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NASFAA is a non-profit corporation of institutions of postsecondary
education and other individuals, agencies and students who are interested
in promoting the effective administration of student financial aid in the
United States. The results of this survey are intended to help the gen-
eral public better understand the characteristics and attitudes of those
individuals who are directly responsible for administering student aid
funds and to focus upon those areas where additional attention needs to
be directed to upgrade the profession.

This objective analysis, coupled with future action designed to
improve current deficiencies, will lead to an improved and more effi-
cient system of administering student financial aid services.

Copies of this survey may be ordered from the National Association
of Student Financial Aid Administrators, 910 17th Street, N.W., Suite
217, Washington, D.C. 20006. The price is $10.00 per copy, and payment
must accompany orders.

Editorial or copyright inquiries concerning this publication should
be directed to the Executive Director of NASFAA at the above address.

Copyright © 1978 by NASFAA
All Rights Reserved

Printed in the United States of America
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Preface

Beginning in 1972, federal expenditures for student aid began to
increase significantly and the role of the institutional aid adminis-
trator became even more important than it had been in the past. In

spite of the vital role that these administrators were performing,
comprehensive data on a national basis about their professional skills
and attitudes had not been compiled. Therefore, the National Council of
the National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators in 1974
commissioned William J. Bushaw, of the University of Iowa, to conduct a
national survey to determine the function, education, status, and other
relevant information about this rapidly expanding profession. In pre-
paring this first national survey, Mr. Bushaw reviewed previous studies
which had been conducted on a limited scale to determine what changes
had occurred in the profession during the past few years.

Earlier Studies about the Profession

The first of these studies which Bushaw reviewed was the study
conducted by George Nash and Paul F. Lazarsfeld in 1968 entitled, "New
Administrator on Campus: A Study of the Director of Financial Aid."
From their study a great deal of useful information was gathered con-
cerning the work and characteristics of aid administrators at senior
institutions. A year later in 1969 James B. Puryear presented a study
which essentially repeated the work of Nash and Lazarsfeld, entitled,
"Two-Year College Financial Aid Officers." The population for this
survey was taken from a sample of two-year colleges, and the results
were generally similar, except that the two-year administrator was
slightly older and tended to have a smaller supporting staff than did
the administrator from the four-year school. The Puryear study was
reported in the Journal of College Student Personnel, January 1974.

In 1970, Warren N. Willingham surveyed the financial aid adminis-
trators' present level of professional development. Using a repre-
sentative sample of 122 institutions in the West, Willingham, for the
first time, included questions dealing with training needs and attitudes
concerning future development of the profession. Among the major find-
ings were (1) the annual turnover rate was somewhat lower and inter-
institutional hiring somewhat higher than before; (2) workshops were the
favored method of maintaining professional competence; and (3) one-third
of the aid administrators could be classified at a low level of profes-
sional development in the sense that they were involved in few profes-
sional activities. The Willingham study, "Professional Development of
Financial Aid Officers: Higher Education Surveys Report No. 2," was
published by the College Entrance Examination Board in November 1970.

Clarence L. Casazza completed still another study in 1970, en-
titled, "Career Patterns of Financial Aid Directors," which was reported

-v-
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in the Journal of Student Financial Aid in November 1971. Casazza

studied career patterns of financial aid directors at 179 institutions
with enrollments of 10,000 or more and received usable responses from
73% of his sample. Data obtained from the survey showed (1) the Mas-
ter's degree was the typical degree for financial aid directors; (2)
there appeared to be a definite relationship between institutional
attendance and employment; (3) financial aid directors came to their
positions from a wide range of work experiences; and (4) the typical aid
director held his position between two and five years.

In 1972 Wayne O. Chambers conducted "A Survey of the Professional
Development of Student Financial Aid Administrators in Nine Southern
States." Using an adaptation of the Willingham questionnaire, Chambers
surveyed student financial aid administrators in nine southern states
which comprise the Southern Association of Student Financial Aid Ad-
ministrators. The population surveyed included 600 institutions of
postsecondary education and, of that number, 388 provided usable re-
turns. Some of the major findings were (1) about half of the respond-
ents had three or more years' experience in financial aid; (2) 60% rated
medium to high on professional development; (3) the median age was 37.3
years; (4) two-thirds had at least a Master's degree; and (5) profes-
sional meetings and workshops were the two most favored methods of
maintaining professional competence.

Also patterning his research design after the Willingham study,
Ronald J. Schiesz in 1973 surveyed the professional characteristics of
financial aid directors at colleges and universities throughout Illi-
nois. The population was comprised of 128 Illinois student financial
aid administrators with a usable response of 92 questionnaires. This

data revealed that the Illinois aid administrators were then slightly
older, had been in the position longer, were more mobile, and were more
likely than previously to have a Master's degree. The Schiesz study
reported in the March 1974 issue of the Journal of Student Financial Aid
was entitled, "A Study of Certain Professional Characteristics of Finan-
cial Aid Administrators at Institutions of Higher Education in the State
of Illinois."

The review of these earlier studies emphasized the need for a
national survey and, therefore, at the direction of NASFAA's National
Council, a questionnaire was developed and mailed in late March 1974 to
3,643 directors of financial aid at institutions of postsecondary edu-
cation which participated in the Office of Education sponsored programs
of student assistance. (A copy of this questionnaire is included in

Appendix B.) Responses were received from 1,954 individuals for a 54%
return rate.

Major Findings and Conclusions of the 1974 Survey

The data obtained from 1,954 financial aid directors in the 1974
survey provided insight into (1) background characteristics; (2) profes-
sional characteristics; (3) academic background; (4) job orientation;
(5) maintenance of professional competence; (6) degree of professional-
ization; (7) needed professional development; and (8) characteristics of
the aid administrator. With this information, Bushaw was able to



develop a "national" description of the financial aid administrator.
His major findings and conclusions are reported by the above-listed
eight areas of emphasis.

1. Background Characteristics

The typical financial aid director was a male Caucasian between the
ages of 36 and 40 years.

Although nearly three out of four financial aid directors were
male, the percentage of female financial aid directors was increasing in
1974. Additionally, women were most likely to be employed by a private
four-year institution.

One out of ten financial aid directors was a member of a minority
group. Two-year institutions afforded the greatest percentage of em-
ployment opportunities for minority financial aid directors, followed by
private institutions.

The average age of financial aid directors fell within the 36-40
year age range, which is consistent with earlier studies. Although
financial aid directors in two-year institutions were slightly younger
on the average, the gap was narrowing from earlier studies. There was,
however, a gradual drop in the number of financial aid directors past
their mid-forties who were working at two-year institutions.

2. Professional Characteristics

In nearly two out of three instances, financial aid directors
devoted full time to their positions. If the position remained part-
time, the employer normally was a two-year, a private graduate/profes-
sional, or a proprietary institution.

The typical director had worked in financial aid approximately the
same amount of time as he had been director. Although still low, those
reporting experience in financial aid prior to assuming the director's
position were increasing.

Employment in postsecondary education provided a career path into
financial aid. With the exception of proprietary institutions, private
business was furnishing fewer financial aid directors than it had pre-
viously.

In 1974 the annual turnover rate was decreasing. In just 3% of the
cases, the financial aid director had less than one year's experience.
Only financial aid directors at proprietary and public graduate/profes-
sional institutions exceeded the previous rate of 20%. On the other
hand, nearly seven of every ten financial aid directors had three or
more years' experience. In fact, the number having worked in financial
aid five years or longer approached 50%.

Directors' salaries had advanced to the $12,000-$13,999 range in
1974, but were not keeping pace with inflation. Financial aid directors
at two-year and public four-year-and-beyond institutions had the highest
average salaries. Women typically received lower salaries than men.



This difference, however, was tempered by the fact that a larger per-
centage of the women was employed by two- and four-year private insti-
tutions, which had the lowest average compensation for all financial aid
directors.

3. Academic Background

Approximately one-fifth of the financial aid directors had degrees
from their employing institutions. If the director held a degree from
an employing institution, it was usually the undergraduate degree and
the institution was a private one.

The Master's degree, if not a formal requirement for a financial
aid director, was an informal one. Of those responding, over 60% had a
Master's or higher degree. A financial aid director with a Doctorate
remained a rarity.

If the financial aid director was pursuing a degree, it was usually
the Master's followed by the Doctorate. For those planning degree work,
the Doctorate was the choice most often selected.

There was considerable difference between the academic courses
thought "Useful" and the ones the financial aid directors had taken
themselves. Of those courses listed in the 1974 survey, only counseling
had been taken by a majority of financial aid directors.

4. Job Orientation

As in previous studies, there was a wide difference between the
courses thought "useful" in orienting new financial aid administrators
and those "I had" upon becoming a financial aid administrator.

Although not ranked as high in previous studies, the internship
method was still the most desirable way of obtaining practical experi-
ence. However, only a few financial aid directors had ever had the
opportunity for such an experience. As far as actually receiving prac-
tical experience, on-the-job training was overwhelmingly rated the way
most financial aid directors had obtained practical experience. In
addition, on-the-job training, although ranked behind th'e,,internship
method, received increased favor over previous studies as the best way
for new financial aid administrators to obtain practical experience.

Financial aid directors, when asked to express a preference for
workshop topics for either new and/or experienced financial aid ad-
ministrators, advocated topics dealing with "practical," "immediate,"
and "survival" type skills and information.

5. Maintaining Professional Competence

Attending professional meetings, participating in workshops,
reading professional periodicals, and meeting periodically with Regional
Office of Education officials were all favored ways financial aid direc-
tors preferred to keep current in 1974. Coursework and summer insti-
tutes were the least favored ways of maintaining professional competence.

-viii
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It was interesting that the closer the professional meeting was to the

director's home base, the greater its importance was as a preferred way

to keep current. Furthermore, respondents favored methods of keeping

current which were direct, to the point, and could be covered in a

relatively short period of time.

The financial aid director was likely to belong to both a state and

a regional financial aid association and institutions were likely to

contribute toward the director maintaining professional competence by

providing released time and paying expenses to attend financial aid

meetings and workshops. Institutions also usually paid for office
subscriptions and memberships in financial aid associations.

6. Degree of Professionalism

Although the majority of the financial aid directors belonged to

professional associations, it was disappointing that the percentage was

not higher. There was room for further improvement, especially at the

regional level.

Financial aid directors were somewhat involved in professional

activities and kept well informed on matters of current importance in

fninancial aid. However, as the degree of active involvement increased,

there was a marked drop in participation. Publishing continued to rank

extremely low in the hierarchy of activities, but this low rating did

not appear to reflect a lesser regard for publishing by the financial

aid director. Rather, it appeared to reflect that there was little

provision made or reward given for publishing.

7. Needed Professional Development

All of the possibilities listed in the 1974 questionnaire were

thought to have importance in further development of the profession.

Immediate training for new financial aid administrators received the

greatest support, followed by providing opportunities for professional

growth to those in smaller aid operations and for developing self-study

materials for new financial aid administrators. The establishment of

graduate programs in financial aid, although important, had the least

amount of support.

8. Characteristics of the Aid Office

According to the 1974 survey, the financial aid director held a

position of esteem within the institution's administrative hierarchy.

Although there was a variety of organizational possibilities, the direc-

tor usually reported to the vice-president for student services, and

consequently, reported through no more than one person to reach the

president. When the financial aid director did not report to the vice-

president for student services, the most common practice was for him/her

to report directly to the president.

Financial aid directors were responsible for administering a large

number of highly complex programs, each with separate requirements and

guidelines. In addition, they participated in a variety of activities,

-ix12
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both within and outside the institution. Although the financial aid
director's position had a great deal of responsibility, the institution
typically filled the position with someone of less experience than the
director felt was necessary, and provided him with inadequate staff
support. When added staff support was provided, it was usually at the
clerical level. Consequently, out of necessity, many clerical employees
were functioning as para-professionals, resulting in a whole new set of
educational and training needs for this type employee.

The results of the 1974 survey were not distributed to the par-
ticipants because of limited financial resources, but data from this
study was used during the next two years by NASFAA in shaping its pro-
grams and policy positions.

In 1977, the Midwest Association of Student Financial Aid Admin-
istrators (MASFAA) published a comprehensive study of student aid ad-
ministrators in the midwest. The study was conducted by the MASFAA
Research Committee, which in 1976-77 was chaired by Harvey P. Grotrian.

Following a review of the MASFAA study, the National Council of the
National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators decided
that a similar study should be conducted on a nationwide basis. Accord-
ingly, NASFAA established a "Survey of the Profession Committee," con-
sisting of the following three members: Dr. Robert B. Holmes, Office of
Financial Aid, The University of Michigan; Mr. Harvey P. Grotrian,
Office of Financial Aid, The University of Michigan; Ms. Karen Dickin-
son, Institute for Social Research, The University of Michigan.

Building from the 1974 survey and the MASFAA survey, it was decided
that the 1977 survey would focus on such areas as salaries, attitudes,
office characteristics, sources of information, and professional develop-
ment.

A total of 3,450 questionnaires were mailed to financial aid ad-
ministrators employed by educational institutions. (A copy of this
questionnaire is included in Appendix C.) A total of 2,775 of the
questionnaires were mailed in late August 1977 to individuals holding
NASFAA membership. An additional mailing to 675 individuals employed in
offices serving graduate/professional students was made from a separate
mailing list in October 1977. Follow-up postcards were sent to both
groups to remind them to return the questionnaire.

A total of 1,912 questionnaires were returned by mid-January 1978.
Due to the duplication between the two mailing lists used for the sur-
vey, it is estimated that 61.0% of the unduplicated number of individ-
uals receiving the questionnaire returned it by mid-January 1978.

Due to the sensitive nature of some of the questions, the 1977
survey was designed so that all replies were treated with the strictest
confidence, and it was not possible to connect anyone with his or her
responses. However, since it was not possible to identify respondents,

-x-
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it was also not possible to identify non-respondents. Therefore, the

survey results are only applicable to the respondents and should not be
generalized, or at least should be very carefully generalized, to the
larger population of financial aid administrators.

The data obtained from the 1,912 respondents in the 1977 survey
provided insight into (1) background characteristics; (2) salary levels;
(3) attitudes and opinions; (4) office characteristics; (5) external
contacts; (6) professional development; and (7) research activities.

The major findings and conclusions of the 1977 survey are reported
by the above-listed seven areas of emphasis.

Major Findings and Conclusions of the 1977 Survey

1. Background Characteristics

The typical financial aid director in 1977 was a male Caucasion, 38
years of age, employed full-time. Even though 67% of financial aid
directors were male, the percentage of female financial aid directors
had increased by 9% since the 1974 survey. In addition, female adminis-

trators were more likely to be employed in the proprietary sector (52%),

followed by the independent sector (43%).

One out of ten financial aid directors was a member of a minority
group. With the exception of Spanish surnamed administrators, minority
administrators (Blacks, Native Americans, and Orientals) had a greater
tendency to be women than did white respondents and were more likely to
be employed at public institutions.

The median age of directors remained stable at 38. Associate/as-
sistant directors had a median age of 33, while the median age for
counselors was 34.

Aproximately half of the aid administrators had worked in financial
aid six years or more with 3% reporting 16 years or more experience.
13% of the directors had one year or less experience.

As in earlier studies, the financial aid director with a Doctorate
degree remained a rarity (6%), while 52% of the directors had a Master's
degree.

2. Salary Levels

Institutional control and size are primary determinants of salary

level. For example, directors' salaries were significantly higher at
public institutions ($19,050) followed by $14,430 at independent insti-
tutions and $12,620 at proprietary institutions.

3. Attitudes and Opinions

The need for increased authority for interfund transfers received
overwhelming support from all varieties of institutional type, control,
and size.

-xi- 14



Over 81% of the respondents agreed that receipt of a federal admin-
istrative allowance would promote a greater feeling of responsibility by
their institution for the BEOG and GSL programs.

Dissatisfaction with the current Tri-Partite Application process
and panel review procedures was evident. 80% of the respondents agreed
that the Tri-Partite process should be changed to depend more upon
verifiable, historical data and only 50% of the respondents agreed that
the panel process is an equitable way of making funding decisions.

The need for periodic program reviews by the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion was underscored by the fact that over 90% of the respondents agreed
that they were necessary.

Over 85% of the respondents agreed that their institutions had
received good support from their Regional Office of Education.

A total of 85% of the respondents disagreed that there had "been an
unacceptable amount of deliberate student abuse of financial aid pro-
grams" at their institution.

4. Office Characteristics

The results of the 1977 survey reveal that the majority of the
directors think they have enough authority to do their job effectively.
In addition, they feel they are recognized by others in their institu-
tion as holding an important position and agree that financial aid is
sufficiently satisfying to be a lifetime career.

As in an earlier survey, the majority of directors in public and
private institutions reported to a chief administrator for student
activities. Directors at proprietary institutions were more likely to
report directly to the president than were directors at other types of
institutions.

5. External Contacts

Slightly over half of the respondents indicated that they had not
contacted the office of a member of the U.S. Congress regarding a fi-
nancial aid problem or issue during the last year. Contact with federal
officials is more frequent with approximately 75% of the respondents
reporting that they had contacted a DHEW/USOE official in Washington
during the past year. An even higher frequency of contact (88%) was
reported with regional officials. In addition, approximately one-fourth
of the respondents had written or called the NASFAA office in the past
year.

6. Professional Development

Professional financial aid training programs were judged to be
adequate by over 84% of the respondents. However, respondents with
doctorate degrees were twice as likely to find training inadequate, as

were respondents holding other degrees. Another group of respondents



finding training programs inadequate was employed in offices serving

graduate/ professional students. Respondents from the rocky mountain

region were most satisfied with training programs, while the respondents

from the western region were the most dissatisfied.

If respondents were able to attend only one major conference per
year, approximately equal numbers would attend either their regional

conference (39%) or their state conference (42%). Directors from public

institutions were almost twice as likely to express a preference for
attending the NASFAA annual conference as were directors from independ-

ent institutions.

Over 95% of the respondents reported that their institutions were
willing to pay the expenses for their attendance at instate meetings,
and expenses for out of state meetings would be paid for 83% of the

respondents. Institutions also usually pay for office subscriptions and

memberships in financial aid associations.

Over 85% of the respondents agreed that communications from NASFAA
and regional associations were adequate to keep them informed about
current issues in financial aid.

7. Research Activities

Just over 30% of the directors of financial aid responding to the

1977 survey reported that their office had conducted research on topics

related to financial aid within the past two years. Respondents from

large institutions were more than twice as likely to conduct research
projects than were respondents from small schools. Of the directors

conducting research projects, the impact of financial aid programs was
addressed in over one-half of the projects. The results of the research

were primarily used for financial aid office operations and policy

making.

While a comparison of the 1974 and 1977 surveys is not possible

because of the differences in the items contained in the two respective

questionnaires, there are numerous data elements which are compatible.

`The chart on the following page lists these elements and shows the
percentage of respondents in each category:



Institutional Control

1974 1977

Independent 49% 50%
Public 46% 42%
Proprietary 5% 8%

Median Age 36-40 38

Sex

Male 76% 67%
Female 24% 33%

Ethnic Origin
Black 7% 6%
Native American 1% 0.05%
Oriental 0 0.05%
Spanish Sur-Named 2% 2%

White' 90% 89%
Other 0 2%

Level of Education
High School Diploma or Other 5% 11%

Associate 5% 4%
Bachelors 28% 27%
Masters 58% 52%
Doctorate 4% 6%

Years of Employment in the
Student Financial Aid Profession

1 year or less 13% 14%

4 years or more 44% 68%
16 years or more 2% 3%

Median Salary Levels
by Type of Institution

All Types $13,000 $16,250
Public 15,000 19,050
Independent 11,600 14,430
Proprietary 11,000 12,620

As the number of individuals employed in the financial aid pro-
fession continues to grow, and as the administration of financial aid
programs becomes more complex, it is essential that future studies on
the characteristics and attitudes of aid administrators be continued.
While the tables presented in this survey represent only a few of the
many combinations that could be presented, it is hoped that they will
answer many questions and help to define other issues that should be
addressed in the future. It is -lso hoped that the results will un-
derline the importance and critical needs of the total financial aid
profession.

Editors

Joyce Dunagan, Assistant Director, NASFAA
Dallas Martin, Executive Director, NASFAA
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Organization of the Report

The data in this report is organized into seven major sections
which include:

1. Basic Characteristics
2. Salary
3. Attitudes
4. Office Characteristics
5. External Contacts
6. Professional Development
7. Research Activities

Each section is identified separately in the Table of Contents for
ease in reference. The responses to the questions are presented in a
bivariate format using the Crosstabs computer system. Each table in-
cludes the number of respondents falling into each category, as well as
row and column percentages. For example, in the table shown below, it
can be seen that respondents' titles and regions are being compared.

ROWS = TITLE

EASFAA

COLUMNS =

SAsFAA MASFAA SWASFAA
I 1

R25/O: AL
ASSOCIATIoRS
OF STAPES

PMASFAA WAsFAA
POW
SUMS

DIREC- 392 22 11 3971 139 75 154 1378

TOR 28.447 16.0381 28.8101 10.087 5.443 11.176 100.000
74.102 76.2071 70.7661 81.287 85.227 66.094 73.611

I 1

ASSOC./ 46 171 641 IC 4 21 162

ASSII. 28.195 10.4941 39.5061 6.173 2.469 12.963 100.000
DIRECT. 8.696 5.8621 11.4081 5.848 4-545 9.013 8.654

I 1

FIN.AID 55 281 521 10 4 36 185

OFFICER 29.730 15.1351 28.1091 5.405 2.162 19.459 100.000
C:AN/AD 10.397 9.6551 9.2691 5.848 4.545 15.451 9.082

I I

OTHER 36 241 481 12 5 22 147
24.490 16.3271 32.6531 0.163 3.401 14.966 100.000
6.805 8.2761 8.5561 7.018 5.602 9.442 7.853

1 1-

COLUIR 529 290 561 171 RH 233 1872
SUMS 20.259 15.491 2q.950 9.135 4.701 12.447 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100_000

A total of 1,872 individuals responded to both questions. There
were 392 directors from EASFAA states who responded. Directors of
financial aid from EASFAA states comprised 28.447% of the total number
of directors responding to the survey (1,378). In additions the direc-
tors from EASFAA states represented 74.102% of the 529 respondents from
EASFAA states. In the aggregate, directors of financial aid represented
73.611% of the respondents, while EASFAA respondents comprised 28.259%
of all respondents.

The total number of respondents varies slightly from one table to
another due to some questions not being answered or due to unusable
responses. In some:Oses, however, the number of respondents varies
since the table only iTcludes selected categories. For example, in
order to permit the comparison of salaries among a homogeneous group,

-xvil-9



salary tables only include individuals who are employed full-time and
who devote at least 50% of their employment time to financial aid.

Each series of tables is accompanied by a narrative which high-
lights some of the findings. In some cases, the chi-square test of
statistical significance is employed.
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TABLE 1-1 Institutional Size ta Institutional Control

TABLE 1-2 Institutional Size ta Institutional Type

Almost half (49.6%) of the respondents to the survey were employed at
independent institutions and just over 42 percent were employed at public
institutions. Eight percent of the respondents were from proprietary
schools.

Approximately 63 percent of the respondents from public institutions were
employed by institutions with enrollments of over 4,000 students as compared
to less than one-fourth of those from independent institutions and less than
2 percent of those from proprietary institutions.

Respondents were employed in a wide range of institutional types. The
largest group was employed in 4-year institutions which offered advanced
degree work (36.9%). Slightly over two-thirds of this group were from
institutions with enrollments of over 4,000. The next largest group was
4-year institutions with the majority (88.6%) of these having enrollments
of under 4,000. Nursing schools had both the smallest number of respondents
(40) and the smallest institutional size (all were under 1,000).

TABLE 1-1 Institutional Size by Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS , CLASSIFCATION

UN6FR 1000-
1000 3999

PUBLIC 78 211
n.730 26.342
12.704 37.882

INDEP. 409 325
(DPI- 43.497 34.648
WAT15) 66.450 58,148

PP0PR1- 129 21

gTARY 84.211 13.016
20.847 3.770

COLUMN 614 557
SUMS 32.470 2q.455

100.000 100.000

INSTITUTIONAL
COLUMNS SIZE

4100- 10,000- POW
9999 11,999 20,000. DUNS

19r, 158 158 801
24.46n 19.725 19.725 100.000
61.430 67.214 89.771 42.359

112 75 18 918
11.940 7.976 1.919 100.000
36.246 11.915 10.227 4'1.603

1 2 152
0.659 1.316 100.000
0.324 0.851 5.038

309 235 176 1091
16.341 12.427 9.307 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-2 Institutional Size by Type

111;a1TUTIONRL INSTITUTIONAL
- TYPE COLUMNS = :112E

nuoeu
1000

1000-
3999

4000-
9999

10,000-
19,999

VOc.
rvcu.

114

t,H.o79

2U
16.867

11

7.831
19.128 5.176 4.27e

2 YEARS 114 120 69

6 1198611 11.1o4 31.520 19.274
Nor V.) 19.128 22.181 22.697

4 yt.A4 194 209 24

42.617 45.934 5.275
12.551 38.612 7.895

4 Y EAR 50 162 191

A NI, /. 142 21.789 28.047
11 r Y i, /1 b 8. 181 2 (I . q i4 ,,. 62.829

1,811::1N6 4e
1o0.L00
o.111

6816/ 84 22 7

1,1 ,) 15.C6u 4.795
oNLY 14.094 4.067 2.103

1814 596 541 104

!,11:,, 12.28 29-167 16.468
111.9 )0 ioo.cloo 1,30. 000

-4-

20,000+

9

5.422
1.913

39

10.894
16.957

20
4.396
H.696

2

1.205
1.143

16

4.469
9.143

8

1.758
4.571

14i
20.999
62. 174

19

11.014
8.261

135
19.824
77.143

14

9.589
8.000

HoW
SUMS

166

100.000
8.992

358
100.000
19.393

455
100.000
24.648

681
100.000
36.891

40
100.000
2.167

146

100.000
7.909

230 175 1846
12.459 9.480 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 1-3 Age of Student Financial Aid Administrators la Title

Almost 75 percent of the respondents to the survey were Directors of
Financial Aid. Less than 10 percent of the respondents fell into each
of the remaining 3 categories of "Associate/Assistant Director,"
"Financial Aid Officer/Counselor/Advisor," or "Other." The "other"
category included a wide variety of respondents including the following
job titles:

1. Coordinator of Financial Aid
2. Coordinator of Student Services
3. Dean of Student Services
4. Acting Director of Financial Aid
5. Registrar and Director of Financial Aid

The median age of Directors was approximately 38. Associate/Assistant
Directors had a median age of 33, while the median age for Financial Aid
Officers/Counselors/Advisors was 34.

Table 1-3 Age by Title

flowS = TITLE COLUMNS = ACE

UNDER Rnw
25 26-10 11-35 16-40 41-50 51-59 60 SUMS

DIREC- 11 256 2711 21R 298 221 64 1396
roll 5.229 18.318 19.629 15.616 20.630 15.974 4.5115 100.000

59.871 66.1141 74.863 78.700 76.110 78.799 75.294 73.629

ASSoc./ 17 51 38 16 22 19 5 167

ASSTS. 10.180 10.539 22.754 9.591 13,174 10.778 2.994 100.000
DIRECT. 11.710 11.316 10.383 5.776 5.820 6.160 5.982 9.808

F11.AID 22 53 27 18 36 20 10 186

OFFICER 11.820 28.495 14.516 9.677 19.155 10.751 5.376 100.000
COON /AD 17.742 11.838 7.377 6.498 9.524 7.067 11.765 9.810

OTHER 12 2J 27 25 12 22 6 147

8.161 15.646 19.167 17.007 21.769 14.966 4.082 100.000
1.677 6.005 7.177 9.025 8.466 7.774 7.059 7.751

COLUMN 124 303 366 277 379 2R3 85 1896
SUMS 6.540 29.200 19.104 14.610 11.937 14.926 4.483 100.000

lon.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

-J-
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TABLES 1-4 Through 1-7 Sex of Student Financial Aid Administrators

Almost 63 percent of the respondents were men, while 37 percent were
women. The majority of the respondents in 3 of the title categories
were men, with women comprising 56.7 percent of the "Financial Aid
Officers/Counselors/Advisors" category (Table 1-4). 78.3 percent of
the men responding to the survey were Directors, as opposed to 65.5
percent of the women.

As seen in Table 1-5, women respondents tended to be younger than men,
with the median age of women being 35 as opposed to 38 for men
(significant at the .01 level). 35.2 percent of the women were 30 or
under, while 21.7 percent of the men were in this age category. There
were also significant differences (at the .01 level) between men and
women based on their place of employment. For example, women responding
to the survey were less likely than men to be employed in public institu-
tions and more likely than men (42.7% vs. 26.6%) to be employed in
institutions with enrollments of under 1,000 (Tables 1-6 and 1-7).

Table 1-4 Sex by Title

40Ws TITLE

MALE

COLUMNS SEX

ROW
FEMALE SUMS

nipec- 13b 462 1392
TOR 66.410 33.190 100.000

79.243 65.625 73.573

ASSOC./ 48 69 167
ASSTS. 98.643 41.317 100.000
DIRECT. 4.249 9.801 8.827

FI9.AID 106 187
OFFICER 93.316 96.684 100.000
COUR/AD 6.818 15.057 9.844

()THEN 79 67 146
94.110 49.490 100.000
6.690 9.517 7.717

CoL4MI1 1184 704 1892
SUMS 62.791 37.209 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-5 Sex by Age Table 1-6 Sex by Institutional Control

ROWS = AGE COLUMNS = SEX

MALE FEMALE
ROW

SUMS

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION COLUMNS = SEX

MALE FEMALE
ROW

SUMS

UNDER 581 66 124 PUBLIC 578 223 801

25 46.774) 53.226 100.000 72.160 27.840 100.000

4.678 9.375 6.550 44.694 31.766 42.403

26-3C 200 192 382 ENT/EP. 537 401 938

52.356 47.644 100.000 (PRI- 57.249 42.751 190.000

16.821 25.852 20.180 VATE) 45.240 57.123 49.656

31-35 259 107 366 P6OPRT- 72 78 150

70.765 29.235 100.000 ETAPY 48.000 52.000 100.000

21.783 15.199 19.334 6.066 11.111 7.941

36-40 202 75 277 COLUMN 1187 702 1889

72.924 27.076 100.000 SUMS 62.937 37.163 100.000

16.989 10.653 14.633 100.000 100.000 100.000

41-50 247 129 376

65.691 34.309 100.000

20.774 18.124 19.663

51-59 171 111 282

60.638 39.362 100.000

14.362 15.767 14.997

60 52 34 86

60.465 39.535 100.000
4.173 4.830 4.543

'1

COL 1189 704 1893

SUMS 62.810 37.190 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 1-7 Sex by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL
HOW!. - SIZE COLUMNS . SEX

ROW

MALE FEMALE SUMS

UNVEU 315 299 614

1C00 51.303 411.697 100.000
26.560 42.653 32.536

1000- 365 191 556

39'39 65.647 34.353 100.000
10.776 27.24/ 29.465

4000.- 224 83 307

9995 72.964 27.036 100.000
16.897 11.640 16.269

10,000- 162 73 235

19,959 68.916 31.064 100.000
13.659 10.414 12.454

2C,000J 120 55 175

L11.571 11.4/9 100.000
10.118 7.846 9.274

GoLUMN 1186 701 1887

62.851 17.149 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 1-8 Through 1-11 Racial/Ethnic Background of Student
Financial Aid Administrators

Approximately 10 percent of the respondents were minorities. The Black
respondents, totaling 132, represented 6.9 percent of the total number
completing the questionnaire.

Two-thirds of the respondents in each racial/ethnic category (with the
exception of Oriental) were Directors. Minorities were more likely than
whites to be in the categories of "Associate/Assistant Director" and
"Financial Aid Officers/Counselors/Advisors." For example, 8.9 percent
of the whites were Financial Aid Officers/Counselors/Advisors, while
18.2 percent of the Blacks fell into this category (Table 1-8).

As seen in Table 1-9, minority respondents tended to be slightly younger
than did majority respondents. For example, whites had a median age of
approximately 38, while minorities (Blacks, Native Americans, Orientals,
and Spanish Surnamed) had a median age of approximately 33.

Table 1-10 highlights the relationship between the race and sex of
respondents. With the exception of Spanish Surnamed respondents,
minority respondents (Blacks, Native Americans, and Orientals) had a
greater tendency to be women than did white respondents.

Minorities, with the exception of Native Americans, were more likely
to be employed at public institutions than were white respondents
(Table 1-11).

Table 1-8 Race by Title

41,w': TIlLE COLVMNS - RACE

NATIVE SPANISH
AMEPI- ORIEN- SUR- ROW

BLACK CAN TAL NAMED WHITE oTHEP SUMS

DIPEC- Al 9 6 23 1249 26 1398
TOR 6.366 0.35E3 0.429 1.645 H9.342 1.860 100.000

67.424 71.429 37.500 67.647 74.434 78.788 73.579

Assoc./ 12 1 1 3 146 4 167
A5SIS. 7.186 0.599 0.599 1.796 87.425 2.395 100.000
DIRECT. 9.091 14.286 6.250 8.824 8.701 12.121 8.789

FIN.A1n 24 1 5 6 149 3 188
OFFICER 12.766 0.532 2.660 3.191 79.255 1.596 100.000
CoON/A1 10.182 14.286 31.250 17.647 A.880 9.091 9.895

OTHER 7 4 2 134 147
4.762 2.721 1.361 91.156 100.000
5.103 29.000 5.P82 7.986 7.737

COLUMN 132 7 16 14 1678 33 1900
SUMS 6.947 0.36H 0.842 1.789 88.316 1.737 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-9 Race by Age

ROWS AGE

NATIVE
AMERI- ORIEN-

BLACK CAN TAL

UNDER 11 1 3

25 8.871 0.806 2.419
8.333 14.286 18.750

26-30 32 2 8
8.377 0.524 2.094

24.242 28.571 50.000

31-35 30 1 1

8.197 0.273 0.273
22.727 14.286 6.250

36-40 21 1 1

7.554 0.360 0.360
15.909 14.286 6.250

41-50 18 2 2

4.749 0.528 0.528
13.636 28.571 12.500

51 -69 14 1

4.912 0.351
10.606 6.250

60t 6

6.977
4.545

COL 132 7 16

SUMS 6.947 0.368 0.842
100.000 100.000 100.000

COLUMNS = RACE

SPANISH
SUR-
NAMED WHITE

3 104
2.419 83.871
8.824 6.198

9 327
2.356 85.602

26.471 19.487

11 317
3.005 86.612

32.353 18.892

2 249
0.719 89.568
5.882 14.839

8 340
2.111 89.710

23.529 20.262

1 262
0.351 91.930
2.941 15.614

79
91.860
4.708

OTHER

2

1.613
6.061

4

1.047
12.121

6

1.639
18.182

4

1.439
12.121

9

2.375
27.273

7

2.456
21.212

1

1.163
3.030

ROW
SUMS

124
100.000
6.526

382
100.000
20.105

366
100.000
19.263

278
100.000
14.632

379
100.000
19.947

285
100.000
15.000

86
100.000
4.526

34 1678 33 1900
1.789 88.316 1.737 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 1-10 Race by Sex

HORS , SEX COLUMNS RACE

NATIVE
AMERI-

BLACK CAN

MALE 64 4

9.374 0.336
49.231 57.143

FEMALE 66 3

9.362 0.426
50.769 42.857

COLUMN 130 7

SUMS 6.857 0.369
100.000 100.000

SPANISH
ORIEN- SUR-

TAL NAMED WHITE

9 24 1072

0.420 2.015 90.008
31.250 70.586 63.162

11 10 604

1.560 1.418 85.674
68.750 29.412 36.038

OTHER

22

1.847
66.667

11

1.560
33.333

ROW

SONS

1191
100.000
62.616

705
100.000
37.184

16 34 1676 33 1896

0.844 1.793 88.397 1.741 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

2 n
0 ----
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Table 1-11 Race by Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION COLUMNS = RACE

NATIVE SPANISH
APERI- °HEN- SUR-

BLACK CAN TAL NAMED WHITE
ROW

OTHER SUMS

PUBLIC 74 1 12 21 684 12 804
9.204 0.124 1.493 2.612 85.075 1.493 100.000

56.061 14.286 75.000 61.765 40.811 37.500 42.383

INDEP. 54 6 2 12 850 17 941
(1'R1 5.739 0.638 0.211 1.275 90.329 1.807 100.000
V AT E 40.909 85.714 12.500 35.294 50.716 53.125 49.605

PROPRI- 4 2 1 142 3 152
ETARv 2.632 1.316 0.658 93.421 1.974 100.000

1.010 12.500 2.941 8.473 9.375 8.013

COLUMN 132 7 16 34 1676 32 1897
SUMS 6.958 0.369 0.843 1.792 88.350 1.687 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

29
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TABLES 1-12 Through 1-14 NASFAA Membership of Student Financial Aid
Administrators

A total of 83.8 percent of the respondents stated that they were NASFAA
members.* There were significant differences (at the .01 level) between
title and NASFAA membership, with Directors of Financial Aid having the
highest incidence of membership (87.5%) and the "Other" category having
the lowest (64.1%).

As shown in Table 1-13, respondents who stated that they were not NASFAA
members tended to be slightly younger (significant at the .01 level) than
NASFAA members. Furthermore, men were slightly more likely to hold NASFAA
membership (85.9%) than were women (80.3%) and this relationship was
significant at the .01 level. There were no significant differences in
NASFAA membership among racial/ethnic groups.

*The data on NASFAA membership may be spurious to the extent that the
responses may have been affected by the change in NASFAA membership
from individual to institutional which occurred during the summer of

1977. It is possible, therefore, that some respondents who held
membership in NASFAA, but whose institutions had not yet become members,
indicated that they did not have current NASFAA membership.

Table 1-12 NASFAA Membership by Title

Row; 1'1VLF CjL11:14fi MEMPFR qA51.AA?

PO4
YFS Nn suml

DIREC- 1217 174 1391
TOR 87.491 12.509 100.009

76.971 56.861 71.61]

ASS/IC./ 135 31 166

ASST:;. 81.328 18.675 100.000
DIFFCT. 8.529 10.131 8.788

FIN.AID 119 49 187
OFFICER 71.797 26.201 100.000
rouN/A0 8.7111 16.011 9.899

OTHER 91 52 145
r"4.118 35.862 190.000
8.875 16.991 7.676

COLUMN 1583 3C6 1889
SUMS 83.801 16.199 100.090

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-13 NASFAA Membership, by Age

FUNS = MEMBER NASFAA7 COLBMN5 = AGF

UNDER
25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-50 51-59 60+

ROW
SHMS

Y FS 118 312 313 216 320 236 78 1583
5.559 19.709 19.773 14.908 20.215 14.908 4.927 100.000

70.968 82.322 85.989 85.818 H4.433 83.392 91.765 83.801

NO 36 67 51 39 59 47 7 30b
11.765 21.895 16.667 12.745 19.281 15.359 2.288 100.000
29.012 1 7.67/1 14.011 14.182 15.567 16.608 8.235 16.199

COL 124 379 364 275 379 283 05 1889
SUMS 6.564 20.064 19.269 14.558 20.064 14.981 4.500 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 1-14 NASFAA Membership by Sex

91045 lEmBh9 NASFAA? CoLUMNS ,r SEX

Now
MALE FEMALE SUMS

Y 1017 563 15110

69.167 35.613 100.910
H5.105 80.314 83.820

167 138 105
54.754 45.246 100.0(10
111.105 19.686 16.180

COL 1184 701 18115

511115 62.5112 37.1118 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

-12-
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TABLE 1-15 Full-Time or Part-Time Employment Status by Title

A total of 93.8 percent of the respondents were employed full time on

an annual basjs. Respondents employed on 9-month contracts and those

employed less than full time represented only 6.2 percent of the total

number of respondents. There were no significant differences (at the

.05 level) in employment status based upon title.

Table 1-15 Employment Status by Title

ROWS r TITLF COLUMNS FULL/HALF-TIME
EMPLOyME1T

LESS
FULL THAN ROW
TEME FULL SUMS

9IRFC- 1301 97 1398

TOR 91.962 6.938 100.000

7.3.008 82.906 73.618

AS:MC./ 163 4 167

ASSTS. 97.60 2.395 100.000

DIRFCT. 9.147 3.419 8.794

FIN.AID 176 11 187

OFFICER 94.118 5.082 100.000

COUN/A0 9.877 9.402 9.847

oTHFR 142 147

95.599 3.401 100.000
7.169 4.274 7.741

COLUMN 1782 117 1899

SUMS 93.839 6.161 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

32
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TABLE 1-16 Amount of Employment Time Devoted to Student Financial
Aid by Title ./

The majority (57.8%) of the respondents spent 100 percent of their
employment time on matters pertaining to student financial aid.
However, there were a number of differences based upon title.
Respondents in the title category of "Other" were the least likely
to spend their full time devoted to financial aid concerns. Slightly
over 43 percent of the Directors of Financial Aid devoted less than
100 percent of their time to financial aid.

The most striking difference between respondents who spend various
amounts of employment time administering financial aid programs is
based upon "the kinds of students" served by their office and whether
or not their office is the central financial aid office on campus
(See Tables 1-24 and 1-27). For example, 28.6 percent of the respondents
in offices serving only graduate/professional students spent 100 percent
of their employment time in financial aid, while the percent was almost
three times as high among respondents employed in offices serving both
undergraduate and graduate students. At the other end of the spectrum,
only 4.5 percent of the respondents from offices serving both undergraduate
and graduate students spent less than half of their employment time on
financial aid matters, while the figure was over 50 percent for
respondents in offices serving only graduate/professional students.
These differences were significant at the .01 level.

Respondents working in the central financial aid office on a campus
were mere likely to spend 100 percent of their employment time in
financial aid (60.5%) than respondents working in non-central aid
offices (22.2%). This difference was significant at the .01 level.

Table 1-16 Percentage of Employment Time Devoted
to Financial Aid by Title

PoW5 TITL1

100*, 75-191G

1

COLUMNS

SO -74L

, '4

LE*1S

THAN
HALF

TIME SPENT ON
FINANCIAL AID

ROW
SUMS

DIPFC- 1941 206 147 173 1400
ToP 5,./14j 29.429 10.500 12.157 100.000

72.2471 77.924 77.770 70.040 73.607

;SSW./ 1181 18 8 1 1,7
AS!;ri. 82.6151 10.778 4.790 1.796 100.000
DIPFCT. 12.5571 4.905 4.211 1.215 8.700

1

FIN.AI0 1151 16 16 21 19R
oFFICE4 61.1101 19.149 8.511 11.170 100.000
co0N/AD 19.4641 9.809 B.466 8.502 9.8,14

1

')TIT FR 27 18 50 147

15.1741 10.167 12.245 34.014 100.000
4.7121 7.157 9.524 20.243 7.729

1

COLH1N 1C91 361 189 247 1902
S9mS 57./81 19.295 9.937 12.986 100.000

100.900 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 1-17 Primary Other Area of Responsibility for Respondents
Devoting Less Than 100 Percent of Their Working Time
to Student Financial Aid by Title

Of the respondents reporting that they spent less than 100 percent of

their employment time working in a financial aid office, approximately

one-fifth indicated that the Office of Admissions was their primary

other area of responsibility. 44.8 percent of the Associate/Assistant
Directors stated that the Office of Admissions was their primary other

responsibility, and aside from the title category of "Other," it was

the most prevalent choice for respondents in the remaining three title

categories. Approximately an equal number of respondents stated that
they had responsibilities in either the Dean of Students Office or the

Business Office.

Table 1-17 Other Area of Responsibility by Title

now , rITLF
PRIMARY IESPoNs18LTY

COLUMNS 7 0lI1'S1DE

FINANCIAL AID

DEAN OF IFFICE OFFICE OFFICE COUN- IASI
STUUNTE OF RFC- OF CAR- OF ADM- SELINs NESS
OFFICE IsTRAR PER PIN issions CENTER OFFICE.

TEAcH-
INs

Pow
OTHER SUMS

DIPEC- 73 26 33 112 21 91 45 176 577

TOR 12.652 4.506 5.719 19.411 3.640 15.771 7.799 10.501 100.000
74.490 65.000 80.488 71.203 70.000 85.849 80.357 73.95n 75.722

ASEnC./ 3 1 13 1 11 29

AsJIS. 10. 145 3.448 44.828 3.448 17.931 100.000
DIRECT. 1.061 2.500 8.497 1.786 4.622 3.806

FIN.AID 8 9 2 7 9 11 3 19 68
OFFICER 11.765 13.235 2.941 10.294 13.235 16.176 4.412 27.941 100.090
c0(14/AD 8.163 22.500 4.87R 4.575 30.000 10.377 5.357 7.983 8.924

14 4 6 21 4 7 32 98

15.909 4.545 6.818 23.864 4.545 7.995 36.364 100.000
14.286 10.000 14.614 13.725 3.774 12.500 13.445 11.549

COLUMN 98 40 41 153 30 106 56 238 762

SUMS 12.861 5.249 5.381 20.079 3.937 13.911 7.349 31.234 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 1-18 Through 1-20 Number of Years of Employment in the Student
Financial Aid Profession

Approximately half of the respondents reported having 6 years or more
of experience in financial aid administration. Financial aid experience
totaling 11 years or more was reported by 16 percent of the respondents
(Table 1-18).

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) in years of
employment based upon sex and race. For example, as shown in Table 1-19,
women had a median length of employment of between 4 to 5 years, while
the median for men was approximately 6 years. Whites, Blacks, and "other"
racial/ethnic groups were the only respondents to have worked for 11 years
or more in the financial aid profession. The majority of the respondents
in the Native American, Oriental, and Spanish Surnamed groups had between
4 and 10 years of experience (Table 1-20).

Table 1-18 Years of Employment by Title

- TITLF CALIIIN'; no. YEAICJ WOPEFD IN
FINANCIAL. AID

1 Y FAN 2-3
F XPFN. YEAPS 4-5 6-10 11-15 16+
OP LESS EWER. TEARS YEAPS YEARS YEARS

ROW
SUMS

D1RFC- 182 2141 279 452 197 52 1191
ToP 11.009 11.012 19.871 12.109 14.081 3.717 100.000

70.270 69.195 71.545 74.342 81.405 nl.871 73.709

ALSoc./ 20 35 16 52 19 4 166
1S S15. 12.149 21.084 21.697 11.325 11.446 2.410 100.000
DIPErT. 7.122 10.029 9.524 9.551 7.851 6.452 8.746

F1N.AI0 15 49 38 54 11 189
AFFI4FP 19.617 26.064 20.211 28.721 5.851 0.512 100.000
couN/A0 11.c19 14.040 10.053 8.882 4.545 1.611 9.905

oT8FP 22 27 26 50 15 5 145
15.172 18.621 11.911 14.1491 10.145 1.448 100.000
1.474 7.716 6.1178 8.224 6.198 8.065 7.640

CoLuIN 259 349 379 60P 242 62 1808
SUMS 11.646 18.148 19.916 12.014 12.750 3.267 100.000

100.090 1C0.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-19 Years of Employment by Sex

ROWS - SEX COLUMNS NO. YEARS WoRKID IN
FINANCIAL AID

1 YEAR 2-3
EXPER. YEARS
OR LESS EXPER.

4-5 6-10 11-15
YENRS YEARS YEARS

16+
YEARS

ROW
SUMS

MALE 145 195 211 402 1811 50 1191
12.175 16.371 17.716 31.753 15.785 4. 198 100.000
55.945 55.714 56.267 66.227 78.008 110.645 62.883

FEMALE 114 155 164 205 53 12 703
16.216 22.0417 21.329 29.161 7..539 1.707 100.000
44.015 44.286 41.731 33.773 21.992 19.355 17.117

COLUMN 259 350 375 607 241 62 1894
SUMS 13.675 18.479 19.799 32.049 12.724 3.273 100.000

100.080 100.00o 100.00o 100.00o 100.00o 100.00o 100.000

Table 1-20 Years of Employment by Race

ROWS = RACE COLUmNS = No. YEARS wonKrn IN
FINANCIAL AID

1 YEAR 2-3
EXPEH. TEARS
OR LESS EXPER.

4-5
YEARS

6-10
YEARS

11-15
YEARS

16
YEARS

ROW
SUMS

BLACK 17 29 27 43 11 4 131

12.977 22.137 20.611 12.824 8.397 3.051 100.000
6.564 8.109 1.124 7.072 4.500 6.349 6.0117

NATIVE 1 1 5 7

AMERI- 14.286 14.246 71.429 100.000
CAN 0.186 1.264 0.822 0.368

ORIEN- 1 6 7 2 16

TAL 6.250 37.500 43.750 12.500 100.000
0.1116 1.719 1.847 0.329 0.841

SPANISH 5 4 15 10 34

SUR- 14.106 11.765 44.110 29.412 100.000
NAMED 1.931 1.146 1.959 1.645 1.788

WHITE 232 302 126 519 226 56 1681

13.001 17.965 19.393 32.064 13.444 3.111 100.000
89.575 86.533 46.016 88.651 92.623 80.889 84.341

0TH F.R 3 8 1 9 7 3 13

9.091 24.742 9.091 27.273 21.212 9.091 100.000
1.154 2.292 0.792 1.480 2.869 4.762 1.735

COLUMN 259 349 379 608 244 63 1902

SUMS 13.617 18.349 19.926 31.966 12.829 3.312 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 1-21 Highest Level of Education Achieved la Student Financial
Aid Administrators

Approximately half of the respondents had a masters degree and 5.9 percent
held the doctorate.

Table 1-21 Educational Level by Title

9uPS , TITLF
EDUCATION:

CO LUMPS HISHFST LEVEL
ACHIEVED

DoCT0- RAMIE- ASSO-
P ATE MA:;TERS LOPS CI ATE

PUP
OTIIFP SUMS

DIP FC- 78 725 181 99 150 1303
TOP 5.99) 52.046 27.191 4.235 10.768 100.000

A9.641 75.916 69.399 76.623 75.000 73.9(17

ASSoc./ S 02 64 3 10 167
ASST5. 4.790 49.102 18.121 1.796 5.988 100.000
DrRrrr. 7.191 8.986 11.658 1.06 9.000 8.022

014.A10 6 77 69 10 26 188
OFFICER 1.191 40.957 16.702 5.J19 13.010 100.000
ce9N/An 9.157 8.('63 12.968 12.947 13.000 9.931

()THEP 20 71, 15 5 14 145
13. 193 148.'166 24.138 3.448 9.655 100.000
17.497 7.435 6.375 6.494 7.000 7.660

COLTIMN 112 955 549 77 200 1803
59MS 5. )17 50.449 29.002 9.068 10.565 100.000

1no.000 100.00o 100.000 100.00o 100.000 100.00o
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TABLE 1-22 Geographic Location by Title

Over 58 percent of the respondents were from either states comprising
either EASFAA (28.3%) or MASFAA (29.9%). Respondents from SASFAA (15.5%)
and SWASFAA (9.1%) represented just over one-fourth of the total. RMASFAA

(4.7%) and WASFAA (12.4%) accounted for the remainder of the responses.

Table 1-22 Geographic Location by Title

ROWS , TITLE
REGInNAL

C9LUMNS = ASSOCIATInNS
OF STATES

ROW
EASFAA SASFAA MASFAA SWASFAA RMASFAA WASFAA SUMS

DIREC- 392 221 197 139 75 154 1378

TnR 28.447 16.018 28.810 10.087 5.441 11.176 100.000
74.102 76.207 70.766 81.287 85.227 66.094 73.611

ASSOC./ 46 17 64 10 4 21 162

ASSTS. 28.195 10.494 39.506 6.173 2.469 12.963 100.000
DIRECT. 8.696 5.862 11.408 5.848 4.545 9.013 8.654

FIN.AID 55 28 52 10 4 36 185

OFFICER 29.730 15.115 28.108 5.405 2.162 19.459 100.000
COUN/A0 10.197 9.655 9.269 5.84A 4.545 15.451 9.882

OTHER 36 24 41 12 22 147
24.490 16.327 12.651 8. 163 1.401 14.966 100.000
6.809 8.276 8.556 7.018 5.682 9.442 7.853

COLUMN S29 290 561 171 88 233 1872
SUMS 28.259 15.491 29.968 9.135 4.701 12.447 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 1-23 and 1-24 The Academic Level(s) of Students Served

Just over one-half of the respondents were employed in offices which
only served undergraduate students. 38.5 percent were employed in
offices serving both undergraduate and graduate students, and 9.7 worked
in offices which only served graduate students.

As indicated in the narrative for Table 1-16, respondents employed in
offices with graduate/professional clienteles were more likely to be
less than full time than were respondents in other offices (significant
at the .01 level).

Table 1-23 Academic Level of Students Served by Title

KINDS OF sifIDENTS
4014 1'1TLF COLUMNS = SERVED

UNDERCR
(IN/040F STUD. 40;81:
ONLY ONLY OR/PROF

HOW
SUMS

n1RFc- 95 782 517 1394
Ton 6.815 56.098 )7.088 100.000

91.610 79.715 70.919 71.601

AS30C./ Q 28 130 167

ASSTS. 5. 1i) 16.766 77.844 100.000
D1HFCT. 4.891 2.854 17.811 8.017

FIN.AID 18 99 90 147
oFFIrEll 20.121 52.941 26.738 100.000
COON /AD 20.692 10.092 6.899 Q.873

oTHFR 42 72 32 146
28.767 49.119 21.918 100.000
22.426 7.139 4.390 7.709

CoL81N 184 981 729 1894
SUMS 9.716 51.795 38.490 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-24 Academic Level of Students Served by
Percentage of Employment Time Devoted
to Financial Aid

KINDS OF STUDENTS

POWS % TIME SPENT ON COLUMNS = SERVED

FINANCIAL AID

UNDERGO
GP/PROF STUD. UNDGRG ROW

ONLY ONLY GP/PROF SUMS

100% 53 475 571 1099

4.823 43.221 51.956 100.000

28.649 48.272 78.112 57.842

75-99% 14 261 91 366

3.825 71.311 24.863 100.000

7.568 26.524 4%449 19.263

50-74% 24 127 36 167

12.834 67.914 19.251 100.000

12.973 12.907 4.929 9.842

LESs 94 121 33 248

THAN 37.903 48.790 13.306 100.000

HALF 90.811 12.297 4.514 13.053

COLUMN 185 984 731 1900

SUMS 9.737 51.789 36.474 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 1-25 Through 1-27 Is Your Office Considered the Central
Financial Aid Office on Campus?

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) between whether
or not respondents were employed in central financial aid offices by
title, by kinds of students served, and by percentage of employment
time spent in financial aid. Almost 93 percent of the respondents were
employed in the central student financial aid office on their campus.
Financial Aid Officers/Counselors/Advisors and those in the title
category of "Other" were more likely to be employed in a non-central
financial aid office than were Directors and Associate/Assistant Directors.

As shown in Table 1-26, respondents from offices serving only graduate/
professional students were more likely to be employed in non-central
offices than were other respondents. Furthermore, as the percentage of
employment time spent in the financial aid office decreased, so did the
likelihood that the respondent would work in a central financial aid
office (Table 1-27).

Table 1-25 Central Financial Aid Office by Title

unws TTTLF. COLUMN = CENTRAL FINANCIAL
RID OFFICE?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

Drurc- 1132 63 1395

TOR 95.484 4.516 100.000
75.639 47.015 73.615

ASSOC./ 160 7 167

ASSIS. 95.808 4.192 100.000
DIRECT. 9.086 5.224 8.813

FIN.AID 22 187

oFFICFR '88.-235 1,1.765 100.000
COUN/AD I 9.370 16.41R 9.868

OTHER A 104 42 146

71.23) 28.767 100.000
.906 31.343 7.704

COLUMN 171 134 1895

SUMS 92.929 7.071 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-26 Central Financial Aid Office by
Kinds of Students Served

KINDS OF STUDENTS
ROWS = SERVED COLUMNS = CENTRAL. FINANCIAL

AID OFFICE?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

GR/PROF 85 99 184

ONLY 46.196 53.804 100.000
4.819 73.333 9.689

UNDERGR 974 12 986
STUD. 98.783 '1.217 100.000
ONLY 55.215 8.889 51.922

UNDGRE 705 24 729
1P/PROF 96.708 3.292 100.000

39.966 17.778 38.389

COLUMN 1764 135 1899
SUMS 92.891 7.109 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 1-27 Central Financial Aid Office by Percentage

of Employment Time in Financial Aid

ROWS = 14 TIME SPENT ON COLUMNS = CENTRAL FINANCIAL
FINANCIAL AID AID OFFICE?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

100' 1069 30 1099
97.270 2.730 100.000
60.532 22.222 57.812

75 -q9 354 13 367
96.4;8 3.542 100.000
20.045 9.630 19.306

5C-741 169 18 187
90.374 9.626 100.000
9.570 13.333 9.837

LFSS 174 74 248

!:HAN 70.161 29.839 100.000
8ALF 9.853 54.815 13.046

COLUMN 1766 135 1901

SUMS 92.898 7.102 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 1-28 Through 1-32 Tenure

Approximately 83.6 percent of the respondents were not tenured. 4.8
percent of the respondents stated that they would be eligible for
tenure in the future, while 16.4 percent of those completing the
questionnaire currently had tenure.

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) in the tenure
status of respondents based upon percentage of employment time in
financial aid, number of years in financial aid, and institutional
control. As the percentage of employment time spent in financial aid
decreased from 100 percent to under 50 percent, the likelihood that
respondents had tenure almost doubled (Table 1-29). As might be
expected, as years of employment in financial aid increased so too
did the likelihood of having tenure (Table 1-30).

Respondents from public and proprietary institutions were more likely
to report tenure than those from independent institutions.

There were no differences (at the .05 level) in whether respondents
had tenure based upon sex or types of students served by the financial
aid office.

Table 1-28 Tenure Status by Title

= COLUMNS TENURE

ELIGBLE
HAVE IN

TENURE. FUTURE

2151 56

NOT
ELI-
GrrILE

1046

ROW
sums

1317

TOR 16.3291 4.252 79.421 100.000
73.1791 65.116 74.079 73.514

ASSOC./ 121 9 140 161

AsSIS. 7.4531 5.990 86.957 100.000

DIRECT. 4.096 10.465 9.919 8.989

FIR.AID 39 12 124 175

OFFICER 22.286 6.R57 70.857 100.000

couu/AD 13.311 13.953 8.782 9.771

OTHER 27 9 102 13H

19.565 6.522 71.913 100.000
9.219 10.465 7.224 7.705

COLUMN 293 86 1412 1791

SUMS 16.160 4.802 78.839 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-29 Tenure Status by Percentage
of Employment Time Devoted
to Financial Aid

ROWS = % TIME SPENT ON COLUMNS = TENURE
FINANCIAL AID

ELIGRLE NOT
HAVE IN ELI- ROW

TENURE FUTURE GIBLE SUMS

100% . 135 41 872 1048
12.882 3.912 83.206 100.000
45.918 47.674 61.582 58.352

75-99% 69 22 259 350
19.714 6.286 74.000 100.000
23.469 25.581 18.291 19.488

50-74% 36 5 132 173
20.809 2.890 76.301 100.000
12.245 5.814 9.322 9.633

LESS 54 18 153 225
THAN 24.000 8.000 68.000 100.000
HALF 18.367 20.930 10.805 12.528

COLUMN 294 86 1416 1796
SUMS 16.370 4.788 78.842 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 1-30 Tenure Status by Years Worked in Financial Aid

ROWS = NO. YEARS WORKED IN COLUMNS = TENURE
FINANCIAL AID

ELIGBLE NOT
HAVE IN ELI-

TENURE FUTURE GIRL
ROW

SUMS

'1 YEAR 23 21 189 233

EXPER. 9.871 9.013 81.116 100.000
OR LESS 7.821 24.419 13.376 12.995

2-3 44 12 271 327
YEARS 13.456 3.670 82.875 100.000
EXPER. 14.966 13.953 19.179 18.238

4-5 47 2R 282 357
YEARS 13.165 7.843 78.992 100.000

15.786 32.558 19.958 19.911

6-10 115 19 444 578
YEARS 19.896 3.287 76.817 100.000

19.116 22.093 11.423 32.236

11-15 44 6 187 737
YEARS 18.565 2.532 78.903 100.000

14.966 6.977 13.214 13.218

16 21 40 61

YEARS 34.426 1 65.574 100.000
7.143 1 2.831 3.402

COLUMN 294 86 1413 1793
SUMS 16.397 4.796 78.806 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 1-31 Tenure Status by Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
PrWS = CLASSIErATTON COLUMNS = TENURE

ELIGPLE NOT
HAVE. IN ELI- ROW

TENURE FUTURE GUILE SUMS

PUPLtr 1R5 47 555 787
21.507 5.972 70.521 100.000
61.140 54.651 19.390 44.016

INDEP. 79 .17 770 886
(PRI- 8.416 4.176 96.907 100.000
YATF) 26.962 43.023 54.649 49.553

PPOPPI- 29 2 84 115
ETARY 25.217 1.739 73.043 100.000

9.898 2.126 5.962 6.432

CoLUMN 293 86 1409 1798
SUMS 16.197 4.810 79.803 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 1-32 Tenure Status by Institutional Size

INNTITUTToNAL
Now, = SIZE COLUMNS TENURE

ELIGBLE NOT
HAVE IN ELI-

TENURE FUTURE GIBLE
ROW

SUMS

UNDER 94 32 417 543
1000 17.111 5.893 76.796 100.000

32.082 37.647 29.595 30.386

1000- 67 23 443 533
14n9 12.570 4.315 83.114 100.000

22.867 27.059 31.441 29.827

4000- 64 14 226 304
4494 21.051 4.605 74.342 100.000

21.841 16.471 16.040 17.012

10,000- 3R 14 180 232
19,999 16.179 6.034 77.586 100.000

12.969 16.471 12.775 12.983

20,000* 30 2 143 175
17.143 1.143 81.714 100.000
10.239 2.353 10.149 9.793

CoLUMN 293 85 1409 1787
SriMS 16.396 4.757 78.847 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Salaries of Student Financial
Aid Administrators



TABLES 2-1 Through 2-9 Salaries*

In September, 1977, the median salary for 1,156 Directors of Financial

Aid was approximately $16,250 (Table 2-1). Twenty-five percent of
Directors earned salaries below $13,000, while one-fifth had salaries

of $21,000 or over.

Salaries for other respondents such as Associate/Assistant Directors
are based on a smaller sample, since the majority of NASFAA members in

September, 1977, were Directors of Financial Aid. Therefore, the salaries

for the other categories are less generalizable to the total population
than are the salaries for Directors. The median salary for the 160

Associate/Assistant Directors was $14,700. The median salary for the

158 Financial Aid Advisors/Counselors/Officers was $13,870.

Respondents whose title fell into a category other than the above
categories had a median annual salary of $15,200. However, the "other"
category included individuals in a wide variety of positions from Student

Services Coordinators to Deans of Students. This diversity of job

classifications, and the fact that only 94 respondents were in the
"other" category, limits the usefulness of the salary information in

this category.

Institutional control and size are primary determinants of salary level.

For example, Directors' salaries were significantly higher (at the .01

level) at public institutions than at either independent or proprietary

institutions. Directors at public institutions had a median salary of
$19,050 and over one-third of the Directors had salaries of $21,000 or

over per year. The median salary for Directors at independent institutions
was $14,430 and only 10.2 percent of the Directors had salaries of $21,000

or over. The median yearly salary for Directors of Financial Aid at
proprietary institutions was the lowest of the three groups at $12,620

(Table 2-2).

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) in Directors'
salaries based upon institutional size. For institutions with enrollments

of under 1,000 students, median Directors' salaries were $12,560, while

they were in excess of $23,180 at institutions with enrollments of 20,000

and over (Table 2-3).

Table 2-1 highlighted the median salary of approximately $16,250 for

Directors of Financial Aid responding to the survey. Table 2-3 identifies

the fact that over 63 percent of the respondents were employed by institu-

tions with enrollments of under 4,000 students and that Directors employed

at these institutions had median salary levels below $16,250.

Previous tables have shown that there are differences in Directors'

salaries by institutional type as well as by institutional size.
Table 2-4 permits a detailed examination of the effects of both

*Respondents are included in tables displaying salaries or attitudes about

salaries if they were employed full time and devoted at least 50 percent
of their employment time to financial aid.
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institutional type and size on Directors' salaries (institutional types
with low numbers of respondents are not divided into size categories).
For example, in the 84 public universities with an enrollment of under
7,000 students, the median Director's salary was $17,750. At the 53
institutions with enrollments of 20,000 or more, the median Director's
salary was $24,580.

Salaries for other title categories by institutional type, control, and
size are shown in Tables 2-5 and 2-6. Directors at public institutions
with less than three years' experience have a median salary of $15,310,
while the comparable figure for those have 3-5 years of experience is
$17,670. Directors with six or more years of experience who are employed
at public institutions have a median average salary of $20,370. The same
tendency in Directors' salaries is noticeable at independent institutions
as well as at proprietary institutions (Tables 2-7, 2-8, 2-9). To some
extent, these differences are a result of the tendency for individuals
to be employed at larger institutions as their length of employment in
the financial aid profession increases.

Table 2-1 Salary by Title

Rows = FITLE

uNDKR
$9,000

$9,000-
10,999

COLUMNS

$11,000
12,999

= SALARY:
CURRENT

$13,000
14,999

$15,000
16,999

ANNUAL

$17,000
16,999

$19,000 $21,000
20,999 23,999

1

$24,000
26,999 527000

Now
SUMS

DIREC- 47 104 118 177 17U 145 1341 122 61 50 1156

TOR 4.066 8.997 11.918 15.311 15.398 12.543 11.5921 10.554 5.277 4.325 100.000

65.278 65.409 63.594 71.750 75.105 71.429 81.2121 85.315 85.915 81.967 73.724
1

Assoc./ 5 24 2H 27 29 20 141 8 4 1 160

AsSIS. 1.125 15.000 17.500 16.875 18.125 12.500 8.7501 5.000 2.500 0.625 100.000

DIRECT. 6.944 15.094 12.901 11.250 12.236 9.852 8.4851 5.594 5.634 1.639 10.204
1

FIN.AID 15 22 32 23 20 21 111 6 3 3 158

OFFICER
couN/AD

9.494
20.831

13.924
13.836

20.253
14.747

14.557
9.583

12.658
8.439

13.291
10.345

8.2281 3.797
7.8791 4.196

1.899
4.225

1.b99
4.918

100.000,
10.077

1

oTHER 5 9 19 13 10 17 41 7 3 7 94

5.119 9.574 20.21) 13.830 10.638 18.085 4.2551 7.447 3.191 7.447 100.000

6.944 5.660 8.756 5.417 4.219 8.374 2.4241 4.895 4.225 11.473 5.995

1

COLUMN 72 159 217 240 237 203 165 143 71 61 1568

sums 4.592 10.140 13.819 15.306 15.115 12.946 10.523 9.120 4.528 1.890 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 2-2 Salaries for Directors of Financial
Aid by Institutional Control

TITLE = DIREC-
TOR

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION: COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999

PUBLIC 5 11 12 49 79

1.046 2.301 2.510 10.251 16.527
10.870 10.577 8.696 27.341 44.886

INDEP. 30 74 105 112 86

(PRI- 5.190 12.803 18.166 19.377 14.879

VATE) 65.217 71.154 76.087 63.636 (18.86(1

PROPRI- 11 19 21 15 11

ETARY 11.702 20.213 22.340 15.957 11.702
21.913 18.269 15.217 8.523 6.250

COLUMN 46 104 138 176 176

SUMS 4.000 9.043 12.000 15.304 15.304
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

$17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW

18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $270001. SUMS

1

81 801 86 42 33 478

16.946 16.7361 17.992 8.787 6.904 100.000

55.862 59.7011 71.074 68.852 67.347 41.565

59 531 33 15 11 578

10.208 9.1701 5.709 2.595 1.903 100.000

40.690 39.552) 27.273 24.590 22.449 50.261

5 11 2 4 5 94

5.319 1.0641 2.128 4.255 5.319 100.000

3.448 0.7461 1.653 6.557 10.204 8.174

1

145 134 121 61 49 1150

12.609 11.652 10.522 5.304 4.261 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 2-2A Salaries for Associate/Assistant Directors
by Institutional Type

ASSOC./
?ITLE = ASSIS.

DIRECT.

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATTON: COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER
$9,000

$9,000-
10,999

$11,000
12,999

$13,000
14,999

$15,000
16,999

$17,000
18,999

1

PUBLIC 2 2 9 17 19 171

2.326 2.326 10.465 19.767 22.093 19.7671
40.000 8.333 32.143 62.963 65.517 85.0001

1

INDEP. 3 22 19 10 10 31

(PRI- 4.054 29.730 25.676 13.514 13.514 4.0541
VATE) 60.000 91.667 67.857 37.037 34.483 15.0001

1

PROPRI- 1

ETARY I

1

1

COLUMN 5 24 28 /7 29 20
SUNS 3.125 15.000 17.500 1E.875 10.125 12.500

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

$19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000+ SUMS

1

101 6 4 86
11.6281 6.977 4.651 100.000
71.4291 75.000 100.000 53.750

1

41 2 1 74
5.4051 2.703 1.351 100.000

28.5711 25.000 100.000 46.250
1

I

1

1

1

14 8 4 1 160
8.750 5.000 2.500 0.625 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 2 -2B Salaries for Financial Aid Officers,
Counselors, Advisors by Institutional Type

FIN.AID
TITLE = OFFICER

COUN/AD

ROWS =
INSTITUTIONAL
CLASSIFCATION:

UNDER
$9,000

$9,000-
10,999

COLUMNS

$11,000
12,999

=

$11,000
14,999

SALARY:
CURRENT

$15,000
16,999

ANNUAL

$17,000
18,999

1

PUBLIC 3 6 14 13 14 181

3.529 7.059 16.471 15.294 16.471 21.1761
20.000 27.273 41.750 56.522 70.000 85.7141

t

INDEP. 9 9 15 10 5 31

(PRI- 15.254 15.254 25.424 16.949 8.475 5.0851
PATE) 60.000 40.909 46.875 43.478 25.000 14.2861

1

PROPRI- 3 7 3 1 I

START 21.429 50.000 21.429 7.143 I

20.000 31.818 9.375 5.000 1

I

COLUMN 15 22 32 23 20 21

SUMS 9.494 13.924 20.253 14.557 12.658 13.291
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

-32-

$19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000+ SUMS

I

71 4 3 3 85
8.2351 4.706 3.529 3.529 100.000

53.8461 66.657 100.000 100.000 51.797
1

61 2 59

10.1691 3.390 100.000
46.1541 33.333 37.342

1

1 14

1 100.000
1

8.861
1

13 6 3 3 158
8.228 3.797 1.899 1.899 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 2-3 Salaries for Financial Aid Directors
by Institutional Size

ROWS -
INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE

UNDER
$9,000

$9,000-
10,999

COLUMNS

$11,000
12,999

$13,000
14,999

SALARY:
CURRENT

$15,000
16,999

ANNUAL

$17,000
18,999

$19,000 $21;000
20,999 23,999

I

$24,000
26,999 $27000

ROW
SUNS

UNDER 40 77 68 63 39 25 121 10 5 1 340
1000 11.765 22.647 20.000 18.529 11.471 7.353 3.5291 2.941 1.471 0.294 100.000

85.106 74.038 49.635 35.593 22.159 17.24 1 9.0231 8.264 8.197 2.000 29.540
1

1000- 7 23 61 88 85 52 421 18 4 8 388
3999 1.804 5.928 15.722 22.680 21.907 13.402 10.8251 4.639 1.031 2.062 100.000

14.894 22.115 44.526 49.718 48.295 35.862 31.5791 14.876 6.557 16.000 33.710
1

4000- 2 7 17 41 42 421 39 17 9 216
9999 0.926 3.241 7.870 18.981 19.444 19.4441 18.056 7.870 4.167 100.000

1.923 5.109 9.605 23.295 28.966 31.5791 32.231 27.869 18.000 18.766
1

10,000- 2 1 7 7 16 241 43 20 13 133
19,999 1.504 0.752 5.263 5.263 12.030 18.0451 32.331 15.038 9.774 100.000

1.923 0.730 3.955 3.977 11.034 18.0451 35.537 32.787 26.000 11.555
1

20,000 2 4 10 131 11 15 19 74
2.703 5.405 13.514 17.5681 14.865 20.270 25.676 100.000
1.130 2.273 6.897 9.7741 9.091 24.590 38.000 6.429

1

COLUMN 47 104 137 177 176 145 133 121 61 50 1151
SUMS 4.083 9.036 11.903 15.378 15.291 12.598 11.555 10.513 5.300 4.344 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 2-4 Salaries for Directors of Financial Aid
by Institutional Type, Control, and Size

TITLE . DIREC-
TOR

ROWS = INSTITUTIONAL COLUMNS = SALARY:
TYPE AND SIZE CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 321,000 $24,000 ROW
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $270003 SUMS

PUBLIC 1 3 10 22 16 9 16 2 5 84
4 YEAR'. 1.190 1.571 11.905 26.190 19.048 10.714 19.048 2.381 5.952 100.000
<7000 0.971 2.256 5.780 12.644 11.268 7.031 13.333 3.333 10.870 7.473

PUBLIC 1 1 6 20 19 34 11 4 96
4 YEAR', 1.042 1.042 6.250 20.833 19.792 35.417 11.458 4.167 100.000
7-19999 0.752 0.578 3.448 14.085 14.844 28.333 18.333 8.696 8.541

PUBLIC 2 6 7 9 13 16 53
4 YEAR). 3.774 11.321 13.208 16.981 24.528 30.189 100.000
20, 000+ 1.149 4.225 5.469 7.500 21.667 34.783 4.715

PUBLIC 2 6 12 5 3 1 31
4 YEAR 6.452 25.806 38.710 16.129 9.677 3.226 100.000
<4000 1.942 4.624 6.697 3.521 2.344 0.833 2.758

PUBLIC 1 6 5 5 4 2 1 24
4 YEAR 4.167 25.000 20.833 20.833 16.667 8.333 4.167 100.000
4,0003. 0.752 3.468 3.521 3.906 3.333 3.333 2.174 2.135

PUBLIC 4 6 5 14 17 9 9 2 1 1 68
2 YEAR 5.882 8.824 7.353 20.588 25.000 13.235 13.235 2.941 1.471 1.471 100.000
<4000 8.689 5.825 3.759 8.092 9.770 6.338 7.031 1.667 1.667 2.174 6.050

PUPLIC 5 10 7 21 17 9 4 73
2 ',EAR 6.849 13.699 9.589 28.767 23.288 12.329 5.479 100.000
4,0003. 2.890 5.747 4.930 16.406 14.167 15.000 8.696 6.495

PUBLIC, 3 3 2 8

GRAD/ 37.500 37.500 25.000 100.000
PROF 1.734 1.724 1.408 0.712

INDEP 2 6 21 27 22 14 10 5 108
4 YEAR0- 1.852 5.556 19.444 25.000 20.370 12.963 9.259 4.630 0.926 100.000
<4000 4.444 5.825 15.789 15.607 12.644 9.859 7.813 4.167 1.667 9.609

INDEP 1 2 6 13 14 14 11 12 10 83
4 YEAR). 1.205 2.410 7.219 15.663 16.867 16.867 13.253 14.458 12.048 100.000
4,0003 0.971 1.504 3.468 7.471 9.859 10.938 9.167 20.000 21.739 7.384

INDEP 41 261 26 14 7 2 2 131

4 YEAR 9.924 31.298 19.6471 19.847 10.667 5.344 1.527 1.527 100.000

< 1000 28.889 39.806 19.549 15.029 8.046 4.930 1.563 1.667 11.655

INDEP 31 11 31 28 17 14 9 4 117

4 YEAR 2.5641 9.402 26.496 23.932 14.530 11.966 7.692 3.419 100.000

1-1,994 6.6671 10.680 23.308 16.185 9.770 9.859 7.031 3.333 10.409
[

INDEP 2 1 7 9 4 10 4 37

4 YEAR 5.405 2.703 18.919 24.324 10.811 27.027 10.811 100.000

2,0003. 1.942 0.752 4.046 5.172 2.817 7.813 3.333 3.292

INDEP 10 7 7 6 5 1 2 4 42

2 YEAR 21.610 16.667 16.667 14.286 11.905 2.381 4.762 9.524 100.000

22.222 6.796 5.263 3.468 2.879 0.704 1.56) 3.331 3.737

INDEP 2 8 6 4 3 3 2 1 29

()RAU/ 6.897 27.586 20.690 13.793 10.345 10.345 6.897 3.448 100.000

PROF 1.942 6.015 3.466 2.299 2.113 2.344 1.667 1.667 2.580
- -

PUBLIC:6 3 3 1 1 1 1 11

INDEP 27.271 27.273 9.091 4.091 9.091 9.091 9.091 100.000

NURSING 2.913 1.734 0.575 0.704 0.781 0.833 1.667 0.979

POBLIC6 2 2 6 2 6 9 3 2 3 35

INDEP 5.714 5.7 14 17.141 5.714 17.143 25.714 6.571 5.714 8.571 100.000

VOL.TEC 4.444 1.942 4.511 1.156 3.448 6.338 2.344 1.667 5.000 3.114

['RUPP I. 6 11 11 12 4 4 1 5 59

V oC.T EC 10.169 18.644 22.014 2U.3)9 6.780 6.780 1.695 5.085 8.475 100.000

13. 113 10.680 9.774 6.9)6 2.299 2.817 0.761 5.000 10.670 5.249

ALL 6 a 6 3 7 1 2 1 35

oTBER 14.286 22.857 22.85/ 8.571 20.000 2.857 5.714 2.857 100.000

PROPRI. 11.111 7.767 6.015 1.714 4.023 G.704 1.667 1.667 3.114

COLUMN 45 103 133 173 114 142 128 120 60 46 1124

SUMS 4.004 9.164 11.633 15.391 15.1, 0 12.633 11.388 10.676 5.338 4.093 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.1 0 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 2-5 Salaries for Associate/Assistant Directors of Financial
Aid by Institutional Type, Control, and Size

ASSOC./
TITLE . ASSIS.

DIRECT.

ROWS = INSTITUTIONAL COLUMNS = SALARY:
TYPE AND SIZE CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 515,000 317,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000
59,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000+

ROW
SUMS

PUBLIC
4 YEAH*
<7000

PUBLIC
4 YEAR
7-19090

PUBLIC
4 YEARf
20,0004

PUHLIC
YEAR

<4000

PUBLIC
4 YEAR
4,300+

PUBLIC
2 YEAR
<4000

PUBLIC
2 YEAR
4,000+

,1 HAD/

PkoF

INDEP
4 YEAR+
<4000

INDEP
4 YEAR+
4,000+

INDEP
4 YEAH
<1000

INDEP
4 YEAR
1-1,994

INDEP
4 YEAR
2.0no*

INDEP
2 YEAR

INDEP
GRAD/
PROF

vonlIcr,
INDEP
NURSING

PUBLIc&
INDEP
YoC.TEC

PRoPR1.
VOC.TFT

ALL
OTHER
PROPRI.

COLUMN
SUM:,

1

50.000
20.000

1

20.000
20.000

1

6.661
2j.000

1

16.661
20.000

1

100.000
20.000

5

100.000

1

11.111
4.348

1

20.000
4.348

5

13.333
21.739

2

6.452
8.696

5

83.333
21.739

3

75.000
13.043

4

40.000
17.391

2

40.000
8.696

21
14.744

100.000

1

11.111
3.846

1

4.148
3.846

3

7.692
11.538

1

50.000
3.846

1

50.000
1.846

1

20.000
1.846

5

13.313
19.231

7

22.581
26.923

1

25.000
3.846

3

30.000
11.538

2

40.000
7.692

26
16.647
100.000

2

22.222
7.407

5

21.739
18.519

9

23.077
33.333

1

50.000
3.704

3

20.000
11.111

6

19.355
22.222

1

10.000
3.704

27

17.308
100.000

2

22.222
7.143

8

14.783
28.571

6

15.385
21.429

1

25.000
3.571

1

20.000
3.571

1

6.667
3.571

8

25.806
28.571

1

10.000
3.571

2U
17.949
100.000

1

11.111
5.000

5

21.7J9
25.000

7

17.949
35.000

3

75.000
15.000

1

20.000
5.000

2

6.452
10.000

1

20.000
5.000

20
12.821
100.000

3

13.043
21.429

7

17.949
50.000

9.677
21.429

1

10.000
7.143

14

8.974
100.000

2

22.222
25.000

1

4.348
12.500

3

7.692
37.500

2

6.452
25.000

5.128
100.000

4

10.256
100.000

2.564
100.000

1

3.226
100.009

1

0.641
100.000

9

100.000
5.769

23
100.000
14.744

39
100.000
25.000

2

100.000
1.282

4

100.000
2.564

2

100.000
1.282

5

100.000
3.205

15

100.000
9.615

31

100.000
19.872

6

100.000
3.846

4

100.000
2.564

10

100.000
6.410

1

100.000
0.641

5

100.000
3.205

156
100.000
100.000
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Table 2-6 Salaries for Financial Aid Officers, Counselors,
Advisors by Institutional Type, Control, and Size

FIN.AID
TITLE = OFFICER

COUN/AD

ROWS = INSTITUTIONAL
TYPE AND

UNDER
$9,000

COLUMNS = SALARY:
SIZE CURRENT ANNUAL

$9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SUMS

PUBLIC
4 YEAR
<7000

1

25.000
6.667

1

25.000
5.263

2

50.000
15.385

4

100.000
2.614

PUBLIC
4 YEAR
7-19999

1

14.286
6.667

1

14.286
4.762

2

28.571
10.526

2

28.571
10.526

1

14.286
33.333

7

100.000
4.575

PUBLIC
4 YEAR

1

7.692
4

30.769
4

30.769
3

23.077
1

7.692
13

100.00020,000 4.762 12.903 17.391 15.789 33.333 8.497

PUBLIC
4 YEAR
<4000

1

25.000
4.762

1

25.000
4.348

2

50.000
10.526

4

100.000
2.614

PUBLIC
4 YEAR
4,000*

41-
PUBLIC
2 YEAR
<4000

1

7.143
6.667

2

14.286
6.452

4

28.571
17.391

3

21.429
15.789

2

14.286
15.385

1

7.143
16.667

1

7.143
33.333

14

100.000
9.150

PUBLIC
2 YEAR
4,000*

2

9.524
6.452

3

14.286
13.043

2

9.524
10.526

7

33.333
36.842

3

14.286
23.077

1

4.762
16.667

1

4.762
33.333

2

9.524
66.667

21
100.000
13.725

PUBLIC,
GRAD/

1

12.500
3

37.500
1

12.500
2

25.000
1

12.500
8

100.000
PROF 4.762 9.677 5.263 10.526 16.667 5.229

INDEP
4 YEAR+

3

33.333
1

11.111
1

11.111
1

11.111
1

11.111
1

11.111
1

11.111
9

100.000
<4000 20.000 3.226 4.348 5.263 5.263 7.692 16.667 5.882

INDEP 1 1 1 1 1 1 B4 YEAR 12.500 37.500 12.500 12.500 12.500 12.500 100.0004,000 4.762 9.677 4.348 5.263 7.692 16.667 5.229
4 I

INDEP 21 4 1 7
4 YEAR 28.5711 57.143 14.286 100.000
<1000 13.3331 19.048 3.226 4.575

INDEP 1 3 2 6
4 YEAR 1 16.667 50.000 33.333 100.000

4.762 9.677 8.696 3.922

INDEP 2 1 3

4 YEAR 66.667 33.333 100.000
2,000* 6.452 5.263 1.961

Pine 2 2 1 5
2 YEAR 40.000 40.000 20.000 100.000

13.133 6.452 4.348 3.268

INDEP 2 2 1 5 2 2 4 18
GRAD/ 11.111 5.556 27.778 11.111 11.111 22.222 100.000
PROF 11.313 4 )24 1.226 21.719 10.526 10.526 30.769 11.765

PUBLIC& 1 1 1 3
INDEP 33.333 33) 33.333 100.000
NURSING 4.762 1.226 .5.263 1.961

PUBLIC& 1 3 1 1 2 1 9
INDEP 11.111 33.313 11.111 11.111 22.222 11.111 100.000
VOC.PEC 4.762 9.677. 4.148 5.261 10.526 16.667 5.882

PROM. 1 3 2 1 9
VOC.TEC 31. 111 11.333 22.222 11.111 100.000

20.000 14.206 6.452 5.261 5.882

ALL 4 1 5
OTHER 80.000 20.000 100.000
PROPRI. 19.048 3.226 3.268

COLUMN 15 21 31 23 19 19 13 6 3 3 153
SUM.; 9.804 13.725 20.261 15.033 12.418 12.418 8.497 3.922 1.961 1.961 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 2-7 Salaries for Financial Aid Directors by Institutional
Control and by Years Worked (3 Years or Less)

3 YEARS
RO. YEARS VORKED IN = RIPER.

FINANCIAL AID OR LESS

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCtTION: COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 117,000 $19,000 121,000 $24,000 ROI
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,499 $27000 SUMS

PUBLIC 2 5 7 24 19 9 9 3 1 3 82
2.439 6.098 8.537 29.268 23.171 10.976 10.976 3.650 1.220 3.659 100.000
7.407 7.937 9.211 31.169 52.778 45.000 69.231 50.000 25.000 75.000 25.153

INDEP. 19 42 59 46 13 9 4 3 3 1 199
(PRI- 9.548 21.106 29.648 23.116 6.533 4.523 2.010 1.508 1.508 0.503 100.000
PATE) 70.370 66.667 77.632 59.740 36.111 45.000 30.76? 50.000 75.000 25.000 61.043

PROPRI- 6 16 10 7 4 2 45
ETARY 13.333 35.556 22.222 15.556 8.889 4.444 100.000

22.222 25.397 13.158 9.091 11.111 10.000 13.804

COLUMN 27 63 76 77 36 20 13 6 4 4 326
SUMS 8.282 19.325 23.313 23.620 11.043 6.135 3.988 1.840 1.227 1.227 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 2-8 Salaries for Financial Aid Directors by Institutional
Control and by Years Worked (4-5 Years)

NO. YEARS WORKED IR = 4-5
FINANCIAL AID YEARS

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION: COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000. $21,000 $24,000 ROW
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SUMS

I

PUBLIC 3 3 2 14 16 15 171 9 5 2 86
3.488 3.488 2.326 16.279 18.605 17.442 19.7671 10.465 5.814 2.325 100.000
33.J33 14.286 8.696 35.000 37.209 39.474 70.8331 75.000 83.333 50.000 39.091

1

INDEP. 3 15 16 19 25 22 71 2 1 110

(P11/- 2.727 13.636 14.545 17.273 22.727 20.000 6.3641 1.818 0.909 100.000
VATE) 33.333 71.429 69.565 47.500 58.140 57.895 29.1671 16.667 16.667 50.000

PROPRI- 3 3 5 7 2 1 1 1 2 24

ETARY 12.500 12.500 20.833 29.167 8.333 4.167 1 4.167 8.333 100.000
33.333 14.286 21.739 17.500 4.651 2.632 1 8.333 50.000 10.909

-1
COLUMN 9 21 23 40 43 38 24 12 6 4 220
SUMS 4.091 9.545 10.455 18.182 19.545 17.273 10.909 5.455 2.727 1.818 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 2-9 Salaries for Financial Aid Directors by Institutional
Control and by Years Worked (6+ Years)

10. YEARS WORKED IN = 6
rIVANCIAL AID YEARS

INSTITUTIONAL
HORS = CLASSIPCATION: COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER
$9,000

$9,000-
10,999

$11.000
12,999

$13,000
14,999

$15,000
16,999

$17,000
18,999

$19,000 $21,000
20,999 23,999

1

$24,000
26.999 $27000

ROW
SUMS

PUBLIC 3 3 11 44 57 541 74 36 28 310
0.968 0.968 3.548 14.194 18.387 17.4191 23.871 11.613 9.032 100.000
15.000 7.692 18.644 45.833 65.517 55.6701 71.845 70.588 68.293 51.410

1

INDEP. 8 17 30 47 47 28 421 28 11 10 268
(PRI- 2.985 6.343 11.194 17.537 17.537 10.448 15.6721 10.448 4.104 3.731 100.000
TATE) 80.000 85.000 76.923 79.661 48.958 32.184 43.2991 27.184 21.569 24.390 44.444

PROPRI- 2 6 1 5 2 11 1 4 3 25
ETARY 8.030 24.000 4.000 20.000 8.000 4.0001 4.000 16.000 12.000 100.000

20.000 15.385 1.695 5.208 2.299 1.0311 0.971 7.843 7.317 4.146
1

COLUMN 10 20 39 59 96 87 97 103 51 41 603
SUMS 1.658 3.317 6.468 9.784 15.920 14.428 16.086 17.081 8.458 6.799 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Attitudes of Student Financial
Aid Administrators



TABLES 3-1 Through 3-10 "In Comparison to the Salaries in Other
Institutions and to Salaries of Individuals
Not Employed in Education, ria Salary is

Adequate"

Less than half of the respondents stated that their salaries were not
adequate compared to salaries at other educational institutions and to
the salaries of those not employed in education. Only 12.1 percent of
the respondents expressed strong agreement with the adequacy of their
salary compared to the salaries of individuals not employed at their
institution (Table 3-1). Associate/Assistant Directors tended to
express more dissatisfaction with their salaries than did respondents
in other categories.

In general, respondents in all title categories tended to express more
satisfaction with their salaries at public institutions than at private
institutions. Among Directors of Financial Aid, respondents from
proprietary institutions expressed the highest levels of satisfaction
(Table 3-2). Responses from other title categories are shown in
Tables 3-3, 3-4, and 3-5.

Respondents in all title categories were more likely to strongly agree
that their salary was adequate as institutional size increased (Tables 3-6,
3-7, 3-8, 3-9).

Table 3-10 displays Directors' reactions to the adequacy of salary by
institutional type, size, and control. Due to the limited number of
respondents in the other title categories, responses of individuals who
were not directors are not shown by institutional type, size, and control.

Table 3-1 Adequacy of Salary Compared to
Other Institutions by Title

Rnws - TITLE COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:
OUTSIDE?

STRnNG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DLS- LY DIS-RON

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

DIREC- 137 3133 350 252 1122

TOR 12.210 34.115 31.194 22.460 100.000
74.054 77.6H8 72.464 69.231 73.574

ASSOC./ 16 41 43 57 157

ASSTS. 10.191 26.115 27.389 36.306 100.000
DIRECT. 8.649 8.316 8.903 15.659 10.295

FIN.AID 17 44 58 14 153

OFFICER 11.111 28.759 37.908 22.222 100.000

COUN/AD 4.189 8.925 12.009 9.341 10.011

OTHER 15 25 32 21 93

16.127 26.882 14.409 22.581 100.000

8.108 5.071 6.625 5.769 6.098

COLUMN 185 493 483 364 1525

SUMS 12.131 32.328 31.672 23.869 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 3-2 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other Institutions
by Institutional Control (Directors)

TITLE = PIRE.c-
ToR

INsTiTuTIoNAL
Rows = CLASSIFCATION: COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

OUTSIDE?

STRONG- MODER- RODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIE- LY DIS-ROW

AGREE AG PEE AGREE AGREE sums

punLIc 71 169 124 109 472
15.042 35.805 26.271 22.891 100.000
51.925 44.591 4).200 42.294

INDEP. 47 173 204 110 554
(rP1.- 8.484 11.227 36.82J 23.466 100.000
y ATE) J4.107 49.646 59.296 52.000 49.642

PPOPRI- 19 37 22 12 90
ETARY 21.111 41.111 24.444 11.333 100.000

11.1169 9.763 6.286 4.800 8.065

COLUMN 137 379 350 250 1116
SUMS 12.276 31.961 11.362 22.401 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-3 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other Institutions
by Institutional Control (Associate/Assistant Directors)

Assoc./
TITLE - Assts.

DIRECT.

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS r CLASS1FCATION: COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

OUTSIDE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS-LY DIS-ROw

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 11 23 23 27 )14

13.095 27.381 27.J81 32.143 100.000
68.750 56.098 51.498 47.368 53.503

INDFP. 5 1H 20 30 73
(PRI-6.949 24.658 27.397 41.096 100.000
VATE) 31.250 43.902 46.912 52.612 46.497

PROPRI-
ETARY

COLUMN 16 41 43 57 157
SUMS 10.191 26.115 27.389 36.306 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

59
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Table 3-4 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other
Institutions by Institutional Control
(Financial Aid Officers/Counselors/Advisors)

FIN.AID
TITLE = OFFICER

COUN/AD

INSTITUTIONAL.
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION: COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

OUTSIDE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW

AGREE AGREE A1GREE AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 12 22 301 19 83

14.458 26.506 16.1451 22.892 100.000
70.588 50.000 51.7241 55.882 54.248

ENDER. 5 16 211 12 96

(PRI- 8.929 32.143 J7.5001 21.429 100.000
VATE 29.412 40.909 16.2071 15.294 36.601

1

PROPRI- 4 71 3 14

ETARY 28.571 50.0001 21.429 100.000
9.091 12.0691 8.824 9.150

1

CCLUEIN 17 44 56 14 153

SUMS 11.111 28.758 17.908 22.222 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-5 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other Institutions
by Institutional Control (Other)

TITLE = OTHRI1

INSTITUTIONAL.
NoWS = CLASSIFCATION: COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

OUPSIDE7

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATMLY DIS- LY BIS- ROW

AGREE AGREE /0:REE AqREE SUMS

PUBLIC 14 16 to 59
21.729 27.119 32.201 16.944 100.000
91.311 64.000 111.290 47.619 64.110

INDEP. 1 8 12 11 32

(PRI- 1.125 25.000 37.500 14.375 100.000
VATE) 6.66/ 12.000 18.710 52.381 14.781

PROPRI- 1 1

ETARY 100.000 100.000
4.000 1.067

COLUMN 15 25 31 21 92

SUMS 16-104 27.174 11.696 22.626 100.000
100.000 1(10.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

60
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Table 3-6 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other Institutions
by Institutional Size (Directors)

IrTLE r DTREC-
TnR

INSTITIITTONAL
ROWS = SIZE COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

STRONG-
LI

AGREE

MODER-
ATELY
AGREE

MODER. STRONG-
DIS- LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE

1

OUTSIDE?

ROW

SUMS

ORDER 32 101 119! 75 327
1000 9.786 10.887 16.1911 22.916 100.000

23.529 26.509 34.0971 29.880 29.275
1

100D- 37 122 1171 97 373
1999 9.920 32.7CH 31.3671 26.005 100.000

27.206 32.021 33.5241 38.645 33.393

4000- 36 67 631 45 211
9999 17.062 31.754 29.8581 21.327 100.000

26.471 17.585 18.0521 17.924 18.890
1

10,000- 56 351 22 132
19,999 14.394 42.424 26.5151 16.667 100.000

13.971 14.698 10.0291 8.765 11.817

20,000+ 12 35 151 12 74
16.216 47.297 20.2701 16.216 100.000
R.924 9.186 4.2981 4.781 6.625

1

COLUMN 136 381 349 251 1117
SUMS 12.175 34.109 31.244 22.471 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-7 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other
Institutions by Institutional Size
(Associate/Assistant Directors)

ASSOC./
TITLE = ASSIS.

DIRECT.

INsTiruTtoNAL
ROWS = SIZE COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

STRONG-
LY
AGTEF

MODER-
ATELY
AGREE

MODER. STRONG-
DES- LI DIS-
AGREE AGREE

1

OUTSIDE?

ROW
SUMS

ORDER 1 4 41 15
1000 6.667 26.667 26.6671 40.000 100.000

6.250 9.756 9.9241 10.714 9.677

1000- 1 6 61 14 27
)999 3.704 22.222 22.2221 51.852 100.000

6.250 14.634 14.2861 25.000 17.419

4000- 3 7 111 13 14
9999 8.1124 20.588 32.3531 38.215 100.000

18.750 17.071 26.1901 23.214 21.935
1

10,000- 4 12 71 9 32In,990 12.900 37.500 21,8751 28.125 100.000
25.000 29.26R 16.6671 16.071 20.645

1

20,000+ 7 12 141 14 47
14.814 25.532 29.7871 29.787 100.000
43.750 29.268 11.3311 25.000 30.323

1

COLUMN 16 41 42 56 155
SUMS 10.123 26.452 27.097 36.129 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 3-8 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other
Institutions by Institutional Size
(Financial Aid Officers/Counselors/Advisors)

F1N.AID
TITLE = OFFICEP

COON /AD

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

OUTSIDE?

STRONG- mo0ER-800ER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS-LY DIS-ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

UNDER 3 14 111 39
1000 7.692 20.513 35.897 15.897 100.000

17.647 18.182 24.138 41.1/6 25.490

1000- 4 15 22 9 50
1999 8.000 30.000 44.000 18.000 100.000

21.529 34.091 37.931 26.471 32.680

4 00 0- 2 8 8 2 20
9999 10.000 40.000 40.000 10.000 100.000

11.765 18.182 13.793 5.802 13.C72

10,000- 4 8 8 5 25
19,999 16.000 32.000 32.000 20.000 100.000

23.529 18.182 13.793 14.706 16.340

20,0001 4 5 6 4 19

21.053 26.316 31.579 21.053 100.000
23.529 11.364 10.345 11.765 12.4111

COLUMN 17 44 58 34 153
SUMS 11.111 28.758 37.908 22.222 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-9 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other
Institutions by Institutional Size (Other)

TITLE = OTHER

INSTITUTIONAL
RnWS = SIZE COLUMNS = SALARY ADEQUATE:

OUTSIDE?

STRONG- moDER-MODER. STROH:-
LY ATELY DIS-LY DIS-ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

UNDER 1 2 4 6 11
1000 7.692 15.385 30.769 46.154 100.000

6.667 8.000 12.903 28.571 14.130

1000- 2 10 12 6 10
1999 6.667 33.333 40.000 20.000 100.000

11.331 40.000 18.710 28.571 32.609

4000- 1 6 6 13
9999 7.692 46.154 46.154 100.000

14.000 19.355 28.571 14.130

10,000- 7 5 6 1 19
19,999 16.842 26.316 31.579 5.263 100.000

46.667 20.000 19.355 4.762 20.652

20,0001 5 7 2 17

29.412 41.176 17.647 11.765 100.000
33.333 28.000 9.677 9.524 18.478

COLUMN 15 25 31 21 92
SUMS 16.304 27.174 33.696 22.826 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 3-10 Adequacy of Salary Compared to Other Institutions by
Institutional Type, Control, and Size (Directors)

TITLE , 1)14EC-
ToR

1104I INSTITUTIoNAL COLUM45 IALARY ADEQUATE:
TYPE AND IIZE oUTSIDE?

ETR(N0- MoDER- MODER. STRON.;-
LY ATELY DII- LY DES- ROW

AqRFE AGREF 11,1RFF AGREE ;UM;

PoPLIC 15 25 22 22 84
4 YEAR. 17.857 29.762 26.190 26.190 100.000
<7n00 11.278 6.719 6.411 1.016 7.706

PORLIC 15 15 27 In 95
'I YEAR+ 15.780 36.842 29.421 19.947 100.000
7-19999 11.278 9.434 7.805 7.377 9.716

PU9L1C 10 26 10 53
4 YEAR( 18 . )169 19.869 11.208 100.000
20, 00 0 7.519 7.008 2.924 2.869 4.862

PDDLIC 2 7 11 9 29
4 TEAR 6.'197 24.138 17.931 11.014 100.000
<4000 1.504 1.887 1.216 1.689 2.661

PUBLIC 4 6 8 24
4 YFAR 16.66/ 25.000 IL 311 25.000 100.000
9,00n, 1.0n8 1.617 2. 31') 2.459 2.202

PUBLIC 4 21 21 20 66
2 YEAR 6.061 11.819 11.810 10.303 100.000
<4000 1.008 5.660 6.140 H. 197 6.055

P11111 IC 14 37 11 13 72
2 Y FAH 19.444 44.444 18.056 19.056 100.000
4,000+ 10.526 8.625 1.801 5.328 6.606

PUBLIC, 4 1 3

:FAD/ 50.000 12.500 17.500 100.000
PFOF 1.074 0.292 1.210 0.714

IRDEP 7 13 18 26 104
4 YEAR 6.711 31.731 16.538 25.000 100.090
<4000 5.261 8.895 11.111 10.656 9.541

INDEP 12 29 21 16 80
4 TEAR+ 15.000 16.250 28.750 20.000 100.000
4,000+ 9.021 7.817 6.725 6.557 7.119

INDEP 4 33 61 26 124
4 TEAR 3.226 26.613 49.194 20.968 100.000
<1000 3.009 8.895 17.616 10.656 11.376

INDEP 6 31 19 15 113
4 YEAR 5. 310 29.204 34.513 30.973 100.000
1-1,999 4.511 8.895 11.404 14.344 10.367

INDEP 4 12 15 6 17

4 YEAR 10.811 12.432 40.541 16.216 100.000
2,000. 1.008 3.215 4.186 2.459 1.394

INDFP 5 12 11 11 41

2 YEAR 12.191 29.26H 31.707 26.829 100.000
3./59 1.235 1.801 4.508 3.761

INDEP 2 12 4 7 25
INAD/ H.000 48.000 16.000 28.000 100.000
PROF 1.504 1.215 1.170 2.869 2.294

PUBLIPE 4 5 2 11

INMEP lh. 11.8 45.45c 18.182 100.000
4111/514G 1.009 1.348 0.585 1.009

PUBLICE 6 9 12 7 14

INDEP 17.64/ 26.471 35.294 20.588 100.000
VOC.TEC 4.511 2.426 1.509 2.869 3.119

PROPRI. 17 23 10 7 57

VOc.TE0 2'1.925 40.351 17.544 12.281 100.000
12. 782 6.199 2.924 2.960 5.229

ALL 2 14 12 5 31

0111FR 6.961 42.424 16.164 15.152 100.000
PROPRI. 1.504 1.774 1.509 2.049 1.028

COLUMN 111 371 )42 244 1090
12.202 34.017 31.176 22.385 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 3-11 Through 3-20 "In Comparison to the Salaries of Others in
ra Institution, my Salary is Adequate"

As shown in Table 3-11, respondents were more likely to agree that their

salaries were adequate compared to salaries within their institution

(55.0%) as opposed to salaries outside of their institution (44.5%) as

shown in Table 3-1. As in Table 3-1, Associate/Assistant Directors
expressed a higher level of dissatisfaction with their salaries than

did other respondents.

There was a slight tendency for respondents from independent institutions

to agree more readily than those from public institutions that their

salary was adequate compared with others in their institution. Directors

of Financial Aid at proprietary institutions expressed the greatest level

of satisfaction, with approximately two-thirds of them agreeing that

their salary was adequate (Table 3-2; also see Tables 3-12, 3-13, 3-14,

and 3-15).

There were no differences (at the .05 level) between satisfaction with

salary and institutional size within each title category. This is not

to say, however, that there are no differences based upon size (Tables 3-16,

3-17, 3-18, and 3-19).

Table 3-20 shows Directors' reactions to the adequacy of salary by

institutional type, size, and control.

Table 3-11 Adequacy of Salary Within
the Institution by Title

Rnws = TITLE
SALARY ADE0OATE

COLUMNS , MITIIIN
INSTITUTION?

STRONG- MODER- MoDER. STRONG-
LY ATELy D15- LY DIS-ROM

AGREE. AGREE. AGREE. AGREE SUMS

0111Ec- 220 429 313 162 1124

TOR 19.571 39.167 27.847 14.413 100.000
70.953 76.335 71.298 65.323 73.560

ASSOC./ 19 49 50 40 157

ASSTS. 12.102 10.573 31.847 25.478 100.000

DIRECT. 6.810 8.541 11.390 16.129 10.275

FIN.Aln 21 58 49 26 154

oFFTCER 11.636 37.662 31.819 16.883 100.000

CoUN/AD 7.527 10.320 11.162 '10.988 10.079

OTUER 19 27 27 20 93

20.430 29.032 29.032 21.505 100.000
6.910 4.804 6.150 8.065 6.086

COLUMN 279 5t,' 439 248 1528

SUMS 18.259 36.780 28.730 16.210 100.000
10n.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 3-12 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution
by Institutional Control (Directors)

TITLE = DIREC-
TOR

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASS1FCATION:

SALARY ADEQUATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE. AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 85 163 136 H9 473
17.970 34.461 28.753 18.816 100.000
38.813 38.353 41.590 54.918 42.308

INDEP. 107 230 156 63 556
(PRI- 19.245 41.367 28.058 11.331 100.000
VATF) 48.850 54.118 50.000 38.889 49.732

PROPRI- 27 32 20 10 89
ETARY 30.337 15.955 22.472 11.236 100.000

12.329 7.529 6.410 6.173 7.961

COLUMN 219 425 312 162 1118
SUMS 19.589 30.014 27.907 14.490 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-13 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution by
Institutional Control (Associate/Assistant Directors)

Aqloc./
TITLE . ASqtS.

DIRECT.

INSTITUTIONAL
VowS CLASSUCATION:

SALARY ADEQUATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION?

STRONG- MoDER= MODER. STRORG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY PIS- Row
AGREE AGREE AnRER AGREE SUNS

roRLIC 11 21 26 74 114

11.095 27.381 30.952 2R.571 100.000
7.915 47.917 2.000 60.000 51.501

I NDEP. 25 24 16 71
(PP I- 10.959 14.247 12.877 21.9111 100.000
V AT F) 42.105 92.081 48.000 40.000 46.497

PPORRI-
ETAPY

COLUMN 19 48 50 40 157
SUMS 12.102 30.573 31.847 25.478 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 3-14 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution by
Institutional Control (Financial Aid Officers/
Counselors/Advisors)

FIN,AID
TITLE . OFFICER

COON/AD

DISTINITIONAL
Pnws = CLASSIFCATION:

SALARY ADEOIIATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION?

'STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATFLY DIS- LY DIS-POW

AGREE AGREE IIC721: AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 9 27 29 2C 85
10.588 31.765 34.118 23.529 100.000
42,857 46.552 59.184 76.92) 55.195

[NDF.P. 11 25 15 56

(PRf- 19.643 44.643 26.786 8.929 100.000
WATF) 52. 3R1 43.101 30.612 19.231 36.364

PROPRI- 1 6 5 1 13

ETAPY 7.692 46.194 39.462 7.692 100.000
4.762 10.345 10.204 3.846 8.442

COLUMN 21 58 49 26 154

SUMS 13.636 37.662 31.818 16.883 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-15 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution
by Institutional Control (Other)

r1TLE = OTHER

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION:

SALARY ADEQUATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION?

STRONG- mnuep- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

POBLIC 11 12 22 13 60
21.667 20.000 36.667 21.667 100.000
68.421 44.444 44.615 65.000 65.217

TNDEP. 6 14 4 7 31

(PRT- 19.155 45.161 12.903 22.581 100.000
VATn 31.579 51.852 15.1115 35.000 33.696

PROPRI- 1

ETARY 100.000 100.000
3.704 1.087

COLUMN 19 77 26 20 92

SUMS 20.652 29.348 29.261 21.719 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 3-16 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution
by Institutional Size (Directors)

TITLE = DIREC-
TOR

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

SALARY ADEQUATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION7

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE
ROW

SUMS

UNDER 75 124 90 39 328
1000 22.866 37.805 27.419 11.890 100.000

14.247 29.176 28.754 24.074 29.312

100C- 60 144 112 60 376
.199,1 15.957 18.298 29.787 15.957 100.000

27.397 33.882 15.783 37.017 33.601

4 00 0- 42 74 56 38 210
99,19 20.000 35.230 26.667 18.095 100.000

19.178 17.412 17.891 21.457 18.767

10,000- 27 57 31 16 131
19,999 20.611 43.511 21.664 12.214 100.000

12.329 13.412 9.904 9.877 11.707

20,000f 15 26 24 9 74
20.270 35.135 12.432 12.162 100.000
6.949 6.118 7.668 5.556 6.613

COLOIR 219 425 313 162 1119
SUMS 19.571 37.980 27.971 14.477 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-17 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution by
Institutional Size (Associate/Assistant Directors)

ASSOC./
TITLE = ASSIS.

DIRECT.

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS SIZE

SALARY ADEQUATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION?

STRONG- NODFR- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATFLY DIS- LT M5- ROW

AG67F AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

ORDER 6 6 1 15
ICOO 11.311 40.000 40.000 6.667 100.000

10.525 12.766 12.000 2.564 9.677

168,1- 4 6 6 11 27
1919 14.815 22.222 22.222 40.741 100.000

21.051 12.766 12.000 28.205 17.419

4000- 11 16 5 14
9999 5.882 12.351 47.059 14.706 100.000

10.526 23.404 12. 000 12.821 21.915

10,000- 12 6 9 32
19,'799 15.625 17.500 18.750 28.125 100.000

26. 116 25.512 12.000 23.077 20.645

10,000 6 12 16 13 47
12.766 25.512 14.043 27.660 100.000
11.571 25.532 12.000 13.313 10.323

COLIIIIN 19 47 50 39 155
SUMS 12.258 30.323 32.258 25.161 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 109.000
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Table 3-18 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution
by Institutional Size (Financial Aid
Officers/Counselors/Advisors)

?IN.AID
TITLE = OFFICER

couN/AD

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

SALARY ADEQUATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION?

STRONG- MODEM- MODEM. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIs- LY Dis- How

AGREE AGREE AGREE. AGREE SUMS

ORDER 6 15 10 7 18
1000 15.789 39.474 26.316 18.421 100.000

28.571 25.862 20.81) 26.923 24.817

1000- 4 22 17 8 51

3999 7.041 43.137 33.333 15.686 100.000
1 19.048 37.931 15.417 30.769 13.113

4000- 2 9 7 2 20
9999 10.000 45.000 )5.000 10.000 100.000

9.524 15.517 14.583 7.692 13.072

10.000- 5 5 8 7 25
19,999 20.000 20.000 32.000 28.000 100.000

23.810 8.621 16.667 26.923 16.340

20,000 4 7 6 2 19

21.053 36.842 31.579 10.526 100.000
19.048 12.069 12.500 7.692 12.418

COLUMN 21 58 48 26 151
SUMS 13.725 37.908 11.171 1L.913 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 3-19 Adequacy of Salary Within the Institution
by Institutional Size (Other)

TITLE - 0THER

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

';SALARY ADEQUATE
COLUMNS = WITHIN

INSTITUTION?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY pis- LY DIS-ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

UNDER 3 4 1 5 13

1000 23.077 10.769 7.692 38.462 100.000
15.789 14.815 1.846 25.000 14.130

1000- 6 9 9 7 31

3999 19.355 29.032 29.012 22.581 100.000
31.579 31.333 14.615 35.000 33.696,

14000- 6 4 3 13

9999 46.154 30.769 23.077 100.000
22.222 15.385 15.000 14.110

10,000- 6 4 7 1 18

19,999 33.311 22.222 38.899 5.556 100.000
11.579 14.815 26.921 5.000 19.565

20,000+ 4 4 5 4 17

21.529 23.529 29.412 21.529 100.000
21.053 14.815 19.211 20.000 18.478

COLUMN 19 27 26 20 92

SUMS 20.652 29.348 20.261 21.739 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 3-20 Adequacy of Salary Within -bie Institution by Institutional
Type, Control, and Size (D;i/rectors)

TITLE DiREc-
Oft

ROES = INSTITUTIONAL COLUMNS =
SALARY ADF.OUATE
WITHIN

TIE, AND SIZE INSTITUTION?

STRONG- MODER- roDER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DOS- LY DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

Runic 18 28 21 17 84
4 yrA8 21.429 11.331 25.000 20.27.01 100.000
<7000 1.531 6.731 6.140 10.625 7.678

17 34 28 16 95
4 YEAR 17.995 35.789 21.474 16.7142 100.000
7-19999 8.097 8.173 9.121 10.000 8.684

01111Lic 11 21 14 7 53
4 111411 20.755 19.623 26.415 11.208 100.000
20,000 5.213 5.048 4.560 4.375 4.845

RUSLIC 2 6 13 9 10
4 TEAR 6.667 20.000 41.313 10.000 100.000
<4000 0.948 1.442 4.235 5.625 2.742

puBLIC 4 H 8 4 24
4 YEAR 19.667 13.313 11.311 16.667 100.000
4,009. 1.815 1.923 2.606 2.500 2.194

pURLIC 4 25 17 16 68
2 YEAR 11.765 36.765 25.000 25.471 100.000
<4000 3.791 6.010 5.517 11.250 6.216

PUBLIC 17 21 21 lb 71
2 TEAR 21.944 29.577 29.577 16.901 100.000
4,000 9.057 5.048 6.840 7.500 6.490

R11111Jc, 2 4 2 0

,EAU/ 25.000 50.000 25.000 100.000
PROF 0.481 1.303 1.250 0.731

INDER 18 50 21 14 105
4 yEAR 17.143 47.619 21.905 11.331 100.000
<4000 8.531 12.019 7.492 1.750 9.518

INDEP 1/ 36 19 H HO
4 YEAR. 21.250 45.000 23.750 10.000 100.000
4,000 6.057 8.694 5.189 5.000 7.113

1NDEP 26 45 19 14 124
4 TEAR 20.4541 36.290 11.452 11.290 100.000
<1000 12.322 10.817 12.704 8.750 11.135

ENDER 13 44 41 16 114
4 TEAR 11.404 14.596 15.965 14.035 100.000
1-1,999 6.171 10.577 13.155 10.000 10.420

1.9DER 7 17 10 3 37
4 0751 18.919 45.946 27.027 8.108 100.000
2,900 L114 4.087 1.257 1.875 3.382

INDER , 9 14 14 4 41
1 YEAR 21.951 34.146 14.146 9.7;6 100.000

4.155 3.365 4.560 2.500 3.748

1 SUIT 8 11 3 4 25
GRAD/ 10.769 42.306 11.538 15.3119 100.000
PROF 1./91 2.644 0.977 2.500 2.377

PHnIrcr, 3 5 2 11

INDEP 27,271 54.945 18.182 100.000
NURsiNu 1.422 1.442 0.651 1.005

PUPLICS 6 16 10 34

I711)6,

v 73C.T Er

17.547
2.444

47.059
3.8146

29.412
1.297

5.8112
1.250

100.000
1.104

pRoPflf. 19 15 15 6 55
v0!.TrC 14.549 27.271 77.273 10.909 100.000

0.006 3.606 4.8116 1. MI 9.027

ALL 8 17 5 4 34

-0TRER 21.529 50.009 14.706 11.765 100.000
PROM. 1.791 4.047 1,629 2.500 1.109

CoLlimN 211 416 307 16C 1094
sHmS 11.287 18.026 29.052 14.629 100.000

100.090 100.000 190.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 4-1 Through 4-4 "I Have Enough Authority to do a Job Effectively"

Over 93 percent of the respondents agreed, either strongly or moderately,
that they had enough authority to do their job effectively. Directors of
financial aid were most likely to express "strong" agreement that they
had enough authority to do their job effectively (Table 4-1).

At least 90 percent of the respondents in most of the major categories
agreed that they had sufficient authority. However, there are a number
of statistically significant differences (at the .01 level) based upon
institutional control, size, and "number of years of employment in the
financial aid profession." For example, 71.3 percent of the respondents
from proprietary institutions expressed strong agreement that they had
sufficient authority, while the percentage expressing strong agreement
from public institutions was considerably less (Table 4-2). As shown
in Table 4-3, the percentage of respondents expressing strong agreement
that they have sufficient authority decreases from 63.5 percent to 51.4
percent as institutional size increases from under 1,000 to over 20,000.

As length of employment increases, the tendency for respondents to strongly
agree that they have sufficient authority also increases (Table 4-4).

Table 4-1 Sufficient Authority to do Job
Effectively by Title

1(0./17 rt1

r.(1) 1-

';111FJUILNT
/01110)111 l'Y?

M00711. STNON':-
LY ATILT DP:- POW

/0111F1 Ar1r: AGNFF S1171";

1

qi '1 II511 45 1110
r, 1511 11. 14 1I 1. 241 1.15 109.000
71, HI 7 60.5171 52. 141 110. 090 /1. ,15

A S10'./1 71 h41 14 lhh
t ;.

or....r. I
if,

6.510
01.5661
10.11',51

9.0144
15.471

6 . 100.000
11.001

FIN.711`) q", 7'11 ta 1,15

F F.1, 45 .5 1'1 02..0711 1.',27 q. 101 100.000
0101 N 'Al 11.5701 16.411 10.0)9 9.11h2

111'11 F. ? 1 11. 521 12. h 1I11

I 51. I5'1 V., .1, 1 (1] 1.211 14. 11U 1011.090
5. /01 7 .179 I 14. 111 15.000 7.141

1

c (0,09 h 1101 550 ,15 110 11016

.: :It"; ',11. 17.1 14.'195 0.501 7.121 10 0.000
IF:1.00n 1no.(I00 1)J.nn0 100.000 1io.(10(
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Table 4-2 Sufficient Authority to do Job Effectively
by Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATI0N: COLUMNS = SUFFICIENT

AUTHORITY?

STRONG-
LY

AGREE

MoDEN-
ATELY
AGREE

MODER.
DIS-
AGREE

STRONG-
LY DIS-
AGREE

ROW
SUMS

PUBLIC 435 296 45 22 798
54.511 37.093 5.619 2.757 100.000
19.617 44.848 52.326 55.000 42.357

INDFP. 556 125 18 17 936
(PRI- 59.402 34.722 4.060 1.816 100.000
VATE) 50.638 49.242 44.186 42.500 49.682

PROPRI- 107 39 1 150

ETARY 71.333 26.000 2.000 0.667 100.000
9.745 5.909 3.488 2.500 7.962

COLUMN 1098 660 86 40 1884

SUMS 59.280 35.032 4.565 2.123 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 4-3 Sufficient Authority to do Job Effectively
by Institutional Size

INGTITurfoNAL
Bows = SIZE COLUMNS = SHFFIcIENT

AUTHORITY?

STRUNG- MODEM- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATE1Y Dl S- LY DIS- Row

AGP7E AGNCE AGREE AGREE SUMS

uNDEN 189 195 20 611
1000 61.502 11.915 1.273 1.'09 100.000

15.211 29.615 21.256 20.010 12.431

100n- 113 186 29 8 556
U I) 54892 31.453 5.216 1.439 100.000

10.271 29.267 )3.721 20.000 29.512

4000- 166 11n 16 6 306
9000 54.249 38.562 5.229 1.961 100.000

15.091 17.931 19.605 15.000 16.242

10,000- 123 91 11 10 215
1 9, ,M0 52.140 38.723 4.681 4.255 100.000

11.102 11.1310 12.791 25.000 12.473

20,0001 90 68 10 8 17r,

51.116 18.636 5.682 4.545 100.000
8.182 10.334 11.6284 20.000 9.342

c01.0mu 1190 658 86 40 1894
slim9 58.396 34.926 4.565 2.12) 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.040
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Table 4-4 Sufficient Authority to do Job Effectively

by Years Worked

ROWS = NO. YEAH WORKER II cnimmNs , SUFFICIENT
FINANCIAL AID AUTHuRITY?

STRONG- CODER- moDER. ST8911q-
I? ATELY DIs- LY DIS-
AGREE AGHFF AGREE AGREE

RoW
SUMS

1 YEAR 128 113 13 4 296

EXPER. 89.612 81.796 9.011 1.590 100.000
OR LESS 11.615 17.121 15.116 10.000 11.665

2-1 176 119 21 ID 346

TEARS 90.867 40.173 6.069 2.810 100.000

EXPER. 19.971 21.061 24.811 25.000 18.326

4-5 221 126 10 13 378

YEARS 99.626 34.225 2.678 3.476 100.000
20.216 19.394 11.628 12.500 19.809

6-10 160 208 31 11 606
TEARS 59.806 33.663 5.116 1.615 100.000

32.668 30.909 36.947 27.500 "2.097

i 1-15 171 60 8 2 241

TEARS 70.958 24.896 3.320 0.810 10 .000
15.517 9.091 9.102 5.000 1 .765

16 88 16 3 63

YEARS 69.481 25.397 8.762 100.:Ou
3.993 2.424 1.488 3.337

COLUMN 1102 660 Rfi 40 1888

SUMS 56.169 34.998 4.555 2.119 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



TABLES 4-5 Through 4-7 "NV Superiors Have a Clear Picture of the Kind
of Job I am Doing in Financial Aid Administration"

78.3 percent of the respondents regarded their superiors as having a clear
picture of the kind of work they were doing in the financial aid office.
However, there are significant differences (at the .05 level) between
various categories of respondents. The categories of "Associate/Assistant
Director" and "Financial Aid Officer/Counselor/Advisor" had the highest
levels of dissatisfaction with their superiors' knowledge of the kind of
job they were doing (Table 4-5).

Reactions to superiors' knowledge of the kind of job being done by
respondents varied by institutional type and size (Table 4-6). The
respondents who most strongly agreed that their superiors had a clear
picture of the kind of work being done by the respondent were from
independent universities with enrollments of over 4,000 students and
from proprietary institutions. Respondents from the following types of
institutions had the greatest tendency to disagree (either strongly or
moderately) that their superiors had a clear picture of the work being
done by the respondents:

1. 2-year public colleges with enrollments of 4,000 and
over (32.5%)

2. 4-year independent colleges with enrollments of 2,000
and over (32.7%)

3. Nursing Schools (40.0%)

There is a statistically significant relationship (at the .01 level)
between greater understanding of the respondents' performance by
superiors and longer length of employment in the financial aid profession.
For example, for those with 5 or less years of experience, less than
one-third strongly agree that their supervisors understand the kind of
work being done by the respondent. For those employed in financial aid
11-15 years, the figure moves up to 43.1 percent and for those employed
16 years or more the figure equals 50 percent (Table 4-7).

Table 4-5 Superiors Have a Clear Picture of Job Done by Title
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467 621 1851 119 1382
ToP .311 44.015 11.11161 6.440 100.000
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Table 4-6 Superiors Have a Clear Picture of Job Done
by Institutional Type, Control, and Size

ROWS = INSTITUTIONAL
TYPE AND SIZE

SUPERIORS
COLUMNS = UNDERSTAND

PERFORMANCE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT DIS-
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE

ROW
SUMS

PUBLIC 35 48 15 9 107

4 YEAR' 12.71) 44.860 14.019 8.411 100.000
<7000 5.654 5.941 5.725 6.383 5.847

PUBLIC 43 63 20 11 137
4 YEAR 11.387 45.985 14.599 8.029 100.000
7-19999 6.147 7.797 7.634 7.801 7.486

PUBLIC 40 57 13 9 119
4 YEAR' 11.613 47.899 10.924 7.563 100.000
20,000+ 6.462 7.054 4.962 6.383 6.503

PUBLIC 14 15 3 40
4 YEAR 35.000 37.500 20.000 7.500 100.000
<4000 2.262 1.856 1.053 2.128 2.186

PUBLIC 10 12 4 3 29
4 YEAR 14.483 41.379 11.793 10.341, 100.000
4,000 1.616 1.489 1.527 2.12B ;.585

PUBLIC 36 54 20 9 119
2 YEAR 10.252 45.378 16.807 7.563 100.000
<4000 9.016 6.683 7.634 6.383 6.501

PUBLIC 28 53 23 16 120

2 TEAR 23.333 44.167 19.167 13.333 100.000
4,000 4.523 6.959 8.779 11.348 6.557

PUBLIC, 12 17 4 3 36
GRAD/ 31.113 47.222 11.111 8.333 100.000
PROF 1.939 2.104 1.527 2.128 1.967

INDEP SO 84 17 11 162
4 YEAR+ 30.864 51.852 10.494 6.790 100.000
<4000 8.078 10.396 6.489 7.801 8.852

[NOM, 68 51 21 9 149
4 YEAR U5.638 34.228 14.094 6.040 100.000
4,000 10.985 6.312 8.015 6.383 8.142

INDEP 53 90 27 13 183

4 TEAR 28.962 49.180 14.754 7.104 100.000
< 1000 8.962 11.139 10.305 4.220 10.000

INDEP 46 66 19 9 140

U YEAR 32.857 47.143 13.571 6.429 100.000
1-1,999 7.431 8.168 7.252 6.383 7.650

INDEP 16 21 12 6 55

4 YEAR 29.091 38.182 21.818 10.909 100.000
2,000+ 2.585 2.599 4.580 4.255 3.005

INDEP 27 31 8 S 73
2 YEAR 36.986 45.205 10.959 6.849 100.000

U. 162 4.084 3.053 3.546 3.989

INDEP 42 43 1) 107

GPAD/ 39.252 40.187 12.150 8.411 100.000
PROF 6.789 5.322 4.962 6.383 5.847

PORIICA 8 13 11 3 35
INDEP 22.1157 37.143 11.42'9 8.571 100.000
NURSING 1.292 1.609 4.198 2.128 1.913

PDBLICE 20 37 11 74

INDEP 27.027 50.000 14.865 8.108 100.000
VOC.TEC 3.231 4.579 4.190 4.255 4.044

PROPRi. U7 26 8 6 87

VOC.TFP 5U.023 29.885 9.195 6.897 100.000
7.593 3.218 1.051 4.255 4.754

ALL 24 25 8 1 58

OTHER 41.379 43.103 11.791 1.724 100.000
PROPRI. 1.37/ 3.094 3.091 0.709 3.169

COLUMN 619 H08 262 141 1830
SUMS 11.825 44.153 14.317 7.705 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

-57- 7 4



Table 4-7 Superiors Have a Clear Picture of
Job Done by Years Worked

ROWS = NO. YEARS WORKED IN
FINANCIAL AID

SUPERIORS
COLUMNS = UNDERSTAND

PERFORMANCE?

STRUNG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE. AGREE
ROW

SUMS

1 YEAR 7d 126 33 18 255
EXPER. 10.589 41.412 12.941 7.059 100.000
OR LESS 12.093 15.236 12.313 12.587 13.542

2-3 111 132 71 32 348
YEARS 32.471 17.931 20.402 9.195 100.000
EXPER. 17.519 15.961 26.493 22.378 18.481

4-5 111 177 56 27 373
YEARS 30.295 47.453 15.013 7.239 100.000

17.519 21.401 20.896 18.881 19.809

6-10 206 271 76 51 604
YEARS 34.106 44.868 12.591 8.444 100.000

31.939 32.769 29.458 35.664 32.076

1 1- 15 104 95 29 13 241
YEARS 43.154 19.419 12.031 5.394 100.000

16.124 11.487 10.821 9.091 12.799

16t 31 26 1 2 62
YEARS 50.000 41.915 4.839 3.226 100.000

4.806 3.144 1.111 1.399 3.293

COLUMN 645 H27 268 143 1883
SUMS 34.254 43.919 14.213 7.594 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

i
-,
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TABLES 4-8 Through 4-11 "I am Recognized la Others in ah Institution
as Holding an Important Position'

As shown in Table 4-8, almost 80 percent of the respondents agreed
(moderately or strongly) that they were recognized by others as holding

an important position. However, there are statistically significant
differences (at the .01 level) in the responses to this question

depending upon title. Although 83.9 percent of Directors agreed that
they were recognized by others as holding an important position, only

59.3 percent of the Associate/Assistant Directors, and 70.1 percent of
Financial Aid Officers/Counselors/Advisors expressed the same opinion.

Directors were over twice as likely to strongly agree that they were

recognized as holding an important position as Associate/Assistant
Directors. Over 40 percent of the Associate/Assistant Directors did
not believe that others recognized them as holding an important position.

As the percentage of employment time devoted to financial aid decreased,

respondents were more likely to strongly agree (Table 4-9) that they

were recognized by others in their institution as holding an important

position (significant at the .01 level):

Percentage of time
in financial aid:

100%

50% or less

Percentage expressing
strong agreement relating
to recognition by others:

26.4%

47.8%

For a summary of the kinds of job responsibilities held by financial aid

administrators external to the Financial Aid Office, see Table 1-17.

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) between perceived

recognition as holding an important position and institutional control

and type. Over 55 percent of the respondents from proprietary institutions

strongly believed that they were recognized as holding an important

position. Less than one-third of the respondents from independent

institutions were in the "strongly agree" category, while less than

one-fourth of the respondents from public institutions were in this

category (Table 4-10).

As shown in Table 4-11, respondents from 2-year institutions showed the

least tendency (26.3%) to strongly agree that they were recognized as

holding an important position while those at vocational/technical schools

showed the greatest incidence of strong agreement (48.1%).
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Table 4-8 Recognized by Others - Holding an
Important Position by Title

ROWS . TITLE.
IMPORTANr

COLUMNS 7 POSITION

STRIM- MODER-
LY AThLY

AGREE AGREE
-I

MOOER.
019-
AGREE

STRONG-
LY DIS-
AGREE

(ONIERS RECOG.)?

ROW
SUMS

DIRFC- 46/1 692 161 54 1370
TOR M.0981 49.1111 12.190 1.942 100.000

80.916] 75.193 61.397 54.000 73.815
1

A, 1'r./ 51 71 52 14 162
AS5N. 15.,1121 43.827 32.099 8.542 100.000
DIRECT. 4.111 7.828 11.110 14.000 8.728

FI4.1f!' 41 86 34 21 184
OFFICER 21.170 46.739 19.478 11.413 100.000
COON /AO 7.452 9.482 12.500 21.000 9.914

OTHER 42 6H 11 140
30.090 48.571 1A. 571 7. H57 100.000
7.279 7.497 8.995 11.000 7.543

CoLIMN 577 907 272 100 1855
SHM1 11.08R 48.869 10.655 5.388 100.000

109.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 4-9 Recognized by Others - Holding an
Important Position by Percentage
of Employment Time in Financial Aid

4r-W.: .1mE ,P179T (,N 1')11111ig

IMPoRTANr
POSITIoN

FHWIAL

1PoN,;_
LY

.46
26. 1111

I1P

111

111

1 1.11'1

ATP

KOOEV-
ATFLY
AGNFf'

51/
49.519
51.1'76

50.6 1.1
20.2'11

MOD"R.
PP;-
A,:4EF

111
17.620
71.2)1

51
14.050
19.750

STPORG-
LY 9TS-

70
6.458

69. 107

1/

4.681
16.1.12

(nrim!i, 4Fuo(.)?

RU.i

SUMS

10'19
100.000
58.21/

161

100.000
19.495

50-74T /I 18 5 195
19.459 411. 199 1.730 2.701 100.009
12. 5 IL 9. /11 6.619 4.950 9.936

Lf lin 12 210
THAN 47.82E 41.043 5.217 1.911 100.000
HALF 14.066 10.891 4.412 8.911 12.152

c r1 Pm `I 5110 9 )11 272 101 1862
S11:1 ; 11.199 48.81H 14.60,3 5.424 100.000

100.000 ru;:.000 109.)00 100.090 100.000
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Table 4-10 Recognized by Others - Holding
an Important Position by
Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION:

sTnomG-
LY
AGPEE

MODER-
ATELT
AGREE

IMPORTANT
COLUMNS = POSITION

MODER. STRONG-
DIS- LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE

1

(OTHERS RECOG.)?

ROW
SUMS

PUBLIC 194 406 1401 55 795
24.403 51.069 17.6101 6.918 100.000
33.798 44.714 51.4711 54.455 42.857

INDEP. 299 442 1261 46 913

(PRI- 32.749 48.412 13.8011 5.038 100.000
VATE) 52.091 48.678 46.3241 45.545 49.218

PROPRI- 81 60 61 147

ETARY 55.102 40.816 4.0821 100.000
14.111 6.608 2.2061 7.925

1

COLUMN 574 908 272 101 1855

SUMS 30.943 48.949 14.663 5.445 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 4-11 Recognized by Others - Holding
an Important Position by
Institutional Type

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE:

IMPORTANT
COLUMNS = POSITION

(OTHERS RF.COG.)?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LI DIS-ROW

AGPFE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

VOC. 77 69 a 6 160
TECH. 48.125 43.125 5.000 3.750 100.000

13.775 7.814 3.008 6.000 8.850

2 YEARS 93 183 53 24 353
& UNDER 26.346 51.841 15.014 6.799 100.000
NOT V.T 16.637 20.725 19.925 24.000 19.524

4 YEAR 126 227 78 16 447
28.188 50.783 17.450 3.579 100.000
22.540 25.708 29.323 16.000 24.723

4 YEAR 112 330 118 40 670
AND 28.657 49.254 16.119 5.970 100.000
BEYOND 34.347 17.373 40.602 40.000 37.058

NURSING 16 16 5 3 40
40.000 40.000 12.500 7.500 100.000
2.862 1.812 1.8R0 3.000 2.212

GPAD/ 5 58 14 11 138
PROFES. 39.855 42_029 10.145 7.971 100.000
ONLY 9.839 6.569 5.263 11.000 7.633

COLUMN 559 883 266 100 1808
SUMS 30.918 48.838 14.712 5.531 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 4-12 Through 4-16 "Financial Aid Work is Sufficiently Satisfying
to be a Lifetime Career for Me"

A total of 69.2 percent of the respondents agreed (either strongly or
moderately) that the financial aid profession was sufficiently satisfying
to be a lifetime career (Table 4-12). A majority of the respondents
(60.3%) under 25 stated that the financial aid profession was sufficiently
satisfying to be a lifetime career (Table 4-13), and this percentage
increased to 80 percent in the group aged 60 and over (significant at
the .01 level). A related finding is that the attractiveness of the
financial aid profession increases as length of employment in financial
aid increases. Ninety percent of the respondents who have worked 16 or
more years in the financial aid profession find it sufficiently satisfying
to be a lifetime career. It is interesting to note, however, that over
60 percent of the respondents with one year or less experience agree that
the financial aid profession is sufficiently satisfying to be a lifetime
career (Table 4-14).

There are few differences in financial aid as a career choice based upon
institutional control (public, independent, proprietary) and institutional
size. However, there are a number of differences based upon institutional
type. Over 70 percent of the respondents in three of the institutional
type categories agreed that financial aid work was sufficiently satisfying
to be a lifetime career. Although Nursing Schools had the highest percentage
of respondents who "strongly agreed," respondents from Nursing Schools and
Graduate/Professional Schools also had the highest percentages of respondents
who were less likely to see the financial aid profession as their lifetime
career (Table 4-15).

As shown in Table 4-16, female respondents were more likely to view
financial aid as a career than were men (significant at the .01 level).
There were no significant differences (at the .05 level) by racial/ethnic
group.

Table 4-12 Financial Aid as a Career Choice by Title
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Table 4-13 Financial Aid as a Career Choice by Age

ROWS = AGE COLUMNS = FINANCIAL AID
AS A CAREER?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

UNDER 21 48 32 lb 121
25 20.661 39.669 26.446 11.223 100.000

4.973 6.723 8.741 0.247 6.696

26-10 78 143 101 48 370
21.081 18.649 27.297 12.973 100.000
14.979 20.028 27.747 24.742 20.476

11-19 77 143 09 41 350
22.000 40.857 29.429 11.714 100.000
14.191 20.028 24.451 21.114 19.369

36-40 78 114 45 27 264
2',.545 43.182 17.049 10.227 100.000
11.979 15.966 12.393 13.918 14.610

41-50 127 149 57 29 362
31.083 41.160 15.746 8.011 100.000
21.739 20.868 15.659 14.948 20.013

51-59 111 96 31 27 265
41.087 16.226 11.698 10.189 100.000
20.740 11.445 8.916 13.91N 14.669

60+ 19 21 9 6 75
92.000 20.000 12.000 8.000 100.000
7.290 2.941 2.473 3.093 4.191

COL 535 714 364 194 1807
SUMS 29.607 39.513 20.144 10.736 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 140.000 100.000

Table 4-14 Financial Aid as a Career Choice
by Years Worked

ROWS = NO. YEARS WORKED TN COLUMNS = FINANCIAL AID
TTIT-AVLIAT-ITI7 VS A CXREE

4-5
YEARS

9=11
YEARS

11-15
YEARS

1

I -TETT
EXPER.
OR LESS

2-1
YEARS
ETrrn

STRONG- RIDER-
LY ATELY
AGREE AGREE

1
1

9n -16
2.1.951 19.024
10.099 13.445

73
21.900
117194

R8
24.799
16.387

110
39.542
1167177

137
18.592
19.108

11/T 2n-91

13.162 42.0991
35.940 14.3141

1

971

40.851 41.2771
17 0771 117-59ST

16 311 211
YEARS ;9.0001 35.0001

6.1451 2.'1411

1

Ct, LIT n N 1117 -r-ra-

SUMS 29.669 39.440
100.000 100.000

MODER. STRONG-
DIS- LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE

1171 18
21.577 19.447
11.914 19.407

93
26.012
27:1119

90
25.352
'24.725

17
19.464
24.725

29
12.340
T 967

40
14.458
211-.615

40
11.268
20.513

ROW
SUMS

24'6

100.000
13.591

332
100.000
19.143

395
100.000
19.613

-541 5112

9.27R 100.000
27.692 32.115

13

5.532
235

100.000
12.101

u 2 60
9.667 1.313 100.000
1.099 1.026 1.315

-TST 175 T131-0

20.110 10.773 100.000
100.000 100.000

0
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Table 4-15 Financial Aid as a Career Choice
by Institutional Type

INSTITUTIoNAL
ROWS = TYPE: COLUMNS = FINANCIAL AID

AS A CAREER?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DTS- LY DIS-ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

vOC. 47 63 33 13 156
TECH. 10.129 40.3415 21.154 8.333 100.000

9.169 9.013 9.270 6.878 8.884

2 YEARS 87 13U 88 16 349
E. UNDER 29.217 38.8141 25.507 10.435 100.000
NOT V.T 16.992 19.170 24.719 19.048 19.647

4 YEAR 139 187 80 12 438
31.735 42.694 18.265 7.306 100.000
27.148 26.753 22.472 16.931 24.943

4 YEAR 206 271 111 62 650
AND 31.692 41.692 17.077 9.538 100.000
nFYOND 40.234 38.770 31.180 32.804 37.016

NURSING 12 6 34
35.294 23.529 23.529 17.647 100.000
2.344 1.144 2.247 3.175 1.936

GRAD/ 21 36 36 40 133
PROFES. 15.789 27.068 27.068 30.075 100.000
ONLY 4.102 5.150 10.112 21.164 7.574

COLUMN 512 699 356 189 1756
SUMS 29.157 39.806 20.273 10.763 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 4-16 Financial Aid as a Career Choice by Sex

ROWS = SEX COLUMNS = FINANCIAL AID
AS A CAREPR?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIs- LY DIS- ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE. AGREE SUMS

MALE 304 464 246 118 1132
26.R55 40.989 21.731 10.424 100.000
i6.b11 69.077 67.769 62.105 62.784

FEMALE. 233 249 117 72 671
14.7214 37.109 17.437 10.730 100.000
14 1. 3119 34.923 32.231 37.895 37.216

COLUMN 517 713 363 190 1803

SUMS 29.784 39.545 20.133 10.938 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 5-1 Through 5-3 "Communications from NASFAA and Regional SFA
Associations are Generally Adequate to Keep
me Up to Date with Changes in Legislation,
Regulations, and with Current Issues in
Financial Aid"

As shown in Table 5-1, over 85 percent of the respondents agreed (either
strongly or moderately) that communications from NASFAA and Regional SFA
Associations were adequate to keep them informed about current issues in
financial aid. There were no significant differences (at the .05 level)
in the responses by title, institutional type, or by years worked in
financial aid. This latter finding is interesting in the sense that
present communiques are seen as meaningful by financial aid administrators
with experience ranging from less than one year to over 16 years (Table 5-2).

Institutional size had a significant effect (at the .01 level) on the
perceived adequacy of communiques from NASFAA and Regional SFA Associations.
In general, as institutional size increased, respondents were less likely
to find NASFAA and regional communiques adequate to keep them up to date.
However, even among respondents from the largest institutions (20,000
students and over), 78.1 percent found the present communications efforts
to be adequate (Table 5-3).

Table 5-1 Adequacy of Communications by Title

ROWS = TrTLP
NASFAA 6 SFA

COLUMNS = COMMUNICATION
ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MOVER. STRONL:-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW
Aran AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

DIRFC- 477 686 15 34 1352
TOR 35.281 50.740 11.464 2.515 100.000

79.714 71.605 77.500 72.340 74.717

AS:WC./ C2 90 19 3 160

ASSTS. 12.500 56.290 9.375 1.875 100.000
DIRECT. 8.,154 ').657 7.500 6.383 8.845

FTN.A18 63 94 16 3 176
OFFICER A5.795 53.409 9.091 1.705 100.000
COUN/A0 in.!lon 10.086 8.000 6.383 9.729

OT8ER 38 62 14 7 121

11.405 51.240 11.570 9.785 100.000
6.032 6.652 7.000 14.894 6.689

COLUMN 630 932 200 47 1809
SUMS 34.825 51.520 11.056 2.598 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 5-2 Adequacy of Communications by Years Worked

NASFAA E SFA
ROWS = NO. YEARS WORKED IN COLUMNS = COMMUNICATION

EINANcIAL AID ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER-
Ly ATELY
AGREE AGREE

MODER.
DIS-
AGREE

STRONG-
LY DIS-
AGREE

POW
SUMS

1

1 YEAR 83 133 111 7 234
ExPER. 35.470 56.838 4.7011 2.991 100.000
OR LESS 11.175 14.255 5.4731 14.894 12.921

2-1 114 167 401 7 328
YEARS 34.756 50.915 12. 1951 2.134 100.000
RIPER. 18.095 17.899 19.9001 14.894 10.112

4-5 135 195 361 8 364
TEARS 17.098 50.824 9.8901 2.198 100.000

21.429 19.829 17.9101 17.021 20.099
1

6-10 204 288 791 17 588
YEARS 34.694 48.980 11.4351 2.891 100.000

12.181 30.1168 39.3031 16.170 32.468

11 -15 71 127 301 8 236
YEARS 30.085 53.814 12.7121 3.390 100.000

11.270 13.612 14.9251 17.021 13.031
1

164
112/

33 51 61
YEARS 37.705 54.098 8.1971 100.000

3.651 3.517 2.4881 3.368
1

COLUMN 630 933 201 47 1811
SUMS 34.787 51.518 11.099 2.595 100.000

100.010 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 5-3 Adequacy of Communications
by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL.
Rows = SIZE

STRONG-
LY

AGREE

MODER-
ATELY
AGREE

NASFAA 6 SPA
COLUMNS = COMMUNICATION

ADEQUATE?

moDER.
DES-
AGRPE

STRONG-
LY DIS-
AGREE

ROW
SUMS

840E0 211 294 52 7 584
1co0 13.555 90.342 8.904 1.199 100.000

16.781 11.549 25.871 14.894 32.301

1000 - 184 297 54 13 548
1919 11.577 54.197 9.854 2.372 100.000

29.219 31.1167 26.866 27.660 30.310

4000 95 152 39 a 294
9999 32.113 51.701 13.265 2.721 100.000

15.127 16.309 19.403 17.021 16.261

10,000,- 73 105 31 8 217
19,999 31.641 48.187 14.286 3.687 100.000

11.624 11.266 15.423 17.021 12.002

20,000 45 84 25 11 165
27.273 50.909 15.152 6.667 100.000
7.166 9.013 12.438 23.404 ".126

COLUMN 628 932 201 47 1808
SUMS 34.735 51.549 11.117 2.600 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 5-4 Through 5-8 "In General, Professional Training Programs
Which I Have Engaged in as a Participant Have
Been Adequate"

Professional financial aid training programs were judged to be adequate
by over 84 percent of the respondents with 59.5 percent of the respondents
expressing moderate agreement with their adequacy (Table 5-4).

As shown in Table 5-5, respondents with Ph.D.'s were approximately twice
as likely to find training programs inadequate as were respondents in
other educational groups. Slightly over one-fourth of those holding the
Ph.D. found training programs to be inadequate. (significant at the .01
level).

Another group which tended to be more critical of the adequacy of training
programs were respondents employed in offices serving graduate/professional
students (significant at the .01 level). Respondents from graduate/
professional programs represented approximately 7.9 percent of those
completing the questionnaire, and slightly over one-fourth of them found
training programs to be in need of improvement (Table 5-6).

There were no differences (at the .05 level) between responses relating
to the adequacy of training based upon institutional type (public, independent,
proprietary). However, there were significant differences (at the .01 level)
between the perceived adequacy of training and the size of the respondent's
institution. Respondents from small institutions were more likely to
strongly agree that training had been adequate than were respondents from
large institutions (Table 5-7).

The perceived adequacy of training programs was also related to geographic
area (Table 5-8). Respondents from the Rocky Mountain region were the most
likely to express satisfaction with training programs, while those from the
Western region were the most likely to express dissatisfaction (significant
at the .01 level).

Table 5-4 Adequacy of Training Programs by Title

ROWS . TITLE
PROF. TRAINING

COLUMN; = PROGRAMS
ADEQUATE?

`5TRohG- MOU14- MOVER.
IY AIILY DIS-
AGREE AGPEF A';1(EE

STRONG-
LY DIS-ROW
AGREE II MS

UIREC- I J14 821 1571 17 1554
TOR I 25.037 60.h15 11.5951 2.73J 100.000

I 75. 113 75.668 69.161,I 58.710 14.192

A550C./1 I? 271 9 161
AN51:i. I 19.816 57.764 16.7701 5.590 100.000
DIRECT.' 7.111 8.571 11.8941 14.286 8.822

VIN.A101 46 107 22 / 7 182
OFFICARI 25.275 58.791 12.011111 3.846 100.000
couviol 10.222 9.8h2 9.6921 11.111 9.973

OTURN i it 64 211 10 128
i 2. /81 50.000 16.4061 7.81J 100.000
I 7. 11.1 5.899 9.2511 15.873 7.014

COLUMN 450 1085 227 61 1825
SUMS 24.658 59.452 12.438 3.452 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 5-5 Adequcy of Training Programs
by Education

EDUCATION:
RCA:, HIGHF:1F LINFL

iv-81E111D

PROF. TRAINING
COLUMNS PROGRAMS

ADEQ0ATE?

STP01G- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATFLY DIS- LY 91S- NOW

A,16FE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

DoCTo- 15 54 17 94
RATE 15.'157 57.447 111.0115 H.511 100.000

1.1118 4.911 7.455 12.5')O 5.159

MA5T7VS 219 551 1111 10 928
21.5)9 60.451 12.716 1.231 100.000
48.8P4 51 .114)1 51.7'01 46.875 50.933

nitc8F- 130 300 72 21 531
LOPS 15. 18) 56.497 11.559 1.955 100.000

10.8(14 27.720 31.579 32.811 29.144

ASSo- 27 4I 5 1 76
C1ATE M.526 56.579 6.579 1.316 100.000

6. )27 1.974 2.193 1.553 4.171

OTHP4 1 124 15 4 191
I81 64.249 0.290 2.073 100.000

10.11/1 11.450 7.018 6.250 10.593

COLUMN 444 1082 228 64 1822
SIP,15 24.588 59.385 12.514 3.513 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 5-6 Adequacy of Training Programs
by Kinds of Students Served

F.1 9o!; OF SIIMENT'I
4014 S 3FPVED

PROF. TRAINING
COLUMNS = PROGRAMS

ADEOUATU?

57111,1G- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATFLY D15- Lr'015--

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGM,.
ROW
SUMS

P/PRor 21 A4 24 13 , 144
ONLY 1',. 171 r.9.313 15.667 9.028 1.00.000

5.122 7.742 10.526 20.113 7'.1386

OND17,11/ )58 579 MO 24 971
181'. 17.5IM 59.619 M.199 2.471 100.000

ONLY %9.598 51.164 41.860 17.500 ")3.176

949GPC 15,1 104 27 711
GR/PPOF 12.11/ 59.35 14.527 3.7)7 100.000

15.189 38.814 45.614 42.1118 18.938

COLDER 444 1085 228 64 1826
SUM.) 24.789 59.419 12.486 3.505 100.000

108.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 5-7 Adequacy of Training Programs
by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

STRONG-MODER-
LY ATELY
AGREE AGREE

UNDER . 161 354
1000 26.969 59.296

35.857 32.657

1000- 147 316
1999 27.072 58.195

,32.739 29.151

4000- 70 177
9999 21.810 60.204

15.'30 16.328

10,000- 47 134
19,999 21.171 60.360

10.468 12.362

20, 000 74 103
14.286 61.310
5.145 9.502

COLUMN 449 1084
SUMS 24.616 59.430

100.000 100.000

PROF. TRAINING
COLUMNS = PROGRAMS

ADEQUATE?

MODER.
DIS-
AGREE

STRONG-
LY DIS-
AGREE

721 10

12.0601 1.675
31.7181 15.625

1

611 19

11.2141 3.499
26.8721 29.688

331 14

11.2241 4.762
14.5371 21.875

311
14.8651
14.5371

B

3.604
12.500

ROW
SUMS

597
100.000
32.730

543
100.000
29.770

294
100.000
16.118

222
100.000
12.171

281 13 168
16.6671 7.738 100.000
12.3151 20.313 9.211

1

227 ,64 1824
12.445 3.509 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 5-8 Adequacy of Training Programs
by Geographic Area

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

EASFAA

SASFAA

MASFAA

SHASFAA

RMASFAA

WASEAA

COLUMN
SUMS

PROF. TRAINING
COLUMNS = PROGRAMS

ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATEL' DIS= LY DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE

113

22.510
25.508

86

30.389
19.413

130
24.074
29.345

40

23.952
9.029

34

39.080
7.675

40
17.778
9.029

308
61.355
28.678

156
55.124
14.525

333
61.667
31.006

100
59.880
9.311

48
55.172
4.469

129
57.333
12.011

64
12.749
28.444

32
11.307
14.222

62
11.481
27.556

21

12.575
9.333

5

5.747
2.222

41

18.272
18.222

17

3.386
27.419

9

3.180
14.516

15

2.778
24.194

6

3.593
9.677

15

6.667
24.194

ROW
SUMS

502
100.000
27.827

283
100.000
15.687

540
100.000
29.933

167
100.000

9.257

87
100.000
4.823

225
100.000
12.472

443 1074 225 62 1804
24.557 59.534 12.472 3.437 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 6-1 Through 6-3 "Institutions Should Have Increased Authority
for Interfund Transfers Between the SEOG, CWS,
and NDSL Programs"

The need for increased authority for interfund transfers received
overwhelming support (Table 6-1). Over 60 percent of the respondents
strongly agreed with the need for increased authority in this area and
over 91 percent agreed (either strongly or moderately). Strong support
was also received among all varieties of institutional type, control,
and size. As institutional size increased, there was a significant
tendency (at the .01 level) for stronger agreement with the need for
liberalized transfer policies (Table 6-2).

Liberalized transfer policies received the support of no less than
88 percent of the respondents in each of the six geographic regions
of the country (Table 6-3).

Table 6-1 Increased Authority for Interfund
Transfers by Title

411.45 111-1.1"
NEED FOR SEOG/

COLUMNS CWS/NDSL INTER FUND
TRANSFERS?

jTFoNG- MoDER- MoDFR. STRONG-
LY ATELY DT3- LY D15- HOW

AGREE AGRFE AGREE AGPEE SUMS

DI urc-
T('P

412
61. 19,i

351
27.400

77.771 69.505

A Slee/ 91 56
A :,S1 ;. 59.091 16.364
D1R 1 CT. 1.716 11.089

F1N.ATD b5 51
OF ruEr 51.797 36.709
C 0114/AD . 142 11.40;

oTlIF.11 56 40
'0.116 37.1k11
5.164 7.921

COLUMN 1044 505
SUM1 61.412 29.706

1110.000 100.080

81

6. 479
77.570

6

1.896
5.607

11
6.962

10. 2130

6.542
6. 542

J5

79.545

1

o.649
2.273

2.532
9.091

3.7)8
9.041

1281
100.000
75.35A

154
100.000

9. 059

158
100.000
9.294

107
100.000

6.294

107 44 1700
6.294 2.588 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 6-2 Increased Authority for Interfund Transfers
by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

NEED FOR SFoG/
CoLUIRS = CWS/NDSL INTER FOND

TRANSFERS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER.
LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE AGREE

UNDER 263 197 33
1000 52.344 311.477 6.445

25.720 114.7110 11.132

1000- 132 145 36
3999 62.524 27.307 6.7H0

31.862 28.543 11.962

4000- 191 70 20
9999 67.018 24.561 7.018

171.110 13.780 18.868

10,000- 140 53 11

19,999 66.351 25.118 5.213
11.436 10.431 10.377

20,000. 111 43 6

68.944 26.708 3.727
10.651 8.465 5.660

COLUMN 1042 508 106
SUMS 61.294 29.882 6.235

100.000 100.000 100.700

STRONG-
LY DIS-
AGREE

14

2.714
11.818

I(1

1.190
40.909

4

1.404
9.091

7

3.318
15.909

1

0.621
2.273

HOW
SUMS

512
100.000
30.118

5)1
100.000
31.215

285
100.000
16.765

211
100.000
12.412

161
100.000

9.471

44 1700
2.58E 100.000

100.000 100.000

Table 6-3 Increased Authority for Interfund
Transfers by Geographic Area

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

NEED FOR 5E0G/
COLDMNS = CWS/NDSL INTER FUND

TRANSFERS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELT OIS- LT DIS-

AGREE AGREE. AGREE AGREE
1

135 101 9

28.785 6.3971 1.919
27.000 28.5711 21.429

142 102 181 6

52.985 38.060 6.7161 2.239
13.691 20.400 17.1431 14.296

EASFAA I 295
62.900
28.447

SAsFAA

MASFAA

SWASFAA

RMASFAA

wASFAA

COLUMN
SUMS

)04
61.414
29.315

90
63.2.26
9.450

154
31.111
30.800

40
25.806
8.000

251 12

5.0511 2.424
23.8101 28.571

131 4

8.3871 2.581
12.3811 9.524

POW
SUMS

469
100.000
27.850

268
100.000
15.914

495
100.000
29.394

155
100.000
9.204

54 20 71 3 84

64.286 23.810 8.1331 3.571 100.000
5.207 4.000 6.6671 7.141 4.988

144 49 121 8 213
67.606 23.005 5.6141 3.756 100.000
13.986 9.800 11.4291 19.048 12.648

1

1037 500 105 42 1684
61.580 29.691 6.235 2.494 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 6-4 Through 6-6 "tom Institution Would have a Greater Feeling
of Responsibility for the BEOG andGSL Programs
if we Received a Federal Administrative Allowance"

Over 81 percent of the respondents agreed (either strongly or moderately
that receipt of a federal administrative allowance would promote a greater
feeling of responsibility for the BEOG and GSL programs. Directors of
Financial Aid were more likely to agree with the above statement than
were respondents in other job categories (Table 6-4). Respondents from
public institutions were the most likely to strongly agree that an
administrative allowance in the BEOG and GSL programs would promote a
greater sense of institutional responsibility (Table 6-5).

There were some differences in responses to this question based upon
region of the country (Table 6-6). However, no fewer than 78.5 percent
of the respondents in any region agreed that payment of an administrative
allowance would promote a greater feeling of responsibility for the BEOG
and GSL programs.

Table 6-4 Greater Responsibility if Received
Administrative Allowance by Title

FED. ADMEN!. ALLOW
ROWS TITLF COLUMNS = INCR. REST, FOR

PEOG 6 GSL PROGRAMS?

STVONG- CODER- 1.100ER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT US- ROW

AGPFX AGREE. AGREE AGREE 5uns
1

DIRIX - 712 J31 1411 82
TM, 55.9-n 26.494 11.0851 6.447 100.000

77.814 71.348 611.11b) 71.214 74.560

ASSOC./ 76 45 271 10 158
ASST.;. 48.101 28.481 17.0891 5.329 100.000
PiRFCT. 8.106 9.534 13.0431 n 929 9.261

1

F1W,AID 70 5R 251 9 162
OFFTCER 41.210 35.802 15.4121 5.556 100.000
COUR/AD 7.650 12.288 12.0771 8.036 9.496

1

(TREE 57 12 141 11 114
'01.000 28.070 12.2811 9.649 100.000
6.230 6.780 6.7611 9.821 6.6R2

1

C01.11MN 915 472 207 112 1706
SACS 51.614 27.667 12.134 6.565 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 6-5 Greater Responsibility if Received Administrative
Allowance by Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION:

FED. ADMINI. ALLOW
COLUMNS = INCR. RESP FOR

BEOG L GSL PROGRAMS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE

PUBLIC 454 186
60.212 24.668
49.672 39.490

INDEP. 391 240
(PRI- 48.212 29.593
VATE) 42.779 50.955

811 33

10.7411 4.377
38.9421 29.710

1

1121 68
13.8101 8.385
51.8461 61.261

ROW
SUMS

754
100.000
44.249

811
100.000
47.594

PROPRI- 69 45 151 10 139
ETARY 49.640 32.374 10.7911 7.194 100.000

7.',49 9.554 7.2121 9.009 8.157
1

COLUMN 914 471 208 111 1704
SUMS 53.638 27.641 12.207 6.514 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 6-6 Greater Responsibility if Received
Administrative Allowance by
Geographic Area

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

EASFAA

SASFAA

STRONG- MODER-
LY ATELY

AGREE AGREE

238
51.852
26.298

167
61.397
18.451

124
27.015
26.609

63
23.162
13.519

FED. ADMINI. ALLOW
COLUMNS = INCR. RESP FOR

BEOG f. GSL PROGRAMS?

MODER. STRONG-
DIS- LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE

641 33
13.9431 7.190
11.1731 29.464

251 17

9.1911 6.250
12.2551 15.179

MASFAA 233 163 731 35

46.210 32.341 14.4841 6.944
25.746 34.979 15.7841 31.250

SWASPAA 86 47 121 11

55.128 30.128 7.6921 7.051
9.503 10.086 5.8821 9.821

RMASFAA 53 17 91 4

63.855 20.482 10.8431 4.819
5.856 3.648 4.4121 3.571

WASPAA 128 52 211 12 213
60.094 24.413 9.8591 5.634 100.000
14.144 11.159 10.2941 10.714 12.626

1

COLUMN 905 466 204 112 1687
SUMS 53.646 27.623 12.092 6.639 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

ROW
SUMS

459
100.000
27.208

272
100.000
16.121

504
100.000
29.876

156
100.000
9.247

83
100.000
4.920
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TABLES 6-7 and 6-8 The Tri-Partite Application Process Should be
Revised to Depend more Heavily Upon Verifiable,
Historical Data"

The need to change the Tri-Partite application process to depend more
upon verifiable, historical data was expressed by 79.9 percent of the
respondents. There were no significant differences (at the .05 level)
to responses to this question by type or control of institution,
institutional size, or region of the country. However, as years of
experience increase, there is a noticeable tendency (significant at
the .05 level) for respondents to agree more strongly with the need to
use verifiable, historical data in the Tri-Partite application process.

Table 6-7 Tri-Partite Application Process
Should be Revised by Title

R0W3 TITLE
REVISE TRI-PARTITE

COLUMNS = APPLICATION
PROCESS?

STRONG- MODER- MoDER. STRONG-
LY ATELY LY DIG-

AGPEF AGREE AGREE AGREE
ROW

SUMS

DIR'C- 44) 513 197 55 1227
Ton 16.023 U. 1.439 16.055 4.482 100.000

71.27i 71.517 76.157 79.710 75.554

AS';OC./ 1,3 11 a 14)
39.960 44.056 11.2/17 2.797 100.000
9.76S 11.690 7.364 5.797 8.805

rIN.A1D 41 79 26 5 153
oFFICER :q.10, 51.634 16.94J 3.26P 100.000
coUN/AD 7.517 10.897 10.078 7.246 9.421

ITUER 30 51) 16 5 101
21.701 49.505 15-842 4.950 100.000
5.245 6.897 6.202 7.246 6.219

CoLWIN 572 725 258 69 162U
SUMS 35.222 44.643 15.887 4.249 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 6-8 Tri-Partite Application Process Should
be Revised by Years Worked

REVISE TRI-PARTITE
ROWS = NO. YEARS WORKED IN COLUMNS = APPLICATION

FINANCIAL AID PROCESS?

STRONG- moDER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW

AGREF. AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

1 YEAR 51 98 321 6 187
EXPER. 27.27) 52.406 17.1121 3.209 100.000
OR LESS 8.932 13.462 12.4511 8.571 11.501

1

2-1 97 135 501 7 289
YEARS 13.564 46.713 17.3011 2.422 100.000
EXPER. 16.998 18.544 19.4551 10.000 17.774

4-5 101 149 551 21 326
YEARS 30.982 45.706 16.8711 6.4112 100.000

17.688 20.467 21.4011 30.000 20.049
1

6-10 206 233 851 21 545
YEARS 37.798 42.752 15.5961 3.853 100.000

16.077 32.005 33.0741 30.000 33.518

11-15 92 91 291 14 226
YEARS 40.708 40.265 12.8321 6.195 100.000

16.112 12.500 11.2841 20.000 13.899
1

164 24 22 61 1 53
TEARS 45.283 41.509 11.3211 1.887 100.000

4.203 3.022 2.3351 1.429 3.260
1

COLUMN 571 728 257 70 1626
SUMS 35.117 44.772 15.806 4.305 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

92
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TABLES 6-9 Through 6-11 "The Regional Review Panel Process is an
Equitable Way of Making Funding Decisions"

Approximately 50 percent of the respondents agreed that the panel process
is an equitable way of making funding decisions while 50 percent disagreed.
However, 22.2 percent expressed strong disagreement, while only 7.8 percent
strongly agreed that the panel process was an equitable vehicle for funding
decisions. Based upon title, there were no significant differences (at the
.05 level) in responses to the perceived equity of the panel process.

As shown in Table 6-10, respondents from proprietary institutions were
approximately twice as likely as those from other groups of institutions
to strongly agree that the panel process is an equitable way to make
funding decisions.

Support for the panel process decreases as institutional size increases
(Table 6-11). Respondents from the largest institutions were twice as
likely to express strong disagreement as those from institutions with
enrollments of under 1,000 (significant at the .01 level).

Table 6-9 The Regional Panel Process
is Equitable by Title

ROWS , TITLE
REGIONAL REVIEW

COLUMNS = EQUITABLE FOR

5TRO4G-
LY

AGFIEF

MODE-
ATELY
AGRFE

MODER. STRONG-
D1S- LT PIS-
AGREE. AGREE

1

FUNDING DECISIONS?

ROW
SUNS

DIDFC- 105 503 3611 294 127 1

TOR 8.261 39.575 29.0321 23.131 100.000
71.549 71.004 75.1531 78.610 75.386

1

ASSOC./ 10 58 491 32
Assrs. 6.711 38.926 12.6861 21.477 100.000
DIRECT. 7.576 8.418 9.9801 8.556 8.837

FIN.AID 6 76 421 35 163
OFFICER 4.906 47.653 25.7671 21.472 100.000
COON/AD 6.n61 11. 121 8.5541 9.358 9.668

OTHER 90 111 13 103
8.7111 48.544 10.0971 12.621 100.000
6.819 7.257 6.3141 1.476 6.109

1

COLUMN 112 689 491 374 1686
SUMS 7.829 40.866 29.122 22.183 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 6-10 The Regional Panel Process is
Equitable by Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION:

REGIONAL REVIEW
COLUMNS = EQUITABLE FOR

FUNDING DECISIONS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE. AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 47 291 215 177 750
6.267 38.800 31.333 21.600 100.000

35.878 42.113 47.764 47.451 44.458

INDEP. 64 347 . 229 169 809
(PRI- 7.911 42.892 28.307 20.890 100.000
VAT?) 48.855 50.217 46.545 45.308 47.955

PROPRT- 20 53 28 27 128
ETARY 15.625 41.406 21.875 21.094 100.000

15.26/ 7.670 5.691 7.239 7.587

COLUMN 111 691 492 373 1687
SUMS 7.765 40.960 29.164 22.110 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 6-11 The Regional Panel Process is Equitable
by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

REGIONAL REVIEW
COLUMNS = EQUITABLE FOR

FUNDING DECISIONS?

STRONG- MODR- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS-LY DIS-ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

UNDER 4H 249 150 72 519
1000 9.249 47.977 28.902 11.873 100.000

37.209 36.035 30.426 19.303 30.783

1000- 36 216 150 120 522
3999 6.497 41.379 28.716 22.989 100.000

27.907 31.259 30.426 32.172 30.961

4000- 23 100 76 84 283
9999 R.127 35.336 26.855 29.682 100.000

17.829 14.472 15,416 22.520 16.785

10,000- 16 76 57 56 205
19,999 7.805 17.073 27.805 27.317 100.000

12.403 10.999 11.562 15.011 12.159

20,0004 6 50 60 41 157

1.822 31.847 14.217 26.115 100.000
U.651 7.236 12.170 10.992 9.312

COLUMN 129 691 493 373 1686
SUMS 7.651 40.985 29.241 22.123 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 6-12 Through 6-14 "There is a Need for Periodic Program Reviews
of Financial Aid Offices la U. S. Office of
Education Staff"

The need for periodic program reviews by the U. S. Office of Education
was underscored by the fact that over 90 percent of the respondents
agreed that they were necessary (Table 6-12). Respondents from public
institutions expressed the strongest sentiments in favor of periodic
program reviews, although over 87 percent of the respondents from
independent and proprietary institutions agreed (either moderately or
strongly) with the need for periodic program reviews (Table 6-13).

As years of experience in financial aid increase, there is a significant
tendency (at the .01 level) for respondents to express stronger agreement
with the need for program reviews by the U. S. Office of Education
(Table 6-14).

Table 6-12 Need for USOE Program Reviews by Title

PPWI; rfThr
NEED PROGRAM REVIEWS

COLUMNS - UT U.S. OFFICE
OF EDUCATION

7,1RoND- MODL8- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY 0E5- LY DES-
A6PFF AGR6E AGREE AGREE

ROW
SUMS

D1Hrc- 572 566 80 28 1346
Top 49.826 42.051 5.944 2.000 100.000

77.509 71.016 72.072 62.222 73.956

AqSnC./ 42 72 7 3 164
ASSIs. 50.000 4).902 4.268 1.829 100.000
DIRECT. 9.450 1.034 6.306 6.667 9.011

FIN.AUD '.1 105 14 4 182
oFficFN 12.418 57.692 7.692 2.198 10 0.000
co84/AD 6. 11. 174 12.613 4.849 10.000

54 54 10 10 128
d2.184 42.088 1,.81) 7.813 100.000
6.22d 6.775 8.009 22.222 7.013

CoLOmN 467 797 111 45 1820
61m:1 47.637 41.791 6.099 2.473 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 6-13 Need for USOE Program R1 views
by Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFcATIoN

STRONG-
LY

AGREE

MODER-
ATELY
AGREE

NEED PROGRAZ1
COLUMNS = BY U.S. JEP:;'.F.

OP EDUCATION

MODER.
DT's-

AGREE

STRONG-
LY DIS-
AGREE

ROW
SUMS

PUBLIC 449 309 21 14 789
56.907 38.657 2.662 1.774 100.000
51.408 38.269 111.790 31.818 43.399

INDEP. 195 420 70 28 881
(PRI- 40.295 47.673 8.854 3.178 100.000
VATE) 41.040 52.698 69.643 63.636 48.460

PROPRI- 61 72 13 2 148
ETARY 41.216 48.649 0.784 1.351 100.000

7.052 9.034 11.607 4.545 8.141

COLUMN 865 797 112 44 1818
SUMS 47.580 43.839 6.161 2.420 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 6-14 Need for USOE Program Reviews
by Years Worked

ROWS = No. YEARS WOREFD IN
FINANCIAL AID

STRONG- MODER-
Ly ATELY
AGREE AGREE

NEED PROGRAM REVIEWS
COLUMNS = BY U.S. OFFICE

OF EDUCATION

MODER. STRONG
DLS DIS-
AGREE AGREE

ROW
SUMS

1 YEAR 73 124 30 6 233

EXPFR- 31.330 53.219 12.876 2.575 100.000
OR LESS 8.419 15.481 27.027 13.333 12.788

2-1 140 167 18 5 330

YEARS 42.424 50.606 5.455 1.515 100.000
EXRE,4. 16.185 20.849 16.216 11.111 18.112

4-5 190 151 18 10 369
YEARS !-,1.491 40.921 4.878 2.710 100.000

21.965 18.851 16.216 22.222 20.252

6-10 311 237 31 16 595

YEARS 52.269 39.832 5.210 2.689 100.000
35.994 29.588 27.928 35.556 32.651

1 1- 15 118 104 12 4 238
YEARS 49.500 43.697 5.042 1.681 100.000

13.642 12.984 10.811 8.889 13.063

16, 33 18 2 4 57

YEARS 57.895 31.579 1.909 7.018 100.000
3.815 2.247 1.002 8.889 3.128

COLUMN 865 801 111 45 1822

SUMS 47.475 43.963 6.092 2.470 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 6-15 Through 6-17 "My Institution has Received Good Support From
the Regional U. S. Office of Education"

Over 85 percent of the respondents agreed (either strongly or moderately)
that their institution had received good support from the Regional Office
of Education. Directors of Financial Aid were most likely to strongly
agree that their institution had received good support (Table 6-15).

There were no significant differences in responses to the above statement
based upon control or size of the respondents' institutions. There were,
however, differences by institutional type, but no group of institutions
had less than 78 percent of their respondents expressing strong or
moderate agreement that their institution had received good support
(Table 6-16).

As shown in Table 6-17, there were significant differences (at the .01
level) between whether respondents thought they had received good support
from the Office of Education based upon geographic region. However, at
least 70 percent of the respondents in each region stated that they had
received good support. Respondents from the states covered by the Rocky
Mountain, Southern, and Southwestern financial aid associations were most
likely to express strong agreement, while respondents from WASFAA were
most likely to express either moderate or strong disagreement.

Table 6-15 Good Support from Regional
USOE by Title

01D ((((['PONT ENom
COLUMNS r U.S. OFFICE OF

STRONG-
LY

Ag;REE

HIDER-
ATELY
AGREE

moDER. STRONG-
DTs- LY

AsREF AGREE
1

EDUCATION?

RON
SUMS

DIRI12- 521 96 1491 36 1308
ToR 40.167 45.566 11.3151 2.752 100.000

ID. 41.5 70.951 78.3071 63.1514 75.043
1

AsSor./ 53 02 151 5 155
14.194 52.903 9.677' 3.226 100.000

DIPFCT. 4.067 9.762 7.9171 9.772 8.893
1

F1N.AID 511 93 161 9 168
OFFICFR 29.762 55.357 9.5241 5.357 100.000
couH/A0 7.610 11.071 8.4661 15.7(19 9.639

OTHER 26 69 101 7 112
21.214 61.607 8.9291 6.250 100.000
1.157 9.214 5.2911 12.281 6.426

1

coLumm 657 840 189 57 1743
SUMS 17.694 48.193 10.843 3.270 100.000

109.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 6-16 Good Support from Regional
USOE by Institutional Type

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE

GOOD SUPPORT FROM
COLUMNS = U.S. OFFICE OF

EDUCATION?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

VOC. 69 74 9 2 153
TECH. 44.444 48.366 5.882 1.307 100.000

10.625 9.035 4.891 3.616 9.011

2 YEARS 117 174 33 14 338
E UNDER 34.615 51.479 9.763 4.142 100.000
NOT V.T 1R.281 21.245 17.935 25.455 19.906

4 YEAR 181 194 45 9 429
42.191 45.221 10.490 2.098 100.000
28.281 23.687 24.457 16.364 25.265

4 YEAR 238 294 79 18 629
AND 37.838 46.741 12.560 2.862 100.000
BEYOND 37.188 35.897 42.935 32.727 37.044

NURSING 13 16 3 3 35
37.143 45.714 8.571 8.571 100.000
2.031 1.954 1.630 5.455 2.061

GRAD/ 23 67 15 9 114
PROFES. 20.175 58.772 13.158 7.895 100.000
ONLY 3.594 8.181 8.152 16.364 6.714

CCLUMN 640 819 184 55 1698
SUMS 37.691 48.233 10.836 3.239 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 6-17 Good Support from Regional
USOE by Geographic Area

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

EASFAA

SASFAA

MASFAA

SWASFAA

RMASFAA

WASFAA

GOOD SUPPORT FROM
COLUMNS = U.S. OFFICE OF

EDUCATION?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE

140
29.046
21.538

131

48.881
20.154

172

33.992
26.462

96
58.537
1U.769

57
66.279
8.769

54

24.885
8.308

266
55.1117
32.048

119
44.403
14.337

261
51.581
31.446

55
33.537
6.627

27
31.395
3.253

102
47.005
12.289

58
12.033
11.181

14

5.224
7.527

57

11.265
30.645

11

6.707
5.914

2

2.326
1.075

4U
20.276
23.656

18

3.734
31.579

1.493
7.018

16

3.162
28.070

2

1.220
3.509

17

7.834
29.825

ROW
SUMS

482
100.000
27.974

268
100.000
15.554

506
100.000
29.367

164
100.000

9.518

86
100.000

U.991

217
100.000
12.594

COLUMN 650 830 186 57 1723

SUMS 37.725 48.172 10.795 3.308 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 7-1 Through 7-4 "Even Given Equal Financial Need, Half-Time
Students are Less Likely to be Assisted than
Full-Time Students at ! Institution"

As shown in Table 7-1, approximately two-thirds of the respondents stated
that, given equal need, half-time students would be less likely to be
assisted at their institution than full-time students. There were
significant differences (at the .01 level) in responses to the above
statement depending upon institutional type and control (Table 7-2).
For example, respondents from proprietary institutions were approximately
twice as likely as respondents from independent institutions to disagree
with the statement that half-time students were less likely to be assisted
than full-time students.

The highest level of disagreement (72.2%) with the statement that half-
time students were less likely to be assisted than full-time students
came from respondents working for Nursing Schools. Over 40 percent of
the respondents from vocational/technical schools and 2-year colleges
disagreed with the statement that at their institution, half-time
students were less likely to be assisted than full-time students
(Table 7-3).

Reactions to the likelihood of financial aid for half-time students
varied significantly (at the .01 level) based upon region of the
country. For example, in EASFAA states, 23.9 percent of respondents
disagreed with the statement that half-time students were less likely
to be assisted than full-time students. In SWASFAA states, however,
over 46 percent of the respondents disagreed.

Table 7-1 Full-Time Students Receive
Priority by Title

Roo :; TITLE
FULL -TIME STUD. GET

COLUMN:; = AID PRIORITY OVER
HALF-TIME STUDENTS?

TEo4G- MoDER- Mo0FR. STRONG-
LY AULT DIS- LT DIS-

AGRET A(;REL AGREE AGREE
RON
SUMS

_

[APIA 1111 410 192 202 1200
NM 11.131 35.833 16.000 16.831 100.000

)2.111 76.512 75.294 72.662 74.212

A7Sor./ 60 43 24 24 151
ASS1J. 19.715 28.477 15.894 15.894 100.000

11.494 7.651 9.412 8.633 1.338

Eln.1118 42 57 19 30 148
OFFIoVR 20.178 18.514 12.818 20.270 100.000
CoHN/Ao R. OH r. 10.14 2 7.451 10.711 9.153

oT4FR 44 32 20 22 118
37.289 27.119 16.949 18.644 100.000
q.429 5.694 7.843 7.914 7.297

CoL1183 522 582 ?SS 278 1617
SUMS 32.282 14.756 15.770 17.192 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 7-2 Full-Time Students Receive Priority
by Institutional Control

INSTITuTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION

FULL-TINE STUD. GET
COLUMNS = AID PRIORITY OVER

HALF-TIME STUDENTS?

STRONG- MODEP- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELT DIS- LT DIS-ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 214 244 131 147 736
29.076 33.152 17.799 19.973 100.000
41.154 43.494 50.973 52.878 45.545

INDEP. 284 287 101 103 775
(PRI- 36.645 37.032 13.032 13.290 100.000
VATE) 54.615 51.159 39.300 37.050 47.958

PROPRI- 22 30 25 28 105
ETARY 20.952 28.571 23.810 26.667 100.000

4.231 5.348 9.728 10.072 6.498

COLUMN 520 561 257 278 1616
SUMS 32.170 34.715 15.903 17.203 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 7-3 Full-Time Students Receive Priority
by Institutional Type

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE

FULL-TIME STUD. GET
COLUMNS = AID PRIORITY OVER

HALF-TIME STUDENTS?

STRMS- MoDER- MODER. STRONG-
ATELY DTS- LY DIS- ROW

AGPA- AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

VOC. 2h 36 22 34 118
TECH. 22.014 10.508 10.644 28.814 100.000

5.031 6.642 8.871 12.734 7.502

2 TEARS R5 109 73 62 329
F, UNDER 25.936 33.131 22.188 18.845 100.000
NOT V.T 16.471 20.111 29.435 23.221 20.915

4 YEAR 146 143 59 53 401
36.409 35.661 14.713 13.217 100.000
28.295 26.384 21.790 11.850 25.493

4 YEAR 227 232 79 97 635
AND 35.749 16.535 12.441 15.276 100.000
BEYOND 41.992 42.804 31.8,5 16.330 40.369

NURSING 3 2 6 7 10
16.667 11.111 33.333 38.889 100.000
0.581 0.369 2.419 2.622 1.144

GRAD/ 29 20 9 14 72
PNOFES. 40.278 27.77H 12.500 19.444 100.000
ONLY 5.670 3.690 1.629 5.243 4.577

COLUMN 516 542 248 267 1573
SUMS 32.804 34.456 15.766 16.974 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

1 00
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Table 7-4 Full-Time Students Receive Priority
by Geographic Area

4FOIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

EAsFAA

sAsFAA

MASFAA

sWASFAA

RMASFAA

WASFAA

COLUMN
SUMS

FULL -TIME STUD. GET
COLUMNS = AID RRIORITT OVER

HALF-TIME sTUDERTs?

STRING- MODER- MOnER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE

155
17.081
30.039

81
10.416
15.698

163
38.995
29.369

80
30.534
14.414

153
10.723
29.651

182
36.546
32.793

40
26.667
7.752

40
26.667
7.207

27

15.065
5.213

60
30.764
11.628

24
71.169
4.324

66
33.846
11.842

50
11.962
19.455

53
20.229
20.623

88
17.671
34.241

25
16.667
9.728

15

19.481
5.1317

50
11.962
18.392

48
18.321
17.647

75
15.060
27.574

45
10.000
16.544

11

14.286
4.044

26

13.333
10.117

43

22.051
15.809

ROW
suns

418
100.000
26.125

262
100.000
16.379

498
100.000
31.125

150
100.000
9.375

77
100.000

4.813

195
100.000
12.188

516 555 257 272 1600
32.250 34.688 16.063 17.000 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 7-5 Through 7-8 "There has been an Unacceptable Amount of
Deliberate Student Abuse of Financial Aid
Programs at my Institution"

A total of 85.3 percent of the respondents disagreed that there had
"been an unacceptable amount of deliberate student abuse of financial
aid programs" at their institution. 57.2 percent expressed strong
disagreement with the statement, while 28.1 percent stated moderate
disagreement (Table 7-5).

Respondents from public institutions were the most likely to agree that
there had been an unacceptable amount of student abuse, while aid
administrators at independent institutions were least likely to report
such abuse (Table 7-6).

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) in perceptions of
student abuse based upon institutional size. There was a noticeable
tendency for respondents to report unacceptable amounts of student abuse
as size increased. For example, 9.5 percent of the respondents from
institutions of under 1,000 students reported unacceptable amounts of
abuse, while the figure was over 25 percent for respondents from institu-
tions of 20,000 or more students (Table 7-7).

Respondents from public community colleges with enrollments of 4,000 and
over were the most likely to identify the existence of student abuse,
but only 4.3 percent of this group expressed strong agreement that there
had been an unacceptable amount of deliberate abuse. Respondents from
independent graduate/professional schools were the least likely group to
express concern about student abuse (Table 7-8).

Table 7-5 Unacceptable Amount of Student Abuse of
Financial Aid Programs by Title

N TLF
TOU MUCH 0E1.1PERA1'E

COLUMNS , STIIDNT A hUSL OF
F N. AID PR18PAn?

tioDrH- mow:R. STRONi1-
LY AT FLY D1!1- LY 015- ROW

At;1,1.:1: /1,1111:F M;RFF MU1FE ,;UMS

81 If F,-

roR

AjS,w /
A5.;1 ;.

PIP ECT.

15

2. "1
17. 174

1

1.220
4.444

145
10.7i i
65.012

29

17.681
11. OC 4

166

21 . (-pi 1

71.206

51

12.117
10.311

59.585
76.816

'IL
48.700
7.641

1351
100.00()

/3.866

164

100.000
8.967

111 .A10 21 64 8/1

qFF [.:FM 1 . 1 1 1 10.4144 15. 556 48.840 100.000
L DO 'I/AU 4. 4 14 11. WO 12.451 8.405 9.841

M111'4 6 21 11 74 134
11.1111' 17.164 2 1. 114 55.224 100.000
11.111 10. 114 6.011 7.060 7.126

C 01.111 t1 11') 12J 511 1047 1829
:11183 2.460 12. 192 28.103 57.244 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 7-6 Unacceptable Amount of Student Abuse
of Financial Aid Programs by
Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION

TOO MUCH DELIBERATE
COLUMNS = STUDENT ABUSE OF

FIN.AID PROGRAMS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 32 139 249( 356 776
4.124 17.912 32.0881 45.876 100.000

71.111 61.778 48.6331 14.034 42.451
1

INDEP. 10 6H 222) 606 906
(PRI- 1.104 7.506 24.5031 66.887 100.000
VATE) 22.222 30.222 43.3591 57.935 49.562

PROPRI- 3 18 411 84 146
ETARY 2.055 12.329 28.0821 57.534 100.000

6.667 8.000 8.0081 8.031 7.987

COLUMN 45 225 512 1046 1828
SUMS 2.462 12.3D9 28.009 57.221 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 7-7 Unacceptable Amount of Student Abuse
of Financial Aid Programs by
Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL.
ROWS = SIZE

TOO MUCH DELIBERATE
COLUMNS = STUDENT ABUSE OF

FIN.AID PROGRAMS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

UNDER 7 50 141 401 599
1000 1.169 8.347 23.539 66.945 100.000

19.109 22.124 27.539 38.300 32.750

1000- 12 62 198 309 541
3999 2.218 11.460 29.205 57.116 100.000

27.271 27.434 30.859 29.513 29.579

4C00- 9 48 88 155 300
9999 3.000 16.000 29.333 51.667 100.000

20.1455 21.239 17.188 14.004 16.402

10,000- 8 32 71 113 224
19,999 1.571 14.286 31.696 50.446 100.000

10.102 14.199 11.867 10.793 12.247

20,000f 8 34 54 69 165
4.848 20.606 32.727 41.818 100.000
18.182 15.0441 10.547 6.590 9.021

COLUMN 44 226 512 1047 1829
SUMS 2.406 12.356 27.993 57.244 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 7-8 Unacceptable Amount of Student Abuse of Financial Aid
Programs by Institutional Type, Control, and Size

TOO MUCH DELIBERATE
ROWS = INSTITUTIONAL COLUMNS = STUDENT ABUSE OF

TYPE AND SIZE FIN.AID PROGRAMS?

STRONG-
LY

AGREE

MODER-
ATELY
AGREE

MODER.
DIS-
AGREE

STRONO-
LY DIS-
AGREE

ROW
SUMS

PUBLIC 6 17 39 44 106
4 YEAR+ 5.660 16.038 36.792 41.509 100.000
<7000 13.636 7.798 7.847 4.301 5.948

PUBLIC 7 16 46 65 134
4 YEAR+ 5.224 11.940 34.328 48.507 100.000
7-19994 15.909 7.339 9.256 6.354 7.520

PUBLIC 4 20 40 51 115
4 YEAR+ 3.479 17.391 34.781 44.348 100.000
20,0004. 9.091 9.174 8.048 4.985 6.453

PUBLIC 10 14 16 40
4 YEAR 25.000 35.000 40.000 100.000
<4000 4.587 2.817 1.564 2.245

PUBLIC 6 8 19 29
4 YEAR 20.690 27.586 51.724 100.000
4,0004. 2.752 1.610 1.466 1.627

PUBLIC 4 20 36 55 115
2 YEAR 3.478 17.391 11.304 47.826 100.000
(4000 9.091 9.174 7.243 5.376 6.453

PUBLIC 5 32 34 45 116
2 YEAR 4-310 27.586 29.310 38.793 100.000
4,000+ 11.364 14.679 6.841 4.399 6.510

PUBLIC, 2 1 6 22 31

GRAD/ 6.452 3.226 19.355 70.968 100.000
PROF 4.545 0.459 1.207 2.151 1.740

INDEP 2 11 40 103 156
4 YEAR'. 1.282 7.051 25.641 66.026 100.000
<4000 4.549 5.046 8.048 10.066 8.754

INDEP 1 16 42 84 143
4 YEAR+ 0.699 11.189 29.371 98.741 100.000
4,0004. 2.271 7.339 8.451 8.211 8.025

INDEP 2 10 36 134 182
4 YEAR 1.099 5.495 19.780 73.626 100.000
< 1000 4.549 4.587 7.243 13.099 10.213

INPEP 3 12 35 87 137
4 YEAR 2.190 8.759 25.547 63.504 100.000
1-1,499 6.818 5.505 7.042 8.504 7.688

INDEP 6 15 34 55
4 YEAR 10.909 27.273 61.818 100.000
2,0004. 2.752 3.018 3.324 1.086

INDEP 5 18 47 70
2 YEAR 7.143 25.714 67.143 100.000

2.294 3.622 4.914 1.928

INDEX 2 2 25 74 103
GRAD/ 1.942 1.942 24.272 71.645 100.000
PROF 4.949 0.917 5.030 7.214 5.780

PUBLIC& 3 6 26 35
INDEP 8.571 17.143 74.286 100.000
NURSING 1.376 1.207 2.547 1.964

PUBLICE 3 13 16 37 69
INDEP 4.348 18.841 23.188 51.623 100.000
VOC.TEC 6.818 5.963 1.219 3.617 1.872

PROPRI. 2 9 26 49 86

VOC.TEC 2.126 10.465 30.231 56.977 100.000
4.545 4.128 5.231 4.790 4.826

ALL 1 9 15 15 60

OTHER 1.667 15.000 25.000 58.333 101.000
PROPRI. 2.273 4.128 3.018 1.421 1.367

COLUMN 44 218 497 1023 1782
SUMS 2.469 12.233 27.890 57.407 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 7-9 Through 7-14 "There Should be a Formal Certification
Process for Financial Aid Administrators"

The question of "to certify, or not to certify" has received a great
deal of attention, especially in the past several years. Over three-
fourths of the respondents were in favor of a formal certification
process for financial aid administrators. Slightly more than one-third
of the respondents said they "strongly" agreed with the need for certifica-
tion of aid administrators. There were no statistically significant
differences (at the .05 level) in responses based on title (see Table 7-9),
race, sex, or institutional size.

Support for certification of aid administrators was strongest among
those with between 4 to 10 years of financial aid experience (approximately
80 percent were in favor of certification). On the other hand, almost
one-half of the respondents with over 16 years of experience were opposed
to certification. Differences in responses based on length of employment
in financial aid were significant at the .01 level (Table 7-10).

Significant differences (at the .01 level) were also apparent based upon
respondents' level of education. Holders of the Ph.D. were approximately
twice as likely to disagree with the need for certification as were other
respondents (Table 7-11).

Although respondents from the three major categories of institutions
(public, independent, proprietary) overwhelmingly supported the need
for certification, respondents from public institutions expressed the
highest levels of support (Table 7-12). Over 70 percent of the
respondents from 4 out of the 6 categories of institutional type
(vocational/technical, 2-year, 4-year college, and university) expressed
support for certification. The strongest support came from respondents
in the vocational/technical area, while respondents from graduate/
professional schools expressed the greatest dissatisfaction with
certification (Table 7-13).

No area of the country had less than 70 percent of its respondents
favoring a certification process for aid administrators. The most
dissatisfaction with certification was found in the EASFAA region,
while over 80 percent of the respondents in 4 out of the 5 remaining
regions supported certification (Table 7-14).
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Table 7-9 There Should be Certification of
Aid Administrators by Title

ROWS = TITLE
NEED FORMAL CERTIFI

COLUMNS = CATION FOR FINANCIAL

STRUNG-
LI
AGREE

MODER-
ATFLY
AGREE.

MODER. STRONO-
OCS- LY OIS-
AGREF, AGREE

1

AID ADMINISTRATORS?

ROW
SUMS

DIREC- 471 568 1961 104 1339
TO!) 35.176 42.420 14.6381 7.767 100.000

76.137 74.443 68.5311 69.313 73.733
1

ASSOC./ 55 62 281 17 162
ASSIS. 33.951 38.272 17.2841 10.494 100.000
DIRECT. 8.914 8.126 9.7901 11.333 8.921

1

FIN.AID 93 79 161 15 183
OFFICER 28.962 43.169 19.6721 8.197 100.000
CoUN/AD 8.990 10.354 12.5871 10.000 10.077

1

OTHER 38 94 261 14 132
28.788 40.909 19.6971 10.606 100.000
6.159 7.077 9.0911 9.333 7.269

1

COLUMN 617 763 286 150 1816
SUMS 13.976 42.015 15.749 8.260 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 7-10 There Should be Certification of Aid
Administrators by Years Worked

ROWS = NO. YEARS WORKED IN
FINANCIAL AID

NEED FORMAL CERTIFI
COLUMNS = CATION FOR FINANCIAL

AID ADMINISTRATORS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE

ROW
SUMS

1 YEAR 72 101 56 12 241

EXPER. 29.876 41.909 23.237 4.979 100.000
OR LESS 11.632 13.255 19.580 8.000 13.264

2-3 95 153 53 36 337

YEARS 28.190 45.401 15.727 10.682 100.000

EXPER. 15.147 20.079 18.5.11 24.000 18.547

4-5 154 142 46 22 364

YEARS 42.308 39.011 12.637 6.044 100.000
24.879 18.635 16.084 14.667 20.033

6-10 210 247 75 49 589
YEARS 17.012 41.935 12.733 8.319 100.000

35.218 32.415 26.224 32.667 32.416

11-19 71 99 43 17 230

LEAPS 30.870 43.043 18.696 7.391 100.000
11.470 12.992 15.035 11.333 12.658

16f 9 20 13 14 56

YEARS 16.071 35.714 23.214 25.000 100.000
1.454 2.625 4.545 9.333 3.082

COLUMN 619 762 286 150 1817

SUMS 34.067 41.937 15.740 8.255 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 7-11 There Should be Certification of Aid
Administrators by Educational Level

EDUCATION:
ROWS = HIGHEST LEVEL.

ACHIEVED

NEED FORMAL CERTIFI
COLUMNS = CATION FAR FINANCIAL

AID ADMINISTRATORS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATFLY DIS- LY DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE
ROW

SUMS

DOCTn- 24 10 20 22 96
RATE 25.000 11.250 20.833 22.917 100.000

1.881 3.937 6.991 14.966 5.295

MASTERS 142 371 147 62 922
37.093 40.239 15.944 6.725 100.000
'6.340 48.688 51.399 42.177 50.855

BACHE- 168 244 76 45 533
LORS 11.520 45.779 14.259 8.443 100.000

27.184 12.021 26.571 30.612 29.399

ASSo- 29 29 12 6 76
CIATE 18.158 38.158 15.789 7.895 100.000

4.693 1.806 4.196 4.082 4.192

OTHER 55 88 11 12 186
?9.570 47.312 16.667 6.452 100.000
9.900 11.549 10.839 8.163 10.259

COLUMN 618 762 286 147 1813
SUMS 34.087 42.030 15.775 0.108 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 7-12 There Should be Certification of Aid Administrators
by Institutional Control

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIECATION

NEED FORMAL CERTIFI
COLUMNS = CATION FOR FINANCIAL

AID ADMINISTRATORS?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT DIS- ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

PUBLIC 294 345 92) 52 783
37.548 44.061 11.7501 6.641 100.000
47.573 45.335 32.1941 34.667 43.188

1

INDER. 271 362 1641 88 885
(PRI- 10.621 40.904 18.5311 9.944 100.000
VATE) 43.851 47.569 57.7461 58.667 48.814

PROPRI- 53 54 281 10 145
ETARY 16.552 37:241 19.3101 6.897 100.000

8.576 7.096 9.8591 6.667 7.998

COLUMN 618 761 289 150 1813
SUMS 34.087 41.975 15.665 8.274 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 7-13 There Should be Certification of Aid
Administrators by Institutional Type

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE

NEED FORMAL CERTIF.'
COLUMNS = CATION FOR FINANCIAL

AID ADMINISTRATORS?

STRONG- MODER- MoDER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

VoC. 64 59 281 159
TECH. 40.252 37.107 17.6101 5.031 100.000

10.667 7.973 10.0361 5.479 9.008

2 YEARS 135 163 441 13 355
F. UNDER 38.028 45.915 12.3941 3.662 100.000
NOT V.T 22.500 22.027 15.7711 8.904 20.113

4 YEAR 145 189 741 32 440
32.955 42.955 16.8181 7.273 100.000
24.167 25.541 26.5231 21.918 24.929

4 YEAR 221 262 1041 64 651
AND 33.948 40.246 15.9751 9.8J1 100.000
BEYOND 36.833 35.405 37.2761 43.836 36.884

NURSING 11 13 41 7 35
31.429 37.143 11.4291 20.000 100.000
1.813 1.757 1.4341 4.795 1.983

GRAD/ 24 54 251 22 125
',POPES. 19.200 43.200 20.0001 17.600 100.000
ONLY 4.000 7.297 8.9611 15.068 7.082

COLUMN 600 740 279 146 1765
SUMS 33.994 41.926 15.807 8.272 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 7-14 There Should be Certification of Aid
Administrators by Geographic Area

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

EASFAA

S ASFAA

MASFAA

SwASFAA

RmASFAA

WAsFAA

COLUMN
SUMS

NEED FORMAL CERTIFI
COLUMNS = CATION FOR FINANCIAL

AID ADMINISTRATORS?

STRONG- MoDER- MoDER. STRONG-
LY ATELY nts- LY DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE. AGREE

156

31.388
29.532

109
38.929
17.840

197
39.638
26.024

119
42.500
15.720

170
31.421
27.823

72
43.114
11.784

26

30.588
4.255

243
44.917
32.100

62
37.126
8.190

43
50.588
5.680

78
34.667
12.766

93
41.333
12.285

91

18.310
12.500

37
13.214
13.214

81

14.972
28.929

25
14.970
8.929

12

14.118
4.286

34
15.111
12.143

53
10.664
16.094

15

5.357
10.204

47
8.688

31.973

4.790
5.442

4

4.706
2.721

20
8.889
13.605

ROW
SUMS

497
100.000
27.688

280
100.000
15.599

541
100.000
30.139

167
100.000
9.304

85
100.000

4.735

225
100.000
12.535

611 757 280 147 1795
34.039 42.173 15.599 8.189 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 8-1 Through 8-13 Staff Size and Adequacy of Staff

Tables 8-1 through 8-3 display office staffing patterns for the following
psitions: professional, clerical, and student assistants. If the
number of respondents in an institutional category exceeded 100, the
category was further divided by institutional size. Responses are only
included from respondents indicating that they work in the "central"
financial aid office on their campus.

It was originally anticipated that staffing patterns would be compared
with the "size of the setting" in which the respondent worked (branch
campus, central campus, academic department, etc.). However, over
59 percent of the Directors of Financial Aid responding to the survey
did not indicate "size of setting." As a result, the following tables
compare "staff size" with "institutional size" for respondents stating
that they are employed in the "central" financial aid office on their
campus. Although this approach produces a number of anomalies, it
produces accurate results for the majority of the respondents. It

should also be noted that a number of respondents apparently included
other staff members, besides those in the Financial Aid Office in their
staff size. As a result, several respondents state that they are employed
at small institutions and yet they have staffs that would be more
appropriate for larger institutions. At the other extreme, some
respondents from large institutions replied that they had either no
staff or very small staffs. Many of these respondents are probably
employed in staff positions above the Financial Aid Office and may
have only reported the Director of Financial Aid as someone reporting
to them. In summary, the figures on staff size are questionable for
several reasons and responses which are extremely high or low should,
in all probability, be deleted. However, if the figures are interpreted
carefully, they do provide a reasonable approximation of staffing patterns.

110

-95-



Table 8-1 Size of Full-Time Equivalent
Professional Staff by
Institutional Type, Control, and Size

ROWS = ITS: INSTITUTIONAL
TTPE AND SIZE

SIZE OF FULL-TIME
COLUMNS = PROFESSIONAL

STAFF

ROW
NONE 1 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-14 15-19 20+ SUMS

PUBLIC 2 1 34 41 5 1 84
4 TEAR+ 2.381 1.190 40.476 48.810 5.952 1.190 100.000
<7000 6.897 7.226 6.104 13.487 4.630 2.273 7.602

PUBLIC 4 39 42 9 1 1 96
4 YEAR 4.167 40.625 43.750 9.375 1.042 1.042 100.000
7-19999 0.718 12.829 38.889 20.455 5.882 6.667 8.688

PUBLIC 3 1 6 12 13 10 53
4 TEAR+ 5.660 1.887 11.321 22.642 24.528 18.868 15.094 100.000
20,000+ 10.345 0.180 1.974 11.111 29.545 58.824 53.333 4.796

PUBLIC 20 1i 31

4 YEAR 64.516 35.484 100.000
<4000 3.591 3.618 2.805

PUBLIC 4 8 9 2 1 24
4 YEAR 16.667 33.333 37.500 8.333 4.167 '0.000
4,000 0.718 2.632 8.333 4.545 5.882 2.172

PUBLIC 6 50 11 67
2 YEAR 8.955 74.627 16.418 100.000
<4000 20.690 8.977 3.618 6.063

PUBLIC 2 37 25 7 2 73

2 TEAR 2.740 50.685 34.247 9.589 2.740 100.000
4,000 6.897 6.643 8.224 6.481 4.545 6.606

PUBLIC, 3 3 6

GRAD/ 50.000 50.000 100.000
PROF 0.539 0.987 0.543

INDEP 2 6 58 36 4 2 108

4 TEAR+ 1.852 5.556 53.704 33.333 3.704 1.852 100.000
<4000 6.897 19.355 10.413 11.842 3.704 4.545 9.774

INDEP 6 29 21 13 4 3 76

4 TEAR+ 7.895 38.158 27.632 17.105 5.263 3.947 100.000
4,000 1.077 9.519 19.444 29.545 23.529 20.000 6.878

INDEP 3 6 1031 19 131

4 YEAR 2.290 4.580 78.6261 14.504 100.000
<1000 10.345 19.355 18.4921 6.250 11.855

1

INDEP 3 5 781 29 2 117
4 TEAR 2.564 4.274 66.6671 24.786 1.709 100.000
1-1,999 10.345 16.129 14.0041 9.539 1.852 10.588

1

INDEP 1 201 14 2 37
4 YEAR 2.703 54.0541 37.838 5.405 100.000
2,000+ 3.226 3.5911 4.605 1.852 3.348

1

INDEP 1 2 341 3 1 41

2 YEAR 2.439 4.878 82.9271 7.317 2.439 100.000
3.448 6.452 6.1041 0.987 5.882 3.710

1

INDEP 1 1 161 3 21

GRAD/ 4.762 4.762 76.1901 14.286 100.000
PROF 3.448 3.226 2.8731 0.987 1.900

1

PUBLIC& 1 101 11

INDEP 9.091 90.9091 100.000
NURSING 3.448 1.7951 0.995

1

PUBLIC& 1 2 251 6 1 35

INDEP 2.857 5.714 71.4291 17.143 2.857 100.000
VOC.TEC 3.448 6.452 4.4881 1.974 2.273 3.167

1

PROPRI. 2 4 331 14 2 1 2 58

VOC.TEC 3.448 6.837 56.8971 24.138 3.448 1.724 3.448 100.000
6.897 12.903 5.9251 4.605 1.852 2.273 13.333 5.249

1

ALL 2 3 211 7 2 1 36

OTHER 5.555 8.333 58.3331 19.444 5.556 2.778 100.000
PROPRI. 6.897 9.677 3.7701 2.303 1.852 6.667 3.258

1

COL INN 29 31 557 304 108 44 17 15 1105

SUMS 2.624 2.805 50.407 27.511 9.774 3.982 1.538 1.357 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



Table 8-2 Size of Full-Time Equivalent Clerical
Staff by Institutional Type, Control,
and Size

ROWS = ITS: INSTITUTIONAL
TYPE AND SIZE

SIZE OF FULL -TIME
COLUMNS = CLERICAL

STAFF

ROW
NONE 1 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-14 15-19 20+ SUNS

PUBLIC 2 3 24 42 12 1 64
4 TEAR+ 2.381 3.571 28.571 50.000 14.266 1.190 100.000
<7000 2.532 4.348 5.381 13.616 9.677 3.030 7.616

PUBLIC 1 3 23 52 95
4 YEAR+ 1.053 3.158 24.211 54.737 6.421 8.421 100.000
7-19999 1.266 0.673 7.566 41.935 24.242 26.667 6.613

PUBLIC 3 6 6 11 14 12 52
4 YEAR+ 5.769 11.538 11.538 21.154 26.923 23.077 100.000
20,000+ 3.797 1.974 4.839 33.333 46.667 66.667 4.714

PUBLIC 3 16 9 3 31
4 YEAR 9.677 51.613 29.032 9.677 100.000
<4000 4.346 3.587 2.961 2.419 2.811

PUBLIC 5 9 7 2 1 24
4 YEAR 20.833 37.500 29.167 6.333 4.167 100.000
4,000+ 1.121 2.961 5.645 6.061 3.333 7+.N. 2.176

PUBLIC 4 3 42 17 1 67
2 YEAR 5.970 4.478 62.667 25.373 1.493 100.000
<4000 5.063 4.348 9.417 5.592 0.806 6.074

PUBLIC 3 1 19 36 10 2 2 73
2 TEAR 4.110 1.370 26.027 49.315 13.699 2.740 2.740 100.000
4,000+ 1.797 1.449 U.260 11.842 6.065 6.061 6.667 6.618

PUBLIC, 1 1 6
GRAD/ 16.667 66.667 16.667 100.000
PROF 1.449 0.897 0.329 0.544

INDEP 6 5 64 30 2 1 106
4 TEAR+ 5.556 4.630 59.259 27.778 1.652 0.926 100.000
<4000 7.595 7.246 14.350 9.866 1.613 3.030 9.791

INDEP 1 10 25 21 8 5 6 76
4 YEAR+ 1.316 11.158 32.895 27.632 10.526 6.579 7.895 100.000
4,000+ 1.449 2.242 8.224 16.935 24.242 16.667 13.331 6.890

INDEP
I 25 12 79 12 3 131

U TEAR 1 19.084 9.160 60.305 9.160 2.290 100.000
<1000 31.646 17.391 17.713 3.947 2.419 11.877

INDEP 6 6 68 35 2 117
4 YEAR 5.128 5.128 58.120 29.915 1.709 100.000
1-1,999 7.595 6.696 15.247 11.513 1.613 10.607

INDEP 1 21 15 37
4 YEAR 2.703 56.757 40.541 100.000
2,000+ 1.266 4.709 4.934 3.354

INDEP 6 B 20 7 41

2 YEAR 14.634 19.512 48.760 17.073 100.000
7.595 11.594 4.484 2.301 3.717

INDEP 2 1 15 3 21
GRAD/ 9.524 4.762 71.429 14.266 100.000
PROF 2.532 1.449 3.363 0.987 1.904

PUBLIC& 1 3 6 1 11

INDEP 9.091 27.273 54.545 9.091 100.000
NURSING 1.266 4.348 1.345 0.329 0.997

PUBLICS 6 16 12 1 35
INDEP 17.143 45.714 34.266 2.857 100.000
YOC.TEC 8.696 3.587 3.947 0.806 3.173

PROPRI. 11 12 20 11 4 58
YOC.TEC 16.966 20.690 14.483 18.966 6.897 100.000

13.924 17.391 4.484 3.618 3.226 5.258

ALL 8 4 14 10 36

OTHER 22.222 11.111 38.869 27.778 100.000
PROPRI. 10.127 5.797 3.139 3.289 3.264

COLUMN 79 69 446 304 124 33 30 18 1103
SUMS 7.162 6.256 40.415 27.561 11.242 2.992 2.720 1.632 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

.12
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Table 8-3 Size of Full-Time Equivalent Student Staff by
Institutional Type, Control, and Size

ROWS = ITS INSTITUTIONAL
TYPE AND SIZE

SIZE OF FULL-TIME
COLUMNS = STUDENT ASSISTANTS

STAFF

ROW
NONE 1 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-14 15-19 20+ SUMS

PUBLIC 4 8 15 22 27 4 3 1 84

4 YEAR 4.762 9.524 17.857 26.190 32.143 4.762 3.571 1.190 100.000
<7000 2.597 4.469 6.944 7.358 19.708 8.889 6.383 4.167 7.629

PUBLIC 3 1 6 28 19 18 16 5 96

4 YEAR* 3.125 1.042 6.250 29.167 19.792 18.750 16.667 5.208 100.000
7-19999 1.948 0.559 2.770 9.365 13.869 40.000 34.043 20.833 8.719

PUBLIC 3 1 2 5 10 5 13 11 50
4 YEAR 6.000 2.000 4.000 10.000 20.000 10.000 26.000 22.000 100.000
20,000+ 1.948 0.559 0.926 1.672 7.299 11.111 27.660 45.833 4.541

PUBLIC 2 3 4 13 9 31

4 YEAR 6.452 9.677 12.903 41.935 29.032 100.000
<4000 1.299 1.676 1.852 4.348 6.569 2.816

PUBLIC 1 2 7 8 3 2 1 24

4 YEAR 4.167 8.333 29.167 33.333 12.500 8.333 4.167 100.000
4,000+ 0.559 0.926 2.341 5.839 6.667 4.255 4.167 2.180

PUBLIC 13 12 17 20 4 1 67
2 YEAR 19.403 17.910 25,373 29.851 5.970 1.493 100.000
<4000 8.442 6,704 7.870 6.689 2.920 2.128 6.085

PUBLIC 7 5 11 32 13 1 4 73

2 YEAR 9.589 6.849 15.068 43.836 17.808 1.370 5.479 100.000
4,000+ 4.545 2.793 5.093 10.702 9.489 2.222 16.667 6.630

PUBLIC, 2 4 6

GRAD/ 33.333 66.667 100.000
PROF 1.299 2.235 0.545

INDEP 15 14 28 40 9 1 1 108

4 YEAR* 13.889 12.963 25.926 37.037 8.333 0.926 0.926 100.000
<4000 9.740 7.821 12.963 13.378 6.569 2.222 2.128 9.809

INDEP 6 4 1'3 23 14 8 5 2 75

4 YEAR+ 8.000 9,333 17.33.1 30.667 18.667 10.667 6.667 2.667 100.000
4,000+ 1.896 2.235 6.019 7.692 10.219 17.778 10.638 8.331 6.812

INDEP 24 21 43 33 5 2 3 131
4 YEAR 18.121 16.031 32.824 25.191 3.817 1.527 2.290 100.000
<1000 15.584 11.732 19.907 11.037 3.650 4.444 6.383 11.898

INDEP 14 23 32 40 6 1 1 117
4 YEAR 11.966 19.658 27.350 34.188 5.128 0.895 0.855 100.000
1-1,99 9.091 12.849 14.815 13.378 4.380 2.222 2.128 10.627

INDEP 3 2 10 16 4 1 1 37
4 YEAR 8.108 5.405 27.027 43.243 10.811 2.703 2.703 100.000
2,000+ 1.948 1.117 4.630 5.351 2.920 2.222 2.128 3.361

INDEP 7 12 12 7 2 1 41

2 YEAR 17.073 29.268 29.268 17.073 4.878 2.439 100.000
4.549 6.704 5.556 2.341 1.460 2.222 3.724

INDEP 6 6 3 4 2 21
GRAD/ 28.571 28.571 14.286 19.048 9.524 100.000
PROF 3.896 3.352 1.389 1.338 1.460 1.907

PUBLIC& 6 5 11

INDEP 54.545 45.455 100.000
NURSING 3.896 2.793 0.999

e0BLIC6 5 13 10 3 3 1 35
INDEP 14.286 37.143 28.571 8.571 8.571 2.857 100.000
YOC.TEC 1.247 7.263 4.630 1.003 2.190 2.128 3.179

PROPRI. 24 24 5 4 1 58
YOC.TF.0 41.379 41.379 8.621 6.897 1.724 100.000

15.584 13.408 2.315 1.338 0.730 9.268

ALL 10 20 3 2 1 36
OTHER 27.778 55.556 8.333 5.556 2.778 100.000
PROPHI. 6.494 11.173 1.389 0.669 0.730 3.270

COLUMN 154 179 216 299 137 45 47 24 1101
SUMS 11.987 16.258 19.619 27.157 12.443 4.087 4.269 2.180 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 8-4 Professional Staff Size by
Adequacy of Staff by
Institutional Size (Under 1,000)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = UNDER

1000

SIZE OF PULL -TIME
ROWS = PROFESSIONAL

STAFF

NONE

2-3

4-6

10-14

15-19

20+

COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF
ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

1

9.091
1.515

2

11.111
3.030

47
18.577
71.212

13

27.660
19.697

1

50.000
1.515

1

100.000
1.515

1

33.373
1.515

6

54.545
5.310

6

33.333
5.310

81
32.016
71.681

17

36.170
15.044

2

100.000
1.770

50.000
0.885

1

9.091
1.163

5

27.778
5.814

66
26.087
76.744

3

27.273
4.167

5

27.778
6.944

59
23.320
81.944

12

25.532
13.953

5

10.638
6.944

2

66.667
2.326

11

100.000
3.264

18

100.000
5.341

253
100.000
75.074

47
100.000
13.947

2

100.000
0.593

2

100.000
0.593

1

100.000
0.297

3

100.000
0.890

COL 66 113 86 72 337
SUMS 19.585 33.531 25.519 21.365 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 8-5 Professional Staff Size by
Adequacy of Staff by
Institutional Size
(1,000-3,999)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = 1000-

3999

SIZE OF FULL-TIME
ROWS = PROFESSIONAL

STAFF

NONE

2-3

476

7-9

10-14

1 5- 19

20+

COLUMNS = SIZE OP STAFF
ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

1

9.091
3.125

13

5.579
40.625

12

10.169
37.500

5

45.455
1.5.625

1

50.000
3.125

7

63.636
5.344

4

33.333
3.053

66
28.326
50.382

48
40.678
36.641

5

45.455
3.817

1

50.000
0.763

3

27.277
2.857

5

41.667
4.762

65
27.897
61.905

31
26.271
29.524

9.091
0.952

3

25.000
2.521

89
38.197
74.790

27
22.881
22.689

11

100.000
2.842

12

100.000
3.101

233
100.000
60.207

118
100.000
30.491

11

100.000
2.842

2

100.000
0.517

COL 32 131 105 119 387
SUMS 8.269 33.850 27.132 30.749 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



Table 8-6 Professional Staff Size by

Adequacy of Staff by
Institutional Size
(4,000-9,999)

INSTITUTIONAL
GIzE = 4000-

9999

SIZE OF FULL-TIME
ROWS = PROFESSIONAL

STAFF

NONE

2-3

4-6

7-9

10-14

15-19

20.

COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF
ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

1

13.333
4.545

1

100.000
4.545

3

5.000
13.636

8

7.921
36.364

6

13.953
27.271

3

37.500
11.636

14

23.333
24.561

26
25.743
45.614

14

32.558
24.561

3

37.500
5.263

2

66.667
3.125

14

23.333
21.875

35
34.653
54.688

12

27.907
18.750

12.500
1.563

29
48.333
39.726

32

31.683
43.836

11

25.581
15.068

12.500
1.370

3

100.000
1.389

1

100.000
0.463

60
100.000
27.778

101
100.000
46.759

43

100.000
19.907

8
100.000

3.704

COL 22 57 64 73 216
SUMS 10.185 26.389 29.630 33.796 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 8-7 Professional Staff Size
by Adequacy of Staff by
Institutional Size
(10,000-19,999)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = 10,000-

19,999

SIZE OF FULL-TIME
ROWS = PROFESSIONAL

STAFF

NONE

2-3

4-6

7-9

1 0- 14

1 5- 19

20.

COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF
ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

5

18.519
33.333

4

10.000
26.667

1

2.439
6.667

3

17.647
20.000

2

50.000
13.333

29.630
22.857

9

22.500
25.714

8

19.512
22.857

8
47.059
22.857

1

25.000
2.857

1

100.000
7.857

3

11.111
9.375

12

30.000
37.500

14

34.146
43.750

3

17.647
9.375

100.000
2.041

11

40.741
22.449

15

37.500
30.612

18

43.902
36.735

3

17.647
6.122

1

25.000
2.041

100.000
0.763

27
100.000
20.611

40

100.000
30.534

41

100.000
31.298

17

100.000
12.977

4

100.000
3.053

1

100.000
0.763

COL 15 35 32 49 131
SUMS 11.450 26.718 24.427 37.405 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 8-8 Professional Staff Size
by Adequacy of Staff by
Institutional Size
(20,000 and over)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = 20,000$

SIZE OF FULL -TIME.
ROWS = PROFESSIONAL

STAFF

NONE

2-3

COLUMNS = SIZE OP STAFF
ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE

1

50.000
3.704

1

50.000
5.000

ROW
SUMS

2

100.000
2.817

2 2 2 6

13.333 33.333 33.333 100.000
7.407 10.000 11.765 8.451

4-6 1

9.091
14.286

4 2 4 11

36.364 18.182 36.364 100.000
14.815 10.000 23.529 15.493

7-9 2

14.286
28.571

4 4 4 14

28.571 28.571 28.571 100.000
14.815 20.000 23.529 19.718

10-14 4

26.667
57.143

15-19

20$

5 1 15

33.333 33.333 6.667 100.000
18.519 25.000 5.882 21.127

5 4 3 12

41.667 33.333 25.000 100.000
18.519 20.000 17.647 16.901

6 2 3 11

54.545 18.182 27.273 100.000
22.222 10.000 17.647 15.493

COL 7 27 20 17 71

SUMS 9.859 38.028 28.16? 23.944 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



Table 8-9 Clerical Staff Size by Adequacy
of Staff by Institutional Size
(Under 1,000)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = UNDER

loon

SIZE OF PULL -TIME
ROWS = CLERICAL

STAFF

NONE

2-3

4-6

7-9

10-14

1 5- 19

20+

COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF
ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

11

20.755
16.667

4

8.000
6.061

35
18.919
53.030

14

34.146
21.212

20

37.736
17.857

8

16.000
7.143

66

35.676
58.929

16

39.024
14.286

2

28.571
3.030

2

28.571
1.786

13

24.528
15.116

9

16.981
12.500

12 26
24.000 52.000
13.953 36.111

53
28.649
61.628

5

12.195
5.814

3

42.857
3.488

31

16.757
43.056

6

14.634
8.333

53
100.000
15.774

50
100.000
14.881

185
100.000
55.060

41

100.000
12.202

7

100.000
2.083

Table 8-10 Clerical Staff Size by Adequacy
of Staff by Institutional Size
(1,000-3,999)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = 1000-

3999

SIZE OF FULL-TIME
ROWS = CLERICAL

STAFF
COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF

ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

COL 66 112 86 72 336
SUMS 19.641 33.333 25.595 21.429 100.000 NONE 2 7 5 6 20

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 10.000 35.000 25.000 30.000 100.000
6.250 5.344 4.762 5.042 5.168

5 10 15

33.333 66.667 100.000
4.762 8.403 3.876

2-3 18 65 54 78 21S
8.372 30.233 25.116 36.279 100.000

56.250 49.618 51.429 65.546 55.556

4-6 53 39 25 126
7.143 42.063 30.952 19.841 100.000
28.125 40.458 37.143 21.008 32.558

7-9 2 6 2 10

20.000 60.000 20.000 100.000
6.250 4.580 1.905 2.584

10-14 1 1

100.000 100.000
3.125 0.258

1 5- 19

204

COL 32 131 105 119 387
SUMS 8.269 33.850 27.132 30.749 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 8-11 Clerical Staff Size by Adequacy
of Staff by Institutional Size
(4,000-9,999)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = 4000-

9999

SIZE. OF FULL-TIME
ROWS = CLERICAL

STAFF
COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF

ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY ATELY DIS- LT DIS-

AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE
ROW

SUMS

NONE 1

33.333
1.563

2

66.667
2.740

3

100.000
1.369

1 2 3

33.333 66.667 100.000
4.545 2.740 1.389

2-3 2 13 7 21 43

4.651 30.233 16.279 48.837 100.000
9.091 22.807 10.938 28.767 19.907

4-6 11 24 32 34 101

10.891
50.000

23.762
42.105

31.683
50.000

33.663
46.575

100.000
46.759 Table 8-12 Clerical Staff Size by Adequacy

7-9 6

10.909
16

29.091
21

38.182
12

21.818

of Staff by Institutional Size
55

100.000 (10,000-19,999)
27.273 28.070 32.813 16.438 25.1163

10-14 1 3 1 9 INSTITUTIONAL
11.111 44.444 33.333 11.111 100.000 SIZE = 10,000-
4.545 7.018 4.688 1.370 4.167 19,999

1 5- 19 1 1 2

50.000 50.000 100.000 SIZE. OF FULL -TIME

4.545 1.370 0.926 ROWS = CLERICAL COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF
STAFF ADEQUATE?

204
STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-

LY ATELY DIS- LY DIS-ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

COL 22 57 64 73 216
SUMS 10.185 26.389 29.630 33.796 100.000 NONE 1 2 3

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 33.333 66.667 100.000
6.667 6.250 2.308

2 2

100.000 100.000
4.082 1.538

2-3 4 5 1 7 17

23.529 29.412 5.882 41.176 100.000
26.667 14.706 3.125 14.286 13.077

4-6 2 9 10 14 35

5.714 25.714 28.573 40.000 100.000
11.333 26.471 31.250 28.571 26.923

7-9 3 13 16 16 48

6.250 27.083 33.333 33.333 100.000
2.0.000 38.235 50.000 32.653 36.923

10-14 1 2 11

9.091 19.182 9.091 63.636 100.000
6.667 5.882 3.125 14.286 8.462

1 5- 19 3 3 2 3 11

27.273 27.273 18.182 27.273 100.000
20.000 9.924 6.250 6.122 8.462

20+ 1 2 3

33.333 66.667 100.000
6.667 5.992 2.308

COL 15 34 32 49 130

SUMS 11.538 26.154 24.615 37.692 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



Table 8-13 Clerical Staff Size by Adequacy
of Staff by Institutional Size
(20,000 and over)

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE = 20,000+

SIZE OF FULL -TIME.
ROWS = CLERICAL

STAFF
COLUMNS = SIZE OF STAFF

ADEQUATE?

STRONG- MODER- MODER. STRONG-
LY hTELY DIS- LI DIS- ROW
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE SUMS

NONE 1

100.000
3.846

2-3 1

25.000
14.286

4-6 1 6

7.692 46.154
14.286 23.077

7-Q 5

55.556
19.231

10-14 2 3

18.182 27.273
2R.571 11.538

15-1U 2 1

11.765 5.882
2R.571 3.846

20+ 1 10

6.667 66.667
14.286 38.462

COL 7 26
SUMS 10.000 37.143

100.000 100.000

1

25.000
5.000

2

15.385
10.000

2

22.222
10.000

4

36.364
20.000

2
50.000
11.765

4

30.769
23.529

2

22.222
11.765

2

18.182
11.765

10

58.824 23.529
50.000 23.529

1

6.667
5.000

3

20.01)0
17.647

1

100.000
1.429

4

100.000
5.714

13
100.000
18.571

9

100.000
12.857

11

100.000
15.714

11

100.000
24.286

15

100.000
21.429

20 17 70
28.571 24.286 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

119
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TABLES 9-1 Through 9-3 "What is the Title of Your Immediate Supervisor?"*

Directors of financial aid reported a wide variety of immediate supervisors.
As seen in Tables 9-1, 9-2, and 9-3, reporting arrangements tend to vary by
type of institution and by institutional size.

Directors at small institutions (under 1,000 students) were more likely to
report directly to the President or Chancellor than were those at other
institutions.

Among Directors from public institutions (Table 9-1), the most common
reporting arrangement was to the Dean of Students (38.4%), followed by
the Vice-President or Vice-Chancellor of Student Affairs (28.9%). At

private institutions (Table 9-2), Directors were more likely to report
to the Vice-President or Vice-Chancellor for Business Affairs (19.3%)

than were Directors at public institutions.

Directors at proprietary institutions (Table 9-3) were more likely to
report directly to the President than were Directors at other types of

institutions.

*Respondents were given a choice of 15 supervisor's titles to select.
Very few responses (less than 1%) were made in several of the title
categories. Therefore, a number of the little-used categories were
collapsed into related categories:

1. Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Business Affairs/Treasurer
includes Associate/Assistant Vice-Chancellors and Associate/
Assistant Vice-Presidents for Business Affairs as well as

Controllers/Comptrollers.

2. Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Academic Affairs includes
Associate/Assistant Vice-Chancellors and Associate/Assistant
Vice-Presidents for Academic Affairs as well as Deans of Academic

Affairs.

3. Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Student Affairs includes
Associate /Assistant Chancellors and Associate/Assistant Vice-
Presidents for Student Affairs.

120
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Table 9 -1 Title of Immediate Supervisor for Directors of Financial Aidat Public Institutions by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL
CLASSIFCATION: = pUDLIC

TITLE = DIREC-
TOR

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

VICE-CH
PRES.OR OR V.P.
CHANC. DUS.AF.

TITLE OF
COLUMNS = IMMEDIATE.

SUPERVISOR

VICE-CH VICE. CH
OP VP OR V.P.
ACA).AF STUD.AF

DEAN OF DI/DEAN DIR. OF MGR./
STU- ADMIS.D ADMIS- ADMINI- ROW
DENTS FIN.AID S/ONS STRATOR OTHER SUMS

UNDER 8 2 11 2 9 1 15 381000 21.053 5.263 2.6321 5.263 23.664 2.632 39.474 100.00032.000 9.091 10.0001 1.449 4.918 14.2136 17.647 7.983
1

1000- 10 5 11 23 65 1 19 124J999 8.065 4.012 0.8061 18.548 92.419 0.806 15.323 100.00040.000 22.727 10.0001 16.667 35.519 14.286 22.353 26.050
14000- 4 12 41 SO 52 2 3 2 22 1519999 2.649 7.947 2.6491 13.113 34.437 1.325 1.987 1.325 14.570 100.00016.000 94.545 40.0001 36.212 28.415 66.667 42.1357 66.667 25.882 31.723

10,000- 3 2 11 40 35 1 12 9419,999 3.191 2.128 1.0641 42.553 37.234 1.064 12.766 100.00012.000 9.091 10.0001 28.986 19.126 33.333 14.118 19.748
1

20,000# 1 31 23 22 2 1 17 691.449 4.3481 33.333 31.884 2.899 1.449 24.638 100.0004.545 30.0001 16.667 12.022 28-571 33.333 20.000 14.496
1

COLUMN 25 22 10 138 183 3 7 3 85 476SUMS 5.252 4.622 2.101 20.992 38.445 0.630 1.471 0.630 17.857 100.000100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 9-2 Title of Immediate Supervisor for Directors of Financial
Aid at Independent Institutions by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL INDEP.
CLASSIFCATION m (IR1-

VATE!

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

SHORT CODE

VICE-CH
PRFS.OR OR V.P.
CHANC. 1111S. AF.

TITLE OF
COLUMNS = IMMEDIATE

SUPERVISOR

VICE -CD VICE CH DEAN OF DI/DEAN
OR VP OR V.P. STU- ADMIS.E
ACAD.AF STUD.AF DENTS FIN.AID

TITLE = DIREC-
TOR

DIR. OF
ADMIS-
SIONS

MGR./
ADMINI-
STRATOR

ROW
OTHEP SUMS

UNDER 44 41 18 7 371 2 25 5 44 2231000 19.731 18.386 8.072 3.139 16.592' 0.897 11.211 2.242 19.731 100.00098.667 36.937 48.649 12.069 36.275 9.091 59.524 83.333 36.066 38.783
1000- 28 54 13 24 56 11 15 1 45 2U73999 11.116 21.862 5.263 9.717 22.672 4.451 6.073 0.405 18.219 100.00037.113 48.649 15.115 41.379 54.902 50.000 35.714 16.667 36.885 42.957
4000- 3 7 4 17 a 3 1 21 649899 4.688 10.938 6.250 26.563 12.500 4.688 1.563 32.813 100.0004.900 6.306 10.811 29.310 7.843 13.636 2.381 17.213 11.130

10,000- 2 10 5 1 9 1619,999 22.222 5.956 27.778 2.778 13.889 2.778 25.000 100.0037.207 5.405 17.241 0.980 22.727 2.381 7.377 6.261

20,000 1
1 3 520.000 20.000 60.000 100.0000.901 4.545 2.499 0.R70

COLUMN 75 111 37 58 102 22 42 6 122 575slIMS 13.043 19.304 6.415 10.087 17.739 3.826 7.304 1.043 21.217 100.003100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 9-3 Title of Immediate Supervisor for Directors of Financial

Aid at Proprietary Institutions by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL
CLASSIFCATION: = PRoPRI-

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

TITLE = 'MEC-
iTAW, TOR

TITLE OF
COLUMNS = IMMEDIATE

SUPERVISOR

VTCE CH VICE -CH VICE CH DEAN OF DI/DEAN DIP. OP MGR./

PREs.0R OR V.P. OR VP ofK-If.P. STU- AOMIs.6 ADMis- ADMINI-

cHANc. BUS.AF. AcAD.AF STUD.AF DENTS FIN.AID SIGNS STRATOR OTHER
ROW
SUMS

UNDER 47 1 1 2 1 1 9 16 78

1000 60.256 1.282 1.282 2.564 1.282 1.282 11.538 20.513 100.000

87.037 33.333 100.000 50.000 25.000 100.000 100.000 88.889 82.979

1000- 6 1 2 2 2 13

3999 46.154 7.692 15.385 15.385 15.385 100.000

11.111 33.333 50.000 50.000 11.111 13.830

4000- 1
1

9999 100.000 100.000

33.333 1.064

10,000- 1
1 2

19,999 50.000 50.000 100.000

1.852 25.000 2.128

20,000+

COLUMN 54 3 1 4 4 1 9 18 94

SUMS 57.447 3.191 1.064 4.255 4.255 1.064 9.574 19.149 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

122 -105-



TABLES 10-1 Through 10-3 Office Responsibility for Student Employment

Approximately one-third of the respondents fell into each of the
following two categories:

...office is responsible for both finding positions for College
Work-Study students and placing them in these positions

.office is responsible for finding positions and/or placing
students in positions for both the CWS program and other student
employment programs (Table 10-1).

There were noticeable differences between the responses of individuals
from proprietary schools and other groups. Respondents from proprietary
schools were more likely to indicate that they had little or no
responsibility for student employment or that their institution did
not have a student employment program. Similarly, respondents from
vocational/technical schools, nursing schools, and graduate/professional
schools were more likely than other groups to indicate that they had
little or no responsibility for student employment or that their
institution did not have a student employment program (Table 10-2).

Table 10-3 permits the identification of several differences in
responsibility for student employment based on institutional size.
For example, respondents from institutions with enrollments of 10,000
or more students were approximately twice as likely to indicate that
their office had little or no responsibility for student employment as
were respondents from smaller institutions. Although 11.9 percent of
the respondents from institutions with enrollments of under 1,000
students indicated their institution did not have a student employment
program, this was the most unlikely response from individuals in all
of the other size categories.

Table 10-1 Office Responsibility for Student Employment
by Institutional Control (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL OFFICE
HOGS = CLASSIFCATION: COLUMNS = RESPONSIBILITY FOB

STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

FIND& FIND FIND/ LITTLE/ NO STUD
PLACE POS.FOR PLACE PLACE NO RESP EMPLOY. HOW
CWS CWS CWS CWS ETC SrU.EMP PROGRAM OTHER SUMS

PUBLIC 23b 18 18 196 31 5 16 520
45.185 3.462 3.462 37.692 5.962 0.962 3.077 100.000
47.581 56.250 40.000 41.525 22.794 7.937 17.582 38.951

INDEP. 235 14 24 268 74 23 54 692
(PEI- 33.960 2.023 1.468 38.728 10.694 3.324 7.803 100.000
VATS) 47-179 43.750 53.333 56.780 54.412 36.508 59.341 51.835

PROPEL- 25 3 8 31 35 21 123
ETAPY 20.325 2.419 6.504 25.203 28.455 17.073 100.000

5.040 6.667 1.695 22.794 55.556 23.077 9.213

COLUMN 496 32 45 472 136 63 91 1335
SOMS 37.154 2.397 3.371 35.356 10.187 4.719 6.816 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.008 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 10-2 Office Responsibility for Student Employment

by Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE:

OFFICE
COLUMNS = RESPONSIBILITY FOR

STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

FINDS FIND FIND/ LITTLE/ NO STUD
PLACE POS.FOR PLACE PLACE NO RESP EMPLOY. HOW

CWS CWS CWS CWS ETC STU.EMP PROGRAM OTHER SUMS

VOC. 38 3 17 21 28 13 120

TECH. 31.667 2.500 14.167 17.500 23.333 10.833 100.000

7.819 7.317 3.680 15.789 46.667 15.294 9.238

2 YEANS 131 4 10 67 24 9 14 259

F. UNDER 50.579 1.544 3.861 25.869 9.266 3.475 5.405 100.000

NOT V.T 26.955 12.500 24.390 14.502 18.045 15.000 16.471 19.938

4 YEAH 135 7 a 171 22 2 26 371

36.388 1.887 2.156 46.092 5.930 0.539 7.008 100.000

27.778 21.875 19.512 37.013 16.541 3.333 30.588 28.560

4 YEAR 154 19 12 195 44 1 22 447

AND 34.452 4.251 2.685 43.624 9.843 0.224 4.922 100.000

BEYOND 31.667 59.375 29.263 42.208 33.083 1.667 25.882 34.411

NURSING 1 4 10 23

34.783 4.348 17.391 43.478 100.000

1.646 2.439 3.008 16.667 1.771

GRAD/ 20 2 7 12 18 10 10 79

PROFES. 25.316 2.532 8.861 15.190 22.785 12.658 12.658 100.000

ONLY 4.115 6.250 17.073 2.597 13.534 16.667 11.765 6.082

COLUMN 486 32 41 462 133 60 85 1299

SUMS 37.413 2.463 3.156 35.566 10.239 4.619 6.543 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 10-3 Office Responsibility for Student Employment

by Institutional Size (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

OFFICE
COLUMNS = RESPONSIBILITY FOR

STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

FIND6 FIND FIND/ LITTLE/ NO STUD

PLACE POS.FoR PLACE PLACE NO RESP EMPLOY. NOW

CWS CWS CWS CWS ETC STU.EMP PROGRAM OTHER SUMS

UNDEN 168 7 16 139 50 57 40 477

1000 35.220 1.468 3.354 29.140 10.482 11.950 8.386 100.000

33.871 21.875 35.556 29.449 36.496 90.476 43.956 35.704

1000- 154 8 16 165 36 5 31 415

3999 37.108 1.928 3.855 39.759 8.675 1.205 7.470 100.000

31.048 25.000 35.556 34.958 26.277 7.937 34.066 31.063

4000- 92 5 9 94 16 9 225

9999 40.689 2.222 4.000 41.778 7.111 4.000 100.000

18.548 15.625 20.000 19.915 11.679 9.890 16.841

10,000- 48 8 3 51 23 1 8 142

19,999 33.803 5.634 2.113 35.915 16.197 0.704 5.634 100.000

9.677 25.000 6.667 10.805 16.788 1.587 8.791 10.629

20,000+ 34 4 1 23 12 3 77

44.156 5.195 1.299 29.870 15.584 3.896 100.000

3.855 12.500 2.222 4.873 8.759 3.297 5.763

COLUMN 496 32 45 472 137 63 91 1336

SUMS 37.126 2.395 3.368 35.329 10.254 4.716 6.811 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



TABLES 11-1 Through 11-3 "What Percentage of the Funds Administered
la Your Office are Assigned on the Basis of
Computed Financial Need?"

Approximately one-fourth of the respondents stated that all of the funds
administered by their office were assigned based on financial need.
Respondents from proprietary institutions were most likely to report
that all of their funds were based on financial need. In the aggregate,
over 81 percent of the respondents stated that 80 percent or more of
their funds were assigned based on financial need (Table 11-1).

Respondents from vocational/technical schools, nursing schools, and
graduate/professional schools reported the highest percentages of funds
which were assigned totally based on financial need (Table 11-2).

As shown in Table 11-3, there were differences in the percentage of
funds assigned on the basis of financial need based upon institutional
size.

Table 11-1 Percentage of Funds Based on Need
by Institutional Control (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
11645 - CLASSIFCATION:

% FUNDS ADMINISTERED
COLUMNS = ASSIGNED BY COMPUTED

FINANCIAL NEED

UNDER ROW
1001 90-99 80-89 70-79 60-69 60% SUMS

PUBLIC 89 245 95 37 27 38 531
16.761 46.139 17.891 6.968 5.085 7.156 100.000
26.727 41.952 46.569 35.238 42.857 48.101 38.816

INDEP.' 162 313 100 65 32 36 708
(INT- 22.881 44.209 14.124 9.181 4.520 5.085 100.000
VATS) 48.649 53.596 49.020 61.905 50.794 45.570 51.754

PNOPNI- 82 26 9 3 4 5 129
ETANY 63.566 20.155 6.977 2.326 3.101 3.876 100.000

24.625 4.452 4.412 2.857 6.349 6.329 9.430

COLUMN 333 584 204 105 63 79 1368
SUMS 24.342 42.690 14.912 7.675 4.605 5.775 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1P.... 000 100.000 100.000
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Table 11-2 Percentage of Funds Based on Need by
Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE:

% FUNDS ADMINISTERED
COLUMNS = ASSIGNED BY COMPUTED

FINANCIAL NEED

UNDER ROW

100% 90-99 80-89 70-79 60-69 60% SUMS

VOC. 67 37 11 1 3 8 127

TECH. 52.756 29.134 8.661 0.787 2.362 6.299 100.000

20.872 6.514 5.446 0.971 4.839 10.390 9.527

2 YEARS 76 123 35 14 4 10 262

E UNDER 29.008 46.947 13.359 5.344 1.527 3.817 100.000

NOT V.T 23.676 21.655 17.327 13.592 6.452 12.987 19.655

4 YEAR 59 180 69 36 22 15 381

15.486 47.244 18.110 9.449 5.774 3.937 100.000
18.380 31.690 34.158 34.951 35.484 19.481 28.582

4 YEAR 63 199 81 47 30 38 458

AND 13.755 43.450 17.686 10.262 6.550 8.297 100.000

BEYOND 19.626 35.035 40.099 45.631 48.387 49.351 34.359

NURSING 13 9 1 1 24

54.167 37.500 4.167 4.167 100.000
4.050 1.585 0.495 1.613 1.800

GRAD/ 43 20 5 5 2 6 81

PROFES. 53.086 24.691 6.173 6.173 2.469 7.407 100.000

ONLY 13.396 3.521 2.475 4.854 3.226 7.792 6,.077

COLUMN 321 568 202 103 62 77 1333

SUMS 24.081 42.611 15.154 7.727 4.651 5.776 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 11-3 Percentage of Funds Based on Need

by Institutional Size

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

% FUNDS ADMINISTERED
COLUMNS = ASSIGNED BY COMPUTED

FINANCIAL NEED

UNDER

100% W-99 80-89 70-79 60-69 60%
ROW

SUMS

UNDER 185 177 561 34 17 26 495

1000 37.374 35.758 11.3131 6.869 3.434 5.253 100.000

55.556 30.308 27.3171 32.075 26.984 32.911 36.131

1000- 91 194 671 34 19 19 424

3999 21.462 45.755 15.8021 8.019 4.481 4.481 100.000

27.327 33.219 32.6831 32.075 30.159 24.051 30.949

4000- 22 107 421 19 14 21 225

9999 9.778 47.556 18.6671 8.444 6.222 9.333 100.000

6.607 18.322 20.4881 17.925 22.222 26.582 16.423

1 0,000- 21 73 211 13 10 10 148

1 9,999 14.189 49.324 14.1891 8.784 6.757 6.757 100.000

6.306 12.500 10.2441 12.264 15.873 12.658 10.803

20,000s 14 33 191 6 3 3 78

17.949 42.308 24.3591 7.692 3.846 3.846 100.000

4.204 5.651 9.2681 5.660 4.762 3.797 5.693

COLUMN 333 584 205 106 63 79 1370

SUmS 24.307 42.628 14.964 7.737 4.599 5.766 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

126
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TABLE 12-1 "How Many Times During the Past 12 Months Have You Written
or Called the Office of U. S. Senator or U. S. Representative
Regarding a Financial Aid Problem or Issue?"

Slightly over half of the respondents indicated that they had not
contacted the office of a member of the U. S. Congress regarding a
financial problem or issue during the last year. The most politically
active group (6.5% of the respondents) had contacted the office of a
member of Congress six'or more times during the prior twelve-month
period.

Table 12-1 Contacts With the Office of a Member
of Congress by Title

ROWS = TITLE
NO. TIMES CONTACTED

COLUMNS = U.S. SENATOR/CONGh.

NONE 1-2 3-5

ON PIN. AID PROBLEM

ROW
6+ SUMS

DIREC- 593 3741 2131 96 1276
TOR 46.473 29.3101 16.6931 7.524 100.000

67.234 80.6031 82.5581 86.486 74.402

ASSOC./ 110 221 151 5 152
ASSIS. 72.368 14.4741 9.8681 3.289 100.000
DIRECT. 12.472 4.7411 5.8141 4.505 8.863

1

PIN.AID 95 381 171 4 154
OFFICER 61.668 24.051 11.0391 2.597 100.000
COON /AD 10.771 8.1901 6.5891 3.604 8.980

OTHER 84 301 131 6 133
63.158 22.5561 9.7741 4.511 100.000
4.524 6.4661 5.0391 5.405 7.755

1

COLUMN 882 464 258 111 1715
SUMS 51.429 27.055 15.044 6.472 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

128
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TABLE 12-2 "How Many Times During the Past 12 Months Have You Written
or Called a Federal OfficiaTTNEW/USOE) in Washington
Regarding a Financial Aid Problem or Issue?"

Approximately 75 percent of the respondents stated that they had contacted
a Federal official in Washington regarding a financial aid matter in the
prior 12-month period. The largest category of respondents (32.3%) had
contacted a Federal official in Washington either 1 or 2 times within
the past year.

Table 12-2 Contacts with a Federal Official
in Washington by Title

ROWS = TITLE
MO. TIMES CONTACTED

COLUMNS = WASHINGTON PED.OFP.

NONE 1-2 3-5 6-9
1

ON PIN.

10+

LID PROBLEM

ROW
SUMS

DIREC- 300 421 3741 113 103 1311
TOR 22.883 32.113 28.5281 8.619 7.857 100.000

66.225 73.473 80.2581 77.931 76.296 73.984

ASSOC./ 47 51 321 16 12 158

ASSIS. 29.747 32.278 20.2531 10.127 7.595 100.000
DIRECT. 10.375 8.901 6.8671 11.034 8.889 8.916

1

FIN.AID 53 58 381 8 165
OFFICER 32.121 35.152 23.0301 4.848 4.848 100.000
COON /AU 11.700 10.122 8.1551 5.517 5.926 9.312

1

OTHER 53 43 221 8 12 138
38.406 J1.159 15.9421 5.797 8.696 100.000
11.700 7.504 4.7211 5.517 8.889 7.788

COLUMN 453 573 466 145 135 1772
SUMS 25.'J64 32.336 26.298 8.183 7.619 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

129
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TABLE 12-3 "How Many Times During the Past 12 Months Have You Contacted
a Federal Official in a USOE Regional Office Regarding a
Financial Aid Problem or Issue?"

Over 88 percent of the respondents had contacted the regional Office of
Education at least once in the prior twelve-month period. Approximately
37 percent of the respondents reported six or more contacts with the
regional office within the prior year.

Table 12-3 Contacts with a USOE Regional
Office by Title

ROWS = TITLE

NO. TIMES CONTACTED
COLUMNS = REGIONAL FED. OFF.

ON FIN. AID PROBLEM

DIREC-
TOR

ASSOC./
ASSIS.
DIRECT.

FIN.AID
OFFICER
COUR/AD

OTHER

COLUMN
SUMS

NONE

121

8.923
55.505

22
13.836
10.092

32
18.182
14.679

43

29.861
19.725

218
11.880

100.000

1-2

254
18.732
72.159

33
20.755
9.375

32
18.182
9.091

33
22.917
9.375

352
19.183
100.000

3-5 6-9

1

4391 264
32.3751 19.469
75.8201 78.571

1

451 29

28.3021 18.239
7.7721 8.631

1

641 24

36.3641 13.636
11.0541 7.143

311 19

21.5281 13.194
5.3541 5.655

1

579 336
31.553 18.311
100.000 100.000

10+

278
20.501
79.429

30
18.868
8.571

24

13.636
6.857

18

12.500
5.143

350
19.074

100.000

ROW

SUMS

1356
100.000
73.896

159

100.000
8.665

176

100.000
9.591

144

100.000
7.847

1835
100.000
100.000

13()
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TABLE 12-4 "How Many Times During the Past 12 Months Have You Contacted
the NASFAA Office in Washington Regarding a Financial Aid
Problem or Issue?"

Approximately one-fourth of the respondents had written or called the
NASFAA office within the prior year.

Table 12-4 Contacts with the NASFAA
Office by Title

NO. TIMES CONTACTED
ROWS = TITLE

NONE 1-2

COLUMNS =

3-5 6'
1

NASFAA CENT. OFFICE
ON FIN. AID PROBLEM

ROW
SUMS

DIREC- 928 198 861 48 1260
TOR 73.651 15.714 6.8251 3.810 100.000

71.994 80.488 83.4951 84.211 74.336
1

ASSOC./ 116 22 71 5 150
ASS IS. 77.313 14.667 4.6671 3.333 100.000
DIRECT. 8.999 8.943 6.7961 8.772 8.850

1

FIN.AID 134 16 31 154
OFFICER 87.013 10.390 1.9481 0.649 100.000
COON /AD 10.396 6.504 2.9131 1.754 9.086

1

OTHER 10 71 131
84.733 7.634 5.3441 2.290 100.000
8.611 4.065 6.7961 5.263 7.729

1

COLUMN 1289 246 103 57 1695
SUMS 76.047 14.513 6.077 3.363 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

131
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TABLE 12-5 "How Many Times During the Past 12 Months Have You Contacted

a State Senator/State Representative Regarding a Financial

Aid Problem or Issue?"

Slightly over 60 percent of the respondents had not contacted a State

Senator or Representative regarding a financial aid matter within the

past year. Only 16.7 percent of the respondents had contacted a member
of the State Legislature with a financial aid problem or issue three or

more times within the previous twelve-month period.

Table 12-5 Contacts with a Member of a
State Legislature by Title

ROWS = TITLE
NO. TIMES CONTACTED

COLUMNS = STATE SEN./CONGR.
ON FIN. AID PROBLEM

ROW
NONE 1-2 3-5 6+ SUMS

DIREC- 710 301 1511 81 1243

TOR 57.120 24.216 12.1481 6.516 100.000
69.608 79.420 78.6461 91.011 73.988

1

ASSOC./ 110 25 131 4 152

ASSIS. 72.368 16.447 8.5531 2.632 100.000
DIRECT. 10.784 6.596 6.771) 4.494 9.048

1

FIN.AID 104 35 141 153
OFFICER 67.974 22.876 9.1501 100.000
COON /AD 10.196 9.235 7.2921 9.107

1

OTHER 96 18 141 4 132
72.727 13.636 10.6061 3.030 100.000
9.412 4.749 7.2921 4.494 7.857

1

COLUMN 1020 379 192 89 1680

SUMS 60.714 22.560 11.429 5.298 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

132
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TABLE 12-6 "How Mau_ Times During the Past 12 Months Have You Contacted
a State Agency Official Regarding a Financial Aid Problem or
Issue?"

Over 80 percent of the respondents had contacted a State agency official
on a financial aid matter within the prior twelve-month period. The
most prevalent response was in the "10 and over" category with one-third
of the respondents falling into this group.

Table 12-6 Contacts with a State Agency
Official by Title

ROWS = TITLE

NONE 1-2 3-5

NO. TIMES CONTACTED
COLUMNS = ST. AGENCY OFFICIAL

ON FIR. AID PROBLEM

ROY
6-9 10 SUMS

1

DIREC- 234 '174 2561 181 465 1310
TOR 17.863 13.282 19.5421 13.817 35.496 100.000

65.915 71.901 75.5161 73.577 77.500 73.513
1

ASSOC./ 32 20 261 20 59 157
ASSIS. 20.382 12.739 16.5611 12.739 37.580 100.000
DIRECT. 9.014 8.264 7.6701 8.130 9.833 8.810

F IN. AID 49 30 221 . 29 41 171
OFFICER 28.655 17.544 12.8651 16.959 23.977 100.000
COUN/AD 13.803 12.397 6.4901 11.789 6.833 9.596

OTHER 40 18 351 16 35 144
27.778 12.500 24.3061 11.111 24.306 100.000
11.268 7.438 10.3241 6.504 5.833 8.081

1

COLUMN 355 242 339 246 600 1782
SUMS 19.921 13.580 19.024 13.805 33.670 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.00P 100.000 100.000

133
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TABLES 13-1 Through 13-5 "If you Were Able to Attend Only one Major
Conference per Year, Which one Would you Prefer?"

If respondents were constrained to only attending one major conference per
year, approximately equal numbers of them would attend either their Regional
Student Financial Aid Conference (39.0%) or their State Financial Aid
Conference (42.3%). 12.4 percent of the respondents stated that they
would attend the NASFAA Annual Conference, with Associate/Assistant Directors
being the most likely to choose the NASFAA Annual Conference (Table 13-1).

Directors' responses to the above question vary by years of experience
(significant at the .05 level). For example, 8.6 percent of the Directors
with one year or less of experience expressed a preference for the NASFAA
Annual Conference as opposed to 19.6 percent of those with 16 or more years
of experience (Table 13-2).

Directors from public institutions were almost twice as likely (significant
at the .01 level) to express a preference for attending the NASFAA National
Conference as were Directors from independent institutions (Table 13-3).
Since institutional control is closely related to size, it is not surprising
to find substantial differences (significant at the .01 level) in the
percentage of respondents expressing a preference for the NASFAA Annual
Conference based upon institutional size. For example, less than 7 percent
of the Directors in the under 1,000 category expressed a preference for the
NASFAA Conference, while over 17 percent of the Directors from institutions
in the two categories over 10,000 students expressed a preference for the
NASFAA Conference (Table 13-4).

As shown in Table 13-5, Directors from universities and graduate/professional
schools were the most likely to express a preference for the NASFAA Annual
Conference.

Table 13-1 Which Conference Preferred by Title

Flws TTTLF ,11.11M4S = WHICH MAJOR
CONFEREN:E PREFER?

9A:31-AA

NAT. REGION. ROW
I'VNFFP. CONFER. STATE OTHER SONS

019Fc- 152 540 609 75 1376
TOP 11.147 39.244 144.259 5.451 100.000

65.8,1 74.390 77.382 64.655 73.978

ASgoc./ 35 74 51 5 165
Asq15. 21.212 414.848 30.909 1.030 100.0'00
0 1 9 EcT. 15.152 10.191 6.480 4.110 8.871

FIN.Aln 27 66 71 10 182
OFrICFR 14.815 36.264 41.407 5.495 100.000
CoHN/An 11.698 9.091 10.019 8.621 9.785

OTHFR 17 46 48 26 117
1/.409 11.577 15.016 18.978 100.000
7.151 6.336 6.1,19 22.414 7.366

rnLHIN 231 726 787 116 1861
sums 12.419 39.032 42.312 6.237 100.000

100.000 100.000 1n0.000 100.000 11o.000
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Table 13-2 Which Conference Preferred by
Years Worked (Directors)

BOWS = NO. YEARS WORKED IN COLUMNS = WHICH MAJOR
FTNANcIAL AID CONFERENCE PREFER?

NASFAA
NAT. REGION.

CONFER. CONFER. STATE OTHER
ROW

SUMS

1 YEAR 15 79 711 10 175
EXPER. 8.571 45.143 40.5711 5.714 100.000
OR LESS 9.868 14.657 11.6581 13.333 12.727

2-3 25 92 1031 11 231
YEARS 10.821 39.827 44.5891 4.762 100.000
EXPER. 16.447 17.069 16.9131 14.667 16.800

1

4-5 26 98 1381 12 274
YEARS 9.481 35.766 50.3651 4.380 100.000

17.105 18.182 22.6601 16.000 19.927

6-10 56 161 2021 29 448
YEARS 12.500 35.938 45.0E191 6.473 100.000

36.842 29.870 13.1691 38.667 32.582

11-15 20 86 831 7 196
YEARS 10.204 43.878 42.3471 3.571 100.000

13.158 15.955 13.6291 9.331 14.255
1

164 10 23 121 6 51
YEARS 19.608 45.098 23.5291 11.765 100.000

6.579 4.267 1.9701 8.000 3.709
!

COLUMN 152 539 609 75 1375
SUMS 11.055 39.200 44.291 5.495 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-3 Which Conference Preferred
by Institutional Control
(Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION: COLUMNS = WHICH MAJOR

CONFERENCE PREFER?

NASFAA
NAT. REGION. ROW

CONFER. CONFER. STATE OTHER SUMS

PUBLIC 81 198 233 21 533
15.197 37.148 43.715 3.940 100.000
53.642 36.667 18.512 28.378 38.905

INDEF. 58 280 326 44 708
(PRI- 8.192 39.548 46.049 6.215 100.000
VATS) 18.411 51.852 51.884 59.459 51.679

PROPRI- 12 62 46 9 129
ETARY 9.102 48.062 35.659 6.977 100.000

7.947 11.481 7.603 12.162 9.416

COLUMN 151 540 605 74 1370
SUMS 11.022 39.416 44.161 5.401 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 13-4 Which Conference Preferred by
Institutional Size (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE COLUMNS = WHICH MAJOR

CONFERENCE PREFER?

NASFAA
NAT. REGION. ROW

CONFER. CONFER. STATE OTHER SUMS

UNDER 34 201 2411 19 495
1000 6.869 40.606 48.6871 3.838 100.000

22.971 37.222 39.6381 25.313 36.105
-1

1000- 42 17 1S31 27 424
3999 9.906 37.0!8 46.6931 6.368 100.000

28.378 29.014 32.5F61 16.000 30.926

4000- 31 93 861 16 226
9999 13.717 41.150 38.0531 7.080 100.000

20.946 17.222 14.1451 21.313 16.484
1

10,000- 27 56 581 5 146
19,999 18.493 3R.356 39.7261 3.425 100.000

18.243 10.370 9.5391 6.667 10.649
1

20,000 14 33 251 a 80
17.500 41.250 31.2501 10.000 100.000
9.459 6.111 4.1121 10.667 5.835

1

COLUMN 148 540 608 75 1371
SUMS 10.795 39.387 44.347 5.470 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-5 Which Conference Preferred by
Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE COLUMNS = WHICH MAJOR

CONFERENCE PREFER?

NASPAA
NAT. REGION. ROW

CONFER. CONFER. STATE OTHER SUMS

VOC. R 55 57 8 128
TECH. 6.250 42.969 44.531 6.250 100.000

5.556 10.476 9,596 11.111 9.588

2 YEARS 26 110 122 5 263
& UNDER 9.886 41.825 46.388 1.901 100.000
NOT V.T 18.056 20.952 20.519 6.944 19.700

4 YEAR 27 148 1R8 19 3R2
7.06R 38.743 49.215 4.974 100.000
18.750 28.190 31.650 26.389 28.614

4 YEAR 72 174 183 28 457
AND 15.755 38.074 40.044 6.127 100.000
BEYOND 50.n00 33.143 30.808 18.889 34.232

NURSING 12 12 1 25
48.000 48.000 4.000 100.000
2.2116 2.020 1.389 1.873

GRAD/ 11 26 32 11 80

RIMERS. 13.750 12.500 40.000 11.750 100.000
ONLY 7.639 4.952 5.387 15.27R 5.993

COLUMN 144 525 594 72 1335
SUMS 10.787 19.326 44.494 5.393 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 13-6 Through 13-9 "Does Your Institution Pay Your Expenses
for Attendance at Financial Aid Meetings
Within Your State?"

Over 95 percent of the respondents reported that their institutions were
willing to pay expenses associated with attending an instate financial
aid meeting (Table 13-6).

Directors' responses to the above question show no significant variance
by institutional control or institutional size. The most sizable
variance in responses (significant at the .01 level) is based on "kinds
of students served" and whether or not the respondent's office is the
central financial aid office. Directors employed in offices serving
only graduate/professional students were the least likely to have their
expenses covered for attendance at instate meetings (however, 81.1 percent
do have their expenses covered). Directors employed in non-central
financial aid offices were less likely to have their expenses covered
than those employed in the central financial aid offices (79.4% vs. 97.4%).

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) in whether an
institution would provide paid release time based on the percentage of
annual employment time spent in financial aid. As employment time
decreased, so too did institutional willingness to cover expenses
associated with instate meetings. However, among Directors employed
less than one-half time in the financial aid office, institutions were
still willing to cover expenses for 88.4 percent of the respondents
(Table 13-9).

Table 13-6 Expenses Paid for Instate
Meetings by Title

ROWS = ['TILE
INSTITUTION PAT Fro

CoulmN9 = AID MEETING INSTATE:
PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

OIREC- . 1151 49 1400
TOR 96.500 3.500 100.000

74.517 55.096 71.607

ASSOC./ 162 5 167

AV9IS. 97.006 2.994 100.000
DIRECT. 8.915 9.618 8.7R0

FIN.AID 175 11 188
OFFICER 01.089 6.915 100.000
COON/AD 9.651 14.607 9.804

OTHER 129 22 147
89.038 14.966 100.000
6.899 24.719 7.729

cnuIPIN 1813 89 1902
sums 95.321 4.679 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

-124-1



Table 13-7 Expenses Paid for Instate Meetings
by Kinds of Students Served (Directors)

KINDS OF STUDKNTS
BOYS = SERVED

INSTITUTION PAT FOR
COLUMNS = AID MEETING INSTATE:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROY
TES NO SUMS

OR /PROP 77 18 95
ONLY 81.053 18.947 100.000

5.725 36.735 6.815

UNDERGP 764 1B 782
sTon. 97.698 2.302 100.000
ONLY 56.801 36.735 56.098

UNDGRE 904 13 517
GR/PROF 97.485 2.515 100.000

17.472 26.531 37.088

coLumN 1345 49 1394
SUMS 96.485 3.515 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-8 Expenses Paid for Instate Meetings by
Central Financial Aid Office (Directors)

INSTITUTION PAT FOR
ROMS t CENTRAL. FINANCIAL COLUMNS = AID MEETING INSTATE:

AID OFFICE? PAY EXPENSES?

RON
TES NO SUMS

YES .1297 35 1332
97.372 2.628 100.000
96.288 77.917 95.484

NO 50 13 61

79.365 20.635 100.000
1.712 27.081 4.516

COL 1147 48 1395

SUMS 96.559 3.441 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-9 Expenses Paid for Instate Meetings by Percentage

of Employment Time (Directors)

pnws - % TIFF SPENT ON
FINANCIAL AID

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMNS = AID MEETING INSTATE:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW

YES 140 SUMS

I00% 776 18 794
17.7)1 2.267 100.000
57.419 36.715 56.714

75 -99% 278 H 286
97.203 2.797 100.000
20.577 16.327 20.429

50-741 144 3 147

07.999 2.041 100.000
10.659 6.122 10.500

LEIS 151 20 171

THAN 88.4 19 11.561 100.000
HALF 11.125 40.816 12.357

COLUMN 1151 49 1400

SUMS 9.3.500 3.500 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 13-10 "Does Your Institution Provide Paid Release Time for
Attendance at Financial Aid Meetings Within Your State?"

As shown in Table 13-10, responses to whether an institution will provide
paid release time for attendance at an instate meeting closely approximate
responses to the previous question (will your institution pay your expenses
for attendance at instate financial aid meetings).

Table 13-10 Paid Release Time for Instate
Meetings by Title

ROWS = TITLE INSTITUTION PAT FOR
zoLumon = AID MEETING INSTATE:

RELEASED TIME?

ROW
YFS NO SUMS

DIREC- 1349 51 vino
TOR 96.357 3.643 loo.noo

74.202 60.714 73.607

As ,0C.. 161 6 167
ASSIS. 46.407 3.593 100.000
DIRECT. 8.856 7.143 8.780

FIN.ATD 176 12 188
OFFICER 93.617 6.383 100.000
COUN/AD 9.681 14.286 9.884

OTHER 132 15 147
89.796 10.204 100.000
7.261 17.857 7.729

COLUMN 1818 84 1902
SUMS 45.584 4.416 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 13-11 Through 13-15 "Does Your Institution pay Your Expenses
for Attendance at Out-of-State Financial
Aid Meetings?"

Approximately 83 percent of the respondents reported that their institution
would pay their expenses for out-of-state financial aid meetings (Table 13-11).

Similar relationships (significant at the .01 level) were discovered in
responses to this question as in the responses to the question relating to
instate meetings. There was a discernible tendency for institutions to be
more parsimonious with covering the expenses of Directors employed in
offices serving graduate/professional students (Table 13-12), and with
Directors employed it non-central financial aid offices (Table 13-13).
In addition, percentage of employment time spent in the financial aid
office also had the previously observed effect (Table 13-14).

There were no significant differences in Directors' responses based upon
institutional size. It is interesting to note, however, that institutions
with enrollments of 20,000 or more were perceived by Directors as being
slightly less likely to cover out-of-state meeting expenses than institutions
with enrollments of under 1,000 (Table 13-15).

Table 13-11 Expenses Paid for Out-of-State
Meetings by Title

Rows = iT nu INSTITUTION PAY FOP
COLUMNS = ATP MEET.' ORTSiATE

PAY FIPFNSF5?

ROY
YFS NO SUKS

inn
1186

84.714
75.111

214
15.286
66.254

1400
100.000
73.607

A S.Jor / 141 24 167
ASST` ;. PC 62o 14.371 100.000
To FCT. 1.056 7.410 R. 7130

FIN .Aln 1117 41 188
(I.TTC(.:f1 78.191 71.1109 100.000
COIIN/AD 1. 110 12.691 9.884

OT111iR 1n1 44 147
10.068 79.912 100.000

r; . 5 3 11.622 7.729

CCL014 1579 323 1002
sons 81.018 16.982 100.000

10$1.000 100.000 100.000



Table 13-12 Expenses Paid for Out-of-State Meetings
by Kinds of Students Served (Directors)

KINDS OF STUDENTS
ROWS =,SERVED

INSTITUTION PAY PON
CoLUMN8 = AID NEST. otiTsTATE

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
?Es No SUMS

GP/PROF 66 29 95
nNLY 69.474 30.526 100.000

9.588 13.615 6.815

ONDERGR 663 119 782
STUD. 84.7P3 15.217 100.000
ONLY 56.139 55.869 56.098

UNDGRE 452 65 517
GR/140. 87.427 12.573 100.000

38.271 30.516 37.088

COLUMN 1181 213 1394
suns 84.720 15.280 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-13 Expenses Paid for Out-of-State Meetings by
Central Financial Aid Office (Directors)

ROWS = CENTPAL FINANCIAL
AID opplcE?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

1

YES 11371 195 1132
85.3601 14.640 100.000
96.1911 91.549 85.484

1

NO 451 18 63

71.4291 28.571 100.000
3.8071 4.051 4.516

1

COL 1182 213 1195

SUMS 04.731 15.269 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 13-14 Expenses Paid for Out-of-State Meetings
by Percentage of Employment Time in
Financial Aid (Directors)

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
ROWS = % TIME SPENT ON COLUMNS = AID MEET. OUTSTATE

FINANCIAL AID PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

100% 691 103 794
87.028 12.972 100.000
58.263 48.131 56.714

75-99% 244 42 286
85.315 14.685 100.000
20.573 19.626 20.429

50-74% 124 23 147
84.35U 15.646 100.000
10.455 10.748 10.500

LESS 127 46 173
THAN 73.410 26.590 100.000
HALF 10.708 21.495 12.357

COLUMN 1186 214 1400
SUMS 84.714 15.286 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-15 Expenses Paid for Out-of-State Meetings
by Institutional Size (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE

INSTITUTION PAT imp
COLUMNS = AID MEET. OUTSTATE

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

UNDER 415 92 507
1000 81.854 18.146 100.000

15.199 42.991 36.396

1000- 366 64 430
399 85.116 14.884 100.000

31.043 29.907 30.869

4000- 199 27 226
9999 88.053 11.947 100.000

16.979 12.617 16.224

10,000- 113 16 149
19,999 89.262 10.738 100.000

11.281 7.477 10.696

2.0,00 04 66 15 81

P1.481 18.519 100.000
5.598 7.009 5.815

COLOrIN 1179 214 1393
SUMS 84.637 15.363 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 13-16 "Does Your Institution Provide Paid Release Time for
Attendance at Financial Aid Meetings Outside of Your State?"

As shown in Table 13-16, institutions were slightly more likely to provide
paid release time to attend out-of-state meetings (85.8%) than they were
to cover expenses for such meetings (see Table 13-11). In general,
similar differences to those already noted are apparent by "kinds of
students served," whether or not the respondent is from the "central"
financial aid office, and by percentage of employment time spent in
financial aid.

Table 13-16 Paid Release Time for Out-of-State
Meetings by Title

riTL,
INSTITUTION PAY Fnt,

7aIMMW: ATI) mErrING nulsTArr
PELFASVD TIME?

plw
yrs NO sums

UT' r- 1219 182 1400
TOP 11.CTO 100.000

/q.,74 1,7.159 71.607

ASSOC./ 1U7 20 167

hssys. qn.021 11.976 100.009
DIPFCT. 9.011 7.3sn 9.780

FIN.AID 35 18H
OFFICF4 81.181 18.1,17 190.090
COUN/AD 9.181 12.915 9.884

OT8Fi 113 34 147
76.871 21.129 100.000
6.928 12.546 7.729

COLUMN 1611 271 1902
SUms 85.752 14.248 110.000

ino.onn ino.000 100.000

144
-130-



TABLES 13-17 Through 13-19 "Does Your Institution pay Your Expenses
for Attendance at Workshops?"

Almost 93 percent of the respondents stated that their institution would
pay their expenses for attendance at a financial aid workshop (Table 13-17).

As in a number of the previous questions, Directors were less likely
(significant at the .01 level) to have their expenses covered if they
worked in an office which only served graduate/professional students
(Table 13-18), or in a non-central financial aid office (Table 13-19).

There were few differences to responses to the above question among
Directors based upon institutional type and control.

Table 13-17 Expenses Paid for Workshops by Title

"ORS , TTTLF
INSTITUTION PAY FOP

COLUMNS , WOPI1SIIOPS:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

DIRF(.7 _ 1104 92 1400
ION 43.42'9 6.571 100.000

74.192 66.187 71.607

Assoc./ 153 14 167
ARSFq. 91.617 8.383 100.000
DITECT. 8.678 10.072 8-78"

P14.A18 175 13 188
oFFICOR 93.085 6.915 100.000
coON/An 9.926 9.353 9.884

41T11 FP 127 20 167
86.395 13.605 100.000
7.204 14.388 7.729

C,111mN 1761 139 1902
SUMS 92.692 7.308 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000



Table 13-18 Expenses Paid for Workshops by
Kinds of Students Served (Directors)

KINDS OF STUDENTS
ROWS = SFPVED

INSTITUTION PAT FOR
COLUMNS = WOBRSHOP5:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

nP/PPOF 711 17 99
ONLY 82.105 17.895 100.000

5.986 18.681 6.815

UNDERGP 736 46 782
STUD. 94.118 5.882 100.000
ONLY 56.485 90.549 56.098

UNDGF6 481 2R 517

qR/PROF 94.994 5.416 100.000
17.929 10.769 17.0138

COLUMN 1103 91 1394

SUMS ol.472 6.928 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-19 Expenses Paid for Workshops by Central
Financial Aid Office (Directors)

ROWS = CENTRAL FINANCIAL
INSTITUTION PAY FOP

COLUMNS = WORKSHOPS:
AID OFFICE? PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

YES 1295 77 1332
94.219 5.781 100.000
96.169 95.556 95.484

NO 5n 13 63
79.365 20.639 10.0.000
3.911 14.444 4.516

COL 1305 90 1395
SUMS 91.948 6.452 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 13-20 "Does Your Institution Provide Paid Release Time for
Attendance at Workshops?"

Almost 95 percent of the respondents stated that their institution would
provide them with paid release time for attendance at a financial aid
workshop (Table 13-20).

There were no significant differences in responses to the above question
among Directors of Financial Aid based upon institutional type, control,
size, or whether the respondent worked in the central or a non-central
aid office. As in a number of previous questions, however, respondents
employed in offices serving graduate/professional students were less
likely to receive paid release time than were other respondents.

Table 13-20 Paid Release Time for
Workshops by Title

'1'14'1 r

Ir:;TITUrInN PAY F31,

7q1.11m43 NOPK:;11009:
9FLEASF0 TIME?

OW!
Y1,;* NO 711MS

piNrc- 1 131 671 1111/
T:" 05.214 4.786'10000n

71.932 67.6771 71.607

157 10! 167
A3111. q4.012 9.999 in0.000
D14FOT. 4.798 10.101 9.780

P14.W1 177 11 Inn
OFFFrEP 14.14,1 5.891 100.000
colimin9 9.917 11.111 1.889

Ilh 11 197
q2.517 7.491 100.000
7.;9I 11.111 7.721

1,0"4 1901 q9 1902
!;NIS 94.795 5.205 100.000

1n0.000 100.000 101.000

14'7
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TABLES 13-21 Through 13-25 'Does Your Institution pay Your Expenses
for Course Work Related to Your Job?"

Less than 40 percent of the respondents stated that their institutions
would pay for job-related courses (Table 13-21).

In contrast with previous questions, Directors employed in offices
serving graduate/professional students and in non-central financial
aid offices indicated a greater institutional willingness to pay for
job-related courses than did other respondents (see Tables 13-22 and 13-23).

As shown in Table 13-24, 61.9 percent of the Directors at proprietary
institutions indicated that their institutions would pay for course
expenses, while respondents from both public and independent institutions
reported less institutional willingness to pay for courses (significant
at the .01 level).

Table 13-25 indicates the differences in willingness to pay for job-
related courses based upon institutional type.

Table 13-21 Expenses Paid for Course
Work by Title

F1TLF
INSTITUTION PAY FOP

C9LU1NS JOP-RELATF0 COUPSF:
PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YFS NO SUMS

DIPFC- 59Q 841 1400
TOP 39.929 60.071 100.000

74.434 73.067 73.607

ASSOC./ 66 101 167
ASSTS. 39.921 60.479 100.000
DIFFCT. FA,7nn R.779 8.780

FIN.AID 76 112 180
OFFICER 40.426 59.574 100.000
crom/no 10.120 9.731 9.884

,ITI1F11 50 97 147
14.014 65.986 100.000
6.658 8.427 7.729

COLU/N 751 1151 1902
SUMS 39.465 60.515 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 13-22 Expenses Paid for Course Work by
Kinds of Students Served (Directors)

KINDS OF STUDENTS
ROWS = SERVED

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMNS = JOB-RELATED COURSE:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

GR/PROF 41 54 95

ONLY 41.158 56.842 100.000
7.401 6.429 6.815

UNDERMI 305 477 782
STUD. 39.003 60.997 100.000
ONLY 55.054 56.786 56.098

UNDGR, 208 309 517

GR/PROF 40.212 59.768 100.000
37.545 36.786 37.088

COLUMN 954 840 1394

SUMS 19.742 60.258 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-23 Expenses Paid for Course Work by Central
Financial Aid (Directors)

ROWS C,14TrAI. FINANCIAL
1111 n7F1CF?

YES

NO

sums

ROW
YFq NO SUMS

524
1'1.1 19

ft

12

10.794
q.759

808
60.661
96.105

11

49.206
1.699

1132
100.000
95.484

63
100.000

4.516

596 839 1395

19.1197 60.143 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
cgLump.i = JOB-RELATED COUP 5E:

PAY FYPENSES?



Table 13-24 Expenses Paid for Course Work by
Institutional Control (Directors)

INSTITUTTONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATIoN

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMNS = JOB-RELATED COURSE:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

PUBLIC 182 154 536
33.955 66.045 100.000
32.791 42.193 38.491

I NDEP. 290 434 724
(PRI- 40.055 59.945 100.000
V AT F) 92.252 51,728 51.937

PPOPRI- 83 51 114
ETARY 61.940 38.060 100.000

14.955 6.079 9.613

COLUMN 555 039 1394
SUMS 39.813 60.187 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-25 Expenses Paid for Course Work by
Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
Rows = TYPE

YES

INSTITUTION phY FOR
COLUMNS = JoR-RELATED COURSE:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
NO SUMS

voC. 71 60 131
TECH. 54.19U 49.0C2 100.000

11.246 7.317 9.661

2 YEARS 05 101 266
E UNDER 31.455 68.045 100.000
NOT Y.'? 15.858 22.073 19.617

4 YEAR 140 236 384
30.542 61.450 100.000
27.612 28.780 28.319

4 YEAR 174 289 463
AND 37.581 62.419 100.000
BEYOND 32.463 35.244 34.145

NURSING 18 7 25
72.000 28.000 100.000
3.158 0.054 1.044

GPAD/ 40 47 07
PROFES. 45.977 54.023 100.000
ONLY 7.463 5.732 6.416

COLUMN 916 820 1356
SUMS 39.528 60.472 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 13-26 "Does Your Institution Provide Paid Release Time for
Course Work Related to Your Job?"

Institutions are more willing to provide paid release time for job-

related course work (51.4%) than they are to cover course expenses

(39.5%). In general, Directors' responses to the above question tended

to vary by institutional type, etc., in the same manner as in Tables 13-21

through 13-25.

Table 13-26 Paid Release Time for Course
Work by Title

INSTITUTION PAY FOP
211.4MNS = JOB-RELACPD COUPSE:

RELEASED TTME?

ROW

YE; NO GUMS

IP 7)2

Tro I, 51.571
11.924

Arc./ 95

678
44.429
71.377

72
43.114

1400
19(.1.000

73.607

167
199.000

DIRECT. I 9.714 7.792 8.780

F14.A101 42 96 184

nrricr-1,1 148.936 51.064 100.000

co0N/m)1 9.407 10.390 9.884

()TUFT I
6'5 755 147

46.439 51.0F1 100.000
/.055 8.442 7.729

COLUMN 978 924 1902

SUMS 51.420 48.580 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 13-27 and 13-28 "Does Your Institution pay for Office
Subscriptions?"

Almost 80 percent of the respondents indicated that their institution
would pay for office subscriptions (Table 13-27).

There were some differences among Directors' responses (Table 13-28),
with Directors from Nursing Schools and two-year colleges indicating
the highest levels of institutional unwillingness to pay for office
subscriptions.

Table 13-27 Institution Pay for Office
Subscriptions by Title

ROwS = TITLE
INSTTTUTI0N PAY En"

COLUMNS = OFFICE Sl1"-ICPIPT1oN6
PAY EXPrgSFS?

ROW
YrS NO SuMS

91"I,- I 1161 231
ToR I 91.42'1 16.571

16.711 60.974

ASS0C./I 116 51
ASSTS. I 69.461 10.539
DIRECT1 7.617 13.316

FTI.ATDI 111 57
OFFICER,
corm/ran

61.681
9.624

10.319
14.983

OTRFP I 104 41
I

In, 749 29.252
I 6.947 11.227

crL494 1511 341
SUMS 71.963 20.137

100.000 100.000

1unn
101.000
71.1,07

167

100.000
9.781

199

100.000
9.884

147
119.000
7.721

1092

100.000
100.00^

Table 13-28 Institution Pay for Office
Subscriptions by Institutional
Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS TYPE

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMN'; = OFFICE SUBsCNIPrioNS

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO suns

VOC. 110 21 131
TECH. 83.969 16.031 100.000

9.681 9.545 9.661

2 YEARS 203 63 266
I UNDER 76.116 21.694 100.000
NUT V.T 17.870 29.636 19.617

4 YEAR 110 54 384
1.15.9_N 14.063 100.000
29.049 24.545 28.319

4 YEAR 401 60 461
AND 87.041 12.959 100.000
BEYOND 36,4755 27.273 14.145

NURSING 19 6 25
76.900 24.000 100.000
1.671 2.727 1.844

GRAD/ 71 16 87
PROFES. 81.609 18.391 100.000
ONLY 6.250 7.273 6.416

COLUMN 1136 220 1356
SUMS 83.776 16.224 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLES 13-29 Through 13-40 "Does Your Institution Pay for Individual
Memberships in State/Regional/National
Associations

Respondents reported that their institutions were slightly more willing

to pay for individual state association memberships.than either individual,

regional, or national association memberships. As shown in Tables 13-29,

13-30, and 13-31, institutions were more likely to pay for Directors'

individual memberships than for respondents in other job categories

(significant at the .01 level).

Directors from proprietary institutions were most likely to report that

their institutions would pay for individual memberships in either state,

regional, or national associations (Tables 13-32, 13-33, 13-34). At the

other extreme, Directors from public institutions reported that their

institutions were much less likely to pay for such memberships (significant

at the .01 level).

As institutional size increased, there was a strong tendency (significant

at the .01 level) for institutions to be less likely to pay for individual

memberships for Directors (Tables 13-35, 13-36, 13-37).

There were significant differences (at the .01 level) in institutional

willingness to pay for Directors' individual memberships. Directors from

graduate/professional institutions reported the least institutional

willingness to pay for individual memberships, while respondents from
vocational/technical schools were at the other end of the continuum

(Tables 13-38, 13-39, 13-40).

Table 13-29 Pay for Individual Memberships -
State Associations by Title

Rnw9 TTTLF
I4STITUTEnti PAY Fop

C0L8,14:1 r IND. MPMR. ST. ASSO:
PAT EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SONS

D1RFC- 10'14 306 1400
TnP 78.14? 21.857 100.000

77.424 62.577 73.607

ASSOC./ 110 57 167

ASSTS. 65.869 14.132 100.000
nIRPCT. 1.78. 11.656 8.780

FIR.AID 177 61 189

qFFTrrP 67.551 17.447 100.000
C(WN/AD 9.998 12.474 9.884

nTHER 92 65 147
55, 782 44.218 100.000
S.W1) 13.292 7.729

['ni,014 141] 489 1902

50r9 74.290 25.710 100.000
1nn.n00 100.000 100.000
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Table 13-30 Pay for Individual Memberships

Regional Associations by Title

NoWS . rTTLF irisTiv)rinn PAT FOR
CoLIIIN8 = IND. ME40. PEG. Ass()

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
TES NO SUMS

DTpEC- 1059 342 1400TOR 75.571 24.479 100.000
711.603 61.511 73.607

ASSOc./ 92 75 167
ASSTS. 000 44.910 100.000
019EcT. 6.635 13.489 8.780

ETN.ATF) 117 71 lssnFETCFP 62.234 17.766 100.nnnCOON /AD 6.692 12.770 9.884

0111 ER 79 68 147
53.741 46.259 100.000
5.868 12.230 7.729

COLUMN 1346 556 1902
. SUMS 70.768 29.212 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-31 Pay for Individual Memberships -

National Associations by Title

INsITTUTI0N PAY POT'ROWS = TITLE COLUMNS TNP. MFMR. NAT. ASS:
PAY EXPENSES?

POW
yES NO SUMS

PIRFc- 1020 380 luno
T0R 72.891 27.143 100.0,10

78.764 62.603 71.607

ASSor./ 83 78 167
ASSTS. 46.707 100.000
DIRECT. 6.873 12.850 8.780

FIN.AID 110 78 188
1FFICE4 58.511 41.4119 100.000
Cann /AD n.444 12.850 1.884

0111 ER 76 71 147
51.701 48.299 101.000
5.061 11.697 7.779

COT. I5 N 1295 607 1902
SUMS 08.0336 11.919 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 13-32 Pay for Individual Memberships - State
Associaticins by Institutional Control (Directors)

iNSTITUT1oNAL
RPWS = cLAS:;IITATIoN

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMNS = IND. MENU. ST. ASSO:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW

YES NO SUMS

PUBLIC 341 193 536
61.991 16.007 100.000
11.468 63.487 18.451

1NDEP. (24 100 724

(P91- 86.188 11.812 100.000

VATF) 57.248 12.895 51.937

PPOPRI- 121 11 134

F.TARY 91.791 8.209 109.000
11.294 3.618 1.613

COLUMN 1090 304 1394

SUMS 78.192 21.808 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-33 Pay for Individual Memberships - Regional Associations

by Institutional Control (Directors)

INSTIMITIONAL
ROWS = C6As'AFC1TION

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMNS = IND. NCNB. REG. ASSO

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

Punic 137 199 536
62.871 17.127 100.000
11.971 58.529 38.451

INDEP. 601 123 724

(PRI- 81.011 16.989 100.000
VATE) 16.176 51.937

PROPRI- 116 19 134

ETARY 86.567 13.433 100.000
11.006 5.244 9.613

COLUMN 1054 340 1394

SWIS 75.610 24.390 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-34 Pay for Individual Memberships - National Associations

by Institutional Control (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS - CLA8STECATTON

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMNS = IND. MEND. NAT. ASS:

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

PUMJC 127 204 536
61.007 18.991 100.000
12.153 55.438 18.451

T NDEP. 581 143 724

(PRI- 80.249 19.751 100.000
VATE) r.7.129 17.931 51.937

PROPRI- 109 25 134

ETARY 41.141 18.657 100.000
10.718 6.631 9.613

COLUMN 1017 377 1394

SUMS 72.956 27.044 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 13-35 Pay for Individual Memberships - State
Associations by Institutional Size (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE INSTITUTION PAY FOR

COLUMNS = IND. MEMH. ST. AS SO:
PAY EXPENSES?

ROW
IFS NO SUMS

UNDER' 432 75 507
1000 85.207 14.793 100.000

19.706 24.590 36.396

1000- 340 82 430
3999 80.930 19.070 100.000

31.985 26.885 30.869

4000- 163 63 226
9999 72.124 27.876 100.000

14.982 20.656 16.224

10,000- 103 46 149
19, 91 9 69.128 30.872 100.000

9.467 15.082 10.696

20,000+ 42 39 81
51.852 48.148 100.000
1.060 12.787 5.815

COLUMN 1088 305 1393
SUMS 70.105 21.895 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 13-36 Pay for Individual Memberships - Regional
Associations by Institutional Size (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = SIZE INSTITUTION pro' FOR

cum)mNs = IND. mEnu. REG. ASSO
PAY EXPE1SES?

ROW
YES NO nuns

UNDER 409 98 507
1C00 NO.671 19.129 100.000

19.878 28.739 36.396

Table 13-37 Pay for Individual1000-
3909

136

78.140
90

21.860
410

101.000 Memberships - National11.039 27.566 30.869
Associations by Institu-

4000- 166 60 226 tional Size (Directors)9999 71..451 26.549 100.000
16.779 17.595 16.224

IhS1111111,1NAL IN1TIPH1104 No' FOP10,000- 101 4R ' 149 6owl. = C111.0!".1-, = 140. MEND. HAT. ASS:19,999 67.785 12.215 100.000
PAY FXPF4sFs?9.601 14.076 10.696

20,000t 40 41 81
POW49.3A1 50.617 100.000 YE1 NO SUMS1.802 12.023 5.815

1

UN0E4 405 102 507COLUMN 1052 341 1393 1000 7q.qP2 'in.1111 100.000SUMS 75.520 24.480 100.000 39.941 26.911 16.196100.000 100.000 100.000

1000- 113 117 430
3444 72.701 27.210 100.000

10.860 10.871 10.869

0000- 160 66 226
4q 'I 70.706 29.204 100.000

15.779 17.414 16.224

10,000- 92 67 149
19,999 61.745 18.25S 100.000

9.071 15.040 10.696

21,-,0011f 44 11 81
54. 121 45.679 10(1.000
4.119 9.763 5.815

COLUMN 1014 379 1393
SUMS 72.791 27.207 100.000

100.000 100.000 190.000
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Table 13-38 Pay for Individual Memberships - State Associations
by Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE

INSTITUTION PAY FOR
COLUMNS = IND. MEMO. ST.

PAY EXPENSES?

VOC.
TECH.

7 YEARS
& UNDER
NOT V.T

YES

114

R7.023
10.745

203
7h.116
19.111

NO

17

12.977
5.763

61
23.684
21.356

now
SUMS

111

100.000
9.661

766
100.000
19.617

4 YEAR 13J 51 3114

R6.711 13.281 100.000
11.305 17.288 28.319

4 YEAR 114 129 461
AND 72.139 27.862 100.000
BEYOND 31.480 41.729 14.145

NURSING 21 4 25
84.000 16.000 100.000
1.979 1.156 1.844

GPAD/ 54 11 R7
['VOTES. 64.169 35.632 100.000
ONLY 5.278 10.508 6.416

coLUIN 1061 295 1156
s'llis 78.244 21.795 180.000

100.100 100.000 100.000

Table 13-39 Pay for Individual Memberships Regional Associations
by Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL INSTITUTION PAY FOR
ROWS = TIN 1 )10mNs = IND. MEMO. REG. Asso

PAY EXPENSES?

ROW

YES NO SUMS Table 13-40 Pay for Individual Memberships -

VOC. 20 111 National Associations by
TEcH. 84.711 15.2[7 100.000 Institutional Type (Directors)

10.9P8 6.079 4.661

INSTITUTIONAL INSTITUTION PAY FOR
2 YEARS 195 71 266 ROWS = TYPE ruLutiws - IND. MEMO. NAT. ASS:

8NDEP 73.10H 26.692 100.000 PAY EXPENSES?
NOT V.T 18.987 21.581 19.617

4 YFAP 125 99 384 ROW
84.615 15.164 100.000 YES NU SUMS
31.646 17.911 28.119

VOC. 107 24 131

4 TEAR 124 139 463 TF.CII. 81.679 18.321 100.000
AND 69.978 10.022 100.000 10.830 6.522 9.661

HEYoND 11.448 42.249 34.145
2 YEARS 179 87 266

NURSING 19 6 25 & UNDER 67.293 12.707 100.000
76.000 24.000 100.000 NOT V.T 18.117 23.641 19.617

1.85^ 1.824 1.844
4 YFAR 311 73 384

GRAD/ 51 34 87 80.999 19.010 100.000
PRoFFS. 60.92o 19.080 100.000 31.478 19.817 28.119
ONLY 5.161 10.334 6.416

4 YEAR 121 142 463

COLUMN 1027 329 1356 AND 69.110 30.670 100.000
sOms 79.117 24.263 190.000 RFIOND 12.490 38.587 14.145

100.000 100.080 100.000
NURSING 18 7 25

72.000 28.000 100.009
1.622 1.902 1.844

GRAD/ 52 14 R7

PPOFES. 59.770 40.230 100.000
ONLY 5.263 9.511 6.416

COLUMN 988 368 1356
SUNS 72.861 27.139 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

/ 5 7-v
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TABLES 14-1 Through 14-15 Has Your Office Conducted Any Research
Projects Relating to Financial Aid Topics
Within the Past Two Years?

Just over 30 percent of the Directors of Financial Aid responding to the
survey stated that their office had conducted research on topics related

to financial aid within the past two years. As seen in Tables 14-1
through 14-5, the existence of office research projects on financial aid
topics is related to the following: years of employment, educational
level, and institutional size, control, and type (significant at the .01

level). For example, respondents from large institutions-were over twice
as likely to report the existence of office research projects as were
respondents from small schools.

(The following section applies only to those
Directors indicating that their office had
conducted research projects within the past
two years)

Approximately 44 percent of the Directors whose offices had conducted
research projects stated that some/all of the projects were analytical
(i.e., they employed tests of statistical significance). Although there

were differences in responses to this question by years of employment,
educational level, and institutional size, type, and control, none of the
differences were significant at the .05 level (Tables 14-6 through 14-8).

Respondents were requested to state whether their research project(s)
dealt with "student attitudes toward either financing postsecondary
education or financial aid programs" or with the "impact of financial
aid, e.g. on student or institutional decision making." There were no

significant differences (at the .05 level) in whether or not research
projects dealt with student attitudes based on years of employment,
educational level, or institutional type, control, and size. Table 14-9

displays the results of the above question based on institutional size.

The impact of financial aid programs was addressed in over one-half of
the research projects which were conducted. There were no significant
differences in whether the research related to the impact of financial
aid programs based on years of employment (Table 14-10), educational
level, or institutional size and type. However, institutional control

was related to the above question, with private institutions being most
likely (significant at the .01 level) to address the issue of the impact
of financial aid programs (Table 14-11).

Respondents were asked to check any or all of three alternatives regarding
how the results of their research projects were utilized:

(1) For internal financial aid office operations and policy
making

(2) For dissemination within selected offices or segments

of the institution

(3) For publication in a professional journal
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Approximately 91 percent of the respondents stated that the results of
their research were used for financial aid office operations and policy
making. There were no significant differences in responses to this
question based on years of employment, educational level, or institu-
tional type, control, and size (Table 14-12).

Just over 60 percent of the respondents stated that the results of their
research projects were used for institutional dissemination. As years
of experience in the financial aid profession increased, there was a
greater tendency to share the results of research projects within the
respondents' institutions (Table 14-13).

Results of research projects were used for publication in professional
journals by approximately 8 percent of the respondents. Publication in
professional journals was most common among those holding either doctoral
or associate degrees (Table 14-14). As seen in Table 14-15, publication
in professional journals was most common among respondents employed in
universities and graduate/professional schools.

Table 14-1 Recent Financial Aid Research Projects
by Years Worked (Directors)

ROWS = NO.TEARS WORKED IN
FINANCIAL AID

RECENT RESEARCH
COLUMNS = PROJECTS ON

FINANCIAL AID'?

ROW
TES NO SUMS

1 TEAR 24 148 172
RIPER. 13.953 86.047 100.000
OR LESS 5.839 15.711 12.712

2-3 63 170 233
TEARS 27.039 72.961 100.000
EXPER. 15.328 18.047 17.221

4-5 79 194 272
TEARS 28.676 71.324 100.000
RIPER. 18.978 20.594 20.103

6-10 157 281 438
YEARS 35.845 64.155 100.000

38.200 29.830 32.373

11-15 70 117 187

TEARS 37.433 62.567 100.000
17.032 12.420 13.821

16 19 32 51
TEARS 37.255 62.745 100.000

4.623 3.397 3.769

COLUMN 11 942 1353
SUES 30.,,7 69.623 100.000

100.030 100.000 100.000
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Table 14-2 Recent Financial Aid Research Projects
by Educational Level (Directors)

EDUCATION:
ROWS = HIGHEST LEVEL

ACHIEVED

RECENT RESEARCH
COLUMNS PROJECTS ON

FINANCIAL AID?

ROW
YES NO GUMS

DOCTO- 36 40 76
RATE 47.368 52.632 100.000

8.802 4.264 5.642

MASTERS 253 452 705
35.887 64.113 100.000
61.858 48.188 52.339

BACHE- 85 282 367
LORS 23.161 76.839 100.000

20.782 30.064 27.246

ASSO- 9 46 55
CIATE 16.364 83.636 100.000

2.200 4.904 4.083

OTHER 26 118 144
18.055 81.944 100.000
6.357 12.580 10.690

COLUMN 409 938 1347
SUMS 30.364 69.636 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 14-3 Recent Financial Aid Research Projects
by Institutional Size (Directors)

ROWS . INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE

RECENT RESEARCR
COLUMNS PROJECTS ON

FINANCIAL AID?

ROW
TES NO SUMS

UNDER 89 398 487
1000 18.275 81.725 100.000

21.760 42.251 36.047

1000- 132 288 420

3999 31.429 68.571 100.000
32.274 30.573 31.088

4000- 91 132 223

9999 40.807 59.193 100.000
22.249 14.313 16.506

10.000- 59 86 145
19.999 40.690 59.310 100.000

14.425 9.130 10.733

20,000+ 38 38 76

50.000 50.000 100.000
9.291 4.034 5.625

COLUMN 409 942 1351

SUMS 30.274 69.726 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 14-4 Recent Financial Aid Research Projects
by Institutional Control (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS - CLAssIFCATION:

RECENT RESEARCH
COLUMNS = PROJECTS op

FINANCIAL AID?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

PUBLIC 186 336 522
35.632 64.368 100.000
45.366 35.745 38.667

INDEP. 206 496 702
(PRI- 29.345 70.655 100.000
PATE) 50.244 52.766 52.000

PROPRI- 18 108 126
ETARY 14.286 85.714 100.000

4.390 11.489 9.333

COLUMN 410 940 1350
SUMS 30.370 69.630 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 14-5 Recent Financial Aid Research Projects
by Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS . TYPE:

PECENT RESEARCH
COLUMNS = PROJECTS OR

FINANCIAL AID?

HOW
YES NO SUMS

VOC. 23 101 124
TECH. 18.548 81.452 100.000

5.764 11.050 9.444

<2YEARS 2 14 16
NOT YOC 12.500 87.500 100.000
TECH. 0.501 1.532 1.219

2 YEAR 62 181 243
NOT YOC 25.514 74.486 100.000
TECH 15.539 19.803 18.507

4 YEAR 115 259 374
30.749 69.251 100.000
28.822 28.337 28.484

4 YEAR 175 274 449
AND 38.976 61.024 100.000
BEYOND 43.860 29.978 34.196

NURSING 1 23 24
4.167 95.833 100.000
0.251 2.516 1.828

GRAD/ 21 62 83
PROFES. 25.301 74.699 100.000
ONLY 5.263 6.783 6.321

COLUMN 399 914 1313
SUMS 30.388 69.612 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 14-6 Analytical Research Projects by
Educational Level (Directors)

EDUCATION:
ROWS = HIGHEST LEVEL

ACHIEVED
COLUMNS . ANALYTICAL

RESEARCH PROJECTS?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

DOCTO- 22 14 36
RATE 61.111 38.889 100.000 Table 14-7 Analytical Research Projects by12.360 6.39J 9.068

Institutional Size (Directors)
MASTERS 103 142 245

42.041 57.959 100.000
57.865 64.840 61.713 ROWS INSTITUTIONAL COLUMNS . ANALYTICAL

SIZE RESEARCH PROJECTS?BACHE- 35 47 82
LORS 42.683 57.317 100.000

19.663 21.461 20.655 ROW
YES NO SUMS

ASSO- 5 4 9
CIATE 55.556 44.444 100.000 UNDER 38 46 84

2.809 1.826 2.267 1000 45.238 54.762 /00.000
21.348 21.005 21.159

OTHER 13 12 25
52.000 48.000 100.000 1000- 48 78 126
7.303 5.479 6.297 3999 38.095 61.905 100.000

26.966 35.616 31.738
COLUMN 178 219 397
SUMS 44.836 55.164 100.000 4000- 44 46 90

100.000 100.000 100.000 9999 48.889 51. 111 t00.000
24.719 21.005 22.670

10,010- 2R 31 59
19,999 47.458 52.542 100.000

15.730 14.155 14.861

20,000 20 18 38
52.632 47.368 100.000
11.236 8.219 9.572

COLUMN 178 219 397
SUMS 44.836 55.164 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 14-8 Analytical Research
Projects by Institutional
Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = TYPE: COLUMNS = ANALYTICAL

RESEARCH PROJECTS?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

VOC. 10 12 22
TECH. 45.455 54.545 100.000

5.848 5.530 5.670

<2YEARS 1 1 2

NOT VOC 50.000 50.000 100.000
TECH. 0.585 0.461 0.515

2 YEAR 27 34 61
VOC 44.262 55.738 100.000

TECH 15.789 15.668 15.722

4 YEAR 47 63 110
42.727 57.273 100.000
27.485 29.032 28.351

4 YEAR 80 91 171

AND 46.784 53.216 100.000
BEYOND 46.784 41.935 44.072

NURSING 1 1

100.000 100.000
0.585 0.258

GRAD/ 5 16 21

PROPES. 23.810 76.190 100.000
ONLY 2.924 7.373 5.412

COLONS 171 217 388
SUBS 44.072 55.928 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

-14-63



Table 14-9

1013 .

UNDER
1000

1000-
3999

4000-
9999

1 0, 000-
19,999

20.000.

COLUMN
SONS

Research
by Institutional

INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE

YES

27
31.395
19.286

46
36.220
32.857

32
35.556
22.857

21

36.207
15.000

14

37.838
10.000

140
35.176
100.000

Projects

NO

59
68.605
22.868

81
63.780
31.395

58
64.444
22.481

37
63.793
14.341

23
62.162
8.915

258
64.824
100.000

on Student Attitudes
Size (Directors)

RESEARCH PROJECTS
COLUMNS ON STUD. ATTITUDES

ROW
SUMS

afi

100.000
21.608

127 Table
100.000
31.910

90
100.000
22.613

ROWS =
58

100.000
14.573

37
100.000
9.296

1 YEAR
RIPER.

398
OE LESS

100.000
100.000

2-3
YEARS
EXPER.

4-5
YEARS
EYPER.

6-10
YEARS

11-15
YEARS

16.
YEARS

COLUMN
SUMS

14-10

NO.YEARS
FINANCIAL

YES

13

56.522
6.311

32
51.613
15.534

39
49.351
18.447

83
54.605
40.291

29

42.647
14.078

11

57.895
5.340

206
51.372
100.000

Research
Attitudes
(Directors)

WORKED
AID

NO

10
43.478
5.128

30
48.387
15.385

39
50.649
20.000

69
45.395
35.385

39
57.353
20.000

8

42.105
4.103

195
48.628
100.000

Projects on Student
by Years Worked

RESEARCH PROJECTS
IN COLUMNS = ON IMPACT OF FINAN-

CIAL AID PROGRAMS?

ROW
SUMS

23
100.000

5.736

62
100.000
15.461

77
100.000
19.202

152
100.000
37.905

68
100.000
16.958

19

100.000
4.738

401
100.000
100.000

Table 14-11 Research Projects on
the Impact of Student Financial
Aid Programs (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS = CLASSIFCATION:

RESEARCH PROJECTS
COLUMNS = ON IMPACT OF FINAN-

CIAL AID PROGRAMS?

ROW
YES NO SUMS

PUBLIC 78 104 182
42.857 57.143 100.000
38.049 53.333 45.500

INDEP. 119 82 201
(PRI- 59.204 40.796 100.000
VATE) 58.049 42.051 50.250

PROPRI- 8 9 17

ETARY 47.059 52.941 100.000
3.902 4.615 4.250

COLUMN 205 195 400
SUMS 51.250 48.750 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Table 14-12 Research Results Used for Internal
Office Operations and Policy Making
by Institutional Size (Directors)

BOYS . INSTITUTIONAL
SIZE

RESULTS USED FOR
COLON'S * INTERNAL OPERATIONS

S POLICY MAKING

NOW
YES NO SURS

UNDER 81 8 89
1000 91.011 8.989 100.000

21.600 23.529 21.760

1000- 121 11 132
3999 91.667 6.333 100.000

32.267 32.353 32.274

4000- 85 6 91
9999 93.407 6.593 100.000

22.667 17.647 22.249

10,000- 53 6 59
1 9, 999 89.831 10.169 100.000

14.133 17.647 14.425

20, 000 35 3 38
92.105 7.895 100.000
9.333 8.824 9.291

COLUMN 375 34 409
SUBS 91.687 9.313 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 14-13 Research Results Used for
Institutional Dissemination by
Years of Employment (Directors)

ROWS . NO.YEARS WORMED IN
FINANCIAL AID

RESULTS USED FOR
COLON'S INSTITUTIONAL

DISSEMINATION

ROW
YES NO SUMS

1 YEAR 11 13 24
EIPER. 45.833 54.167 100.000
OR LESS 4.435 7.975 5.839

2-3 33 30 63
YEARS 52.381 47.619 100.000
EIPER. 13.306 18.405 15.328

4-5 45 33 78
YEARS 57.692 42.308 100.000
EIPER. 18.145 20.245 18.978

6-10 103 54 157
YEARS 65.6C5 34.395 100.000

41.532 33.129 38.200

1 1- 15 29 70
YEARS 58.571 41.429 100.000

16.532 17.791 17.032

16+ 15 4 19
YEARS 78.947 21.053 100.000

6.048 2.454 4.623

COLUMN 246 163 411
SUBS 60.341 39.659 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000



Table 14-14 Research Results Used for Publication
in a Professional Journal by
Educational Level (Directors)

EDUCATION:
ROWS . HIGHEST LEVEL

ACHIEVED

RESULTS USED FOR
COLUMNS = PUBLICATION IN

PROFESSIONAL JOURNAL

ROW
YES NO SUNS

DOCTO- 7 29 36
RATE 19.444 80.556 100.000

21.875 7.692 8.802

MASTERS 20 23J 253
7.905 92.095 100.000

62.500 61.804 61.858

BACHE- 3 82 85
LORS 3.529 96.471 100.000

9.375 21.751 20.782

ASSO- 1 8 9
CIATE 11.111 88.889 100.000

3.125 2.122 2.200

OTHER 1 25 26
3.846 96.154 100.000
3.125 6.631 6.357

COLUMN 32 377 409
SONS 7.824 92.176 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000

Table 14-15 Research Results Used for Publication
in a Professional Journal by
Institutional Type (Directors)

INSTITUTIONAL
ROWS TYPE:

RESULTS USED FOR
COLUMNS . PUBLICATION IN A

PROFESSIONAL JOURNAL

ROW
YES NO SUNS

VoC.
TECH.

<2YEARS
NOT VOC
TECH.

23
100.000
6.267

2

100.000
0.545

23
100.000
5.764

2

100.000
0.501

2 YEAR 3 59 62
NOT VOC 4.839 95.161 100.000
TECH 9.375 16.C76 15.539

4 YEAR 7 108 115
6.087 93.913 100.000

21.875 29.428 28.822

4 YEAR 20 155 175
AND 11.429 88.571 100.000
BEYOND 62.500 42.234 43.860

NURSING 1 1

100.000 100.000
0.272 0.251

GRAD/ 2 19 21
PROEM 9.524 90.476 100.000
ONLY 6.250 5.177 5.263

COLUMN 32 367 399
SUMS 8.020 91.980 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000
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Financial Aid Directors' Salaries
by Institutional Type, Control, and Size

and by Geographic Area



PUBLIC
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR.

TYPE IND SIZE <7000

REGIONAL
EONS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 NOV

$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $270004 SUMS

1

EISFIA 3 5 3 11 4 3 19

15.789 26.316 15.789 5.2631 21.053 15.789 100.000
30.000 22.727 18.750 11.1111 25.000 60.000 22.619

1

SISFIA 5 5 4 1 1 17

29.412 29.412 23.529 5.8821 5.882 5.882 100.000
50.000 22.727 25.000 11.1111 6.250 20.000 20.238

1

MISFAA 1 2 5 11 5 14

7.143 14.286 35.714 7.1431 35.714 100.000
10.000 9.091 31.250 11.1111 31.250 16.667

1

SiliSFAA 1 2 5 1 31 3 1 16

6.250 12.500 31.250 6.250 18.7501 18.750 6.250 100.000
100.000 66.667 22.727 6.250 33.3331 18.750 20.000 19.048

RE AS FAA 1 5 3 21 1 12

8.333 41.667 25.000 16.6671 8.333 100.000
10.000 22.727 18.750 22.2221 6.250 14.286

NASFAA 1 11 2 2 6

16.667 16.6671 33.333 33.333 100.000

33.333 11.1111 12.500 100.000 7.143
1

COLUMN 1 3 10 22 16 9 16 2 5 84

SUMS 1.190 3.571 11.905 26.190 19.048 10.714 19.048 2.381 5.752 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100 .000 100.700 100.000

PUBLIC
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR

TYPE AND SIZE 7-19999

REGIONAL
BONS = ASSOCIATIONS COLUMNS = SALARY:

OP STATES CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW

$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SUMS

1

EASFAA 2 1 31 6 1 13

15.385 7.692 23.0771 46.154 7.692 100.000

33.333 5.000 15.7891 17.647 9.091 13.542

1

SASFAA 1 1 2 7 21 7 2 22

4.545 4.545 9.091 31.818 9.0911 31.818 9.091 100.000

100.000 100.000 33.333 35.000 10.5261 20.588 18.182 22.917

1

MASFAA 1

4.545
4

18.182.
31 10

13.6361 45.455
3

13.636
1

4.545
22

100.000

16.667 20.000 15.7891 29.412 27.273 25.000 22.917

1

SVASFAA 1

7.692
5

38.462
31 4

23.0771 30.769
13

100.000

16.667 25.000 15.7891 11.765 13.542

1

RMASFAA 3

37.500
31 1

37.5001 12.500
1

12.500
8

100.000
15.000 15:7891 2.941 9.091 8.333

1

RAMA 51 6

27.7781 33.333
4

22.222
3

16.667
18

100.000
26.3161 17.647 36.364 75.000 18.750

1

COLUMN 1 1 6 20 19 34 11 4 96

SUMS 1.042 1.042 6.250 20.833 19.792 35.417 11.458 4.167 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



PUBLIC
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR.

TYPE AND SIZE 20,000

REGIONAL
ROWS . ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CUBRENT ANNUAL

UNDER
$9,000

$9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SUMS

EASFAA
1 1 3 2 7

14.286 14.286 42.857 28.571 100.000
14.286 11.111 23.077 12.500 13.208

SISFAA 1 2 3
33.333 66.667 100.000
50.000 33.333 5.660

MAMA 1 3 3 5 4 6 22
4.545 13.636 13.636 22.727 18.182 27.273 100.000
50.000 50.000 42.857 55.556 30.769 37.500 41.509

SWASFAA 2 1 2 5

40.000 20.000 40.000 100.000
28.571 7.692 12.500 9.434

RAASFAA 1 1 1 3
33.333 33.333 33.333 100.000
16.667 11.111 7.692 5.660

VASFAI 1 2 4 6 13
7.692 15.385 30.769 46.154 100.000
14.286 22.222 30.769 37.500 24.528

COLUMN 2 6 7 9 13 16 53
SUMS 3.774 11.321 13.208 16.981 24.528 30.189 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

-151-6 9



PUBLIC
ITS: INSTIMIOVAL . 4 TEAR

TTPR AMD SIZE <4000

REGIONAL
ROVS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES
COLUMNS SALARY:

CURREN? ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 315,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 RON
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000. SUNS

EASFAA 3 3 1 1 9

11.111 33.333 33.333 11.111 11.111 100.000
50.000 37.500 25.000 20.000 33.333 29.032

SASFAA 3 1 4

75.000 25.000 100.000
37.500 8.333 12.903

HSFAA 3 2 1 6

50.000 33.333 16.667 100.000
25.000 40.000 100.000 19.355

SVASFIA 1 2 3

33.333 66.667 100.000
12.500 16.667 9.677

RMASFAA 1 1 1 1 4

25.000 25.000 25.000 25.000 100.000
50.000 8.333 20.000 33.333 12.903

VISFAI 1 2 1 1 5

20.000 40.000 20.000 20.000 100.000
12.500 16.667 20.000 33.333 16.129

COLUMN 2 8 12 5 3 1 31

SUNS 6.452 25.806 38.710 16.129 9.677 3.226 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

PUBLIC
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL . 4 TEAR

TYPE AND SIZE 4,000

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS COLUMNS = SALARY:

OP STATES CURREN? ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 RON
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SUNS

EASFAA 1 2 2 5

20.000 40.000 40.000 100.000
100.000 33.333 40.000 20.833

SASFlA 1 1 1 1 4

25.000 25.000 25.000 25.000 100.000
16.667 20.000 20.000 25.000 16.667

HASFII 3 2 1 2 8

37.500 25.000 12.500 25.000 100.000
50.000 40.000 25.000 100.000 33.333

SVISFAA 1 1 2

50.000 50.000 100.000
20.000 20.000 8.333

RMIISFAA 1 1 1 3

33.333 33.333 33.333 100.000
20.000 20.000 25.000 12.500

V ASFA A 1 1 2

50.000 50.000 100.000
25.000 100.000 8:333

COLUMN 1 6 5 5 4 2 1 24

SUMS 4.167 25.000 20.833 20.833 16.667 8.333 4.167 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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PUBLIC
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL 2 YEAR

TYPE AND SIZE <4000

REGIONAL
BONS = ASSOCIATIONS

OP STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 517,000
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999

EISFil 2 1 4 4

11.111 5.556 22.222 22.222
33.333 20.000 28.571 23.529

SISFAA 2 3 2 2 3

15.385 23.077 15.385 15.385 23.077
50.000 50.000 40.000 14.286 17.647

RISFIA 1 1 1 6

6.667 6.667 6.667 40.000
16.667 20.000 7.143 35.294

SVISFAA 2 4 1

18.182 36.364 9.091
50.000 28.571 5.882

RMASFAA 1 3 2

14.286 42.857 28 571
20.000 21.429 11 765

VISFAA 1

33.333
5 882

COLUMN 4 6 5 14 17
SUMS 5.970 8.955 7.463 20.896 25.373

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

PUBLIC
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 2 YEAR

TYPE AND SIZE 4,000+

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OP STATES

4

22.222
44.444

1

7.692
11.111

2

13.333
22.222

2

18.182
22.222

9

13.433
100.000

COLUMNS = SALARY:
CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999

EISFAI 2 3

10.526 15.789
40.000 30.000

SASFAI 1

16.667
20.000

MISFAA 1 3

4.545 13.636
20.000 30.000

SVASFAA 1 4

9.091 36.364
20.000 40.000

RMASFAA

VASFAA

COLUMN 5 10
SUMS 6.849 13.699

100.000 100.000

2

10.526
28.571

2

9.091
28.571

1

9.091
14.286

1

100.000
14.286

1

7.143
14.286

7

9.589
100.000

-160-

519,000
20,999

3

16.667
37.500

$21,000
23,999

524,000
26,999 527000+

ROV
SUMS

18
100.000
26.866

13

100.000
19.403

2 1 1 15
13.333 6.667 6.667 100.000
25.000 50.000 100.000 22.388

2 11
18.182 100.000
25.000 16.418

1 7

14.286 100.000
12.500 10.448

1 1 3

33.333 33.333 100.000
50.000 100.000 4.478

8 2 1 1 67
11.940 2.985 1.493 1.493 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

519,000 $21,000 524,000 ROW
20,999 23,999 26,999 527000+ SUMS

3 7 1 19
15.789 36.842 5.263 5.263 100.000
14.286 41.176 11.111 25.000 26.027

3 1 1 6

50.000 16.667 16.667 100.000
14.286 5.882 11.111 8.219

8 3 4 1 22
36.364 13.636 18.182 4.545 100.000
38.095 17.647 44.444 25.000 30.137

4 1 11

36.364 9.091 100.000
19.048 5.882 15.068

1

100.000
1.370

3 5 3 2 14
21.429 35.714 21.429 14.286 100.000
14.286 29.412 33.333 50.000 19.178

21 17 9 4 73
28.767 23.288 12.329 5.479 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000



INDEP
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR+

TYPE AND SIZE <4000

REGIONAL
ROMS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

EASFAA

SASFAA

N ASFAA

SVASFAA

INASFIA

NASF1A

COLOR'S = SALARY:
CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 327000

1

2.564
50.000

1

7.143
50.000

2 6 9 7 6 6 2

5.128 15.385 23.077 17.949 15.385 15.385 5.128
33.333 28.571 33.333 31.818 42.857 60.000 40.000

1

4.348
16.667

3

15.000
50.000

5

35.714
23.810

3

13.043
14.286

3

27.273
14.286

4

20.000
19.048

4

28.571
14.815

9

39.130
33.333

3

27.273
11.111

2

10.000
7.407

3

21.429
13.636

6

26.087
27.273

3

27.273
13.636

3

15.000
13.636

1

7.143
7.143

2

8.696
14.286

1

9.091
7.143

1

100.000
7.143

3

15.000
21.429

1

4.348
10.000

1

9.091
20.000

3

15.000
30.000

2

10.000
40.000

1

4.348
100.000

RON
SUMS

39
100.000
36.111

14

100.000
12.963

23
100.000
21.296

11

100.000
10.185

1

100.000
0.926

20
100.000
18.519

COLUMN 2 6 21 27 22 14 10 5 1 108
SUMS 1.852 5.556 19.444 25.000 20.370 12.963 9.259 4.630 0.926 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

INDEP
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR+

TYPE AND SIZE 4,000

REGIONAL
ROMS = ASSOCIATIONS

OP STATES

EASFAA

SSFAA

NASFAA

SVASFAA

RMASFAA

NASFAA

COLUMN
SUMS

COLUMNS = SALARY:
CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000

1

2.222
100.000

1

2.222
50.000

1

5.882
50.000

4

8.889
66.667

1

16.667
16.667

1

10.000
16.667

8

17.778
61.538

1

25.000
7.692

3

17.647
23.077

1

10.000
7.692

4

8.889
28.571

1

25.000
7.143

3

17.647
21.429

1

16.667
7.143

1

100.000
7.143

4

40.000
28.571

5

11.111
35.714

5

29.412
35.714

3

50.000
21.429

1

10.000
7.143

7

15.556
63.636

2

11.765
18.182

2

20.000
18.182

7

15.556
58.333

2

50.000
16.667

2

11.765
16.667

1

10.000
8.333

8

17.778
80.000

1

5.882
10.000

1

16.667
10.000

RON
SUMS

45
100.000
54.217

4

100.000
4.819

17

100.000
20.482

6

100.000
7.229

1

100.000
1.205

10

100.000
12.048

1 2 6 13 14 14 11 12 10 83
1.205 2.410 7.229 15.663 16.867 16.867 13.253 14.458 12.048 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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INDEP
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR

TYPE AND SIZE <1000

REGIONAL
ROWS . ASSOCIATIONS

OP STATES

EASFAA

SASFAA

MASFAA

SWASFAA

RMASFAA

VASFAA

COLUMNS = SALARY:
CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000. SUMS

2

9.091
15.385

2

6.250
15.385

8

15.385
61.538

1

11.111
7.692

7

31.818
17.073

11

34.375
26.829

15
28.846
36.585

3

37.500
7.317

3

33.333
7.317

2

33.333
4.878

7 5 1

31.818 22.727 4.545
28.000 19.231 7.692

5 8 3

15.625 25.000 9.375
20.000 30.769 23.077

9 11 4

17.308 21.154 7.692
36.000 42.308 30.769

1 1 2

12.500 12.500 25.000
4.000 3.846 15.385

1 1 2

11.111 11.111 22.222
4.000 3.846 15.385

2 1

33.333 16.667
8.000 7.692

2

6.250
28.571

4

7.692
57.143

1

16.667
14.286

1

3.125
50.000

1

12.500
50.000

1.923
50.000

1

11.111
50.000

22
100.000
17.054

32
100.000
24.806

52
100.000
40.310

8

100.000
6.202

9

100.000
6.977

6

100.000
4..651

COLUMN 13 41 25 26 13 7 2 2 129
SUMS 10.078 31.783 19.380 20.155 10.078 5.426 1.550 1.550 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

INDEP
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR

TYPE AND SIZE 1-1,999

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES

EISFAI

SASFAA

MASFAA

SWASFAA

RMASFAA

VASFAA

COLUMNS = SALARY:
CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000.

1

2 7 12 6 61 3 3

5.128 17.949 30.769 15.385 15.385 7.692 7.692
18.182 23.333 42.857 37.500 42.857 33.333 75.000

1

6.250
33.333

1

2.439
33.333

1

9.091
33.333

2

12.500
18.182

3

7.317
27.273

2

18.182
18.182

1

25.000
9.091

1

25.000
9.091

6

37.500
20.000

12

29.268
40.003

4

36.364
13.333

1

25.000
3.133

3

18.750
10.714

12

29.268
42.857

1

25.000
3.571

2

12.500
12.500

1 1

6.250 6.250
7.143 11.111

4 5 3

9.756 12.195 7.317
25.000 35.714 33.333

21 2

18.182 18.182
12.500 14.286

1 1

25.000 25.000
6.250 1'.111

1

25.000 25.000
6.250 11.111

1

2.439
25.000

NOV
SUMS

39
100.000
33.913

16

100.000
13.913

41
100.000
35.652

11

100.000
9.565

4

100.000
3.478

4

100.000
3.478

COLUMN 3 11 30 28 16 14 9 4 115
SUMS 2.609 9.565 26.087 24.348 13.913 12.174 7.826 3.478 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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INDSP
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = 4 YEAR

TYPE AND SIZE 2,000+

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

Or STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER
$9,000

$9,000-
10,999

$11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SONS

EISPAI 1

5.000
50.000

1

5.000
100.000

2

10.000
28.571

6

30.000
66.667

2

10.000
50.000

6
30.000
60.000

2

10.000
50.000

20
100.000
54.054

SISPAI 1 1 2
50.000 50.000 100.000
50.000 11.111 5.405

AISPAA 3 2 2 3 2 12
25.000 16.667 16.667 25.000 16.667 100.000
42.857 22.222 50.000 30.000 50.000 32.432

SWASPAA

MAMA 1
1

100.000 100.000
14.286 2.703

VISPAA 1 1 2
50.000 50.000 100.000
14.286 10.000 5.405

COLUMN 2 1 7 9 14 10 4 37
SUMS 5.405 2.703 18.919 24.324 10.811 27.027 10.811 100.000

t00.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

174
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ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = INDEP
TYPE AND SIZE 2 YEAR

REGIONAL
HORS = ASSOCIATIONS COLUMNS = SALARY:

OF STATES CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 327000 SUNS

EASFAA 1 2 3 3 2 1 1 1 14
7.143 14.286 21.429 21.429 14.286 7.143 7.143 7.143 100.000
10.000 28.571 42.857 50.000 40.000 100.000 50.000 25.000 33.333

SASFAA 6 2 2 2 1 13
46.154 15.385 15.385 15.385 7.692 100.000
60.000 28.571 28.571 33.333 25.000 30.952

EASFAA 3 1 1 2 1 8
37.500 12.500 12.500 25.000 12.500 100.000
30.000 14.286 16.667 40.000 25.000 19.048

SVASFAA 2 1 3

66.667 33.333 100.000
28.571 50.000 7.143

RMASFAA 1 1

100.000 100.000
20.000 2.381

VASFAA 1 1 1 3

33.333 33.333 33.333 100.000
14.286 14.286 25.000 7.143

COLUMN 10 7 7 6 5 1 2 4 42
SUMS 23.810 16.667 16.667 14.286 11.905 2.381 4.762 9.524 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

f r
1
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PUBLIC,
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = GRAD/

TYPE AND SIZE PROP

REGIONAL
ROWS = SSOCITIONS

OT STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- 111,000 $13,000 115,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW
19,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SUMS

E SPI1 3 3

100.000 100.000
100.000 42.857

SISPA 1 1

100.000 100.000
33.333 14.286

BISPII 1 1

100.000 100.000
33.333 14.286

SwASP1A 1 1 2

50.000 50.000 100.000
33.333 100.000 28.571

RmISFAA

VISFAI

COLUMN 3 3 1 7

SUMS 42.857 42.857 14.286 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

INDEP
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = GRID/

TYPE IND SIZE PROF

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS COLUMNS = SALARY:

OF STATES CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 113,000 115,000 117,000 119,000 $21,000 124,000 ROW

$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000 SUMS

ZAA 1 2 6 3 1 2 2 1 18

5.556 11.111 33.333 16.667 5.556 11.111 11.111 5.556 100.000

50.000 25.000 100.000 75.000 33.333 66.667 100.000 100.000 62.069

SISPAA 2 2

100.000 100.000

25.000 6.897

MkSPAI 1 2 1 4

25.000 50.000 25.000 100.000

50.000 25.000 33.333 13.793

SWASFAA 1 1

100.000 100.000
33.333 3.448

RMASPAA

VASPAA 2 1 1 4

50.000 25.000 25.000 100.000

25.000 25.000 33.333 13.793

COLUMN 2 8 6 4 3 3 2 1 29

SUMS 6.897 27.586 20.690 13.793 10.345 10.345 6.897 3.448 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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PUBLICS
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = INDEP

TYPE AND SIZE NURSING

REGIONAL
NOUS = ASSOCIATIONS

OF STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 NOV
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 127000 SUNS

RASTA& 1 1 1 1 4
25.000 25.000 25.000 25.000 100.000
33.333 100.000 100.000 100.000 36.364

SASFAA 1 1

100.000 100.000
33.333 9.091

N AS FAA 2 1 1 4

50.000 25.000 25.000 100.000
66.667 100.000 100.000 36.364

SWASFAA 1 1

100.000 100.000
33.333 9.091

RMASFAA 1 1

100.000 100.000
33.333 9.091

VASFAA

COLUMN 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 11

SUMS 27.273 27.273 9.091 9.091 9.091 9.091 9.091 100.000
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

PUBLICS
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = INDEP

TYPE AND SIZE VOC.TEC

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS COLUMNS = SALARY:

OF STATES CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDEH $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 NOV
$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000. Sons

EASFAA 2

66.667
33.333

1

33.333
50.000

3

100.000
8.571

SASFAA 1 1 1 3 6

16.667 16.667 16.657 50.000 100.000
50.000 16.667 50.000 50.000 17.143

MASFAA 1 2 1 2 5 2 1 2 16
6.250 12.500 6.250 12.500 31.250 12.500 6.250 12.500 100.000

50.000 100.000 16.667 33.333 55.556 66.667 50.000 66.667 45.714

SWASFAA 1 2 1 4

25.000 50.000 25.000 100.000
16.667 22.222 33.333 11.429

RMASFAA 1 1 1 3

33.333 33.333 33.333 100.000
16.667 11.111 50.000 8.571

VISFAA 1 1 1 3

33.313 33.333 33.333 100.000
16.667 11.111 33.333 8:571

COLUMN 2 2 6 2 6 9 3 2 3 35
SUNS 5.714 5.714 17.143 5.714 17.143 25.714 8.571 5.714 8.571 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = PROPRI.
TYPE AND SIZE VOC.TEC

REGIONAL
ROWS = ASSOCIATIONS

OP STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER
$9,000

$9,000- $11,000 $13,000
10,999 12,999 14,999

1
1

$15,000
16,999

$17,000
18,999

$19,000
20,999

$21,000
23,999

$24,000
26,999 527000

20V
SONS

EASPAA 1 31 1 3 2 1 1 12

8.333 25.0001 8.333 25.000 16.667 8.333 8.333 100.000

20.000 27.2731 8.333 27.273 50.000 33.333 20.000 21.818

SkSFAA 1 3 1
5

20.000 60.000 20.000 100.000

8.333 27.273 25.000 9.091

MiSFIA 1 7 1 1 1 11

9.091 63.636 9.091 9.091 9.091 100.000

9.091 58.333 9.091 33.333 33.333 20.000

SVASFAA 1 2 3
6

16.667 33.333 50.000
100.000

20.000 18.182 25.000
10.909

NAMPA& 2 1 1
1 5

40.000 20.000 20.000 20.000 100.000

40.000 9.091 33.333 33.333 9.091

ViSFAA 1 5 3 1 1 1 4 16

6.250 31.250 18.750 6.250 6.250 6.250 25.000 100.000

20.000 45.455 27.273 33.333 25.000 100.000 80.000 29.091

COLUMN 5 11 12 11 3 4 1 3 5 55

SUMS 9.091 20.000 21.818 20.000 5.455 7.273 1.818 5.455 9.091 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.00) 100.000 100.000 100.000

ALL
ITS: INSTITUTIONAL = OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE PROPRI.

REGIONAL
BOVS = ASSOCIATIONS

OP STATES
COLUMNS = SALARY:

CURRENT ANNUAL

UNDER $9,000- $11,000 $13,000 $15,000 $17,000 $19,000 $21,000 $24,000 ROW

$9,000 10,999 12,999 14,999 16,999 18,999 20,999 23,999 26,999 $27000. SONS

EASPAA 1 1 1 3 1 1
8

12.500 12.500 12.500 37.500 12.500 12.500 100.000

20.000 12.500 50.000 42.857 100.000 50.000 24.242

SASFAA 2 1 4 1
1 9

22.222 11.111 44.444 11.111 11.111 100.000

40.000 12.500 50.000 50.000 50.000 27.273

MSFAA 1 4 2 3
10

10.000 40.000 20.000 30.000 100.000

20.000 50.000 25.000 42.857
30.303

SMASPAA 1 2
3

33.333 66.667
100.000

20.000 25.000
9.091

RMISFAA

ViSFAA 2 1
3

66.667 33.333
100.000

25.000 14.286
9.091

COLUMN 5 8 8 2 7 1 2 33

SUMS 15.152 24.242 24.242 6.061 21.212 3.030 6.061 100.000

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
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NtA.F,zV
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS

CENTRAL OFFICE AND PLACEMENT SERVICE
910 Seventeenth St.eel, N.W., Suite 228

Washington, D. C. 20.705

(202) 785 0453

March 11, 1974

Dear Director of Financial Aid:

1 know that you are vitally concerned about the role of the financial aid admin-
istrator Ln post-secondary ed,cation today and in the future. The National Council
of NASFAA shares this concern and therefore has commissioned William J. Bushaw
of the University of Iowa to conduct the enclosed survey to determine the function,
training, status and other relevant information about our rapidly expanding
profession. It is hoped that the data obtained can be used to upgrade the aid
administrator through better training, more adequate staffing, greater stature
within the institution, and improved compensation.

The questionnaire consists of two sections. Section One applies to all financial

aid administrators at your institution. Because of the cost factor, I would deeply

appreciate your making sufficient copies to allow each member of your professional
staff to complete the first portion of this survey.

Section Two pertains to the financiai aid office and requires completion only by
the director. All individual responses will be held strictly confidential.

The National Council urges you to take the relatively brief time needed to complete
this important survey and return it to Mr. Bushaw at the address below within two

weeks. Thanks so much for your cooperatLon in this vital survey.

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Eunice L. Edwards
President

Return Surveys to:

NASFAA Professional Survey
The University of Lowa
Office of Financial Aids
106 Old Dental Building
Iowa City, Iowa 52242
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1-4

NJ

SECTION ONE: The questions in this section should be answered by all
professional financial aid administrators. Please answer each question
if at all possible. Give the best answer you can, and if desired, explain
any answer in the "comments" section. To economize, we are asking each
Director to reproduce enough copies of Section One for distribution to
the professional staff.

1. To support professional development of Aid Officers, does your
institution provide released time and/or pay expenses for any of
the following? (Check all that apply.)

Released Time Pay Expenses
Aid Meetings within state
Aid Meetings out-Of-state
Coursework related to job
Outside professional activities
Attendance at workshops
Office subscriptions
Individual membership in state aid association
Individual membership in regional and national
aid association

2. In your judgment, what areas of academic preparation would be especially
useful for Aid Officers? Which did you have?

Useful I Had
Data Processing
Accounting
Statistics
Counseling
Law
Government
Research
Office Management
Internship/Practicum in Financial Aid
Financial Aid Administration

3. What types of information for job orientation are especially useful
for New Aid Officers? Which did you have?

Useful I Had
Written Job Description
Limits of Authority
Institutional Policies
Office Administration
Overview of Yearly Work
Program Procedures
Minority/Poverty Issues
Inter-Office Relationships
Procedures Manual
Budget Preparation

4. Ideally, what is the single best way for new Aid Officers to get
practical experience? Check those you had.

Single Best
Internship/Practicum/Assistantship
Summer Institute (2-4 Weeks)
Workshop (2-5 Days)
On -the -job Training

I Had
___Internship/Practicum/Assistantship
__Summer Institute (2-4 Weeks)
__Workshop (2-5 Days)

On-the-job Training

5. In what ways would you prefer to keep current? Assume all are available
and check only those you would most likely use.

Occasional coursework
Workshop (2-5 Days)

_Professional meetings--state-wide
Professional meetings--regional

_Professional meetings--national
Financial Aid newsletters
The Journal of Student Financial Aid
Summer Institute (2-4 Weeks)
Self-study materials

_Meeting periodically with Regional Office of Education Officials
_Other (Please specify.)

6. Check the most useful topics for inclusion in workshops to train new
Aid Officers and to keep experienced Aid Officers current.

New Experienced
Personnel Management and Office Organization
Research Methods and Findings
Data Processing Applications
Report Preparation (including budget preparation)
Need Analysis
Operation of Student Employment Services
Status of Student Aid Legislation
Interviewing Techniques
Fund Raising or Developing New Sources of Aid
Minority/Poverty Issues

7. Which of the following have you done? (Check as many as apply.)

_Read financial aid newsletters regularly.
Read The Journal of Student Financial Aid regularly.
Read The Chronical of Higher Education or "Higher Education and
National Affairs" regularly.
Attended an aid association meeting in the past year.
Done committee work for an aid association in the past three years.
Participated in an aid meeting (read paper, led discussion, appeared
on a panel, etc) in the past three years.
Held an office in an aid association in the past three years.

_Served as a consultant off campus in the past three years.
Attended professional association meetings other than those of a
financial aid association inthe past year.
Published or submitted for publication an article in a professional

journal in the past three years.



8. Are you a member of a state financial aid association?

Yes
No

There is not an aid association in my state.

9. Are you a member of a regional aid association?

_Yes - EASFAA Yes SWASFAA
Yes MASFAA Yes - WASFAA
Yes RMASFAA No
Yes - SASFAA

10. In developing the Financial Aid Profession further, how important do
you rate each of the following?

Rate each item according to the following scale:
1=Very important
2=Important
3=Not so important

14. What is the highest degree you have earned?

High School Diploma or less
Associate Arts or 2-year certificate
Bachelors

--Masters
Graduate work which led to a degree between the Masters and
Doctorate
Doctorate

15. Are any of your degrees from the institution at which you are
currently working?

Yes - Undergraduate__-
Yes - Graduate

__-Both
No

16. Are you presently enrolled in a degree program?
Hold seminars on the use of technology in the financial aid office.___
Develop a written code of ethics. ___Yes - Associate Arts/2-year certificate
Conduct more research. __yes - Bachelors___
Encourage the establishment of graduate training programs. ___Yes - Masters
Provide immediate training for newly appointed aid officers. ___Yes - Mid-Degree (i.e., Ed.S.)

I --Provide opportunities for professional growth for those in smaller ___yes - Doctorate
Nov aid operations.

Co ___Develop self-study materials for new aid officers.
Provide training in effective legislative advocacy.
Establish a recommended set of credentials for aid officers. 17. Do you plan to pursue a higher degree in the future?_Establish
Other (Please specify.)

yes - Associate Arts/2-year certificate
Yes - Bachelors

11. What is your age? ---Yes - Masters
___yes - Mid-Degree (i.e., Ed.S.)

21-24 36-40 51-55

---
No

___Yes - Doctorate
41-4525-30 56-60

31-35 46-50 Over 60 __Uncertain

12. What is your sex?

Male
Female

13. What is your race or ethnic background?

Black American Spanish American
American Indian

---American CaucasianOriental American

18. Which best describes your present position?

Full-time Aid Administrator
_Part -time Aid Administrator

If part-time, list other responsibilities, if any
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19. How long have you worked in Financial Aid? SECTION TWO: These questions deal with staffing and office operations
and are to be answered by the Director of Financial Aid.

_Less than 1 year
1-2 years

___3-4 years
5-7 years

20. What is your current salary?

Under $5,000
$ 5,000 7,499
$ 7,500 - 9,999
$10,000 11,999
$12,000 - 13,999

8-10 years
11-15 years
Over 15 years

$14,000 - 15,999
_$16,000 - 17,999
_$18,000 - 19,999
_$20,000 - 21,999

$22 000 or more

21. What was your position just previous to the present one? Two
positions ago?

Most Recent 2nd Most Recent

Director of Financial Aid at another school
Financial Aid Officer at another school
Financial Aid Officer at the same school
Employed in Higher Education in a capacity
other than Financial Aid

Employed in Elementary/Secondary Education
Employed in Government Service
Employed In Private Business
Military
Student
Other (Please specify.)

This completes the questions asked of all Aid Officers. Thank you for your
cooperation.

Comments:

22. Your institution is classified as which one of the following?

Public 2 year or less
_Public 4 year only

Public 4 year and beyond
Public Graduate/Professional only
Private 2 year or less
Private 4 year only

_Private 4 year and beyond
_Private Graduate/Professional only

Proprietary

23. What is the full-time enrollment at your institution?

0- 249
250 - 499
500 - 749
750 - 999

1000 - 2499
2500 - 4999
5000 - 7499
7500 - 9999

10,000 - 14,999
15,000 - 19,999
20,000 or more

24. Where does the Office of Student Financial Aid report within your
institution? (Check one.)

Directly to the President
_To Chief Administrator for Student Services (Either a Vice-President,

Dean, or Director)
To a second level student personnel officer (Assistant Dean for
Student Services, Registrar, Director of Admissions)
To Chief Fiscal Officer (Vice-President for Finance)

_To second level fiscal officer (Cashier, Chief Accountant)
Other (Please specify)

25. How many people do you officially report through to reach the
President of the institution?

None
1

2

3

4

5 or more

26. How long have you been a Financial Aid Director?

_Less than 1 year
1 - 2 years
3 - 4 years
5 - 7 years

8 - 10 years
___11 15 years

Over 15 years



27. How much financial aid experience do you consider necessary to hold
your present position? How much did you have when assuming it?

Necessary Now
Under 1 year
1 - 3 years
4 5 years
Over 5 years

I Had

28. How many full-time professional staff assistants do you employ?

29. How many full-time clerical staff do you employ?

30. How many part-time assistants do you employ? (Include both clerical
and professional)

31. Which of the following operational activities are the responsibility
of the financial aid office? (Check all that apply.)

Informational acitivities, i.e., counseling students, visiting
secondary schools and community colleges, meeting with community
and fraternal organizations.

_Needs analysis (ascertaining need and seeing that program qualifi-
cations are met)

Aid packaging (awarding type of aid and notifying awardee)

Authorizing the disbursement of funds to awardee (notifying fiscal
authority of amount and form of award so a check can be prepared)

_Disbursing funds to awardee (actually handling payment of funds or
establishing credit for awardee)

Do fund accounting (maintaining own office records regarding
program expenditures rather than receiving monthly statements from
the Business Office)

Fiscal reporting (preparing summation of activities and expenditures)

_Loan collections (periodic billing for and bookkeeping of loan
repayments)

Placement or referral of individuals for Work-Study positions.

Placement or referral of individuals for regular part-time employment.

187

32. Where are each of the following programs administered at your institution?

Use the following code for designating location:
1=By the Aid Office
2=By some other office
3=By both the Aid and some other office
4=Aid not available

National Direct Student Loan
Educational Opportunity Grant
College Work-Study Program
Health Professions Programs

_Nursing Program
Law Enforcement Education Program

_Federally Insured or State Guaranteed Loan Program
Regular Part-Time Jobs
Institutional Loans
Academic Scholarships to Entering Freshmen
Academic Scholarships to Enrolled Undergraduates
Institutional Grants
Graduate Scholarships
Graduate Assistantships
Cuban Loan Program
State Scholarships
State Grants

33. Number of students who applied for aid through the institution in
1972-73.

34. List the number of students assisted and the total amount of funds
distributed under each of the following aid categories for program
year 1972-73. Include Federal, State, and Institutional shares.

Loans Number of Students

Institutionally Based
(i.e., college-based
federal programs, insti-
tutional Federally
Insured Loans, institu-
tional long and short-
term loans)

Non-Institutionally Based
(i.e., Federally Insured
or State Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loans through a private
lender, loans through state
agencies, and loans from
private or fraternal
organizations)

TOTAL LOANS

1972-73 Amounts



34. (Continued)

Scholarships Number of Students 1972-73 Amounts

Institutionally Based
(i.e., Institutional
scholarships or endow-
ment funded scholar-
ships institutionally
administered)

Non-institutionally Based
(i.e., State scholarship
program, donor selected
scholarships)

TOTAL SCHOLARSHIPS

Grants

Institutionally Based
(i.e., college-based
federal programs, ath-
letic grants-in-aid,
institutional grants,
activities awards)

.4
cn Non-institutionally Based

(i.e., VA, Social Security,
Vocational Rehabilitation,
and Bonus Board Benefits,
State tuition grants)

TOTAL GRANTS

Employment
(i.e., College Work-Study,
regular part-time employ-
ment, graduate assistantships)

TOTAL ALL AID

TOTAL ALL AID
(Unduplicated count)

Thank you for cooperating in this survey. If you have any other
comments concerning or ideas regarding professional development,
feel free to make them in the comments section. Upon completing the
survey, staple the flap and mail. No postage is required.

1 J
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Nt/A.FizstA
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS

CENTRAL OFFICE AND PLACEMENT SERVICE
910 Seventeenth Street, N. W., Suite 228

Washington, D. C. 20006

(202) 785-0453

August, 1977

Dear Colleague:

Recently the National Council of the National Association of Student
Financial Aid Administrators formed a special committee t gather, study,
and report on selected characteristics of financial aid administrators, the
programs they administer, and their opinions on current issues in financial
aid. The special committee consists of Harvey Grotrian and Robert Holmes
of the University of Michigan and Karen Dickinson of the University of
Michigan's Institute for Social Research..

The questionnaire developed by the committee is enclosed. As you can

see the questionnaire represents an ambitious effort to learn more about

individuals who are employed in the financial aid profession. I urge you

to promptly complete the questionnaire and return it using the prepaid
addressed envelope which is also enclosed.

The questionnaire is to be completed only by individuals who are
employed in financial aid at educational institutions. We are particularly

aware of the sensitive nature of some of the information you are asked to

provide. Therefore, the study has been designed so that your replies will
be treated with the strictest confidence and so that it will not be possible
to connect anyone with his or her responses.

It is crucial that any study of this type be based upon a high
percentage of those surveyed. Last month the Midwest Association of
Student Financial Aid Administrators published a study to which nearly

75 percent of the MASFAA members contributed. Given the ease with which this

questionnaire can be completed, I hope that we can do at least as well on

a national basis.

Best wishes for continued success in the year ahead. The committee

looks forward to receiving your response.

Sincerely,

Joe L. McCormick
President
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Directions: Please answer the following questions by putting an "X" in the
appropriate parentheses. Typically, this will involve putting an "X" on a
number or latter between the parentheses. Do not darken the entire area between
the parentheses. If you believe that more than one response is appropriate,
please only check the most appropriate response. Only one reponse is re-
quired for each question numbered 1-41, 44-49, and 51.

Personal and Professional Characteristics

1. WHAT IS YOUR TITLE?

(1) Director
(2) Associate Director
(3) Assistant Director

2. WHAT IS YOUR AGE?

(1) Under 20
(2) 20-25

(3) 26-30
(4) 31-35

3. WHAT IS YOUR SEX?

(1) Male

4. WHAT IS YOUR RACE OR ETHNIC BACKGROUND?

(1) Black American
(2) American Indian
(3) Oriental American

(4) Financial Aid Officer/
Counselor/Advisor

(5) Other (specify)

(5) 36-40
(6) 41-45
(7) 46-50
(8) 51-59
(9) 60 and over

(2) Female

(4) :!panish Surnamed American
(5) ki.,!rican Caucasian
(6) Other (specify)

5. ARE YOU A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID
ADMINISTRATORS (NASFAA)?

(1) Yes (2) NO

6. WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR EMPLOYMENT?

(1) Full Time
(2) Full Time-9 month assignment

(3) More than half time and less
than full time

(4) Half Time.

(5) Less than half time

7. WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE AMOUNT OF EMPLOYMENT TIME YOU DEVOTE TO FINANCIAL
AID?

(1) 100%
(2) 75-99%
(3) 50-74%

(4) 25-49%
(5) 1-24%

8. IF YOU DEVOTE LESS THAN 100% OF YOUR TIME TO FINANCIAL AID, PLEASE INDICATE
YOUR PRIMARY OTHER AREA OF RESPONSIBILITIES: (CHECK ONLY ONE)

(1) Dean of Students Office
(2) Office of the Registrar
(3) Office of Career Planning
(4) Office of Admissions
(5) CouLseling Center

-180-

(6) Academic Affairs Office
(7) Business Office
(8) Teaching
(9) Other (specify)

192
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[1-4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]
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9. HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU WORKED IN FINANCIAL AID?

(1) Less than 1 year (limited experience)

(2) 1 year's experience
(3) 2 years
(4) 3 years

(5) 4 years

(6) 5 years

(7) 6-10 years
(8) 11-15 years

(9) 16 years and over

10. WHAT IS THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION YOU HAVE ACHIEVED?

(1) Doctorate
(2) Masters
(3) Bachelors

11. WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT ANNUAL SALARY?

(A) under $9,000
(B) $9,000-10,999
(C) $11,000-12,999
(D) $13,000-14,999
(E) $15,000-16,999
(F) $17,000-18,999

(4) Associate
(5) Other (specify)

(G) $19,000-20,999
(H) $21,000-23,999
(I) $24,000-26,999
(J) $27,000-29,999
(K) $30,000-34,999
(L) $35,000+

12. TENURE

(1) I presently have tenure

(2) I am eligible to receive tenure at a future time

(3) I am not eligible for tenure

13. HOW MANY TIMES IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS HAVE YOU WRITTEN OR CALLED ANY OF THE

FOLLOWING REGARDING A FINANCIAL AID PROBLEM OR ISSUE?

1. Office of a U.S. Senator/U.S.

Representative.

2. Federal Official (DHEW/USOE) in
Washington

3. Federal Official in a USOE
Regional Office

4. State Senator/State Representative
5. State Agency Official
6. NASFAA Central Office

A B C D E

None 1-2 3-5 6-9 10+

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( ) ( ) (

( ) ( ) ( ) (
( ) ( ) ( ) (

( ) ( ) ( ) (

) ( )
) ( )
) ( )
) ( )

Institutiona Characteristics/Office of Financial Aid Characteristics

14. HOW IS YOUR INSTITUTION CLASSIFIED?

(1) Public
(2) Independent (Private)

(3) Proprietary
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[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]
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[231



15. WHAT IS THE TYPE OF YOUR INSTITUTION?

(1) Vocational-technical
(2) Less than 2 years (not vocational-technical)
(3) 2 year (not vocational-technical)
(4) 4 year
(5) 4 year and beyond
(6) Nursing
(7) Graduate/professional only

16. WHAT IS THE TOTA.L SIZE OF YOUR INSTITUTION? (Total Headcount Enrollment
of students on all Campuses and Departments)

(A) Under 500
(B) 500-999
(C) 1000-1999
(D) 2000-3999
(E) 4000-6999
(F) 7000-9999

(G) 10000-14999
(H) 15000-19999
(I) 20000-29999
(J) 30000-39999
(K) 40000-49999
(L) 50000+

17 IN WHAT TYPE OF SETTING DO YOU WORK? (Please read all the possible choices
before checking the best response)

(1) a single campus institution
(If you checked response number 1 to this question, please skip to
question 19)

(2) an academic area (law, medicine, etc.) or an academic level (under-
graduate, graduate, etc.) of a single campus institution

(3) a branch campus
(4) an academic area or an academic level of a branch campus
(5) a main campus with one or more branch campuses
(6) an academic area or an academic level of a main campus with one or

more branch campuses
(7) one of the administratively equal campuses of a multi-campus

institution
(8) an academic area or an academic level of one of the administratively

equal campuses of a multi-campus institution
(9) none of the above

18. WHAT IS THE SIZE OF THE SETTING (See Question 17) IN WHICH YOU WORK? Total
Headcount Enrollment of your campus, academic department (medicine, law, etc.)
or academic level (undergraduate, graduate, etc.)

(A) Under 200
(B) 200-299
(C) 300-499
(D) 500-999
(E) 1000-1999

(F) 2000-3999
(G) 4000-6999
(H) 7000-9999
(I) 10000-14999
(J) 15000-19999

-132-
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19. IN WHICH STATE IS YOUR INSTITUTION LOCATED?

(01) Ala. (19) La.
(02) Alaska (20) Maine
(03) Ariz. (21) Md.
(04) Ark. (22) Mass.
(05) Calif. (23) Mich.
(06) Colo. (24) Minn.
(P7) Conn. (25) Miss.
(08) Del. (26) Mo.
(09) D.C. (27) Mont.
(10) Fla. (28) Nebr.
(11) Ga. (29) Nev.
(12) Hawaii (30) N.H.
(13) Idaho (31) N.J.
(14) Ill. (32) N. Mex.
(15) Ind. (33) N.Y.

(16) Iowa (34) N.C.
(17) Kans. (35) N. Dak.
(18) Ky. (36) Ohio

20. WHAT IS THE TITLE OF YOUR IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR?

(37) Oakl.
(38) Oreg.

(39) Pa.

(40) R.I.

(41) S.C.

(42) S. Dak.
(43) Tenn.
(44) Tex.

(45) Utah
(46) Vt.

(47) Va.
(48) Wash.
(49) W. Va.
(50) Wis.

(51) Wyo.

(52) P.R.

(53) All other

(A) President or Chancellor
(B) Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Student Affairs
(C) Associate/Assistant Chancellor or Vice-President for student affairs
(D) Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Business Affairs/Treasurer
(E) Associate/Assistant Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Business

Affairs
(F) Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Academic Affairs
(G) Associate/Assistant Vice-Chancellor or Vice-President for Academic

Affairs

(H) Dean of Students
(I) Dean of Academic Affairs
(J) Director of Admissions
(K) Director of Admissions and Financial Aid/Dean of Admissions and

Financial Aid
(L) Controller/Comptroller
(M) Manager/Administrator
(N) Director or Associate/Assistant Director of Financial Aid
(0) Other (specify)

21. HOW MANY PEOPLE DO YOU OFFICIALLY REPORT THROUGH TO REACH THE PRESIDENT (OR
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER) OF YOUR SCHOOL?

(1) None
(2) 1 person
(3) 2 people

(4) 3 people
(5) 4 people
(6) 5 or more

22. WHAT KINDS OF STUDENTS DOES YOUR OFFICE SERVE?

(1) Graduate/Professional Students Only

(2) Undergraduate Students Only
(3) Undergraduate and Graduate/Professional Students

23. IS YOUR OFFICE CONSIDERED THE CENTRAL FINANCIAL AID OFFICE ON YOUR CAMPUS?

(1) Yes (2) No

(if yes, skip to question 24)

5
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If your office is not the Central Financial Aid Office on your
campus, indicate the primary academic unit which you serve:
(check only one)

(0) Biological & health
(excluding nursing)

(1) Nursing
(2) Physical sciences &
(3) Law
(4) Business/Management

Attitudes & Opinions

sciences

engineering

(5) Theology
(6) Social Sciences
(7) Language & fine arts
(8) All academic areas
(9) Other (specify)

How do you feel about the following statements?

24. I have enough
authority to do my
job effectively.

8

1 2 3 4 No Opinion
Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly or Does
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not Apply

25. My superiors have a
clear picture of the
kind of job I am doing
in financial aid
administration.

26. I am recognized by
others in my insti-
tution as holding
an important.
position.

27. In comparison to the
salariws it} other
institutions & to
those of individuals
not employed in educa-
tion, my salary is
adequate.

28. In comparison to the
salaries of others in
my institution, my
salary is adequate.

29. Financial aid work as
a full-time job is
sufficiently. satis-
fying to be a life-
time career for me.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( ) ( )

( ) ( )

( ) ( )

-184-
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1 2 3 4 No Opinion
ONLY

Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly or Does

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not Apply

30. Communications from
NASFAA & regional
SFA associations
are generally ade-
quate to keep me up
to date with changes
in legislation, regu-
lations, & with
current issues in
financial aid.

31. Institutions should
have increased
authority for inter-
fund transfers be-
tween the SEOG, CWS,
& NDSL programs.

32. My institution would
have a greater feeling
of responsibility for
the BEOG & GSL pro-
grams if we received
a federal administra-
tive allowance.

33. In general, pro-
fessional training
activites which I
have engaged in as a
participant have been
adequate.

34. There is a need for
periodic program
reviews of financial
aid offices by U.S.
Office of Education
staff.

35. There should be a
formal certification
process for financial
aid administrators.

36. The regional review
panel process is an
equitable way of
making funding
decisions.

37. My institution has
received good support
from the Regional U.S.
Office of Education.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( ) ( ) ( )

1 9 7
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38. There has been an
unacceptable amount
of deliberate student
abuse of financial
aid programs at my
institution.

39. The Tri-Partite
application process
should be revised to
depend more heavily
on verifiable,
historical data.

40. Even given equal
financial need,
half-time students
are less likely to
be assisted than
full-time students
at my institution.

8
OFFICE USE

1 2 3 4 No Opinion ONLY

Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly or Does
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not Apply

41. IF YOU WERE ABLE TO ATTEND ONLY ONE MAJOR CONFERENCE PER YEAR, WHICH ONE
WOULD YOU PREFER:

(1) NASFAA National Conference (3) State
(2) Your Regional Conference (4) Other (specify) [52]

42. DOES YOUR INSTITUTION PROVIDE PAID RELEASED TIME FOR ANY OF THE FOLLOWING
ACTIVITIES? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

(1) Attendance at Aid Meeting within state
(2) Attendance at Aid Meeting out of state
(3) Course work related to the job
(4) Attendance at workshops

43. DOES YOUR INSTITUTION PAY YOUR EXPENSES FOR ANY OF THE FOLLOWING? (CHECK
ALL THAT APPLY)

(1) Attendance at Aid Meeting within state
(2) Attendance at Aid Meeting out of state
(3) Course work related to the job
(4) Attendance at workshops
(5) Office subscriptions
(6) Individual membership in state association
(7) Individual membership in regional association
(8) Individual membership in national association

-136- 198
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The remaining questions are to be answered only by (1) the Director of

Financial Aid on your campus, (2) the person solely responsible for the

administration of aid on your campus, or (3) the person solely responsible
for the administration of aid in a specific academic unit (law, medicine,
etc.) or in a specific academic level (undergraduate, graduate, etc.). If

you do not fall into one of the three categories, the survey is now completely

filled out and is ready to be returned in the prepaid envelope which is
provided. Thank you for your assistance.

44. WHAT IS THE SIZE OF YOUR FULL-TIME STAFF INCLUDING YOURSELF? (use full-

time equivalents, i.e., 2 half-time staff members=1 full-time staff

member) Check only one box in each of the three rows.

A B C D E F G H I

None 1 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-14 15-19 20-29 30+

A. Professional n ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

B. Clerical n ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

C. Student Assistants( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

45. THE SIZE OF THE FINANCIAL AID STAFF IS ADEQUATE TO COPE WITH THE TASKS

CURRENTLY ASSIGNED TO US.

(1) Strongly agree
(2) Moderately agree
(3) Moderately disagree

(4) Strongly disagree
(5) No opinion

!6. PLEASE ESTIMATE THE NUMBER OF AID RECIPIENTS YOUR OFFICE HANDLED DIRECTLY

IN 1976-77. (Include all recipients whether or not the FAO selects the

recipient-e.g. state scholarships, BEOG's, etc.)

(0) 1-99

(1) 100-249
(2) 250-499
(3) 500-999
(4) 1000-1499

(5) 1500-1999
(6) 2000-3999
(7) 4000-6999
(8) 7000-9999

(9) 10000+

47. PLEASE ESTIMATE THE AMOUNT OF AID DOLLARS ADMINISTERED BY YOUR OFFICE IN

1976-77. (Include all funds whcLhar or not the FAO selects the recipient)

(0) Under $100,000
(1) $100,000-$249,000
(2) $250,000-$499,000
(3) $500,000-$999,999
(4) $1,000,000-$2,999,999

(5) $3,000,000-$4,999,999
(6) $5,000,000-$7,999,999
(7) $8,000,000$11,999,999
(8) $12,000,000$17,999,999
(9) $18,000,000 & over

48. WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE FUNDS ADMINISTERED BY YOUR FINANCIAL AID OFFICE ARE

ASSIGNED ON THE BASIS OF COMPUTED FINANCIAL NEED. (Include BEOG funds since

their assignment involves a determination of relative family financial

strength)

(1) 1007 (6) 50-59%

(2) 90-99% (7) 40-49%

(3) 80-89% (8) 3u-M%

(4) 70-79% (9) Under 30%

(5) 60-69%

199
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49. HAS YOUR OFFICE CONDUCTED ANY RESEARCH PROJECTS RELATING TO FINANCIAL
AID TOPICS WITHIN THE PAST TWO YEARS?

(1) YES (2) NO (If no, skip to question 51)

A. Were any of the research
projects "analytical"
(using tests of statistical
significance)?

B Was assistance received from
outside of the institution
and/or from researchers who
do not normally work for the
the office?

C. Did any of your research
projects deal with student
attitudes toward either
financing postsecondary
education or financial
aid programs

D. Did any of your research
projects deal with the
impact of financial aid
programs, e.g. on student
or institutional decision
making?

1 2

YES NO

( ) ( )

50 HOW WERE THE RESULTS OF YOUR RESEARCH PROJECTS UTILIZED? (CHECK ALL WHICH
APPLY)

(1) For internal financial aid office operations & policy making
(2) For dissemination within selected offices or segments of the institution
(3) For publication in a professional journal

51. OFFICE RESPONSIBILITY FOR STUDENT EMPLOYMENT (Check the one best answer)

(1) My office is responsible for both fivding positions for College
Work-Study (CWS) students and placing them in these positions.

(2) My office is responsible for finding positions for CWS.students.

(3) My office is responsible for placing CWS students.

(4) My office is responsible for finding positions and/or placing
students in positions for both the CWS program and other student
employment program(s).

(5) My office has little or no responsibility for the student
employment program.

(6) The institution does not have a student employment program
(7) Other (specify)
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Important note: The National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators
is in the process of developing a profes4ional library of topics related to student

financial aid. If your office has conducted any research projects recently, we

would be interested in receiving copies. Similarly, if you are aware of recent
master's theses, doctoral disserations, or other papers at your institution re
lating to student financial aid, would you please forward copies of these to NASFAA

or indicate how we can obtain copies:

National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators
910 17th Street, N.W.
Suite 228
Washington, D.C. 20006

Thank you for taking the time to read and complete this survey. The completed survey

should be returned in the envelope which is provided.

20.E
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