.02 . Utah 3.46 .
o ‘ Tennessee . 7.01 '

J

The $800 million in-Social Securlty funds ava11ab1e for postsecondary

W 4 o

education is a signiflcant help for some low-income students attending

-
3

college There is no 51gn of a decrease, but an increase could follow

the broader e11g1b111ty nequ1rements for Soc1a1 Security in. general.

-
!

w.
3
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State Programs of Stddent Aid

The variation among states makes it difficult to summarize the student

aid programs that they provide. The following n rrative giﬁés;agme'of the «
program highlights. All infqrmation,ibtfrqm JoeiBoyd‘s survey (1975). ‘ .

Distribution of Fundsm

it

In 1974-1975, 797 000 students were aided by state-aid programs, with
a payout of $457 m11110n, for an average 1ndiV1dua1 award of $572 Five

states account for nearly 70 percent of the total award dollars,.as shown

. ) !
“in Table 43.

s

» oLt
7 Cﬂ ™ ] " ' ' |
/ v B ’ ;
) RN
Table 43' _
- . MAJOR STATE PROGRAMS OF STUDENT AID - S
.- Millions | R
! State Recipients of Dolldrs Percenta -
New York . 269,000  $108.5 33.7%%
.  Pennsylvania  : 107,871 73.2 . 16.02 . '
. Illinois o 90,000° . 63.2 13784
California 47,320 C 411 8.99, "
" New Jersey 485508 - _27.6 6.04 ' -
‘ 562,609 . $313.6  68.62% - °

These figures include comprehensfve programs only. Most stateé have

categor1ca1 progreams, ~tncluding medical tra1ning grants, aid for m11btary ;

-

] * .
dependents, - veterans, dependents of f1remen_and lawmen killed in act1op, .=

and the blind, and variou§;programs'to develop specially trained manpower

for state needs.

1]
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The results of this section are\hnly suggestive and are not from a

in Boyd's survey is approximately $9, 000 The range is frop $4,300 to

val'dated source; however, the median fam11y income of stuj;nt rec1pients

$13 400, and the mode falls in the area oﬁ $7 000 Aid rec1pients in . .
state programs that are scholarship-based report a higher income “than

rec1p1ents in need based programs. The moda1 maximum grant is $1,000,

! with a range from $185 to $3,400; and the effective range is $200 $1 500.
Only 12 of the states allow for-profit schools to receive grants,

Only ljfof the programs allow part-time students to participate,
while 11 programs ban two year colleges. Only 10, programs allow graduate
students to part101pate,g A number of smaller categorical programs

sponsored‘ﬁy states are not included here. ) T

o : V @ . .’

‘ - e

Trends in State Compréhensive Programs

- ) ‘The comprehensive programs described in Joe Boyd's study~tota1ed

$341 million in 1973, even though 14 states and territories had no pro-

gram. Thelavailability of state grants is increasing, both in terms of‘
) do11ars and geographic distribution. Currently,‘five states do not havl S ;'
a.program, ahd‘nine have a program pending. It is reasonab1e to assume |
dthat.the availabilit@Aof gtate Student Incentlve Grants‘(SSIG).1S'reSpon-
- 8ible for these states.d;veloping comprehensive stﬁdent aid‘programs};

v

Boyd asked the state f1nanc1a1 aid directors in: 1974 about thetim- .

e

~

' : pact of SSIG on their programs. Eighteen reported increases of state,

funding, n1ne reported none or very 11tt1e 1mpact, and the rema1nder

reported that 1t he1ped with. adm1n1st;at1ve prob1ems or other 1mprove-~w‘

ments in programs Those who repor ed no 1mpact were e1ther states that

P -

already had’ manr student aid programs and were overmatched, -or received

such. a small grant that 1t had -no 1mpact The Tatter was genera11yrthé S

] - . D , P -
’case in the territorles. ) S N {h? - ®
. LI A . .

&
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M'“ hass a four-year act1ve mllitary obllgatlon at the end

»Approfes31ona1 areas.

is authorized to prov1de 5 000 of these annually through 1977

Department of Defensé

v
- . '3
[N .

DoD provides aid to studentsDthrough two programs. First and best

known fs\ROTC which has the . following enrollment pro;eetions
\\

\

FY1973° © Fy1974  FY1975  FYl976  FY1977

W,  b7,872 57,331 60,924 66,546 67,706

8 ~, .

There are two basic\options in ROE;% The first ca11ed the Scholar-

ship Option, provides up to\four years - paid tu1tlon,7fees, b00ks, and

a $100 monthly stipend Theré\are 6,500 of these annually. The graduate

The Secondioptionp

pays the- student $100 a month for'his unior and senior years; in return

the student<mustjserve.ei€her three m:iéhé aotive dutylwith-six years

active reserve; or two'years active duty4wit \éour'years ina;tiwevreserve.
b N

The other program 1eg1s1ated in 1972 is the Health Profess1onals

Scholarshlps They gave 1,552 scholarsh1ps to students\tralnlng in hea1th

These students are 1n the reserves dur1A o

rollment and’ serve obligatory forms of duty upon graduation

; A o “
ROTC is currently conducted at 383 colleges and uhlversltles through- N

'
N 4 .
" o .
e £
/

"out the nation.

There are- both 5cholarsh1p ang nonscholarshlp, as well -

-

-

as two-year and. four- year ROTC programs. . Both scholarshlps and subs1s—

“

tehce allowances are used& Scholarshlps are awarded to students who

exhibit potent1al ab111ty and 1nterest in f1e1ds of prOJected service f

«
s

needs. ! DR AR o a

.
1

The military serV1ces ‘also send full time officers and enllsted men
1]

to’c1v111 colleges to’ upgrade thelr "Bkills. The‘following enrollees

. are proJected through 1977: S L e o

: . . Yo b ) - ¢ }

N
. v LA

v . ) S -

6

.y,




‘FY1973 FY1974 Y1975 FY1976 FY1977

, 582 4,109

3,792 3,775 o

’
.

The servic “payS'students-in a degree completion program and in re-

turn demands a service payback from the individual. In»1973,_4,972

"military personnél tobk part in such ‘a program. The servicesvhave juéfAj

o

[ X . -
started a. program to pay for graduate edocation in law.

L0 )
" The co€;Z
K N 2 . ’
cluding p4dy 9f students and direct costs, are "estimated in Table 44.
v . o .

@

o the military for edqcatlon in c1v111an schools, 1n-:

v Table. 44 -

o
¢ o . . ) +

. ¢ , -
. ,DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE STUDENT AID PROGRAMS IN 1975

:

y . Graduate education C o $ 76,746,000

Other education _— o . 82,494,000 °
‘ © Civil schogling, nondegree ' ; £22,668,000 . .
- ROTC " ¢ i " 48,763,000 "
. ‘ . Health Profess1ona1 Degree o 9,642;000 T '0
. Other Health Professional Acqu1s1t10n ' '32;Q3§,000 S
- o Armed. Forces Health Scholarship Program "29,499.200 i
- L * Total . . © ;301,846,000 .
] / o
o Co L t\% - : - .

2,%”' members attendung school om a volunteer offf- dut ; s1s, In 1973, the
) last year for which there are complete figures, 163, 88 rvicemen were
enrolled in precollege kourses V°1‘mtar11y, and 34,464 were IR [ -
OZ\,‘ . degree COUISES‘OH»thElr own. - .
o ' Military 1n service training programs haveuﬁot been’ included in .th
. A"L'r’ﬂ. B ,- ° \
. assessment,’nor have the service schools that enroll 17 757" undergradgate'
M ! c - : . L - ' ” O
: " ) [t 77 \ 0 Lo "
4 ) A v‘ : .‘“
. ’0.'-; . "'9 Iii ~ - ! y -
FEN ; N - “ 0 . -
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ozfiéer candidates There appears to be renewed‘in erest "in military

ograms, not only for'the éddcational benefits but|for “the assurance of - ¢

’

“job opportunities. This wou1 be influenced by changes in the employmen iﬂ-v .

///’ “market. "
) ” . ¢

.« e

/ - Institutional Aid

) <

over $1 billion of student aid in FY1973 These funds are used-as a, o 9/)

matchlng source for federal programs as we11 as for the 1nst1tutions * own

- . pUrpos€s. -As Table‘45 shows, institutional aid is hot available on an-
. . - [N 3 .
v » . ’

even basis to dll types of institutions. = s

Table 45 ' '_ - R ST
r i ‘

INSTITUTIONAL AID . .

- [

- . ) o - - Ve

: R ) ’ Institutional Aid .. Enrollment. ' f:
; P Type ofs Institytional  As a Percept’ As a Percent
Cat . _Institution- Y ¥ A of Totai/ \ *." of Total -
- ' 'V o . ' - ' . / ) " ‘A. [ )
. Public four-year ' .5 488 849, &@6 o 4T7.0%: - 54.0% . "
K Public two-year . 49, 54 728 b7 - 20.0 .,
Private four-year 496,75 240 47.0 - 24.0 b
~Jtivate two-year: 11,322,675 g 1.00 L ’ 1.4 . ~
CTotal . . . $1,046,4905529 " 100.0%F © 100.0%"

» - - - ’ Ce

» : . . s

% s ,
Rounde'd.l *
f

M -
- . . - ?

o
2,

: S ' /Tﬁese funds are most likeiy to be reeeivedbby students in private ~
ffour-year institutions,fand least likely in public two-year:-,This

/f%actor will limit the‘participationJof public;two—year institutions in
any program that demands'matching_funds. : o

. o . . ) . . ] . ‘




" Aid fromAll Séurces . . : ./( )

) . \ : :
Table 46 indicate$ 'the magnitude of aid from all sou{%es going to

each state“d,lt is broken down into programs sponsored by the Office qf‘

Education in the first.column and those from'all other federal sources

in the second column, These mepresent direct cash transfers for ‘studefit

in'postseoondary education., State aid and ingtitutional did afk shown|in

columns '3 and 4,

vy

aggregate influence the price that a potential student nhat pay t

tend college. The cumulative effect

trated on students in the lower ingome groups. Students in the sou hern

and western states seem to benefft most fromithese 'programs; FinalL ,

tead of priyate are more likely to oegefit

@

" students in public collegeaﬁi,

4

Y

from student aid.

“; _—
Phasing out of the GI Bill W111 reduce the fun\lng for low-income

6

students, expeC1ally thosetwho are older and enrolled in part time pro-

grams. Social Security provides important funding for students from

low-income familiesf‘ If Social Security wetre treated as family income,

théy would be éligible for much more- aid from the OE prbgrams than is the
: 4 [ .

case if Social Security is treated as student aid. ‘The state programs-

e -

appear in many caseS’ to overlap most'closely with OE programs in terms

of target population For the most part, the NSF programs have a direct

impact,onfgraduate studengs,

but décreases in the fnnding levels’ could
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> ’ L -
. : NATIQNAL SUMMARY' OF STUDENT AID "
. - B . N
’ , ' : Total OE, State,
. . . s 2 o Total Atd/  and Institue
5 " o s Institutional e ¢ Al.d/ 'Gl‘ult tlunul‘l\lc]/ -
’% OE Ald Other Federal  State Ald, AtLd Total Ald FTEYY  Need** Gross Need
Total $1,605,914,250 $3,091,127,932 $341,132,803 $1,045,654,433 $6,083,829,418 § - - -
. Average 31,488,519 60,610,352 6,688,878 20,503,028 119,290,773 1,111 0.8685 , 0.4272
: Minimum 599,449 3,862,918 . 0 693,303 6,278,945 793 0.4799 0.1831
R Max Lmum 2:5,.887,795” 565,856,829 122,400,000 96,313,252 814,053,463 1,378 1,2867 0.7990
. Stata 4 w
’ ® . , .
Alabama . 23,458,557 53,589,944 0 11,628,305 88,676,806 1,092 1,0931 * 0.4325
g L Alaska - 599,449 4,231,840 754,353 693,303 6,278,945 1,073 0.5617 0.1831
" Arizowa 11,649,462 51,101,964 0 * 19,457,702 82,209,128 1,348 1.2867 0.4869
Arkansas 11°,588,250 21,408,598 0 5,007,229 38,084,077 900 1.0232 0.4468
Caltfornta 132,721,936 565,856,829 26,708,236 88,766,442 814,053,463 1,285 1.0634 0.3242
v Colorado ! 22,595,649 ‘50,672,552 0 27,198,498 109,466,699 1,281 0.9093 06,4507
* Connect Leut 13,091,339 33,016,486 0 19,286,237 ‘67,394,062 1,065 0.7981 o.a%’ee
Delaware 2,940,654 7,108,556 0 - 3,286,268 13,%35,478 834 0.8925 0.4l68
[ 8,441,257 26,690 227 ) 13,359,106 , 48,490,590 1,378 0.5714 0.2569
* Florida 40,288,062 128,356,199 713,145 33,774,492 203,131,898 1,292 1.0408 0.3831
Georgla 23,727,749 59,051,815 0 14,003,069 96,782,633 1,030 * 0,9775 0.3811
Hawall 3,936,001 16,851,852 0 2,865,274 73,653,127 , 981 11,2271 0.3528
. 1daho . 5,659,031 11,867,406 ¢ 0 3,901,683 21,428,120 881 0.7998 .,  0.3569
I1linols 78,945,274 143,705,798 51,200,000 63,235,147 337,086,219 1,277 0.8621 0.4946
. Indiana 41,871,159 " 49,661,455 8,225,281 36,770,967 . 136,528,862 1,047 0.8905 0.5666
. Lowa ( 32,660,737 31,859,936 4,233,156 20,9197 89,669,823 1,186 0,928l 0.5983
/- Kansas 21,111,687 32,315,337 4,145,992 . 16,984,07 71,557,092 939 0.9810 0.5380
Kentucky 20,110,653 32, 746,445 0 16,826,515 69,683,613 952 1.2674 0.6718
Loulsiaup v 22,833,986 46,654,521 0 11,410,006 80,898,513 826 0.9490 0.4017
. ¥ Malne © 8,945,842 10,868,181 150,000 4,516,395 26,480,418 1,019 0.6036 0.3357
Maryland 24,491,452 51,260,748 10,343,750 16,493,199 102,589,149 1,160 0,9983 0.4995
Massachusetts 49,742,619 72,506,484 7,948, 750 58,405,226 188,603,079 « 965 0.5051 b.3109
® Michigan 48,768,000 117,260,339 13,555,408 38,074,446 217,658,093 943 0.7944 0.3664
- Minnesota 40,824,218 53,056,717 4,656,174 21,673,317 120,210,486 1,094 0.9152 0.511%
Mississippl 19,192,934 27,781,135 0 10,060,261 57,034,330 Y 970, 1.1612 0.5956
Missourl 28,122,794 65,571,994 0 25,282,283 118,977,071 1,029 10,8496 0.3814
Montana 7,873,979 11,318,317 0 4,401,940 23,594,236 ~ 1,077 0.8933 0.4648
Nebraska 145932, 732 22,465,401 0 85125,063 45,523,196 979 0.8141 0.4123
Nevada 1,749,045 ‘7,759,749 0 2,577,260 12,086,056 1,357 1.,0517 0.3765
. New Hampshire 6,081,193 8,832,306 6 8,630,696 23,544,493 949 0.5022 0.3138
New Jersey 54,319,697 71,090,441 0 17,047, 76 161,457,267 1,043 0.7569 0.3765
New Mexico 7,343,458 20,096,197, ~ 0 4,035,643 31,475,298 1,014 0.9933 0.3591
New York 215,887,795 198,140,042 122,400,000 96,313,252 632,741,089 1,213 0,7474 0.513 «
North Carolina 29,637,102 84,870,156 0 23,494,583 138,001,841 1,150 '0.9687 0.3729
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. =y ¢ Tablg 46 (Concluded)
° ’
o 3 ’- v '; . o ‘S
3 Total OE, State, g
« ! . oot , > Total Ald/ and Institu-
" . + Institutfonal o ww - Md[  Gross tional Atd/
State OB Aid Other Federal _State Ald ALd Total afd* et moed?? crossoieed
" - .
- . R . ) . " , |
oo North Dakots § 14,114,962 $ 10,035,099 0§ ° 2,884,364 ,j/ 27,034,425 $1,212 11,2706 0,799
: o Ohio 5%,941,497 113,727,002 $16,000,000° 47,654,862 237,323,361 © 930 0,7929"" 0.4129 ¥
R - Oklahome - - 15,946,256 49,346,413 .0 - 18,50%,749 83,800,418 983 0,8262 0.3397
, - Onggon 16,309, 7108 49,805,766 1,295,274 . 13,895,611 81,306,399 1,264 0.9334 0,3616
Pennsylvania 116,789, 982 . 109,046,704 58,532,049 42,323,652 326,692,387 1,219 0,7749 0,5163
- v Rhode lsland 12,468,903 15,441,686 539,400 12,834,509 41,284,498 1,321 '0.7598 0,4756,
> South Carolina 10,647,379 40,709,276 150,000 8,391,728 59,898,383 “983 0.8381 0.2685
¢ =, South Dakota 10,640,213 8,569,942 0 (4,291,421 23,?’91,576 1,047 0.8639 0,5488
Tennessee 24,984,354 53,750,934 1,170,771 17,312,800 97,218,859 925 0.8460 0.3783
. Texas 70,065,467 200,530,129 3,000,000 54,767,829 328,363,425 1,047 1.0404 0.4950
: . 3 ¢ Utah 10,417,000 28,035,185 0 6,219,520 64,665,705 793 0.5917 0.2203
B S . Vermont 4,782,171 3,862,918 2,380,343 5,990,967 17,016,399 - 887 0.4799 0.,3709
S Virginia 55,920,655 52,468,425 0 v 13,527,572 121,916,652 1,238 1.1566 0.6588 *
£ Wnehington 26,390,207 + 80,030,265 684,200 17,683,119 124,787,782 1,145 1,0276 0.3686
West Virginta P 14,247,408 19,545,079 425,000 7,685,433 41,902,920 932 '1.0754. 0.5738
¢ q Wisconsin 42,534,118 61,330,899 4,921,523 18%490,099 127,276,639 1,009 0,7585° 0,3930
. Wyoming . 2,576,178 5,266,475  ~ 0 . 4,692,199 12,536,652 1,310 ;0.9516 0.5518 '
/ ' . ’ ' .
W i ” *
- SEOG, CWS, NDSL, and GSL dollars obligated FY1972 and allotated FY1973 (Factbook), Dollars to graduate students,
. students attending pruprletury schools, ﬂnd"dallurl luuned by colleges acting as lenders were subtracted ‘frum the
Factbook's GSL data., .
-_— 5
M Suclnl Security and veteran l?enefttl to cullegp studenty (U.S, Dept. HEW, Sucill Security Admlnlltrutlun‘, Office o
g Research and Statistics FY1973 and Veteran benefits, 1973, Monthly awards were multiplied by 9.5 to produce the
yearly amount given. ' M '
’Stute ald 1972-1973 ("Undargruduute Comprehenﬂlve State 5chulurlhlp Grant Prugrlm-" by Joseph 'ﬂuyd)
A}Inu;u;uctonnl atd FY1973 (Trip ite- tape, FY1973). .
. v ww i ‘ ] . y
o The sum of OE aid, other federl-l, atate, and inetitutional aid FY1973. \ N
. Ty .
AV Total aid divided by full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate degree credit students FYl973 [FTE 1a frumﬁlt&her
" ‘ Educuttun General Information Surveys (HEGLS) TRNST73B].
o . .
$ i Lo
¢ 'Tog‘_ql ulJ, Column 5, as a-percent of gross need:" For dependent etudents, grose need equals direct educational costg
tuition and fees plus books and supplies) plus meals ulnd houeing minus parental contribution and self-support.
vooo independent students, gross need equals direct educational coets and maintenance budget minus annual income,
MSl_nce soctal security and veteran beneflts may be regarded as entitlements, they are not included as ald he
“ N £
|
» 'y 1
“ | 1Y B '
' . ¢ R
- N ¥
“-;C N ‘5 - ’ .{
\ AR o @
\
; .
‘ P Y ° - ’ ! ! N
- -
N P, "
N st s e e L
l a9 ) <
‘“ ’ ! Ed L.
. n 9 » . . !
* . . “
LY «
[ I ' &
\
q
, 81 . -
S .
o ey i R \ -
. O ' - " : [
ERIC q
. P ' !

el




v Y

Summary and Conclusions .
' o

)

7 e _The non-OE student aid programs provided $5 7 billion of °*
v student aid in FY1973.. : ~

e R
Veterans .

. e In FY1973 the Veterans Administration provided $3. 2 billion
of student aid to nearly 1.5 million students. N

e GIs differ from other undergraduates in a number of ways:

= The average age for a veteran attending college was .
in FY1973; thus he is older than the average '
undergraduate, 4 ) .

- The family income of ‘Veterans is lower than that'of

——————— college students in general, /

= Veterans are from more disadvantaged backgrounds
than other students. '
- Veterans are more likely to be minority. ,
e Of the veterans, 10 percent participate in the Guaranteed
Student Loan program, while:fewer participate in other ‘aid’
programs. ' ‘

e Of the veteran trainees id’higher education, 81'percent are
in public colleges, compared to 74 percent of all FIE under-
graduates

e . Of the total :GI enrollmént, 36 percent are in‘community
colleges, while only 20% pf the FTE undergraduates are
enrolled there. .

. ~ X B
: Any significant decline in the number of veterans will have
0 .3\ the most impact on western states, 1arge public: colleges,
. and community colleges.




S ‘ Federal'qupo?i to Uniyefsitiés ané_Goiieges

¢? ThQ,NSF accounted“for $3 7 billion of aid to institutions : -
~in ‘FY1973; most of this meney went to ‘graduate students in . ’ .
gresearch and profe581ona1 education, } - %’ ‘ 'E

N A Of the ingtitutions, 4 percent receive 67 percent of the
S funds.

: . -~
° P sk

’ 'i R e The federal aid is distributed mainly to universities tn S S
the Pacific and the middle Atlantic regions. : ° IS

oo e Private colleges Yeceived, on the average, ﬁyaller grants
. than public.. ‘ . o

¥ . . [

‘6’ . i' Federal support for graduate students in the sciences declined S
s : $134 million between 1971 and 1973 nqarly a 40-percent reduc-w- -
a ' tion. " ‘

be

e Since 1971- 1972, there has been a 1o- percent'overqll decrease L
in the number of federdlly: supported fu11 time graduate = - b
,’/‘ students. B ‘ ' ¢ -

-

o e "ContinuingndecreaSes wi11 affect the yu iversities_in the ' S .;
. S wealthier states and the more wel;;tﬁtdo students most B
' / d1rect1y ’ :

f Social Security .
e er 6005002/étuden
' $V23 milli '

) '
‘! public two-year 1nst1tutionsq ‘ I 9 .
g ‘ $6 33 for public tour-year institutions T /
: /Q‘for private our-yeer,institntiens.‘. . IR ‘
! | medians woﬁld be increaéed by‘approximate $1, Ood\if . ' !
e $100 # month allowed in student benefit‘sﬁvere inclmded
' /

e percentage of FIE students receiving Social Security ' -
benefits varied between states, Less - than 3 percent of the
FIE students in New Hampshire, Kansag, Vermont D.€., and

Utah "beceived Social Security benefits, compared to over o s
12 percent in Maine and Arkansas. SR . : S :
. 83 - .
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State Programs of Student Aid

e In 1974-1975 nearly 800, DOO students were,alded w1th $457
million from state comprehen81ve programs‘ . R

¥

e The average individual grant was $572. . ' g

-

e Five states; 'New York, Pennsylﬁania, Illinois, California,
New Jersey; account for nearly 70 percent of the notal award
dollars e ' :

. The availabillty of state grants is increasing in both dollars
and geographic location. ‘ L . e

! & N

.o~

, Depar;mént of Defense

.

e Thé DoD student aid p%ograms cost the militany an estimatéd

$301 846,000 1n 1975, including pay to students and‘direqt
costs. : ' o '

" e ROTC prOJecte&.enrollment 1s 66, 546 in 1976 And 67,706 in
N 1977. . : .

\\] ‘,' e 5,000 health profeésiodal scholarships are authorized annually
' through 1977, and over 3;000 full-time officers and enlisted

men are expected to enroll in civilian colleges each year in - -

\  FY1975, FY1976, and FY1977.

o - . » .

oo ‘Institutional Aid I S /

\ -, o

e .Over $1 bvll;on dollars were prOV1ded in 1nst1tutiona1 aid
‘during FY1973 . : o

-

o These funds were most likely to be re%eived by students in
private four-year institutions and least likely in pub11c
two-year. o .,' .
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' As mentjioned throughout this report, the primary purpose or objectiVe~.

\ * ®

of the Offic

‘of Education’ s higher education ass1stance.programs is to

.

remove the financial barriers that might otherwise keep qualified indi-

7N

viduals from receiving somé form of postsecondary education. It is un-

L ‘, N clear from the current debate on;ﬁfudenF aid what’ this goal means exactly;

v

'\h"differént constituencies have implicitly defined the goal in different

/}/ h .  ways. 'Therefore it ls‘difficuTﬁ~to assess the degree %o,which.this : R

general obJective is being achievad by the present -student aidfprograms.

"Even more difficult is the formulation of alternat1ve student aid pack- 2/

ages to. increase -the achievement ‘the goal, ' remoye the financial bar-1 .

riers." .Before attempting tg-formulate alternatiVe student’ aid paekages,‘/ .

engs'of goals should be' examined.

' several alternative stat » ulc ‘ ' '
‘."\ . / B .7 ‘ ) - /
y . The federal ernment has three broad levels of control over the /)//// .

distribution of student aid: . X ' a
¢ . A N3 ' .
. . he total rtumber of dollars appropr1ated I T

% o @

* . The proportion of “the Eotal aid split- between aTternativé
programs.

S ¢ The rules and regulations governing each’ individual program. _ ,

Beyond these parameters, the actual distribution of federal student .

aid dollars depends upon the decisions made b administra ors at thousands
’ T

No——

of colleges and universities and by millions of students and potential

°

students. The basic problem confronting the federal,government is to - “Jf\ R : B

manipulate the distribution of student aid across categories‘of institu- N

tions and students in ways that will achieve a desired objective. ' . :
. P L o o ‘

A 4 n’ he ° . .
o Y -
l 1 02 « .
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The earlier chapters of this report:have described in detail the
current distributions of: federal student aid programs. In this chapter,
thése distributions will be,h examined with respect to alternative national '

objectives, and efficient ‘packaggs of aid will be formulated. The effi-
’

w

cient student aid packages are derived so that each package represents °

the minimum level of federal dollars needed to meet a specific objec- - S
; » : ;
tive; given the estimated response of student aid officers and students,

Each packagevis descrined in teyxms of the decision parameters'outlinéd

above: total dolfars, pro m mix, and 1ndividua1 program regulations,

As noted im earlier c pters, alternative sources of data uéed for the -

o o

~income distribuytion of gtudeﬁts and,ald,reclplents,valter?ative procedures Cw, T

_fdr {;;

state will lead to different need and expected aid di

, .
~ B4

h
/A/éj// this chapter, the distribution of dependent students by parental income ¢

ng independent etddents,'andythe disaggregatij& of the anaiysis ' oot

tributions.

categories as reported in the Trlparé@%e Student Aid Apgllcattqns ise

. used, independent students are excluded, and n tlonal 3 grqﬁate data

are.used. Alternative parental income distrxb tions c uld be used and

s

y : -l
independent students couldlbe included in a variety o, 'ways.' The basxc : o

approach would r%main the éame

3

Specification of Student Aid Objectives: Calculdting- o . ‘
.Financial Need and Preference Weighting ~ »

- Quantifiable objectives are useful criteria for assessment in eval-"'

° . © ¥ . 1
uating alternative packages -of student aid programs. Since financial

-

need is a nebulous concept subject to a variety of interpretatioms, it
? \ B 1 . -
is helpful to separate the specifications. of possible objectives into

two componenté:

‘. e' The procedure for caléglating financial need.
. \

\

e The preference weighting given. to students with different
characteristic§.

86. R g
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‘viding aid to students,

weightings for different tvpes of students.

. ',

In.previous chapters, gross financial ﬂeed (foﬁ ?ependent students)

has been defined as the total cost. of attendance minus the expected pa~-

2

rental contribution and the student's own contribution This definition
is certainly the basic, accepted approaeh to calculating financial need,
However for purpbses of federal policy, other definitions may .be more

appropriate,

O

¢

-For irstance, financial need may be defined to equal

. The total cost of atfendance minus tuitioh, expected parental
\)contribution cand the student's own contribution. The:argu-

¢. ~ment for this definition might be that tuition expenses

s should be covered fyom institutional and gtate resources and °

not by the federal governmgnt

B3
*

~ e The total cost -of attendance; W1th tuition set .at the level

of .the average public four-year institution in the nati
zregardless of the type#of institution d%tenaed minu

pected parenta1 contribution and the student 8 ow

o tion,

ex~ -
ow contribu~
This definition of financial need may be” favored by

groups concerned about public subsidization of private _
tuition.- o . . . g .-

| d , v

‘e The total cost of attendance minus expected parental contribu-
tion, the student's own contribution, and  the expected
amounts of institutional and state aid available. The ra-
tiondle for this definition 4s that the federal government
should attempt to make financial assistance available that
will supplement other sources of aid in a: way that leads, to
achievement of natioqal objectives.

These alternatives illustrate some of the variations that are con-

3 : 7 Lol ' A
sistent with differentﬁideas abo%t the federal government's role inm—pro-
4

o

In additiQn; all of these definitibns can be
. ‘

’vafied through the specification of a particular expected familv contri~

bution schedule, and the federal government may choose to inélud? such

"g, schedule in the rdles and regulations for ekch aid program. . Table 47 ]

shows the distribution of current OE funds along with distributions of

financial need for each of these a1ternative definitions.

| ’ PR £ : .
The second component of studént aid objectives s%ecifiesfpreference

Since federal aid will most

’likely be insufficient to meet the needs (however defined) of all students

(and potential students), eithar all students will have to receive somg
«0 . _ — . 87 c
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’ 2 ‘Table 47 ‘ v B
'é DISTRIBUTIONS OF CURRENT OFFICE OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS
AND ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF FINANCIAL NEED Lo
; -~ (Percentages) ’ ' - IR
— / _ 7
’ . ; Need Les_-s )
\ ' . o g} ~ Tuition at
. Average ‘ o
. Public’ Need Less
) , Current Need Four~Year Insti-
Type of Family - OE Gross Less Insti~ tional and
Institution * Income Programs Need Tuition-. tution  .State Aid
CJ . : . - .
X ‘

_Public four-year  $0-$6,000 20.8%  15.1%  22.2% 21.1% J1207%
$6,000-$9,000 = 11,7 13.9  19.%8 19.5 4.2 v
$9,000:$12,000 7.7 13.4  18.4 18.7 ° - .15.4 ;
$12,000+ - 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0

. L .
Public two-year $0~$6,000 - 8.9 4.9 7.1 6.8 5.0
$6,000-$9,000 ~ 4.5 4.4 6.1 . 6.1 " 5.0
. $9,000-$12,000 , 2.8 . 3.2 4.3 .45 0 3.9 s
: $12,000+ 2.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 . 0.0,
Private four-year $0-$6,000 1006  10.2 7.2 " . 7.2 7.5
’ $6,0004$9,000 6.6  10.4 6.8 7.0/ 96
- $9,000-$32,000 ~ ,h.7 1.3 . 6.8 7.4 118
) $12,000+ 7.5 1.2 = 0.0 0.0 12.0
Private two-year . $0-$6,000 1.4 0.7 0.5 0ub . 0.6 "
$6,000-$9,000 . 0.7 . 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6 =
$9,000-§123000 ' 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.6
¢ vy 1] . o
$12,000+ 0.3 0.1 0.0 "0.0° \ 0.1~
All institutions  $0-$6,000 41.7 *  30.9  37.0. .. 35.7 25.8 -~
g o $6,000-$9,000  23.5, 293 33.2 ~ 33 29.%
$9,000-$12,000 -15.6%, . 28.4 - 29.9 31.0 32,7 \
. > . $12,000+ - 19.2 . 11.3 0.0 0.0 12.1
. , . * 88 ' . Y
) - 106
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equa1 préportion of their need ‘or preferehces &ifl Qave fojbe given to B
\\\ v .« certain types of students. The most likely_characteristic upon which o, :jﬁ_ <,
oL - _ R
. , preferences are“made is family income. It is difficult to’imagine that
( S
- ) , the federa1 goVernment w‘uld propose student aid programs thdt gave pref- ¢ e

-erence to male students over female students or to white students over
M -
black students. On the other hand it is conceivablé)thatvpreference might"
. §
be given to poor students over Yhose from higher-income families.“ The

1 s -

-
federa1 government may be more concerned with providing financial assis-

e

tance to the lowest-income student than to mg;?té- and high=-income students.- ‘ |

Al

By formulating national. student aid bbJectives\in\terms of‘these

# )

two components, financial need and income preference weightings, one can'
|

. quantify a variety of goals that would be. consxstent‘witﬁ several diverse o
viewpoints about the role of the federa1 government\inhproviding student

aid; In addition current programs can be examined with respect to these

. P explicmt objectives and a1ternat1ve aid packagek can b@ formulated that

will achieve the goa1s with the least amount of fedéral resources

-

. .
\ kil

A1ternative Distributions of Need and~the DiStribution

of Current Office of Education Progtrams _ , /W

T . ¥ et

ot R ' s
% An examination of current program distributioms with regpéct to,

s

~ . L D
> the different definitions of financial need provides a base for the\«

///' ' formulation of alternative programs. “Table 47 compares‘the current P v
. distribution of OE programs (SéQGJ CWS, NDSL, GSL, and' BEOG) across .
1 - . . | . h

instifutional and parental income categories mith théudistri%ution g

nancial need'under aiternative definitions. The' aggregate distribu-' ' o
1 .

s for all institutzons d; family income c tegories show that the .

current OE programs distribute proportionally |more funds, relative to




¢

.~ ‘ . ' "
any of the need definitions to the lowest ($Q 56, 000) income‘students

; ,and thé highest ($12 000+) income s&udents while the middle (86,000~
7'$12 000) income students receive less a1d relative to financial néed,

~Since these need’ definitions may be inappropriate, this result does not

s

'mean that the cuyrent programs are undesirable. Table 47 does imply that
/

~if one of the specified financial need definitions is appropriate for

--deflning future.student ald obJectives, and all students are to be givqn :

qoal“pre erence, then the current ackage of OE- programs may not be an
§ P

efficient m ans of accomplishing thése national obJectives. "
. “\ . N Jo" -

~ .

If the dJ%inition of financial need (less tuitzqn) is used and if

Y

"the following p,eference for low- income groups is j?bOSEd.'

: ' e sy
» - 4 ’ ‘

ot : Pareﬁtal Income- Preference'- I f ' iy
. ; s > ) D ® .
.o $0-6,000 100% of need is to be met
. $6,000- %9 000 70% of need is to be met, IR
$9,000- &12 000 °~ 50% of need is to be met ' ...
$12 000+\ . . No preference )
' . ’ ) M‘_.At o g . “ - v,

then ‘the’ current set of’ programs matches the obJective more closely ‘for

the $O—$12 00 income catagories © Only the Highest incomg category re-

3

ceives an amy unt of a1d inconsistent with the above obJective. .
/ . /;) . - ..o.‘, - . t ', -
.Before developing a methodology flor constructing a1ternative pack—
ages of student aid programs to achieye speC1f1ed/prect1ve9 the dis-
tributions of. inﬁ{;idual aid programs should be 7xam1ned,briefly.* The

five OE prog;7ms are illustrated in TabLe 48 SlHC‘\

'tain objectives by simply reeaﬂlocatlng funds/%mong t

these distr1butions

rather than designing new - prograds.. o ‘-Q\ N
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The.Analytical Model - _,Q: ' S ‘:‘?f .v .;ij

R N v
DY v . : -

Qant . : Financ1a1 aid packages developed in this.chapter are constructed as

efficient combinations of OE student aid programs. A étudent aid pack—

o, wt f

- aggéfg defined as "efficient" when the garticular obJective is achieved
v
with- the least amount of total aid, The least-cost* pproach is necessary
. 1
: .« since the federal government does not have complete control “dver the #

. .
A - . N . - -
P . . - & .

IR - distr1bu¢1on cﬁ student aid As,mentioned before “the dec1s1on

*

. f - ' id distribution. From the federal” government ] perspective it 1s ‘ad-"_ A

. ,vantagéou?/to minimize factors tLhat tend to distribute-more aid to some'

- ;fu.“ ;\f’sectors:than.iS'neceSSarv to meet national obJe%pives. " f—g ’
ﬁ ' ‘ ,”f" To determine the least-cost package of a1d it is appropriate TR ‘
?ff L structure the computational model as a linear programming (LP) problem.
) ‘ The obJective is;vto m1ni“m1ze the sum‘of t;he dollars app%‘bpgiated to eaczi
s Aof theaind1v1dual student aid programs:_ The c0nstraintsﬁ%re structured :
f. e _to ensure that a.specified measure of financial needwis met for each of
as ’,‘\”t the 16 inétitutional and\family income categories. The LP model 1s

L , by“ formally described in Table 49, The LP var1ables (the X's) represent T
R Y .

o ﬁh.« the dollars of aid that should be. appropriated to each program in the ’
package to eff1c1ently accomglish a specified objective. Ll

l

.+ The. basic structure of - the mpdel shown in Table 49 can be usedyto B

- v P - Py

fo qalculate the- degree to whicﬁNany particular package of aid might.meet

-,°° ' N ’~the levelg of need across the\16 1nstitutiona1/income“sectors These
. 2R

.

S "calculations can be done fairly ea31hy by haud wrthout a linear pngramr

1nghcomputer program. All the a1 s'shown 1n Table- 49 are given in

. 3 oyt
. l"

< Table 48 For. example ay, = 0 238, = 0. 347 gnd a. = 0.003. With. "

- . 11 12 . 161
o, U these coefficients (the 313 s) and specified levels of aid in each of . the‘

programs (the X's), it i's simply a matter ‘of multiplication to calculate ~N

the expedted amount of a1d d1str1buted to each sector which/can then be ) o

. 4 W

hcompared to the levels of need.

JFor example, a package of $100 m111ion



Minimize:

»

X
)

4165
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Y

- Subject to:

=§BEOQ dollars

.
"
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o

s

SEOC dollars

/
& o~
CWS dollars

<

NDSL dollafs

ot

GSI; dollars

Irs
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®

i)

o

1

v

-

‘

»

= Financial need.

- Table 49 £
v e e D o .

.+ THE' LINEAR-RROGRAMMING MODEL - ~
[N v :
X: + X, ¢ K +K +X ),

SRR R T
X + X +” + + X 2v
S ! 312 2 %13X3 2145 * 225%s
"X +a X+ + + s
a21X1 222 ?,23X 3%, a25X5 %2 ,
R C o - - R
;. " N ‘\ '.v . "( ’
X, o+ '. S 2y
4161 1 a162 2 *163°3: A6i*s 216555 = V16
: . ' y & .
:) ﬂ ! .“"";{‘: L'
L ,T :"

fam11y income

$12, 000+ family income

. \'
v
. \

! o

~a

e
1]

Y F;Einancial nesd ~ Public four-year -
vy $0—$6 000 family income -

Y FinanC1a1 need - Public four-year-
$6 000—$9 000

= Private two-year -

Proportion of BEOG dollars going to public ﬁour-year,'
- $0-$6,000 family incoqi students

'— Proport1on <of SEOG dollars going to public four-year”
- $0-%6, 000 family income\students

= Proportion of GSL ‘dollars kding to private two—year,
$12 000+ family  income students.

4
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5 s . ; . . [y k7

in each of the‘five aid programs would result in $ll9 6 million of aid - ov

o

being distributed to students with parental incomes less than $6,000 i

Kattending public four-year institutions (0.238 x 100 + 0 347 x 100 + U v.i
9.275 x 100 + 0 185 X lOO + 0.151 x 100 = 119, 6). This procedure can be .

£

bne over and over again with dif ferent amounts of aid in each progfam -

until a desired level of-need-is met in each of the. institutional/income

r

°"sectdrs.‘ However, it would be difficult if not impossible to determine
by hand if the spec1fied package of aid is efficientlz meeting’ the de-
Sired level ofwneed That is, another package of federal pr0grams may

meet the same, levels of need but With a smaller total amount of aid,

- Lineat), programming techniques have been used to prov1de the capability

,of det?rmining the most effic1ent or least-cost, package of aid.

+ . —

As outlined below the'solution to thewLP model yields several . ’ S J

-

types of information useful for policy analysfs
e The minimum total federal cost required to accomplish a partic-
ular objective. This minimup cost is Simply the solution '

value to. the LP problem. : _ . .
e The distribution of the total federal dollars across -the five

‘programs. The levels of the five activities (the Xs)_.indicate
the ‘umber of dollars that should be appropriated to each ‘
I progtam in order to accomplish the specified objective at a - B
' , . ‘This information indicates how the aid should =
St © be packaged.at the federal level. P ) ‘ ;
¢ The slack,in the distribution process. Given the preferences
of*students and institutional aid officers for different types
of aid and the competitiveness of institutions for student aid
. . funds, it is likely that more money than needed will be chan-
& neled \o some institutional ‘and income categories before other R
' sectors canm receive sufficient fun to meet fﬁeir student . o
- aid needs: Although current. progfgzs might be modified" to be
R .. more conSistent with the desired obJectives the, changes -are a
‘likely to ‘be relatively small in the short run, Therefore, S
- " . . the past distribution patterns of student aid will exert a .
' Lo strong inflyence: on future distributions and substantial
amounts of "slack" are likely to result. The slack can be
calculated directly as the difference between the LP solu~
® tion value (the minimum total federal cost) and the total - -
amount of financial need as specified by’ the obJective., ’

N ~

o . -




0

institut\n\al and parental income categories. -Also, enrollment would prob~

o The identification of in&titutional/family income categories
. for which it is most difficult to meet: financial needs, . The R
‘shadow prices (calculateq,irom the LP solution) indicate the
A ~ number of total federal dollars that eould be saved if the
need in the sector least likely to receive aid were reduced
by $1. Lf these shadow prices are of signifxcant magnitude : o
further study should be undertaken to determine-how the pro-
. Kgram(s)vshouldobe altered to shift the distribution appro—
‘ priately. ' f ,
AN : L . . o )
\.Significant changes in thewfunding %evel,of any of the studept aid

i . .

programs would bbviously‘result'in a different distribution of aid across *
¢ .
ably be ind\eed by significant increases in the level of funding» An

iterative procedure to incorporate these behavioral changes into the analyth .

ical model has been formulated The procedure is to determine the optfmal

-

level and d1stributlon4pf the student aiﬂ programs assuming the current
program d1str1butions then to, simulate ‘the distribution for each program o
with the new level of funding; finally to repeat the first step,“u31ng the

new distr1bution percentages. The model developed for simulafiqg the dis-

X tribution of student aid programs across states, institutional categories,

and parental income categories is described and illustrated in an accompahy—

"ing research memorandum. The iterative procedure will approximate the

1nduced enrollment effects and the changes in each program's distr1bution ~
resulting from certain program specifications (maximum grant sizes es-
‘pecially) as well as the level of funding.- ) : X '
Also with.the analytical model descrlbed in‘this chapter, it is"pos;
| siblé to calculate the.degree to which specified obJectives can be met
with the current IEVel and mix of student aid programs. Two alternative
ways of examining current programs are: “
"e To calculate the percentage of financial need'mét.with ' \\\ﬁ .
the current program and the current level of funding. : ”; ’
e To calculata the percentage of financial need met with . \E\\
the optimal program mix and the current level,of funding. \Q§xéf

, - ’ ' i




: 'and shadow prices that indlcate the federal dollars that cpuld be saved o

£ " a
il

" Alternative Packages ‘of Federal Student Aid

S
Ve

. . oy . ) .
'The purpose of the analytical model ts‘to calculate "effic
. . . T LoD .. . ) ’ l/‘
packages of federal student aid programs. In this section, s

A

' packages of federal aid are formulated for'alternative obje tives, Tab1e,/
50 shows.sev%ral alternative packages'-and their charaﬂteri t1cs '/ The =~/

distribution slack is. given in the seventh column, On the righg are
Y .
the constraining sectors, including txpe of institutlon, parental {ncome,;f

if the need in the sector least likely to reCeive aid were reduced by $1

To place these alternative packages in perspectlve, the71973 1974, package
. On ' . /
W1th its distribution across the five programs is g1ven at . the top of the

»

table. ! Currently, approximately 44 percent of the aid is. dlStrlb ted as

grants (BEOG and SEOG), 38 percent as loans (NDSL and GSL), and th

u

mainder% 18 percent as workstudy aid (CWS).

3

- The f1rst part of this analysis attempts to construct efficien
&

federal amd packages simply by changing the mix of current programs

For short -run policy formulation, this approach may be.- the most, rea11st1c

“ ¢

. and useful at the present time.. A secpnd part of the analysis examines
) j‘,‘ . ) ) N .

modiﬁdeations’of current programs as well as alternative mixes of these
e ) ’ ¢ : ’
modified programs.,

Q
» N

As shown in Table 50 ObJective A spec1f1ed as’ meeting 100 percent , »

of the f1nancLal need (def1ned as total cost of attendance minus expected
b))

~parental contribution and student 8 own support) for studenGS with pa-

L]

rental incomes of $0-3%6,000, 80 percent for students W1th\parental ifd-
comes of $6,000- $9 000, 40 percent for $9,000-$12,000, and 0 percent for _

i $12 000+, is met at a minimum amount - of aid by a package fairly.ﬂimilar to

o
ae

the current mix of federal a1d This.obJective has a h1gh degree of
preference for low-income,students. Several aspects of the efficient

' package of aid for this objective should‘Be noted,’ . First, it costs a

.
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,' // - ° M - N
'._ /’ /’y . 4 ,/l '.
S « > lot-of money ‘to achieve the obJective (SS 228" million) Second e
. [ B
_'a‘/ package of aid contains 55 percent grants and 45 percent loans. Given

the preference for low—income students, this mixture of grants and loans
is. appropriate.' Since CWS has a distribution fairly similar to, NDSL, it
might be aigued that the' 45, percent'ought to be split between NDSL and
Cws, Third $1,376 million of aid over and above the total: amount of
A need was Hdistributed, :lhis amount of aid wert to institutional/income

, - = categories at levels well above’their finamcial/need. - The most difficult
. pren 4 » .

categories of students to reach with suffic 4ht aid to meet the objectives )

.
/ -

were the public four-year, $9 000-$12, 000 'students; the public two-year

/$6,000—$9,000 students; and the privatg four—year $6,000—$9,000 students, -
By examining the different objectives in Table 50 and the resulting
efficient packages of federal pr»grams, it is possible to roughly deter— Sl
'\n
o mine.an obJective that is more cons1stent with the current’ mixlof OE

* -

student aid prOgrams. The ow—incomeronly obJective,‘which gives pref—
J g-erence solely to students %1th parenbal incomes of less than $6,000
(ObJectivedﬁ), can be mof efficiently met with an all—grant pacwage; ‘ .
At the other extreme, fhe gfoss-neediobjeqtive, unich gives equal pref—bw
. . erence to allvstudenvs (Obﬁective D), can\pe most efficiently met with .
94 percent loans ‘and 6 percent Basic Gran%s. The durrentfprogram distri=-. .

bution falls some ere between these two, extremes, Gross-need (100 per-

centq.80 percent 140 percent, and O percent), Objective A, comes fairly

close to produc}ng an efficient package similar to the current'mix of _
programs. CW"comes into the package when preferance is g}ven/tofstudents ‘.

with parenta incomes under $9,000.
Lo . i

-

. )
] ¢
» N By rea:ranging the mix of ‘current student;aid programs, ‘a w1de
_—— 'variety of obJectives can be achieved. However as fndicated in Table Q

50, con61d rable slack Or excess aid may be required This result sag‘

gests 'that current programs: should be’redesigned or- modified to mare T S

closely mﬂtch the desired quectives. This procedure is, illustrated by
| : ; { .

Y . .
R . . %
¢ T . ‘ c 98 . .t N
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o'ObJectives D and E in Table 50

B}

Both. thése‘objectives//re identical;

themonly difference is that the current SEOG program was considered ﬂbr

ObJective D, while a mod1f1ed SEOG program was used in ObJective E.

b >

modification was. to extend the student eligibility ‘ta 1nclude students

with parental incomes ‘of $9, OOO to $12 000. The result was that with

ks ’

the modified SEOG programs the same obJective\can be achieved for about

§1 billion less ‘than-with the current SEOG prograim. The new d1stribution

of the modified. SEOG _programs across rnstitutiOnal and 1ncome categories
was estimated by‘a student a1d $imulation model described in the accom-
panying research memorandum. e ~

Summary and Conclusions

o
a

A useful method of formulating national objectives for student aid -

AN TRV
is in terms of two components:

e The definition of financial need.

e The preference weightings given to students with different
characteristics (levels of parental income were used in this

T . ) chapter)

>

i)

-~

federal govermment in providing student aid
The analytical model developed in this chapter yields'the'following

LY
N *

information: _
’ _ , R - .
. The minimum, totai federal cost required to éccemplish a

' particular obJective.

Y

R The distribution of the total federal dollars across the
five programs. , o .

a- . o e -

process.A/ S . . v L,
. : . -
e The identificatidn of institutional/family income catego~ :
ries for which it is most difficult to meet financial needs. -
| N : . . . ’ . o Coe
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. Theaslack or. éxcess amount of aid in the di;xribution “ L.
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For'ekamﬁle, an obj%ptive specified witn financial need defined .as

the tota1 gost of«attendance minus expected parental T contributiorm —=

student s own suppgrt and Specified as meeting

\ “ . S
. 100% of  the financial need for students w/parental income  $0-$6,000
80%»of ‘the financial need for students w/parental income '$6,000h$9 000
40% of the financia1 ficed- for s&udents w/paxental incdne $9, OOO-$12 000

0% of the f1nanc1a1 need for. students w/parental income $12 000+ « -
. Coats.$5,228,000,000. . , ‘ S
.. Contains SSZ'grantg, 45% ioans. - Y .
5o a / -
? . Has a slack of $1,876 million of aid that went to institu-

tional/income categories at levels well above their finan- .
cial need. ' L - J

e Is most difficult to meet the%finansmu%;need of public‘
four-year, $9,000-$12,000 'stugents; pliblic two-year, $6,000-
$9 OOO students; and private four-year $6, OOO-$9 000 students‘

.
i

, ‘ ; . -
Given the 1arge amount- of slacHﬂ-r excess - aid required to meet

B o

specific objectives with current aid%&rograms‘ it may be preferable to

’

redesign or mod1fy the programs to

ptch desired obJectives mgre closely.

For example, it was estimated that al change in ‘the SEOG'nrdgram to in=-

clude students with parental"income# of $9,000 to $12,000 would reduée .

the total amount of aid necessary,té meet a specified objective by about
0%, o | L -

. L | . . &u w
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' @ .
attending a postsecondary institution appropriaté to @%@1r neeésfagdﬁ

“the programs can account for the final allocation of funds.

VI CONCLUSION
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I s -
n . i . - . S R
N g . : . 4

o

Spfakérs‘often refer to the system of higher education in America -

-

or the postsecondary education system in this country, howeger, the word

system" is misleading. “The decentralized nature of higher edugation,

much less poStsecondary education, in this country strains the térm 8

-

definitional’ limits. The federal government has a diversity of policies:

to match the complexity of the system. It“provmdes nearly $14 billion

. o ,t,. . s N
for postsecondary education, and these monies are distributed to programs

. L [ . ’
that vrange from inservice training for policemen to sending college *
teachers to Europe forfresearch.& » P et )
N N . . ' " ‘
, . X . (“7‘ R o
The Office of Education and the related congressional committees

\\

have attempted to develop a set of programs that strive té%a{d a major-

VR C

y jj‘, "

L

national goal.

That goal is to improve 1ow-income students ,chances of -

!$

des1res. ThlS is most commonly called "access.” - In order to reach@%ﬁﬁ%& S A

goal, several financial aid programs have been developed to 1ncrease the . ‘\\)”5

funds available to low-income students who want to continue schooling.

- -

_ These OE aid programs are approaching an annual appropriation level of

~$2.3 billion.

H

3he aim of this ‘feport has been to describe the distribu-

o

tion of these OE funds and to estimate the impact of a1ternat1ve_d1str1-

. . s ‘
bution strategies. * ' . ‘ -
ﬁ 3 .

A

Eaph of theyfederal aid programsyhas developed unique patterns of
distribution to states, institutions, and income categories. The:two E )
grant prograps.reach the 1owest-income.students, and the loans go to
somfwhat higher-incomé groups, Several points in the distrihutién of .

The three & I

institutional.programs (CWS SEOG, and NDSL) are distributed from the

g , | 101 .
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national level to the state level and then to the institutional level be-
fore reaching the students. The other two major- programs take a different
AL

route. Guaranteed Student Loans are provided mostly by pr1vate lenders

/ L
/ ! . ‘ ,‘
[} | ) -

o

.directly ;Q;enrolled'students.r Basic Grants go from-the'national level

]
o

to students.
.The distribution can be influenoed.at all these points. Student

aid officers are a’key element in this proce§s.~’They distribute funds

from the three institutional programs and can also help students apply
for off -campus programs and inform them of possible student aid options

The effic1ency w1th which they perform these three responsibilities has

4 direct effect on the amolnt of.aidla student or institution receives,

© .
EO : 2. . B

v
«

There is a distinction between the amount'of aid public and private -
colleges proVide for students, on: the average, private colleges apportion

more financ1al aid than public colleges. This is partially explained by

. _the fact that private Colleges tend to invest more of their administrative

effort in groCUring student aid. Even more important, private colleges
. I : .

~.

. . . - ~ . ~ * -
have moré* jnstitutional money that can be used to match federal student

aid -funds, - .
¢ . . % '

Over- 20 percent of the FTE undergraduatehstudentsuattend_public:two-
year schoolsxggt\these colleges have less than 5 percentaof the institu-

i

tional mgney. Conversely, private colleges have roughly the sanie propor-

tion of the enrollment, bit nearly.SO percent of the institutional,money. .

This uneven distribution makes it difficulat fOr’two-vear schools to meet

federal matching requirements to become eligible for CWS, SEOG, and NDSL.

When the question of unmet need is con51dered it appears that cur-

rent student aid patterns are more advantageous to public four-year in-

o

?Eitutions, which [include universities as well as other four- year colleges,

than to other categories of “institutions. Students in public four-year
N ' o

schools have moredof their unmet need reduced by federal aid than do- -

[T

‘ | ~: 102




“ ¥ .
students attending any of the other segments Students #n public tyo-

year schools have less gross unmet need per FIE student, and even at;this

level they have a smaller percentage “of their need met bybstudent aid
thsn‘students in other seCtorsr Evidence indicates; howe&er,‘that'th%y o
' are improving their share of student aio. The ratio of qualified BEOd .
o applicants to all applicants is greater for students in two year schools
than in any other sector. This may result in an increa51ng share of BEOg\\\
funds going to students in two-year schools in the future.
. . .
The questfon of the studént aid officers'ﬂimpacf on the distribution,
of aid can also be seen in terms of the a1d recip1ents income levels.
. Student aid officers apparently give top priority to the lowest income'
.  category. ($0-$6,000). That group of. students is more’likely to get an
award, and a.larger award, than“the‘next highest‘income,grOup ($6,000- -

" $9,000) . Moreover, the lowest income group has slightly less unmet” need’

after the d1str1bution of aid than does the next h1ghest income category.

Jl o

Given the intent of the legislation, th1s is an appropriate outcome, but

~

\ .
it illuminates the financial stress on lower-middle income families ‘send-

-

1ng their offspring to college . 1 : ¢

o .. Do .
. a

-Another factor influenc1ng the distribution of aid 1s the state al-

©
v

location formula for the three 1nst1tutionally based pro ms.' The pro-

'
»

portion of students in a state with a reported family incyme under $6,000,

¢ -

~is most likely related to the distrlbution of’ CWS, funds (r = 0.38). The

" “other two 1nst1tut10nal programs dp not show a s1gnificant positive re- ' .

L4

" lationship with either unmet need or the proprotion of lower income college

students in the state. This may be explained becauge the NDSL and SEOG .

d1str1bution fqrmulas use entrollment as the-key factor in allocat1ng . Y

.funds.‘ CWS . dn tha other hand, is distributed using three factors equally: "

[ . ) . 3

the .number of lowet-income children in the state, the number of high-

school“graduates, nd college enrollment.
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4 4‘. ' .
B S Even through there is nq state distr bution formula for BEOG hhe . /
“. .- .Basic Grant funds flow to statés in close congruence with the state ,f,//////(f
. . - % o .

enrollment of lower*income students than any other aid’ program (c —,D 78)
In generalg the formulas for distributing the stude%t aid fu ds/are less
llkély fo*ﬁpportion money to- states with a high number. f/lowiincomé stu=-
0 dents than the Basic Grant procedure. Current legislat:On limits an

t individual student s Basic Grant in an academ year to’ $l 500 or‘one;

L
- . cost provision would increase the share of funds going to %tudents in

-

. vpunllc‘colleges. Changing the one-half cost provisionvtvonefhalf unmet

b

which/have a large number of public colleges.. ’

°

-

+

- . .~ The GSL is not covrelated ‘with the proportien of low-income students

"\
»in the states. The cooperation of lending agencies -seems to be more im-

AN

portant in the distributlon of Guaranteed Student Loans than any federal

demand for the other aid programs. States‘providing the least GSL per
0

student have more low-income students enrolled than the national average.

. 1. In/rank order, the low participat1on states are South Carolina North
y'), . \Carolina Utah, Wyoming, Idaho Arkansas, and Georgia. tates ‘that pro-

| vide the most GSL per student are Illinois, Pennsylvanfi, New York, Colo-
rado, and North Dakota. These states have fewer low-income students

enrolled than the national average, , «
* |8

These OE programs are supalemented by other need-based programs from
states and institutions. State student aid programs have been increasing

¢

= Grant Program, and the availability of these grants can be an 1mportant

4 . i

¢
half of the attendance costs, whiphever i /less. Deletion of the one~-half

need would shift the funds'slightly’in favor of students in tws-year pub-

. 1] B N .
lic colleges. These changes would also have an impact on the distribution

. .over the last few. years ‘under the influence of the State Student Incentive.

.

: of funds to -states and geographic'regions, moving more morey to the states

distributlon policy. Low particpat1on in the GSL by some states increases *

.

*
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’

factor in aiding studehts New York Pennsylvania Illinois, California, f“

\.n

and New Jersey account for a méjorbty of the Ptate awards.

o ) When all need-based noncategorical aid is accounted for, the follow-

ing statesrhaveaat least 55 percent of the aggregate student financial .
. ,need met by aid: Indiada, lowa, Kentucky;”North Dakota, Mississippi,
‘ ’Virgi;ia, West Virgini , and Wyoming. "On the other extreme, Alaska,

Washington D. C ‘Sodt:/Carolina Utah, California: Massachusetts, and

New Hampshire have less than 33 percent of the gross need met by finanqial

’

ancial aid. 'State tuition policy, cost of 1iv1ng factors, and federal .

r

student aid policy interact taﬂmeﬂfgy the amount of aﬁﬂ available to. stu-
R

/" ' dents relative to their needs, It is clear “that needy students have

.-

t

widely differing opportunities to receive aid depending on the state in -

which they attend college, .

- A number of programssprovide money for students, but'are'not need

based. Money available through tHe GI Bill and Social Security falls -
into -this category ard provides over{$4 billion to students. Even though
these programs are not need based, they tend ko help low- income students
The median family income for Social Security recipients in postsecondary

. educatio is $6,130. Research indicates that GXp also come from.families

with lower than avemage incomes.' The effeCt of these.programs on the’

] 0

distribution of OE aid can be seen in two ways. 3First, ifja student reh'

~— ceives benefits from one of these programs, his or her eligibility for

need- based programs will be red&bed Second 1if these programs are‘our-

. Jtailed, as. is likely with the GI Bill demand "for. the need-based prog¥ams

.~ will probably increase. !

The final factor that influences the distribution of -akd is the way .
‘in which the 'need formulas are defined. The definition of financial need B
* is based on the expected family contribution schedule and the costs of

attendance. There is na. empinical way to determine definltively what

v -~
IS

W S .105

aid, Yorty-three percent of the national need is met by need- based-fin- }”ﬂ




. famllles of students should ‘pay ‘for coflege or how the f1nanc1a1 need '

w v 3 ' 4

. of~1ndependent ‘students should be estlmated leferent assumptions about"'”

o

[ %{f S theseffactors can. make large differenceg in the estlmates of f1nanc1aL
" need on the aggregate level. T s . . '“”w

- - . . : ) LN ) . 4 , ) oL T R
" - Cost of attendance-estimates also show variations by geographic wre-

4
D . . .

'1'W'; gion, -which éCcounts @art{aliy for the difference'in~theﬁunmet;need of © - S

. students in different areas; It has been suggested that Basic Grants be

e

‘- 1

d1str1buted using: the cost of attendance minus tdition as, the ba81c

«
e

L factor in 'the”formula. 0n the ‘state level th1s cost varies for" pub11c v
s N - ' “ - "Q,“'“
N two year 1nstrtut10ns from a’low Lok of’$1 334 in Arkansas to a h1gh of $2,605 . = * .«

o

- ' ki’n Alaska.' In. pub11c four yea; 1nst1tut10ns, the range is $1 503 (Kentucky) e

to $2 809 (Wyomlng). Theosqutbern states generally show lower qost of. - L

’ att%ndan@e minus tuitlon rates than the rest of the nat10n.' If BEOG were
0+ ¢

e : apportloned accordlng these costs7 the warlance\would be a s1gn1f1cant A o]
. » ' L oo

wio - factor rn the dlstrlbuuuon\of funds. e - e

. , Current student a1d 1s dfhtrlbuted according to a mlxed cr1ter1a=6f T
. ' | : 4. : e

7

low 1npome and unmet need’ Grants ‘are more\11ke1y to be prov1ded to low-
e )
¢ ' L]

e 1ncome students, whrle loans are d1str1buted to“thOSe &t\\the greatest .

)

f1nanc1a1 need Mdsuxof the alternatlves be1ng cons1de retaln“thlsb“

I APV‘ bas1c premlse, but they,would modlfy the m1x somewhat The0f€8eanch re- u' ST,
L ported 1n this document supports the{need'to .shift some suppovt to stu--'m', v? A
S , o
¢ents in twp = yeax schools. Thls could be done by relaxlng,the match1ng AT

}.,' L requlrements for programs, or’ proyldLng addﬁtidnal trainlng for the stur ' ot

. - . , R Lo ’i{ “ To )
- o dent aid o] f1cers“1n these 1nst1tutlons. e Rt S e 5

b

‘ .L: " e AN . o S " : f’fﬁj> -
o " .. The proportlon of 9tuden¢s who«are part t1me or' f1nanc1a11y%ymﬁ§ TR
.pendent 1s 1ncrea81ng.l Ev1dence‘1nd1cates that both sets .come from lower

K . . : .

; than average 1ncome groups, yet federal student a1d poilcy 1s unclear j”,‘.? _Jf“'4

'about resolv1ng thelr }1nanc1a1 neéds. 0ur data 1ndicate that 1ndependent
« 0 L

N . students a¥eﬁreceiV1ng an adequate share of the a1d ;LLmited edeence‘ N .
) T . . .

;'1nd1cates that part-time students are receiving insufficient aid.

- ) - . v
.
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o The objec%ives of the current OE student aid effort are to meet a . =~ .

. larger share.of the financial need of low-income students than’' those of

[y

1

highereincoma students. The costs of meeting all the financial needs of

>

enrolled students would exceed $7 billion. The nation is not ready to

assume that level of fundingkfor a stSdent aid program. Each of the

current aid programs has a slightly different target population than the

‘. - n: others, even though there is a great deal of overlap -among eH%gible re-
' C1pients. There is enough flexib1lity in current programs for different'
' P obJectives to be met by changing the relative share of the funding of the

programs. Any change in thelzystribution to income groups will change

q
s

v T the dlstribution tod geograph region as well.

K > 3
o o

| o i L o 3$
R ) Regardless of the parﬁicular criteria developed for the distribution

of funds, the continged eva1uat10n of federal student aid programs can*

e Be improved by better data collection. There ig an~absence of data col-

* n

€

lected regularly about nontraditional institutions and proprietary schools.

, ’\b : : In th trad1tional hi her educatlon t, difficult obtain °
e - € g segmen \gﬁd/;s 9 & g,
= o state by state 1nformation on student characterlstics. Thisnt of in- 4
L. ‘ -
formation is necessary because aid programs are expected to fulflll the
\" — ot e, L :
d1verse needs Of the states. . S : s

o & - : 'y " i
R . . »

HOW squent gid actually relates to access: is‘the basic issue under-.

b o
1ying the d1str1but10n of student aid '”51mply stated, there are no emp1r-'//“

ical data on the relationship between the access,of students to post-
. . ' . o
i‘ R secondary educatioﬁ and the varibus combinatlons of stydent a1d tu1tion}“

) >

L ' 1
N .

. " | “levels, and the availability of 1nst1tut10ns. Lo X V\a,

. ) 14y

KL L2 |3 e 5 [
. C N ] - -
o The fact thét there bs an ungven distr1bution of.student aid ne{a—‘g CT

N £ - a '

IR tive to need- between stat ds. and across 1nstitut10nal and parental 1ncome

- i categories regardless of the, def1n1t10n of financial need used poses the

t

T most immediate task for new 1eg131at10n. How can-students chances‘for )
' ' v : ' . -
S - \
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¥
' receiving financial aid be equalized across states and student character=-

ist—i,csf_ln_addition, the_everL m.ore,-difficult, conce.ptual guestion is:

. What is. meant by equality and how should it be operational(y\defaned”
N In a préceding ‘chapter, 'obJectives for-student aid were specified‘ S

in terms of how financifl need is defined and calculat , invterms'of .

the preference wei htings given to students»with diféiizit bharacteris-

e ’ _‘v~ tics. This approach provides a.means by which alternative objectives '
can be’ quantitatively measured and yields criteria by which alternative

ﬂpackages of federal student aid programs can be assumed.

" . -+ The federal government has three brdad 1evels of control over the ©
| : {
distribution of student'a1d the total number of dollars apprppriated

the' proportion of the total aid split between alternative programs, nd

‘

/ B the rules and regulations governing each indiV1dual grogram. As illus—'
trated in a preceding chapter the decisions .made by administrators at f'
thousands of colleges and univer31t1es and by millions of’ students also
play a very 1arge role in determining the distribution of student aid. ,?.

As a result of these latter forces, it is extremely difficult at the

national’ievel to manipulate the level and mix of aid in ways ‘that are

consistert with national objectives., The data and analysis described
.in this'report provide'akstep towards understanding the compleﬁities

o © of the problem and suggests ways of analyzing the d1stribution of cut-
o Yewt and alternative student a1d programs with respect to a variety of
\* , k1 . AN
v objectives. The concept of "efficient" aid packages was introduced to
¥ . i R

ilfustrate the importance of designing packages of student

A . mimimiZe the level of federal resources needed to accomplish certain ob-
e T TR I o

Jectives. Under the current distribution of aid, a student i opportunity %g
‘~ \;A‘

f Y » to recefve a need-based financial a1d package changes’ dramatiqally depend- ‘

,,i@m‘ L ‘ing upon the state in which he or she attends c'llege the typeuof insti—}J

o : tuéion attended, and his Or her parent's income. The federal'gbVernmént"
s o )y
must p1ay a ma jor role in equalizing the availability of financial aid £

acrossttates. . . _ : : .
‘ 108 - \ S e
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Append 1.;( A

© . COST OF ATTENDANCE AT POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS

‘e

., i

IN THE UNITED STATES FY1973% * .
(Dollars)
.
. . '%.
. Type of Institution , A
Public Public Private Private ° .
State four-year two-year four-year . tyo-year - Average
Alabama $2,548 $1,662 $2,947 $2,504 $2,367
Alaska 3,314 2,925 6,913 2,912 “ =3,393-
s Arizona 2,735 1,869 - 3,930 1,740 2,365
. Krkansas 2,040, 1,615 2,623\, , 1,813 2,053
Gélifornia 2,985, 2,218 ° SRT26 3,097, 2,726
Colorado = | ~ 2,684 « 2,228, , 4,392~ -k 2,823
Connecticut %92 2,174 4,181 3,655 - 7 3,120
‘Delaware ', 283 1,876 --1 3,308 2337
nc " 2,623 2,395 4,433 3,350 4,070 -
Florida 2,828 2,011 4,09 3,080 ° 2,645
Georgia e 2,317 3,713 2,275 2,631
Hawail 2,304 ~1,761 3,710 2,000 2,192
Idaho 2,455 2,349 3,370 .-t 2,500
Illinois 2,786 2,451 4,120 4,477 3,024
Indiana 2,767 2,325 . 3,479 2,170 - . 2,995
Iowa 2,579 2,126 3,553 2,556 7,877
KRansas 2,425 1,786 2,909 2,502 ) 2,352
Kentucky 2,017 1,650 2,771 « 2,257 - 2 1;5,9_,/
Louisiana 1,962 1,599 . 3,757 -- 7,269
‘Maine . 2,700 2,745 - W17, -ua«eaf/ 3,075
Maryland 2,629 2,158 " - 3,967 3,181 o 768
' Massachusetts 2,329 2,359 4,634 3',606 3, 58
Michigan 2,808 2,352 3,285 n 2,696 " ‘2,6
Minn:a\ocn 2,601 2,200 3,443 3,138 2,712
Missisdippl 2,181 1,316, 2,603 - " 2,023 1,963
* Missour{ 2,348 1,992 3,805 3,19 2,841
Montana 7 2,522 1,893 2,702 -t 2,482
Nebraska 2,443 1,804 3,199 2,023 2,520
\ Nevada . 2,709 i1,806 72,850 -5t 2,512
New Hampshire 3,098 ° 1,851 4,555 2,903 3,702
New Jersey 2,587 2,239 3,864 2,824 2,848
New Mexico 2,301 2,095 3,026 --t 2,395
New York 3,081 2,236 4,395 3,39 3,546
North Carolina 2,432 1,824 - 3,469 2,408 2,493
North Dakota , .« 2,189 ‘1,763 2,500 -=te 2,043
Ohio “ 2,368 1,935 3,853 2,864 2,796 »
Ok Imhoma . 2,391 2,01 . 3,487 2,494 "2,511
Oregon 3,049 2,478 3,835 2,570 ©..2,892
Pennsylvania® 2,418 2,453 4,102 2,791 3,371
Rhode I‘sl‘and \ 2,723 14,265 4,607 --t 3,423
South Carolina 2,608 2,107 3,009 2,186 2,477
South Dakota 2,158 --t 3,169 2,668 2,395
‘Tennessee 2,327 1,729 3,342 2,267 2,529
Texas 2,284 . 1,924 i 3,422 2,344 2,406
Utah 2,805 2,3%7 3,160 3,604 2,732
°Vermont  * ' 3,315 2,627 4,095 "4,092 3,653
Virginia 2,432 f 2,339 3,389 3,034 2,575
Washington 2,736 2,244 3,616 ] .-t 2,605 «
West Virginia 2,145 1,802 . 3,103 1,769 2,261
Wisconsin 2,878 2,396 , 3,510 2,630 2,909
Wyoming " 3,320 | 2,035 et -t 0 2,786

’

The s} of - tui.tt,onz and fees, books nnd auppltes, menla and housing for full- time resi-

dent students. |

~

TThete are no tnlttmttong in this category in the state,
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Appendix.B

s B . e"",_. L . . . B

DISTRIBUTION OF OFFTl,CE OF -EDUCATTON STUDENT AID PROGRAM DOLTARS. -
' BY.TYPE OF INSTITUTION, INCOME CATEGORY, AND STATE , *°

[

Ll .
. . . . .

Appendix ﬁ\::ows”the percentage distribition of*aid dollars by type

of institution and recipient inceme category. The upper section of the

table for each state  indicates. the diStribution of the institutionally

s

- .based prggrams (ﬁEOG,\EyS -NDSL) during\FYl973 Data fq{ these programs

BN

dre from the fiscal operations tape. Financial aid officers reported

©

ﬂ _ the dollars actual y spent; these figures therefore differ from appropria<
‘ , . tions in the Factbook. NDSL.dollars that were being recycled from loan
: Factbook

payménts are included ln the(total showm. S

?
N

i _ 45"- The middle section of each table shows the distribution of GSL dur-
ing FY1973. Dollars to graduate students, students attending proprietary
schools, and dollars loaned by colleges acting as lenders were subtracted
from the Factbook's GSL data. The income distribution of aid recipients
is baged on FY1972 infgrmation from the GSL office, which is the most

recent data-aV?ilableJ .

The distribution of BEOG FY1975 is shown in Huaﬂower section of
;; 'v each table and 1ncludé§“all’qualified applicants as of January 1975. -
. The information was supplied by the BEOG officials )

't
A r w“oa

In each section, the percentages sum to lOO in the income category

’ column. THe total dollars are’ shown below so that their magnitude can-
. bé"discerned. The column on the'far,right describes the distribution of
aid for all'studentsﬁby.type of institution. o <t

A
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