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The impact of the Middle Income Student Assistance

program was evaluated through analysis of financial aid

to cchorts of students before and after MISAA, a longitudinal,
exanrination cf a sample of students before and after its enactment,
and a macro-level analysis of the effect of MISAA on the relationship
between income and aid. The sample of 4,092 students at 91 four-year
colleges and universities were surveyed hefore (1978-79) and after
(1979-80) enactment. It was determined that MISAA's impact was not

uniformly felt across the various levels of student income: there was
a greater impact upon middle-income students than upon low-income and
upper-income students. This result was due primarily to the increased
avallability cf Basic Educational Opportunity Grants: the percentage
of recipients and the average awards Increased. There was also a
systematic tendency for middle-income and upper-income students to
receive a greater number of awards from Guaranteed Srudent Lcan and
College work Study programs after MISAA was introduced than in the
prior year. A trend toward a reduction in the proportion of PNational
Defense Student Loan recipients among low-income and middle-income
students was chserved. It is concluded that the federal assistance
prcdrams were able to reach a broader spectrum of students after
enactment of MISAA while still maintaining the federal government's
comnitment te low-income students. The MISAA caused a change in the
distributional pattern of awards as well as a change in the amount of
ald to recipients. Infcrmaticn is presented on the research
rethcdology, and sample survey instruments are included. (SW)
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PREFACE

The results presented in this report were based upon unweighted
analyses. 'Although the data file for the study contained sampling
weights which permitted the estimation of population parameters, these
sampiing weights were not employed for two reasons. Firstly, an
empirical examination of the distribution of aid by income class revealed
that there were only minimal differences in outcomes using the weighted
versus the unweignted data. Empirical comparison alse indicatad that
relationships among selected variables were invariant across the twe
approaches. Secondly, the use of the weights for analytical computations

resulted in a greater percentage of missing cases. This outcome was dué
to the fact that students in schools with high nonresponse weights were
also more likely to have partial responses on their records. Thus, since
these cases were assigned greater weights to adjust for higher non-
response rates, the weighted data appeared to contain more cases with
missing values on some of the outcomes.

Since the results were reasonably consistent across the weighted and
unweighted analyses, and since the weighted analyses yielded a higher
percentage of cases with missing values, unweighted analyses were
utilized in this study. A description of the size and characteristics of
the sample is presented in Chapter 2. ' '




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter
PRE FACE - - - - - L1 - - - - - - - - - - - - -

INTRODUCTION

The Middle Income Student Assistance Act
Provisions of MISAA . . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« v « & &
Purpose of this Study . . . . . . . ..
Overview of the Report . . . . . « . & .

STUDY METHODOLDGY

Introduction . . . . & ¢« ¢ v v v 4 4 o
Selection of Institutions and Students .
Survey Instruments . « « « « « « ¢« « «
Evaluation Design and Methodology . . .
Research Questions and Hypotheses . . .
Attachment to Chapter 2:
Pre-Site Visit Logistics. . . . . « . . .
Selection and Training of Interviewers .
Implementation of the Site Visits . . . .
Implementation of the Student Mail Survey
Edit and Code Completed Instruments . . .
Creation of Data Files . . . « .+« +

* L 3

.
—t LT LTy et
o

* * * *

[ M A% B AN FAVE A% J At ) [ WL R L NN YN ]
*

*

_o..n._o_o_o_o
DR AW

THE IMPACT OF THE MISAA EROGRAM

Introduction . . « . « . . .
Cohort Level Analysis . . .
Longitudinal Analysis . . .
Macro-Level Analysis . . .

L]
L]
L]
L]

CONCLUSIONSs SYNTHESIS AND SUMMARY OF THE EMPIRICAL RESULTS
IntrOduction - - - - - - - - - L] - - L] - - L] - - L] - -
Synthesis and SUPMArY . . ¢ & ¢ ¢« 4 ¢ 4 4 ¢ o 4 o o 4
ConcluSTONS & & v 4 4 4 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 o 4 s o o o o o

APPENDIX A: DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

APPENDIX B: INSTITUTIONAL STUDENT SAMPLING PRDCEDURES




LIST OF TABLES

Demographic Characteristics of Surveyed Students from
Four- Year Pub] -ic SChOO]S - - - L] - - - - - - - - - - - -

Demographic Characteristics of Surveyed Students from
FOUI"-'S’Q&I" Private SChOO]S L IR I IR R T T O I T T T )

Proportion of Recipients in Sophomore and Jdunior Cohorts
Before MISAA (1978-79) and After MISAA (1979-80) . . . .

Proportion of Recipients by Financial Aid Program Broken
Down by Class Cohort and Student Income Level ., . . . .

Proportion of Recipients of Any Form of Federal Financial
ASSistance L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L]

Average Award Across Financial Assistance Programs for
Sophomore and Junior Cohorts . . . . . . .« .. ...

AJerage Award Across Financial Assistance Programs for
Sophomore and Junior Cohorts Broken Down by Student
Income Level & & & i v i 4t et e e s e e e e e e

Average Award Across Financial Aid Programs for
COhort Rec‘ipients - L] - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Average Award Across financiaI_Aid Programs for Cohort
Recipients by Income Level . . . . o & v 4 4 4 ¢ o s o o &

Average Total Award in Sophomore and Junior Cohorts Before
and After MISAA Was Introduced . . . . & v ¢ ¢« & ¢« o o «

Percentage of Recipients Before and After MISAA Across
the Various Financial Aid Programs . . « « ¢« « ¢« « ¢ « «

Percentage of Recipients and Nonrecipiznts.Across Both
Years Across Income Levels and Financial Aid Programs . .

Percentage of Recipients of Any form of Federal Financial
Aid Across Yea rs - L] - - L] - - - - - - L] L] L] L] - - - - - a

Average Award for the Same Recipients Across Both Years .

Average Gain Award of Recipients Across Financial Aid
Programs and Student Income Level . . . . . ¢« v v ¢ ¢ ¢




LIST OF TABLES (Continued)
Analysis of Covariance Results on Average Gain in BEOG
Award for BEOG Recipients . . . ¢« ¢« ¢ v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 o &

Unadjusted and Adjusted Means of Average BEOG Gains for
BEOGReCipients........“.00000000‘

Total Amount of Financial Aid Received (A1l Programs)
Prior To and After the Introductfon of MISAA . .. ..

I yalues of the Differences in Probabilities of Award
Frm‘g?&?9t019?9-30..............‘..

The Per-Capita Availability of Federal Financial
Assistance Broken Bown by Financial Aid Program and
student Income Leve] - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -




LIST OF FIGURES

Title
Untreated Control Group Design With Pretest and Posttest .
Quasi-Experimental Design for the Assessment of MISAA . .

Probability of BEOG Award Prior To and After the
Enactment of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . . . . .

Probability of SEDG Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipfents , ., . . .. . . ..

Probability of NDSL Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . . . . .. .. ..

Probability of CWS Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . . . . .. . . ..

Probability of GSL Award Prior To.and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . . . . . . .. ..

Probability of Any Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . . . ... .. ..

Average BEOG Award Prior To and After the Enactment

of MISAA by Income Level of Recipfents . ., ... ..

Average SEOG Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . . . . . ..

Average NDSL Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipfents . . .. ...

Average (WS Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . ., . .. ..

Average GSL Award Prior To and After the Enactment
of MISAA by Income Level of Recipients . . . . . . . . ..

Average Total Award Across All Financial Aid Programs Prior

To and After the Enactment of MISAA by Income Level
Of Rectpients . . v v v v 6 o o o o 0 o ¢ o 8 6 0 o o o & o




LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exnibit Title
2.1 Student Mail Survey Announcement . . . . . .
3.1 Pretest/Posttest Cohort 1978-7% and 1979-80
3.2 Research Questions and Study Hypotheses .

3.3 Summary of Findings, Cohort Analysis . . .

Research Questions and Study Hypotheses .

Summary of Findings, Longitudinal Analysis
Research Questions and Study Hypotheses .

Summary of Findings, Macro-Levei Analysis




INTRODUCTION

THE MIDOLE INCOME STUDENT ASSISTANCE ACT

The major goal of the Federal financial assistance programs is the
removal of financial barriers which might otherwise deter an individual
from the pursuit of education or training beyond high school. Among
middle=income students, however, there is a rather pervasive perception
that this goal nas not been actualized. In previous research conducted
by Applied Managsment Sciences,lf we presented anecdotal information
which reflected this basic beiief. As one student explained, “. . . the
way the system is set up now, the rich can pay, the 'poor' get paid for,
and the middle class struggle to get what (they} can from wherever (they)
can."2/ The empirizal results from the same study revealed that these
percept ions were not unfounded, but, in fact, bhased upon reality. These
results indicated that, while the relationship between aid and income is
negative, as would be expected, middie~income students receive less aid
than would be consistent with the overall relationship. As a result of
this "middle-income dip" in the allocation of financial assistance,
family incomes provided 1ittle in the way of discretionary resources for
these students, while often being too high to qualify them for grant
support; thus, middle-income students were left in the difficult pos ion
of having to assume a larger loan-work burden and/or a greater urimei need
than students in other income groups.

In response to the rapidly escalating costs of education and the
increasing financial burdens imposed upon middle-income families, the
Carter Administration prcposed the Middle Income Student Assistance Act




(MISAA), which was passed by the 95th Congressional Session and signed
into Taw by the President on November 1, 1978 (P.L. 95-566). As
President Carter explainedﬁf in announcing the proposal:

Today the cost of sending a son or daughter to
college is an increasingly serious burden on America's
low- and middie-income families. From 1967 to 1976, in
Just a ten year period, the cost of a college education
increased 77 percent.

This year the average biil for tuition, room and
board in a private college is more than $4,800 and in a
typical public university a student would have to pay
$2,500 per year for education-related costs.

. « Increasingly, middle-income families, not just the
Jower-income famiiies, are being stretched to their
financial limits by these new and growing costs of a
university or college education. No one should be denied
the opportunity for a college education for financial
reasons alone. And our Nation has long recognized our
obligation to help lower income families in this
educat ional drea.

Now we must increasingly take steps to h2lp middle
income families as well.

The intent of MISAA was to promote increased accessibility to higher
education through existing Federal aid programs. Its enactment
"represents the biggest single infusion of funding for middie~income
college students since the adoption of the GI bill at the end of World
War 11."%/ This increased commitment to middle~income students,
,.however, was not made at the expense-of low-income students; for MISAA
has not only increased the level of support to middle-income students,
but also the support to low-income students.

PROVISIONS OF MISAA

MISAA constitutes a package of revised appropriations and awarding
formulae, based on varying levels of assistance to accommodate different
economic circumstances, for the existing Basic Grant, Campus Based, and
Guaféhfeéd Student Loan programs. The bill creates no new-brograms or
bureaucracies but works within the framework of the existing Federal
programs to achieve a mere equitable distribution of financial
assisiance. The following discussion highlights the major provisions of
MISAA.

1.2 13




Basic Grants (BEOG)

. Changes the percent of discretionary income that a family
is expected to contribute to their child's education to
10.5 percent. Families were previously expected to
contribute 20 percent of their first 35,000 and 30 percent
of additional discretionary income for this purpose.

Provides for more generous treatment of self-supporting
(independent) students. Specifically, the bill increases
the subsistence offset for single independent students from
$1150 to $3400. Additionaily, the bill requires that
‘independent students with one or more dependents receive
the same treatment as families with dependent students in
determining the amount of money from their assets which
they are expected to contribute to the cost of education.

Increases the protection for low-income students in the

event of less than full funding of the BEOGs program by
revising the schedule for reduction of grants so that it is
more heavily weighted in favor of the most needy students. -

The above changes brought in about 1 miliion more
recipients in 1979-80 than 1978-79.

Supp lemental Grants (SEOG)

o Sets an FY 80 minimum funding of $340 million for academic

year 1979-80 as compared to $270 million for 1978-79.
College Work Study (CWS)

o Sets an FY 80 minimum funding of $500 million. The FY 79
appropriation of $550 million for academic year 1979-80 as
compared to $435 million for 1978-79.

" State Student Incentive Grants (SSIG)

] Revises current law so that states with constitutional
prohibitions against funding private institutions can
participate in this program. Specifically, this provision
permits states with constitutional prohibitions against
financial assistance for attendance at religious or other
nonprof it or private institutions to be excepted from the
SSIG requirement that the state's program must serve
nonprof it private, as well-as public, institutions.

Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL)

(] Provides that all students receiving Guaranteed Student
Loans be eligible for a Federal interest subsidy while they
are in school, regardless of family income. This provision
supercedes the provision in current law, which generally




provides that students with family incomes under $25,000

(i.e., adjusted gross incomes of around $31,000} be
eligible for this subsidy.

Provides that disabled students in approved rehabilitation
training programs be permitted to defer payment of their
Toans while in training.

Other Provisions of the Bill

) Waives the ége requirement for veterans participating in
Special Programs for the Disadvantaged Backgrounds.

) Permits educational expenses for dependent children in
elementary and secondary schools to be considered in
computing financial need in the College Work-Study and in
the National Direct Student Loan programs.

Modifies the eligibility requirements for the participation
of proprietary schools in programs funded under the Higher
Education Act. This amendment conforms the eligibility
requirement for proprietary schools to the requirement now
applicable to public and nonprofit private schools, by
permitting proprietary schools which admit nonhigh school
graduates beyond the age of compulsory school attendance to
be eligible for Higher Education Act funds.

In sumary, MISAA was specifically created to target increased financial

assistance to hard-pressed middle-income students, while maintaining the

Federal Government's original comnitment to low income students.
PURPOSE OF THIS v UDY

The purpose of this study was to gauge the success of MISAA in
achieving the objectives outlined above. In order to accomplish this

population, and their corresponding outcomes, both before and after the
enactment of the legisiation. The sample empioyed in the amalysis
consists of 4092 students at a total of 91 four-year colleges and

universities who were surveyed both before (1978-79) and after (1979-80)
enactment.

The central focus of this analysis was upon the relationship between
income and the receipt of financial aid, since this relationship was the
explicit focus of the program itself. The pattern of BEQG awards was of

. particular interest, since the BEQG program represents the primary thrust




of financial aid for higher education. In addition, the broader pattern
of financial aid was described, by expanding the set of determinants to
include sex, race, class level, and income, as well as examining the
pattern of SEQG, NOSL, CWS, and GSL awards. Thus, the focus of the study
was not merely upon isolated components of financial aid for each
program, but also upon the total package of aid to students. In this
manner, we have attempted to examine the total impact of MISAA upon
financial assistance in general, as well as upon the specific programs.

OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

This report consists of three remaining chapters. In Chapter 2, we
outline the methodology employed in our analysis. This methodology is a
vartation of a quasi-experimental design, with an examination of the

effect of MISAA on a group of students surveyed both before and after its
enactment.

In addition, the survey on which the study was based is described in
Chapter 2. Chapter 3 contains the empirical results of the analysis,
including an examination of the effects of MISAA on the aid received by
the same individuals in each survey year, the effects of MISAA on awards
to aggregated segments of the survey sample and to the entire sample, and
a comparison of aid received by sample cohorts (e.g., sophomores} before
and after enactment. In Chapter 4, we provide a synthesis of the
empirical results and suggest some implications on the impact of MISAA.
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2

STUDY METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

Tne impetus for this study was provided by the results of Phase 11
of the U.S. Office of Education'st/ “Study of Program Management
Procedures in the Campus Based and Basic Grant Programs" (SISFAP III),
conducted in the Winter and Spring of 1979. Oesigned to evaluate insti-
tutional and Federal administrative policies and procedures as they
influence the extent to which the programs are fulfilling their legisla-
tive goals, this earlier undertaking collected data from approximately
12,000 aid recipients and 4,000 nonrecipients at 172 postsecondary
institutions.gf The present study, conducted in 1979-80, was designed
to assess the impact of MISAA by resurveying a sample of recipients and
nonrecipients from the prior study. The data collected in the baseline
survey, then, may serve as a pretest, in that it was conducted jmmedi-
ately prior to the introduction of MISAA, and the data collected in the
resurvey serves as a posttest, in the evaluation of the legislation's
eff ectiveness. '

SELECTION OF INSTITUTIONS AND STUDENTS

In order to enhance the cost and efficiency of the sampling plan, a
high probability subsample from the original {baseline) sample was
selected, consisting of freshmen, sophomores, and Jjuniors from the four
year institutions in the original sample. This subset of the original
sample was selected due to the fact that the probability of reselecting
the original students within these schools would be significantly greater




than resampling students in two-year and proprietary institutions. The
turnover or attrition rate among proprietary and two-year institutions

was simply too great to justify the inclusion of these students in the
resurvey group,

A total of 4,092 students in 91 four-year institutions from the first
year were resurveyed in the second year. Of the 91 institutions, 47 were
public and 44 were private. Tables 2.1.A and 2.1.B provide a breakdown
of the demographic characteristics of the students in the public and
private schools, respectively.

Although there are a total of 4,092 students in the sample, the
demographic breakdown of the samle resulted in a loss of 95 cases. This

reduction is due to the fact that 95 students did not provide any
information on dependency status. While the demographic breakdoyns do
not contain every student in the sample, they nevertheless provide a
rather complete description of the sample. As Tables é.l.A and 2.1.8
indicate, the majority of students in the sample were dependent and
white. Due to the low number of independent students and the relative
small number of students in some of the minority ethnic groups, we have

adopted the following strategy in analyzing and reporting the data in ali
subsequent tables throughout this report. Firstly, independent students
were not studied as a separate ¢roup. 1In all analyses, they were simply
combined with dependent students. Secondly, for purposes of analysis,
ethnic group membership was recoded to represent three groups: 1)

-Whites;- 2) Blacks; and 3)Others. - "Others” represents thecombination of

three groups: 1) American Indian or Alaskan Native; 2) Asian or Pacific
Islander; and 3) Hispanic. The ethnic group reclassification resulted in
larger celi sizes that could be subjected to amalysis.




TABLE 2.1.A:  DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEYED STUDENTS
FROM FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Dependency Status/Ethnicity

Dependent Female

American Indian or Alaskan Native

Asian or Pacific Islander

Black, not Hispanic

Hispanic

White, not Hispanic

Unknown 31
Total 834

Independent Female

American Indian or Alaskan Native 3 3
Asian or Pacific Islander 6 4
8lack, not Hispanic . 39
Hispanic 8
White, not Hispanic

Unk nown 22
Total




TABLE 2.1.B: OEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEYED STUDENTS
FROM FOUR-YEAR PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Dependency Status/Ethnicity

Dapendent Female

American Indfan or Alaskan Native 6
Asian or Pacific Islander 13
8lack, not Hispanic 150
Hispanic 18
White, not Hispanic

Unknown 43
Total

Independent

American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander

Black, not Hispanic

Hispanic

White, not Hispanic

Unk nown

Total




SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

The following instruments were administered as a part of the data
collection effort:

¢  Student Questionnaire: Mail survey form designed to yield
information on the equity of the distribution of aid to students
and other impacts relative to institutiona) operating procedures.

Record Review Form (no respondent): Field personnel transcr ibed
data from the financial aid records of those students who

participated in the survey and who were also aid recipients or
applicants.

These two instruments are presented in Appendix A. The site visit
logistics are described in the attachment to this chapter.

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Since MISAA was introduced in the interim period between the two data
collection efforts, its enactment can be viewed as the introduction of a
controlled "treatment.” The measurement of the same individuals
imnediately prior to and after the treatment intervention yielded a
variation of the classical quasi-experimental design, the untreated
control group design with pretest and posttest measures. The essential
features of this type of desién are diagrammed below:

FIGURE 2.1: UNTREATED CONTROL GROUP DESIGN WITH PRETEST AND POSTTEST

Treatment Group:

: stands for an observation

: represents a treatment

t the ggshed 1ine indicates that the two groups were not randomly
form




The design depicted in Fiqure 2.1 attempts to detect differences
between two separate, intact groups on the posttest (02) and causally
attributes the difference to the treatment. Oue to the nature of the
treatment (MISAA) in our study, it is not possible to examine separate,
intact groups to which the treatment is either applied or withheld.

MISAA is not an "all or none” intervention which is restricted exclu-
sively to one group of students, but affects all students, each to a
different degree. While it is designed primarily to benefit middle-
income students, its impact is also spread across low- and upper-income
students. The three income levels have been operationally defined as
encompassing the following boundaries: 1) low-income--$11,999 and below;
2) middle-income--$12,000 to $24,999; and 3) upper-income--$25,000 and
above. For independent students, income reflects their own annual
income, whereas for dependent students, income represents parental annual
income. CoﬁEeQUently, instead ¢f having separate groups which either
receive the treatment (MISAA) or do not, our design contains three groups
which are differentially influenced by MISAA. Figure 2.2 representﬁ the
design which will be employed in the present study.

FIGURE 2.2: QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF MISAA

Low-Income Students:

¢ stands for an observation

: represents a treatment

: represents the leakage of a treatment across groups

: the dashed line indicates that the groups were not randomly

formed
As Figure 2.2 indicates, none of the groups serves as a control group

in the strict sense; however, the two groups to which MISAA is not
primarily intended do serve as comparison groups, upon which the impact

of MISAA can be assessead.




The difficulty in inferring causality in any quasi-experimental
design stems from the basic limitation that the groups are neither
randomly formed nor randomly assigned to the different conditions.
Instead, the comparisons are based on non-equivalent groups'that may
differ in many ways other than the presence of a treatment; thus, the
effects of the treatment must be isolated from those due to the initial

differences between the groups and from differences arising from
concurrent influences.

In an effort to control for as many of these other factors as
possible, we conducted a multi-faceted analysis which should enable us to
"triangulate" the effects of MISAA. The data in this desiyn permitted
three general modes of analyses:

(1} the comparison of similar cohorts {e.g., sophomores in 1978-79

versus sophomores in 1979-80) at two points in time.

(2) the comparison of the same group of students at two points in
time (longitudinal}; and

(3} the macro-level comparison of aided (middle-income} students and
nonaided {low- and upper-income)} students at the two points in
. time.

In each of the analyses, we employed a strategy of proposing

differential predictions for each dependent variable. As Cook and
Campbell (1979} argue:

The probability of ruling out threats (to the validity of the
analysis) depends in part on the specificity of the predicted data
pattern so that interpretability increases (1)} with the number of
dependent variables for_which predictions _are _made -~ a?d-LZ)-with e
the specificity of numerical or sign predictions made.3

Thus, a set of a priori hypotheses were employed in the analyses. The
degree to which the results corroborate the expected pattern of intended
effects determines the level of confidence we can place in eliminating
the various threats which plague quasi-experimental studies.

The first area of analysis involved the examination and comparison of
cohorts in each of the two sampling groups. This type of analysis
depends wpon the fact that individuals pass through institutions in
regular patterns. A point in the cycle can be identified {e.g., a




specific class level), and individuals or groups can be studied as they
pass this point in the cycle, thereby rendering them comparable. The
weakness in this approach stems from the fact that the pretest cohort
members are last year's cohort, and the posttest cohort are this year's;
thus, history presents a threat to the validity of the study. In other
words, anything that might have happened between the two cohorts is
likely to have been experienced by one and not the other. Specifically,
the difference in cohort characteristics would be an alternative, or
rival, explanation for any observed difference in effect that we would
like to attribute to the treatment.

This potential problem, however, was minimized by the fact that we
made differential predictions across ranges or categories of the
treatment. If we predict one effect for gne part of the posttest cohort
and another effect for a different part of the posttest cohort, it
becomes difficult for extraneous differences between pretest and posttest
cohorts to explain these differences in effect. For example, since MISAA
is directly targeted toward middle-class students, we would predict that
the greatest gain in the percentage of recipients would occur for
middle-income students within the cohort groups on BEOG awards. Thus,

we would expect a significantfy greater gain in the percentage of
midd le-ciass BEOG recipients in each cohort group than jow-income and
upper-income students. Likewise, as with the analysis on the same
students {the second area of analysis), it is possible to test for
differential gains in the awarding of aid across income levels of the

“cohort groups.

The second area of analysis focuses upon the comparison of the
effects of MISAA on the same students across the two points in time; thus
it can be viewed as a longitudinal approach. Analysis of variance and
analysis of covariance procedures were utilized in the analysis to
ascertain which variabies accounted for the difference in the amount of
awards among students from the pretest to the posttest. Both modes of
analyses permitted an examination of differences on the posttest, while
analysis of covariance enabled us to control for initial diffgrences on




the pretest. These methods enabled us to examine possible interactions
among the sets of variables. In addition, the change in the percentage
of recipients and nonrecipients over both years was examined. Using this
approach, we can detect how many more students were assisted with
financial aid after MISAA was introduced and the nature of the change.

To conduct the macro-level comparison, a series of analyses were
employed to test for differences among the groups on the different aid
programs at the two points in time. If the MISAA program is effective,
the disparity among the groups should be significantly less across the
posttest outcomes than-across the pretest outcomes. For example, since
MISAA is aimed at reducing the difference in the amount of BEOG awards
among the three groups of students, this difference should be
significantly smaller for the-posttest {after the enactment of MISAA)}
than for the pretest (before MISAA) group. First, to test the overall
impact of MISAA across the entire income range, a simple bivariate
regression analysis was conducted for each year across the different
financial aid programs. One would expect to find that, as income
increases, the amount of aid decreases, and at some point it stops.
Presumably, the curve should be continuous until the cut-off point. The
results of the pre-MISAA analysis, however, indicated a "gap" in the
relationship, into which the middle income student fell. Having
discovered this discontinuity in the 1978-79 (pretest) data, the
hypothesized effect of the treatment (MISAA) to be tested with the

 1979-80 (posttest) data is greater continuity in the distribution.of aid. -

This three~tiered mode of analysis permits a very rigorous use of the
quasi-experimenta) design. The results of this analytical approach are
presented in the next chapter. The research questions and hypotheses
which will be addressed in the analyses are presented in the following
discussion according to the three general modes of analysis.




_RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

Within each of the three modes of analysis, two major research
questions were addresseg. ‘Based upon the intended impact of MISAA,
several a priori research hypotheses were generated for each question.
On those outcomes where specific predictions were made, the analyses
employed one-tailed tests of significance, whereas on those outcomes
which were not predicted, two-tailed tests of significance were employed
since the direction of effects were not specified. The questions and
research hypotheses are presented below.

) Cohort Anmalysis

I. Are there any differences in the proportion of recipients

across the Federal financial assistance programs from
1978-79 to 1979-807

1.  There will be a significant increase in the proportion
of BEOG and GSL recipients cohorts.

2. Within each cohort group, there will be a significant
increase in the proportion of BEOG and GSL recipients
among the middle« and upper-income level students.

3. There will be a significant increase in the proportion
of recipients of any form of Federal financial
assistance.

II. Are there any differences in the average award across

Federal financial assistance programs from 197879 to
1979-807

1. There will be a significant increase in the average
award across cohort groups on BEOG, SEOG, (WS, and GSL.

2. Within each cohort group, there will be a significant
increase in the average award on BEOG, SEOG, CWS, and
GSL among the middle~ and upper-income Tevel students.

TT3. " There wiilbe a significant increase in the average
total award across cohort groups.

Longitudinal Analysis

I. Do more people become recipients of the various financial
aid programs after the introduction of MISAA than before
its enactment?

1. There will be a significant in-vease in the percentage
of BEOG and GSL recipients.

2. Across the three income levels, there will be a
significant increase in the percentage of middle- and
upper-income BEOG and GSL recipients.




3. There will be a significant increase in the percentage
of recipients of any form of Federal financial aid
after the introduction of MISAA.

Are there any differences in the average award gains across
the various financial aid programs?

1. There will be a significant gain in the average award
across the same recipients on BEOG, SEQG, CWS, and GSL.

2. Across the three income levels, the gains on BEOG and
GSL among middle- and upper-income students will be
significantly greater than the gains among low-income
students.

3. There will be a significant incrzase in the average
total award from the year prior to MISAA to the year
after its introduction.

Macro-Level Analysis

I. Are the differences in the probaﬁility of receiving an
award across the various levels of student income greater
in the baseline year than in the resurvey?

1, The di’ferences in the probability of award across
student income levels will be less variable for BEOG
awards in the resurvey year over the baseline survey.

2. There will be a significant increase in the
probability of receipt of a S8£0G and GSL award among
middle- and upper-income students in the resurvey year
over the baseline survey.

There will be a significant increase in the
probability of an award from any type of Federal
financ ial aid for students in the resurvey over the
baseline survey.

Does the per capita availability of Federal financial
support change from the baseline year to the resurvey?

1. The per capita availability of all Federal financial
aid programs, except NDSL, will be greater for
students -in- the- resurvey-over-students-in the-baseline —-—---
survey,

Tne per capita availability of all Federal financial
aid programs except NOSL will increase for middle- and
upper-income students than for low-income students.

The per capita availability of the total amount of aid
will be greater for students in the resurvey than for
those in the baseline.
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PRE-SITE VISIT LOGISTICS

A host of activities were undertaken in preparation for the site
visits. The first point of contact with the schools was accomplished via
a letter sent to the president and the director of financial aid at each
institution. These letters explained the purpose of the study, informed
them of the length of time required for the site visit, and invited their
cooperation. Approximately four days after the letters were mailed,

initial telephone calls were placed to each school. These calls centered
on:

ascertaining their willingness to participate;

ident ifying an on-site coordinator;

indicating that a two-day site visit would be conducted between
September and December in order to transcribe data from
students’® financial aid records;

obtaining information on vacation periods and other school
closings; and

if the school was a replacement site, information was also
gathered on: a) their undergraduate enrcliment attending
one-half time or more; and b) the proportion of these students
receiving any form of financial aid.

Following these calls, pne]imfnary travel swings were developed. Two to
three sites per week were scheduled_(at one to two days per site}, with
one day in between to allow for sufficient travel time.

With this activity completed, a memorandum was mailed to each school,
ascribing a tentative visit date and describing procedures for selecting
the required student samples. If the institution was a four-year school
which participated in the baseline study, a listing.of students..from_whom.

R b

data were collected during the initial effort was enclosed to facilitate
the school's identification of those students who were still in
attendance. In addition, the procedures for selecting a random sample of
replacement students were also delineated. (A copy of this memorandum is
provided in Appendix B). Finally, all schools were requested to provide
Applied Management Sciences with the names and current addresses of the
students in the sample at their earliest convenience in order to
implement the student mail survey.




Following the above activity, second-round telephone calls were
placed to the coordinators to confirm or reschedule the assigned site
visit date and to answer any questions pertaining to the selection of the
student sample.” At the conclusion of these calls, final travel swings
were developed to accommodate individual institutional scheduling, and
all necessary travel arrangements were made. WNext, Record Review Forms
were sorted for each $chool and mailed to the coordinator in preparation
for the site visits.

Immediately prior to the conduct of the site visits, the field staff
reconfirmed all interview dates with the coordinators at their sites.
Further, reconfirmation was again made just before the interviewers'

arrival at the various institutions during the course of the site visit
cycle.

SELECTION AND TRAINING OF INTERVIEWERS

Concurrent with the above activities, efforts were undertaken to
recruit qualified interviewers. The first step entailed contacting all
interviewers who served on the baseline study to ascertain their
availability and interest in the current undertaking. Of these, three

.._..a9reed_to_serve in this capacity. WNext, an advertisemant was placed in
the Washington Post for the remaining site visit staff. Upon reviewing
the applicants' resumes, interviews were conducted with those whose

'baEkbksﬁﬁai‘iéEE'ﬁééi closely aligned with the needs of the survey. A
total of seven additional interviewers were then hired.

Occurring simultanecusly with the selection of interviewers was the

redevelopment of the Interviewer's Training Manual, a document which was

- ~mimitialty designed for the baseline study dand which™served as an "instruc-"~
tional guide in preparing for and conducting the site visits. To ensure
that the site visits would proceed smoothly and yield complete and
accurate data, the manual addressed each of the following areas: a) the
background and purpose of the study; b) an overview of the Federally-
funded student financial assistance programs; c) general interview
instructions; d) detailed on-site instructions; and e) indepth guestion-
by-question instructions for the proper use of the survey forms.
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Following the development of this document, copies were mailed to the
field personnel to facilitate their proficiency in each of the
above-mentioned areas.

Beginmning September 25, 1979, a four-day training session in the
conduct of the survey and the use of the instruments was held. The focus
of this training was on the scope of the study and the issues under
consideration; familiarization with the questionnaires; student sampling
procedures; interviewing techniques; and travel procedures. As part of
this training effort, sité visits were conducted at two local schools in
order to provide the field staff with a clear picture of how the actua)
field work would proceed. Further, this approach enabled them to
anticipate potential problems and ways to resolve them.

Imnediately following training, site visits to the 174 institutions
were conducted by 10 interviewers bedinning October 1, 1979.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SITE VISITS

Throughout the conduct of the site visits, the field staff reported
to the Applied Management Sciences' Field Supervisor at least once per

site to relay any difficulties and discuss their resolution. Upon
arrival at each site, the interviewer met with the coordinator to
determine how to access the students' financial aid records for the
purpose of transcribing data onto the Record Review Form. HNext, a brief
interview was conducted with the financial aid officer to obtain
information on the institution's packaging policy and practices. The
primary thrust behind collecting this information was to be able to
attribute changes in student aid packages to modifications in the
“schoo} 's packaging philosophy from the preceding year, as opposed to
ascribing such differences to the enactment of MISAA. After these
activities had peen completed, site visit packages were mailed to Applied
Management Sciences, Following the receipt of these packages, a letter
thanking the institution for its participation was mailed, along with a
$100.00 check.




IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STUOENT MAIL SURVEY

The student mail survey was conducted with the overall objective of
maximizing the student response by permitting students to respond at
their leisure. As such, it was implemented in three waves, with the last
two serving as follow-ups for nonrespondents.

As the first step in executing the mail survey, each institution was
requested to provide Applied Management Sciences with the names and
current addresses of the sampled students at their earliest conven ence.
Quring the first month of the study, each school with an outstanding
sample was contacted in order to accelerate this effort. In some cases,
implementation of the survey was delayed as the schools were late in
selecting the samples and forwarding the required information. Moreover,
a number of schools did not select the student sampie until the arrival

of the field staff which further inhibited the progress of the mail
survey.

Upon receiving the students® names and current addresses, four sets
of labels for each student were generated (one set for each wave of
‘mailing (3) and one set for check payment). The first mailing consisted

of the questionnaire, a cover ‘letter urging the student's participation
(see Appendix A for copieé of the survey instrument ang all follow-up
letters), and a prepaid return envelope. €ach student was assigned a
unique numerical code which was recorded on the survey form in order to
identify his/her response. Approximately three weeks after the
questionnaires were mailed, a reminder letter (second wave) was sent to
gach nonrasponding student. This was dore again after another three
weeks had elapsed_{third wave).__As_an_additional.measure._for-enhancing—.- . .— ...
the student response, an announcement was prepared for posting on
bullatin bhoards and/or publication in the institution's student
newspapers (see Exhibit 2.1.).

A master file of the student mail survey was created to monitor
outgoing and returning survey forms, as well as check payments.
Incoming questionnaires were filed, by institution and form type (i.e.,
Financial Aid Officer Questionnaire, Record Review Form, and Student
Questionnaire) for easy access.




EXHIBIT 2.1: STUDENT MAIL SURVEY ANNOUNCEMENT

. THE KEY TO
IMPROVING
FINANCIAL

AID

DID vou RECEIVE A CUESTICMMAIRE IN THE MalL ON MOW VOU AFE FINMNCING YOR
ECATION] THE SUCKESS OF OUR SURVEY REQUIRES YOUR RESPONSE WHETHER vou
ARE RECEIVING FINANCIAL ALD OR wOT, HE MEZD YOR HEIP! Tee TWREE REYVS
TO PROVING FINNCIAL AID ARE:

1 — FILL QU7 BE QUESTIONRIFE

- {Completely and acenraxely. Include cmy other cosments vou
would Like Lo mane. )

2 - FEA
0o not 1emove She sover Lettr, Kegp Adentifying coacs
inzact. )

3~ (DUIELT YOR $3.00

illpon recedint of your comolettd questiomndite, Applisd

Mandgement Sciences will miil you & GRESR Som $3,00 a4

Wé«mmwmlm

g U

B 15 YOU HAVE AY GUESTIONS OR NEED A NEY QUESTIONWIRE, PLEASE CALL:
Waov DeLLerien At S00-38-2784 or 300-033-77%5




EOLT AND CODE COMPLETED INSTRUMENTS

As the survey forms were received, they were edited and coded for
keypunch entry to data tape using previously defined edit specifications
for each type of form (i.e., Record Review Form and Student
Questionnaire). A1l data were processed by applying the following
procedures:

] forms were manually edited by examining item responses for
inconsistencies or incomplete answers. Appropriate codes were
ascribed for these and for open-ended questions;

logged-out forms to keypunch with an updated count of completed
documents ;

keypunched and verified data directly onto magnetic tape;

logged-in forms from keypunch and verified the forms count with
previous figures;

using the previously designed machine edit program, prOV1ded
computer runs of keypunch and coding errors; and

) performed error resolution.,
CREATION OF DATA FILES

Student Questionnaire and Record Review Form data files were creatad
from the data received. The file was structured to allow for linkage
between the Record Review Forms and Student Questionnaires and for
linking both of these forms to institutional characteristics data and,
where appropriate, to the baseline study student record. The file
structure and data system were the same as those used in the baseline
effort.

In order to create the amalytic data fi}e, the following steps were

e e T indertakeny T T T T T e e B -

loaded processed data tape onto disk; .

loaded clean data file onto disk following error resolution;
constructed statistical packages control card files;

created analytical working files;

merged data files from various respondent sets;

aggregated and/or disaggregated data to appropriate analytical
levels; and

generated hard copy tables for use by analysts.
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END NOTES

1n May 1980 the United States Office of Education (USOE) was
reconst ituted as the U.S. Education Department (€D). In order to avoid
confusion, and to remain consistent with documents previously produced
ggdg;ozhis contract, all appropiate passages in this report will refer

2/For a more detailed discussion, see Applied Management Sciences,
Technical Report No. 1: Sample Design, Survey Yield and Bias, 1979.

3/Cook, T.D., and Campbel), D.T. Quasi-Experimental Design and

Analysis Issues for Field Settings. Chicago: Rand McNally College
1shing Company, s P« L20.
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ThE IMPACT OF THE MISAA PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

As discussed in Chapter 2, our analysis of the impact of the MISAA
program is a multi-faceted approach, focusing on the pre- and post-MISAA
distribution of Federa} financial aid to a group of students at four-year
colleges and universities from three separate viewpoints. First,
students at a given class level prior to the enactment of MISAA were
compared to students at the same class level after MISAA was enacted to
enable the examination of the impact of the program on students at a
similar stage in the educational cycle., HNext, in order to describe the
" impact of the MISAA program on the individual studenf, we conducted an
analysis of financial aid received by each student before and after
enactment. Finally, to ascertain whether the MISAA program achieved its
stated goal of increasing the aid available to middle-income students
without reducing the support of students from poor families, we
investigated the macro-level relationship between aid and income in each
year,

The results of each of these three approaches are discussed in
relationship to a set of specific study questions and research hypotheses
and are presented below.

COHORT LEVEL ANALYSIS

The first component of our analysis was to examine the impact of
MISAA by comparing students at each class level {cohort) prior to and
after the enactment of MISAA, Cohorts, as used in experimental




terminology, refer to “groups of respondents who follow each other
through formal institutions or informal institutions like the
family.ml/ Thus, cohorts can be viewed as siblings within a family or,
as in our case, cycles of students attending particular schools. Since
we are examining contiguous cohorts within the same institutions, it is

safe to assume that the cohorts are basically similar and, consequently,
subject to legitimate comparisons.

Due to this level of initia) comparability, any difference between
the pretest cohort and the posttest cohort (i.e., sophomores prior to
MISAA and sophomores after MISAA) can be attributed to the introduction
of the treatment (i.e., MISAA). Since the resurvey was based upon
freshmen, sophomores, and juniors from the baseline survey {1978-79), the
_only relevant cohorts on which comparisons can be made are sophomores and
juniors. No freshmen are included in our posttest sample, and no seniors
in the pretest sample, since these groups could not have been surveyed in
both years. The cohort analysis can be conceptualized in the paradigm
illustrated in Exhibit 3.1.

EXHIBIT 3.1: PRETEST/POSTTEST COHORT 1978-79 AND 1979-80

L3

1978-79 1979-80
Freshman Sophomores

Sophomores Juniors

Juniors Seniors

Within the two cohorts, sophomores and juniors, the analysis focuses
pri - s upon financial aid from two perspectives. The first
perspettive examines the impact of MISAA by comparing the proportion of
recipients across the pretest and posttest cohorts, thereby focusing the
analysis upon the total distribution of financia) assistance. Th. second
persPective centers upon the dollar amount of financial assistance




awarded to the pretest and posttest cohorts. Whereas the first
perspective addresses the issue of how many students are rereiving
financial assistance from the various Federal programs, the second
approach concentrates upon how much aid is awarded.

The results of the cohort analysis are presented by the relevant
research questions. Subsumed within each research gquestion are several
research hypotheses. These research hypotheses represent our specific
expectations or predictions about the direction of effects which MISAA
will cause, and are contained in Exhibit 3.2. The testing of the stated
research hypotheses will utilize one-tailed tests of significance,
whereas the testing of statistice® significance on differences in
outcomes that have not been specified a priori will employ two-tailed
tests,

EXHIBIT 3.2: RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND STUOY HYPOTHESES

I. Are there any differences in the proportion of recipients across the
Federal financial assistance programs from 1978-79 to 1979-807

1. There will be a significant increase in the proportion of 8£0G
and GSL recipient cohorts.

2. Within each cohort group, there will be a significant increase
in the proportion of BEOG and GSL recipients among the middie~
and upper-income level students.

3. There will be a significant increase in the proportion of
recipients of any form of Federal financial assistance.

I1. Are there any differences in_the average award.across.Federal
financial assistance programs from 1978-79 to 1979-80?

[ —————

1. There will be a significant increase in the average award across
cohort groups on BEOG, SEOG, CWS, and GSL.

2. Within each cohort group, there will be a significant increase
in the average awards on BEOG, SE0G, CWS, and GSL among the
middle~ and upper-income level students.

3. There will be a significant increase in the average total award
across cohort groups.




How Many Students Receive Financial Assistance?

The overall results of the analysis of recipients in the pretest and
posttest cohorts are presented in Table 3.1. An inspection of the table
indicates two gengral trends. First, the greatest proportion of
recipients corresponds to the BEOG program. In both years and across
both class levels, the proportion of BEOG recipients ranged from a low of
.44 to a high of .62. The lowest proportion of BEOG recipients, which
occurred among juniors in the pretest cohort, is, in fact, greater than
the highest proportion in any of the other programs. Secondly, there are
only minor differences in the proportion of recipients between class
levels in each year. For example, there is only a .01 difference in the

proportion of BEOG recipients between sophomores and juniors in the
pretest sample. .

In terms of differences in the proportion of recipients across the
cohort groups, there were only significant differences on two of the five
financial aid programs. There was no significant difference in the

proportfon of SEQG, NOSL, and CWS recipients across the two cohort
groups. In fact, the proportion of NOSL recipients actually declined
(although the change was not significant). There were, however,
statistically significant differences in the proportion of recipients of
BEOG and GSL from the pretgst to the posttest, as predicted in the
research hypotheses. The gains in the proportion of BEOG recipients were
highly significant (p < .0001). The .11 gain from the sophomore pretest
to the sophomore posttest group {.45 to .56) resulted in a z value of_

5.5, while the .18 gain among the juniors (.44 to .62) resulted in a z
value of 8.5. The gains in the proportion of GSL recipients, while not
as dramatic, were still statistically significant. The .04 gain among
sophomores resulted in a z valus of 2.6 (p < .005}, and the .05 gain
among juniors resulted in a z value of 3.1 {p <.001).

In an attempt to examine the impact of MISAA on students at various
levels of income within the cohort amalysis, the cohort groups were
partitioned into three income levels: 1low, middle, and upper. Table 3.2
presents the proportion of recipients for each Federal financial aid
program broken down by cohort and income level.




TABLE 3.1: PROPORTION OF RECIPIENTS IN SOPHOMORE AND JUNEOR COHORTS BEFORE MISAA {1978-79) AND AFTER

MISAA {(1979-80)

Class Level

Cus 6L
197879 197980 Ta78-791979-80

Sophomnore

Junijor

.29 31 .14 .10
.29 .32 a5 .20

TABLE 3.2: PROPORTION OF RECIPIENTS BY FINANCIAL AID PROGRAM BROKEN OOWN BY CLASS COHORT AND STUDENT

INCOME LEVEL

e

e —— oy

Financial Afd Program

Class Level BEOG
Tora-79 1979-50

SE0G hosL

1976-79  1979-80 1978-79 " 19/9-60

t 15 6L

1970-79 1979-80 1976-79  1979-30

Sophomore
Low Income
Middte Income

Upper Income

Junior
’ Low income
Middle lncome

Upper 1ncome

‘32
““
012

A0 1
o1 e
23 .26
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The general results of this analysis reflect achievement of the major
goal of Federal financial assistance: the removal of financial barriers
which prevent access to postsecondary education. For both the pretest
and posttest cohorts, there is a negative relationship between the
student's income level and the probability of receiving a grant. Ffor
example, among the sophomore pretest group, 80 percent of the low-income
students received a BEOG, while only 34 percent and one percent of the
middie- and upper~income level students, respectively, received such a
grant. There also seems to De a pronounced tendency to favor low-income
students in the awarding of NDSL and €WS aid. The onfy exception to this
income-aid pattern is among GSL awards, where there is a positive
relationship between student income and the receipt of a loan.

The differences between the proportion of recipients within each
income level across cohort groups were subjected to tests of statistical
significance. For example, we tested the difference between the
proportion of low-income BEOG recipients in the sophomore pretest cohort
group (.80) and the proportion in the corresponding income level of the

posttest cohort group (.83). For' purposes of clarity, the resuits of
these analyses are presented by financial aid program.

There were significant- increases in the proportion of BEOG recipients
among the middle- and upper-income levels for both class levels. While
there were concomitant increases in the prnoortion of low-income
recipients, only the gain for juniors (from .77 to .88) was statistically
significant (z = 4.4, p < .0001). The most dramatic and remarkable gains
occurred for the middie-income levels where the gains ranged from .26 (2
= 7.9, p <.0001) to .37 (z = 10.3, p < .0001) for middle-income
sophomore and -junior students. The gains for upper-income sophomore and
junior cohorts were .25 (z = 5.8, p < .0001) and .22 (z = 6.5, p <
.0001), respectively. In summary, there were significant gains in the
proportion of BEOG recipients across every income level, except for
low-income sophomores. Although there was a slight increase at this
level and a significant gain among low-income juniors, the most
noticeable and dramatic gains were evidenced among the middle- and
upper-income level students.




In terms of SEOG recipients, there were basically very minor
differences across the cohort groups. The only difference which was
statistically significant was the gain among middle-income sophomore
students, from .14 to .22 (2 = 3.2, p < .001)}. The overall results of
SEQG recipients indicate that there was essentially no difference in the

proportion of recipients from the pretest to the posttest cchort groups
regardless of student income level.

Among NOSL recipients, the results indicate that there was a slight
tendency toward a reduction in the proportion of recipients among the
posttest cohort students. For every income group except upper-income
students at the scphomore Tevel, there was a reduction in the proportion
of recipients. Although there was an increase from .12 to .19 for upper-
income sophomores, the gain was not statistically significant (z = 1.9,

p <.07). While none of the reductions reached statistical significance
efther, the consistency of the overall results seems to suggest that
there was some reduction in NOSL recipients after MISAA was introduced.

In terms of CWS awards, there was a distinct tendency for the
posttest cohort groups to contain'a greater proportion of recipients than
the pretest cohorts. The only differences which reached statistical
significance, however, were among upper-income students in both class
levels and middie-income students in the junior class. The gain from .29
to .37 for middle~income juniors was statistically significant at the ,02
level (2 = 2.4), while the gain of .10 and .08 for the upper-income
sophomore and junior students was significant at the .01 and .03 levels,
respectively. Thus, the effects of MISAA in terms of receipt of CWS from
the pretest to the posttest seems to be more pronounced for middle- and
upper-income students.

The proportion of students who received a GSL award across the cohort
groups varied only slightly. While there was a general trend for there
to be a slight increase in the proportion of recipients among the
posttest cohort, only one gain was statistically significant. The gain
from .23 to .33 among upper-income junior students was significant at the
01 level {2z = 2.3).




As specified in the research hypothesis, there were significant
increases in the proportion of BEOG recipients among middle- and
upper-income students. However, the hypothesis was not completely
confirmed in that, among GSL recipients, there was only a significant
increase among upper-income juniors. The overali results indicate that
MISAA has had a beneficial effect upon middle- and upper-income students
‘in terms of the receipt of aid, while not reducing its commitment to
tower-income students. Looking at low-income. sophomore students across
the financ ial aid programs suggests no significant difference in the
proportion of recipients prior to and after MISAA. The only difference
among low-income students was for juniors in the posttest cohort group in
terms of BEOG awards.

Among middle- and upper-income students, the results provide
additional evidence of the positive impact of MISAA, indicating that
grants were more available to middle- and upper-income level students
after the enactment of MISAA, as was assistance through work (CWS) and
loans (GSL). The proportion of recipients of any form of Federal
financial assistance increased significantly for hoth sophomore and
Junior cohorts, as presented in Tabie 3.3. The results confirmed our
rasearch hypothesis that the proportion of recipients of any form of
Federal financial aid would he significantly greater after MISAA (i.e.,
for the posttest cohort) than before MISAA {i.e., for the pretest
cohort). The gain from .68 to .72 for the sophomores was statistically
significant (z = 2.2, p <.02) as was the gain from .67 to .76 for the
Juniors (z = 4.7, p <.0001).

TABLE 3.3: PROPORTION OF RECIPIENTS OF ANY FORM OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL
ASSTSTANCE

-

Total Recipients
Class Level 1978-79 1978-80

Sophomores .68 .72

Juniors .67 .76




How Much Federal Financial Assistance 0o Students Receive?

The results presented above centered upon the proportion of students
participating in the various programs before and after the enactment of
MISAA. The perspective of this section focuses upon the amount of aid
awarded prior to and after MISAA was introduced. These two perspectives
provide a complimentary and comprehensive framework in which MISAA can be
assessed, for it enables an examination of not only how many students
were influenced by MISAA, but also the degree to which they were affected
by its enactment.

Table 3.4 presents the average award for each of the various aid
programs across the two cohort groups. The results of this breakdown
should be viewed with one caveat in mind. The average award is based
upon all students within each cohort group, both recipients and
nonrec ipients. Thus, these results reflect the average availability of
aid across all students. Later in this section, we will present the
analogous results for the subset of recipients only.

Several general trends can be detected from the results presented in
Table 3.4. First, the greatest amount of assistance to students was from
BEOG awards. The lowest averdge BEQG award of $543 (for sophomores in
the pretest cohort group) was substantially higher than any of the
averages on the other programs. Secondly, the differences across class
levels within cohort groups were much smaller than the differences within
class levels across cohort groups. That is, the average amount of aid
fluctuates less across class levels within the same year than for
students in the same class level across separate years. For example, the
average for BEQG varis by only $8 between sophomores and juniors within
the pretest-#gmpie, while the average varies by $185 and $264 for

sophomores and juniors, respectively, from the f,rst year to the second
year.




TABLE 3.4: AVERAGE AWARD ACROSS FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS FOR
SOPHOMORE AND JUNIOR COMORTS

—— — —— ——
e e —— r— —

BEOG . SE0G NDSL . 4 1
Class .evel e’y 980 B9 980 1978-)5  19e-80  T978-75  19M-80 7813 1379-80

Sopt more 543 128 123 145 253 27 266 ki x| 245 kLY
dunior 551 81s 13 146 222 290 0 2N n

Using t-tests for independent groups, the differences across each
class level of the cohort groups were tested. In terms of BEOG awards,
there were significant gains in the average award for hoth sophomores and
Jjuniors. As stated above, the average gain for sophomores was $185 (t =
6.8, p <.0001), while the average gain for juniors was $264 (t = 9.2,

p <.0D01). Although theie were increases in the average SEOG awards
across the cohort groups, neither increase was statistically

significant. Likewise, none of the differences between the cohort groups
were significant for KDSL and CWS. However, while there was an increase
in the average award for SEQG and CWS awards in the posttest cohort, the
pattern was reversed for NDSL awards. That is, there was a slight
reduction in the average NDSL awards for sophomores and juniors after the
introduction of MISAA. This result is consistent with the previous
findings, which indicated that there were fewer KDSL recipients in the
posttest cohort groups.

In terms of GSL awards, there was a significant gain for both class
levels across the cohort groups. The gains of $112 and $100 for
sophomores and Jjuniors, respectively, were significant at the .01 level.




In summary, the results provided only partial support of the research
hypothesis, which predicted that there would be a significant increase on
every outcome. There was a significant increase on only BEOG and GSL
awards. While there were gains in SEOG and CWS awards, none of the gains
reached statistical significance. Contrary to our hypothesis, there was
an actual decrease in the average NOSL award. As in the case of SEOG and
CWS awards, these differences were not significant.

The average awards across the Federal financial aid programs were
also examined in relationship to the income levels of the students.
Table 3.5 contains these results. An inspection of these resuits enables
us to examine the average award across the three income groups and thus
provides a more specific analysis of the impact of MISAA,

In terms of BEOG awards, there was a statistically significant
increase in the average award for each income levei. A1l the differences
were significant at the .01 level or lower. While all the gains were
statistically significant, the largest gains appeared in the middle- and
upper-income groups. The average award across middle-income sophomore
and junior students jumped $405 and $470, respectively, while the average

award increased by $254 and $229 for upper-income sophomore and Jjunior
students, respectively, ’

There was only one significant difference in the average SE0G award
across the income levels within the cohort groups. Although each income
level gained over the pretest cohort group, oniy the $49 gain among
middle-income sophomore students was significant (t = 2.3, p < .025).

As Table 3.5 indicates, there was a trend towards a Tower NOSL
average award in the posttest cohort in relation to the pretest cohort.
The only exception was the increase among upper-income sophomore students
from $164 to $236. MNone of the differences, however, reached statistical
significance, )

In terms of CWS aid, there was a consistent trend toward greater
average awards in the posttest cohort groups. Oniy two of the gains,
however, were statisticaily significant. The gain of $102 among upper-
income sophomore students (t = 2.1, p < .025) was significant, as was the
gain of $122 among upper-income junior students (t = 2.2, p < .05).




TABLE 3.5: AVERAGE AWARO ACROSS FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS FOR SOPHOMORE ANO JUNIOR COHORTS BROKEN DOWN BY
STUOENT INCOME LEVEL

BEOG SE0G NOSL
Chass Level and Student Income 1978-79  1979-80 1976-79 1979-80 1978-7

Sophomore
Low

Mi¢

Low
Middle
tipper




Similar to the results for SEOG and CWS, there was a rather
consistent tendency for the average GSL awards to be higher for the
posttest cohorts than for the pretest cohorts. The only exception was
for middle-income juniors, for whom there was a small and insignificant
reduction from $3G2 to $325. Three of the five GSL gains, however, were
significant. The $103 gain of middle-income sophomore students (t = 2.1,
p <.025) was significant, as were the $78 and $242 gain for low-income
(t = 2.0, p <.05) and upper-income juniors (t = 1.8, p < .05).

An analysis of the results presented in Table 3.5 reveals several
major conclusions. First, the BEOG program was apparently the most
directly influenced program of MISAA, as reflected in the significant
gains across every income group. Secondly, the effects of MISAA on the
other programs, while not as dramatic in terms of the increase in awards,
were positive, except for NDSL where there was a trend towards
reduction. The reduction in NDS( average awards, however, can he
interpreted as a positive outcome of MISAA in that it may reflect an
increase in coverage of the financial needs of students by Federal grant

programs (BEOG in particular), thus reducing the need for student
borrowing.

As discussed previously, Tables 3.4 and 3.5 present the average
awards across all students {i.e., including nonrecipients). Tables 3.6

and 3.7 present the analogous results for a subset of these students,
recipients only. Table 3.6 provides a description of the average award
across financial aid programs for cchort recipients. Before each program
is discussed, several general results should be noted. First, since the
table contains only recipients, the average awards are much greater than
the corresponding average awards presented in Table 3.4. Moreover, the
greatest amount of average support per recipient consisted of GSL awards,
followed by BEDG awards. Furthermore, as in the other tables presented
thus far, the differences across cohort groups are larger than the
differences across class levels within the same year. This finding
clearly suggests that MISAA, which was introduced in the time interval
hetween the pretest and posttest, has had a substantial impact.
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TABLE 3.6: AVERAGE AWARD ACROSS FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS FOR COHORT RECIPIENTS

BEUG . SE0G NDSL OMs
Class Level 1978-79  1979-80 To78-79 19790 1978-79  1979-50 1978-79  197/9-80

1978-79  1919-80

Sophomore 997 1,082 604 616 760 73 766 826
Junior 1019 1,093 612 696 788 847 855

1,652 1,754
1.674 1,804

TABLE 3.7: AVERAGE AWARD ACROSS FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS FOR COHORT RECIPIENTS BY INCOME LEVEL

8606 SEGG NOSL s
Class Level/Student lncame 1978-79  1979-80 1978-79 1979-00 To78-79 197980 978-79  1979-8

8sL
197879 197350

Sophomore
Low Lizy 1,274 737 748
675 561 772

. 1,514
1,724
1,402

1,650
t, 761
1,978




In terms of BEOG awards, there was a statistically significant gain
for both class levels. Tpé gains of 385 and $74 for the sophomores and
juniors, respectively, represent a significant increment over the awards
in the first year. The gain at the sophomore level resulted in a t value
of 3.5 (p < .0005), while the gain at the junior leve) resulted in a t
value of 3.0 (p < .005).

While there was only a negligible $14 increase in the average SE0G
award for sophomores, there was a significant increase for the junior

class. The $74 gain at this level resulted in a t value of 2.3, which is
significant at the .025 level.

The direction of change in the average award of NDSL varied by class
level. That is, there was a $13 increase among the sophomore class leve!
but a $26 decrement among the junior class. Neither change, however,
approached statistical significance.

In terms of the average CWS award to recipients, there was a rather
large gain for the sophomore class level, but only a smal), nonsig~
nificant gain or $8 Tor the juniors. The $60 gain at the sophomore level
resulted in 2 t value of 2.2 {p < .025). Thus, while therz was a gain
for hoth groups, only one gain was statistically significant.

Both the sophomore and junior class cohorts registered rather large
increases in the average award of GSL. The sophomore c¢lass gained $202,
from a pretest vatue of $1,552 to a posttest value of $1,754 (t = 2.7,
p < .005), whereas the average junior class award increased from $1,674
to $1,804 (t = 1.7, p < .05).

In summary, the results of these analyses are consistent with the
ear 1ier analyses presented in this section. Firstly, the most obvious
and dramatic increases were in the allecation of BEOG and GSL support.
Secondly, the results tend to suggest that MISAA alsc has had a
beneficial effect upon the &liocation of assistance from SEOG and CWS.
For both programs, the average award tended to be higher in the second
year than in the first year. In terms of NDSL awards, there seems to
have been a negligible impact as the average NDSL award did not vary
significantly for either sophomores or juniors.




Table 3.7 presents the average recipient award across each financial
aid program for the cohort groups broken down by income level. As in the
previous analyses, a breakdown by student income Tevel allows us to
identify the specific effects of MISAA for the various levels of income.
The table does not permit, however, a very detailed assessment for the
upper-income level, since there were too few cases at this level to
anaiyze for any program except GSL.

In terms of the average BEDG award, there were substantial increases
for both lo.~ and middle-income groups across both class levels. The
most dramatic increase, however, was among the middle-income groups. The
middle-income sophomore cohort group increased $286, from $675 to $961
(t = 7.9, p < .0005), while the average award received by middle~income
Jjuniors increased by $229, from $726 to $955 (t = 5.6, p < .0005).
Although the increase among low-income students was statistically
significant (sophomores: t = 5.5, p < .0005; juniors: t = 5.5,

p < .0005), the gains were not Quite as dramatic as the gains for the
middle-income students. For example, the increases for low-income
sophomores and juniors were $154 and $152, respectively, whereas the

corresponding gains among the middle-income students were $2B6 and $229,
respectively.

The differences in the average SZ0G awards were relatively small and,
for the most part, nonsignificant. The only significant difference
occurred among the low-income junior recipients, who gained $98, from
$617 at the oretest level to $715 at the posttest lsvel (t = 2.15,

p <.08). E

In terms of the averagz % 5L award, there was very 1ittle fluctuation
between the pretest and posttest awards. There was some tendency for the
posttest cohort awards to be slightly greater than the pretest cohort
awards for the sophomores, but there was a trend in the opposite
direction for the juniors. None of the changes, however, aoproached
statistical significance.




The average CWS award remained essentially stable from the pretest to
the posttest cohort valye for all groups except the low-income
sophomores. At this level, there was a $119 increment, from the pretest
cohort average of $780 to the posttest cohort average of 3899 (t = 2.9,

P <.01). The largest difference among the remaining three comparisons
was only $31 (for middle-income sophomores).

In terms of the average GSL awards, there wer~ rather substantial
gains for every group except upper-income sopho~ ‘s ($5 gain) and
middie«income juniors ($34 decrement). Wnile ti. -e were substantial
gains for the remaining four groups, only two reached stafisf}cal
significance. Middle-income Sophomores and upper-income juniors
registered increases of $237 (t = 1.94, p < .05) and $302 (t = 2,15,

p <.025), respectively. The $150 increase for low-income sophomores and
the $247 increase for low-income juniors, while quite large, failed to
reach statistical significance.

The ovarall results at this level reinforce and substantiate the
previous findings in this section. As in the previous analyses, the
impact of MISAA is most discernible in the awarding of BEOGS. There was
a significant incrzase in the :verage BEOG award for every group in the
posttest cohorts. The second program which was most influenced by MISAA
was the awarding of GSL. There was a general trend for the average GSL
awards to be substantially higher for the posttest groups than the
rratest groups. While there seems to have been a positive impact upon
SEOG and CWS awards, the gains were not quite as Targe and visible.
Finally, MISAA seems to have exerted 1ittle influence in the amount of
NDSL awards. There was essentially no change in this program.

The final analysis focuses upon the average total awards across all
five of the federal financial aid programs. Research hypothesis II.3 in
Exhibit 3.2 predicted that there would be a significant increase in the
average award after MISAA was introduced. Table 3.8 presents the results
of this issue.




»

TABLE 3.8: AVERAGE TOTAL AWARD IN SOPHOMORE AND JUNIOR COHORTS BEFORE
ANO AFTER MISAA WAS INTROOUCEO

Tota) Award
Class Level 1978-79 1979-80

Sophomore 1416 1760
Jun jor 1504 1882

The results indicate that there were fairly substantial gains from
the year prior to MISAA to the year afte~ it was introduced. The
sophomore and junior class levels gained $344 and $378, respectively.

The average gain across a)l students was statistically significant for
both the sophomore and junior cohort groups. The gain for the sophomores
resulted in a t value of 6.4 (p < .0005), while the gain for juniors
resulted in a t value of 6.5 {p < .0005).

The results of the cohort analysis provided overwhelming support of
the beneficial impact of MISAA upon 2l} students in general and

middle~income students in particular. HNot only did MISAA significantly
increase the proportion of financial aid recipients, but also the awards
allocated to the students. Thus, it seems that more- students were
brought under the umbrella of Federa)l financial aid and to a greater
extent than in the prior year.

In general, the results of the cohort analysis confirmed the research
hypotheses which were Spgcified. Even where the hypotheses were not
completely confirmed, the direction and magnitude of effects supported
the beneficial and positive impact of MISAA. A summary of the findings
by research question and hypothesis number is presented in Exhibit 3.3.
As the findings demonstrate, MISAA has exerted 2 positive influence upon
the distribution and receipt of financial afd. The results indicate that
MISAA has significantly broadened the base of financial aid recipients
without undermining its commitment to low-income students. Indeed, the
results demonstrate that there were also significant gafns among the

low-income students fn terms of the distribution and aililocation of
financial aid.

3.18




EXHIBIT 3.3: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, COHORT ANALYSIS

I.l: There were significant increases in the proportion of BEQG
and GSL recipients after MISAA was enacted.

1.2: There were significant increases in the proportion of
middle- and upper-income BEOE recipients as specified. In
addition, there were significant gains for the following
groups 2nd outcomes: low-income BEDG recipients in the
senjor class; middle~income SEQG recipients in the
sophomore class; middle- and upper-income CWS recipients in
the junior class; upper-income CWS recipients in the
sophomore class; and, finally, upper-income GSL recipierts
in" the junior class.

There were significant increases in the proportion of
recipients of any type of Federai financial assistance for
both the sophomore and junior class levels.

There were significant increases in the average BEDG and
GSL awards across all students at both the sophomore and
junior class levels. In terms ot recipients only, there
were significant gains across both class levels for BEQG
and GSL awards. There were also significant increases in
the average recipient SE0G award among juniors and average
recipient (WS award among sophomores.

There were significant increases in the average REQG award
across all three income levels for both sophomores and
Juniors. There was a significant increase in the average
SE0G award among middle-income sophomores, just as there
were significant (WS gains ¥or upper-income sophomore and
juniors. There were also significant increases in the
average GSL award for the following three groups:
middle-income sopiiomores, and low- and upper-income
juniors. In terms of recipients only, there were
significant gains for low- and middle-income BEOG
recipients for both class levels. There were also
‘significant gains for the foilowing outcomes and groups:
low-income SEQG recipients in the junior class; low-income
CWS recipients in the sophomore class; middle-income GSL
recipients in the sophomore class; and upper-income GSL
recipients in the junior class.

There were significant jncreases in the average total award
for both sophomores and juniors.




LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

At this leve) of analysis, the impact of MISAA was examined by
comparing the same students prior to and after the enactment of MISAA.
Measurements of the same individuals were repeated over a two year
period. Since MISAA was introduced between the two data collect efforts,
differences among the students across the two points in time can be .
attributed to its enactment.

Unlike the other two levels of analysis (macro and cohort), each
student serves as his/her own control in the longitudinal amalysis. That
1S, each person’s status on any outcome measured at the second point in
time (1979-80} is compared directly to his/her status measured at the
first point in time (1978-79).

This level of analysis should not be mistakeniy interpreted as
indicating that the effects of MISAA are being analyzed over a long time
period. The term “longitudinal,” in this sense, implies that the same
subjects were measured at two points in time, as opposed to a
"cross-sectional” design in which different individuals are me55ured.

The major research questions and their corresponding hypotheses are
stated in Exhibit 3.4, and a detailed analysis of each question and
hypothesis appears below. The resuits of this Tevel of analysis are
presented in two sections corresponding to the two major questions: the
effect on distribution and the effect on average award.

Do More People Become Recipients of Financial Aid After MISAA Than Before
Its Introduction?

Table 3.9 presents a crosstabulated summary of the percentage of
studenté who éké reC1p1ents and nonrecipients over both years. Ap
inspection of this table permits one to examine the change in recipient
status over the time interval as well as the direction of change.
Several consistent “rends across all five financial aid programs can be
detected. First, for most students, therz was no change in recipient
status. That is, nonrecipients in the baseline tend to remain
nonrecipients in the resurvey, just as recipients tend to remain




EXHIBIT 3.4: RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

I. 0o moré people become recipients of the various financia) aid

programs after the introduction of MISAA than before its
introduction?

1. There will be a significan. increase in the percentage of
BEDG and GSL recipients.

2. Across the three income levels, there wil) be a significant
increase in the percentage of middle~ and upper-income BEOG
and GSL recipients.

3. There will be a significant increase in the percentage of
recipients of any form of financial aid after the
introduction of MISAA.

Are there any differences in the average award gains across the
various financial aid programs?

1. There will be a significant gain in the average award
across the same recipients on BE0G, SEOG, CWS, and @GSL.

2. Across the three income levels, the 9ains on BEOG and
GSL among middle~ and upper-income students will be

significantly greater than the 9ain; among lower-income
students.

There will be a s1gn1f1cant increase in the average total
award from the year prior to MISAA to the year after its
introduction.

recipients. For example, the status of 85.9 percent of the surveyed
students did not change in terms of SE0G awards {i.e., 74.9 percent were
nonrecipients in both years, and 11.0 percent were recipients in both

years). Secondly, for every program except BEOG, there was a greater
percentage of nonrecipients than recipients.

Although the status of most students remained the same and the
majority were not recipients, there were significant differences in the
percentages of recipients over the pre-post time interval for BEOG, NOSL,
and GSL awards. Utilizing t-tests for correlated proportions, the effect
on each program was assessed. In terms of BEOG receipt, there was a
statistically significant gain in the percentage of recipients, from 44.5
percent in the first year to a total of 57.7 percent in the second year




TABLE 3.9: PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS BEFORE AND AFTER MISAA ACROSS THE VARIOUS FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS

Pre~HiSAA (1978-79)

Post-HISAA (1979-80}

8E06

SE0G

Nonreciplents Reciplents Tota)

Honreciplients Recipients Tota)

Honrecipients Recipients Tota

Nonrecipients
RuiPeMs
Tota

3. . 55.5
6. . 44.5
42, . 100.0

Pre~HISAA {1978-79)

6.8 81.7
11.0 18.1
11.8 100.0

—— —

651,

fonrecipients Reclpients Tota)

Nonreciplents Reciplents Total

Nonrecipients

Reclflents
Tota

59.2 12.5 .7
10.4 17.9 28,
69.6 0.4 100.0

76.1 9.2 85.6
5.2 9.1 14.4
8.6 18.4 100.0




(z=16.5, p<.0005); among GSL recipients, there was also a statistically
significant gain, from 14.4 percent to 18.4 percent (z=6.6, p < ,0005).

In terms of NDSL receipt, on the other hand, the difference was a
decrease in awards. The percentage of NDSL recipients declined signifi-
cantly, from 28.3 percent to 24.6 percent (2=5.1, p < .001). 1In terms of
SEOG and CWS awards, the changes were not statistically significant.

The. results presented in Table 3.9 confirm the first research
hypothesis in that there were statistically significant gains in the
percentage of BEOG and GSL recipients. There was also a significant
decrease, which was not predicted, in the percentage of NDSL recipients
in the second year. The results indicate that MISAA had a positive
impact in incfeasing the percentage cf BEOG and GSL recipients wkile
maintaining the level of SEOG and (WS awards. In terms of NDSL, however,
the results suggest that MISAA has had a negative impact in terms of the
percentage of NDSL recipients. '

Table 3.10 presents the same crosstabulated summary as Table 3.9 but
is broken down by student income level. In terms of BEOG awards, there
were increases in the percentage of recipients for all three income
levels although the gains were far greater for middle- and upper-income
students. While the gain for low-income students was only 3.1 percentage
points, the gain for middie~ and upper-income students was 27.8 and 16.6
percentage points, respectively. The gain for low-income students
resulted in a z value of 2,54 (p < .02}, while the gain for middle- and
upper-income students resulted in a z value of 14.0 {p < .0005} and 8.3
(p < .0005).

There was very little variation in the percentage of SE0G recipients
from the baseline to the resurvey across each income level. The largest
change was among midd le-income students, 18,1 percent of whom were
recipients in the first year, while 1B.9 percent were recipients in the
second year.




TABLE 3.10: PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS AND NONRECIPIENTS ACROSS BOTH YEARS ACROSS INCOME LEVELS AND
‘FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS

Post-HISAA {1979 -00)

SE0G st

Pre-HISAA {1978-79) Aonrecipients Neclplents Total Konrectplents Acelplents Total Kowteciptents Heetpients lotsl

Lo Income
Konreciplents 7.0 61.8 0.0 67.5
Aeciplents 1.3 10.4 19.4 1.5
Totsl 5.1 1e.) ¥.2 100.0

Higdle Incone
Rostreciplents
Rcelpients 5.0
Iotat

Upier_Incane ’
Komreciptents 9.4 1.4
Aectplonls 1.9 1.
Totsl? 5.3 4.7

Post-HISAA {1979-80)
s ’ o5t

Pre-1RSAA {1970-79) fNonreciptents Aeelplats lota? Kowrnciptents Aectplents Totad

Lov Income
Ronreciplents 62.9 05.2 6.2 0.4
Acciptents BT | 1.0 4.5 8.6
Inlal . o 0.} m.? 100.0

Hie incime
Bt refpients
Arctpionts
$ntat

Giper_hircone
Biwrecipionts
Arciplents

’ El{ ‘ Tntat
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With respect to the percentage of NDSL recipients, there was
essentially no change among low- and upper-income students. However,
there was a significant reduction among middle-income students. While
35.5 percent of the middle-income students were recipients in the

baseline survey, the perbentage of recipients in the resurvey was only
28.4 (z=4.7, p < .001).

In terms of the receipt of (WS awards, there was a distinct trend
towards a greater percentage of recipients in the resurvey than in the
baseline survey. While there was no change among low-income recipients,
there were gains among middle- and upper-income students. Only the gain
of upper-income students (from 16.6 percent to 21.6 percent), however,
reached statistica) significance (2=2.4, p < .D2).

There was also a distinct trend towards a larger percentage of GSL
recipients in the resurvey for all three income levels. While all three
gains were statistically significant, the most noticeable gains were
among upper- and middle-income students. The upper-income group gained
7.8 percentage points (z=3.5, p < .0005), the middle~income group gained
3.6 percentage points (2=3.6, p < .0005), and the lower-income group

gained 2.1 percentage points (2=2.2, p ¢ .05).

In sunmary, there were significant increases in the percentage of
BEOG and GSL rec ipients across every income level. There was also a
clear trend towards a greater percentage of CWS recipients in the
resurvey over the initial baseline survey. The only other significant
difference occurred among middle-income NDSL recipients. In terms of
NDSL receipt, there were significantly fewer NDSL recipients after MISAA
was enacted than before. Across the other two income levels, there was
essentially no difference in the receipt of NOSL. As stated above, the
lower percentage of NDSL recipients among middle~income students probably
reflects the increased availability of Basic Grants which may have
diminished their need to secure educational loans.




The third study hypothesis specified that there would be a
significant increase in the percentage of recipients of any form of
Federal financial aid after the enactment of MISAA. To test this
hypothesis, the resuits in Table 3.1l were subjected to a test of
difference between correlated proportions. The results of the analysis
demonstrate that there was, in fact, a significant increase in the
percentage of aid recipients. Before MISAA was introduced, 66.4 percent
of the students were recipients of some form of assistance, whereas after
MISAA 72.6 percent of the students were recipients (z=10.3, o < .0005).

TABLE 3.11: PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS OF ANY FORM OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL
AID ACROSS YEARS

Post-MISAA (1979-80)

Pre-MISAA (1978-78) Nonrec ipients Rec ipients Total

Nonrecipients 21, 2.

33.6

1 2
Rec ipients 6. 60.4 66.4
Total 27. 2.6

100.0

How Much More Federal Financial Assistance Qid Students Receive After
MISAA Was Enacted?

The second research question in this section focuses directiy upon
the issue of how much finapcial assistance was received by students
before and after MISAA was introduced. In essence, the question is, aimed
toward determining whether the same students received more, less, or the
same amount of aid after MISAA was introduced as opposed to the year
prior to its enactment.

To answer this question, the average award of the same recipients
across both years was compared through the use of correlated t-tests.
The results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.12.

As the results demonstrate, there were significant gains in terms of
the average recipient award on three outcomes, BEOG, CWS, and GSL. While
there were significant gains across all t.ree of these programs, the most
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TABLE 3.12: AVERAGE AWARD FOR THE SAME RECIPIENTS ACROSS BOTH YEARS

Financial Aid Program Pre-MISAA  Post-MISAA  Difference T

BEOG - 1,000 1,219 219 20.30
SE0G 643 655 12 .64
NOSL 839 818 =21 -1.13
CWS 809 853 44 2.75
GsSL 1,658 1,792 134 3.20

dramatic increase was observed on the BEOG awards, where the average
award increased by $219. There were only minor differences in the
average SEQG and NOSL awards, both of which failed to reach statistical
significance.

The results of this analysis lend support to the first research
hypothesis which predicted significant increments on all awards except
NDSL. The findings indicate that there were significant gains on three
of the five programs. As in the previous analyses, the results at this
level clearly demonstrate that the introduction of MISAA has had a

tremendously positive impact, not only on the percentage of students
affected, but cn the amount of their awards.

Table 3.13 presents the average award gain of recipients across each
student income level. An inspection of the table reveals that there were
rather large gains fo ooth 8606 and GSL recipients. Across the remaining
three financia) aid programs, the gains were not very large, and, in
fact, there ware some reductions for recipients of SEOG and NOSL. The
specific results for each program are discussed below.

To detarmine if there were any differences across income leveis
within each program, a one-way analysis of variance was conducted on each
financial aid outcome. Whenever %..ere was a significant difference
across the income levels, specific comparisons among the income levels
were subjected to Scheffe's method of multiple comparisons. The
financial aid programs in which the one-way analysis of variance
indicated that there was at least one significant difference among the




TABLE 3.13;  AVERAGE GAIN AWARD OF RECIPIENTS ACROSS FINANCIAL
PROGRAMS AND STUDENT INCOME LEVEL

Income Level

Financial Aid Program 3 Middle

BEOG 1/ 289
SE0G -28
NOSL -62
eWS 2/ 4
6sL 66

1/8E06G:

Source of Mean Income
Varijation DF Square . Level Middle Upper

Between

Groups 2 1,559,276 10.4 .00 Low
Within

Groups 1,260 150,523 Middle

TOTAL 1,262 . Upper

Note 1: * indicates statistical significance of difference hetween
relevant groups.

2/cus:

Source of Mean - Income
Variation DF Square . Level Low Middle Upper

Between

Groups 2 466, 385 . . Low
Within

Groups 600 153,762 Middle

TOTAL 602 Upper

Note 1: * indicates statistical significance of difference tetween
relevant  .uJps.




income levels are identified in the table with footnotes. The results of
the analysis of variance and multiple comparisons for these programs are
presented in the corresponding footnotes.

As Table 3.13 reveals, there were significant differences across the
income levels for two of the programs, BEOG and CWS. In terms of the
average BEOG gain, the middle-income students' gain of $289 was
significantly greater than the gain for lower- and upper~income student.
In terms of the average CWS gain, the lower-income students’ gain of $86
was significantly greater than the $4 gain for middle-income students.
The other gains were not significantly different from each other on these
two outcomes.

Although there appears to be a substantial amount of variation 1n the
average gain across the three income levels for the remaining three
programs, SE0G, NOSL, and GSL, the averages did not vary significantly
from each other. That is, there were no significant differences in the
average SE0G gain across income levels, even though the 3ains ranged from
a negative $28 to $39. The reason that the difference in gains on SE0G,
NbSL, and GSL did not reach statistical significance was that the

variances relative to their meah were relatively large.

The results presented in Table 3.13 provide partial confirmation of
research hypothesis II.2 in Exhibit 3.4 in that the average BEOG gain was
significantly greater for middle-income students than for low- and
upper-income students. However, the upper-income BEOG recipients did not
gain significantly more than the 1ow-1income group. The only other
significant difference occurred among gains in CWS, in which low-income
students gained substantially more than middle-income students. 1In
general, the findings demonstrate a clear tendency foward greater awards
after MISAA than before its inception. Only on NOSL awards was there a
trend towards reduction, a finding which is consistent with the results
reported previously. '




The results presenied in Table 3.13 demonstrated effects of MISAA on
average gain awards across only one variable, student income ievel. In
an effort to ascertain the effects of MISAA across v~ ‘ious subgroups, the
g2ins on each program were analyzed through the use of a factorial
analys:s of covariance design. In particular, a 2 by 2 by 3 feve1
factorial design witn two covariates was employed for each outcome. The
factors and levels of each factor, along with the covariates, are listed
below. The upper-income level was not included due to the low number of
cases in this group. The inclusion of this level would have resulted in
extremely small cell sizes when crossed with the other variables.

Factors Levels Covariates

Student Income Level 1. Lower 1. 1979-80 Student
2. Middle Eligibility Index

¢. Family Contribution

Sex 1. HMale
2. Female

Ethnicity 1. White

2. Black
39 Other

By utilizing this approach, dirferesces across the three factors can
be examined while statizzically controlling 7or differences on the two
covariates. Since students vary both in terms of the actual amount of
farily contribution they receive and their expected family contribution
(SEI), a simple amalysis of variance of fisancial aid outcomes without
considering these pre-existing differences could mask the true effects.
That is, the variation in outcomes, such as the average gain in BEOG
awards, fluctuates with changes in the financial resources of the
student. Therefore, in order to attribute differences in financial aid
cutcomes to the introduccion of II3AA, mediating variables such as family
financial support shouls be controlled.

. "* was not possibie to experimentally control these variabies,
it ;- ‘'ble to exercise ex post statistical control through anaiysis
¢ 0+a snce procedures or hierarchical setwise regression procedures.




The choice between the two procedures is completely arbitrary since both
yield the same results. Cohen and Coheng/ have pointed out that
analysis of covariance is merely an extension of multipyle regression
procedures and have documented the correspondence of the two methods.
Only when the assumption of homogeneity of regression lines3/ is not
satisfied does the choice of the method matter. When this assumption is
not satisfied, analysis of covariance is not a valid procedure; thus, one
must rely upon hierarchical setwise regression procedures and include the
appropriate interaction terms. Since the assumption of homogeneity of
regression lipes was, in this case, statistically satisfied for each
dependent variable, analysis of- covar iance procedures were employed.

Analysis of covariance is ideally suited to unravel tne effects of
MISAA for several reasons. First, it allows control for initial
differences on the two covariates, SEI and family contribution. It
enables the examination of the outcome variables as if all students were
alike on these measures. Second, the method permits the use of
continuous and categorical variables within the same amalysis. Moreover,
the method allows far testing for significant differences across the

levels of the categorical variables (income level, sex, and ethnici;y).
Finally, it allowsﬁfor the examination of the interactions between the
independent variables. For example, it enables an examination of whether
the relationship of the dependent measure with student income level is
constant across sex or whether the relationship is conditional upon the
value of sex.

The results of these analyseg are presented only for the outcunes in
which there was a significant F ratio for the overall model. The F for
the overall model reached statistical significance on only one of the
outcomes, gains on BEOG.

Table 3.14 contains the analysis of covariance results for the
average gain in aw> . .r BEQG recipients from the baseline Survey to the
resurvey. The results indicate that there was a significant main effect
for'eéch of the three factors and that none of the interactions was
significant. ’ ‘




TABLE 3.14: ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE RESULTS ON AVERAGE GAINS IN BEOG
AWARDS FOR BEOG RECIPIENTS

Source of
Variation

Mean
Square

Probability

Covariates
Family Contribution
SEI

Main Effects

Income Level
Sex
Ethnicity :

Two-Way Interactions
Income X Sex
Income x Ethnicity
Sex x Ethnicity

Three-Way Interactions -
Income X Sex x Ethnicity

Explaiiied

Residual

Total

e ——

157,196
212,185

102,208

1,583,943

3,467,943
674,563
1,095,178

104,143
202,609
184,865

4,537

29,916
29,916

555,985

135,982

141,201

.32
21
.39

.00
.00
.03
.00




-

The mean value of each level of the main effects is presented in
Table 3.15, along with the means adjusted for initial differences in the
covariates. The results show that the gain in BEOG award for middle-
income students (32Bl) was significately greater than the gain for low-
income students ($192). There was also a significantly greater gain in
BEOG support for males ($249) than for females (3196}, and a substan-
tially larger gain for whites ($255) than for blacks and others.

TABLE 3.15: UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED MEANS OF AVERAGE BEOG GAINS FOR
BEOG RECIPIENTS

Variable Unadjusted "Adjusted

Income Level
Low ‘ 177
Middle 314

Sex
Male
Female

Ethnicity
White 255 258
Black 179 173

Other 138 137

When the values of the dependent variable are adjusted for initial
differences in the covariates, the gains for middle-income students are even
more pronounced. The adjustments of the covariates on the other two factors,
r=x and ethnicity, medz2 little difference. That is, thare was only a small
difference in the unédjusted and adjusted means for these two factors.

The overall results provide convincing support that MISAA has had a
tremendously positive impact upon aid to middle~income students.
Controlling for initial differences in their SEI rating and family




contribution, the average gain for middle-income students (3314) was
dramatically greater than the gain ($177) for low-income students. The
relatively greater gain amorig males and whites reflects the fact that
there was a larger proportion of middle~-income students in these
categories in the sampie.

The final analysis in this section focused upon the difference in the
total amount of fimancial aid received by recipients in the baseline as
compared to their amount in the resurvey. The results of the correiated
t-tast on total aid for the same recipients over the two~year intervai
are presented in Table 3.16. As the results indicate, there was a
statistically significant increment in the total amount of aid received,
from $1,790 in the first year to $2,104 in the second year.

TABLE 3.18: TOTAL AMOUNT OF FINANCIAL AID RECEIVED (ALL PROGAMS) PRIOR
TO ANO AFTER THE INTROOUCTION OF MISAA

Pre-MISAA Post-MISAA Difference T Probability

1,790 2,104 314 13.59 .00

As in the cohort analysis, the results at this level of amalysis
provide convincing evidence of the positive impact of MISAA. When the

same students were compared before and after its emactment, the findings
demonstrated that a greatar percentage of students received financial
assistance and received a greater amount of aid after MISAA was
_introduced. The specific findings are summarized in Exnibit 3.3,
according to the appropriate research quest.on ang hypothesis.

MACRC-LEVEL ANALYSIS

The third level of amalysis focuses upon an examination and
comparison of aided students (middle-income) and non-aided students (iow-
and upper-income) at the two points in time. That is, how do the
differences across student income levels in the baseline survey compare
to the analogous differences in the resurvey year? For example, since




EXHIBIT 3.5: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

There were significant increases in the proportion of FE0G
and GSL recipients after MISAA was introduced. There was -
also a significant difference in the reduction of NOSL
recipients in the second year.

As specified, there were significant increases in the pro-
portion of middle- and upper-income BEOG and GSL recip-
ients. In addition, there were significant differences for
the following groups and outcomes: gain of low-income BEQG
recipients; reduction of middie-income NDSL recipients;

gain of upper-income CWS recipients; gain of 1ow-income GSL
recipients.

There was a significant increase in the proportion of

recipients of any type of Federal financial aid after MISAA
was enacted.

There were significant gains in terms of the average award
on three of the four predicted ocutcomes: BEOG, CWS, and
GSL. The difference in SEOG support was not significant.

The average BEOG gain was significantly greater for
middie-income students than for lower- and upper-income
students. Also, lower-income CWS recipients gained
significantly more than the other two income levels. None

of the other levels was significantly different on any of
the outcomes.

The total amount of financial aid was significantly greater -
for recipients after MISAA was introduced.

MISAA is aimed at reducing the differences in the amcunt of BEOG awards
across student income levels {especially for middle-income students), the
differences should be substantially smaller for students in the resurvey
than for students in the baseline survey.

At this level of analysis, the effectiveness of MISAA was being
gauged by comparing the differences of financial aid outcomes for the two
samples of students, those in the baseline surv:y and those in the
resurvey. As with the two previous analyses, tv) major research
questions were addressed. The first guestion focused on the differences
in the probability of receipt of award within each year, and the second
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question examined differences in the per-capita availability of awards
within each year. The research questions, along with the specific
research hypotheses, are presented in Exhibit 3.6. The results are
presented in two sections, corresponding to the two research questions.

Probability of Receipt of Financial Aid Within and Across Each Year

As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, previous research has indicated
that there was a “middle-income gap" in the awarding of aid to
middle-income students. One would expect to find that as income
increases, the amount of aid decreases, and that at some point it stops.
Presumably, the curve should be continuous so that there would be no
large gaps in the distribution of aid, However, as indicated previously,
the relationship batween student income and financial assistance was not
cont inuous prior to MISAA. ‘

EXHIBIT 3.6: RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND STUDY HYPOTHESES

Are the differences in the probability of receiving an award
across the various levels of student income greater in the
baseline year than in the resurvey?

1. The differences in the probability of award across student
income levels will be less variable for BEOG awards in the
resurvey year over the baseline survay.

There will be a significant increase in the probability of
receipt of a BEQG and GSL award among middle- and upper-
income students in the resurvey year over the baseline
survey.

There will be 2 significant increase in the probability of
an award from any type of Federal financial aid for
students in the resurvey -over the baseline survey.

Does the per capita availability of Federal financial support
change from the baseline year t0 the resurvey?

1. The per«capita availability of all Federa)l financial aid
programs, except NOSL, will be greater for students in the
resurvey ovar students in the baseline survey,

2, The per-capita availability of all Federa) financial aid
programs, except NOSL, will increase for middle- and upper-
income students than for low-income students.

The per-capita availability of the tota) amount of aid wil)

be greater for students in the resurvey than for those in
the baseline.




To assess the degree to which MISAA has changed the distribution of
financial aid to students of different income levels, a series of
hierarchical setwise regression analyses were conducted. The dependent
outcome in each analysis was a simple, dichotomous variable representing
the student's status with respect to receiving financial aid. The
analyses were conducted for each fi,incial aid outcome (including receipt
of any aid) across both years. The independent variables, which were
entered in two sets, included ethnicity and sex and student-income
level. By entering income first, and then ethnicity and sex, the
relationship of recipient status on student-income level could be
examined, both with and without & control for differences in ethnicity
and sex. Thus, this analysis permits the determination of the prob-
ability of receiving an award across the various income levels, as if all
students were of the same sex and ethnicity.

There were a total of 12 regression analyses, corresponding to the 12
dependent variables (one for each type of aid for each year). The
results of these analyses are presented in Figures 3.1 through 3.6. The
graphs presented in the figures indicate the probability of receiving an

award for each income level, while controlling for ethnicity and sex.

Figure 3.1 indicates the probability of receiving a BEQG award across
student income levels for both years. Inspection of this figure reveals

substantial changes in the probability of receiving a BEQG award across
the two years. While the probability of receiving an award among
middle-to upper-income students in the 1978-79 academic year ranged from
a high of ,468 to a Jow of .042, the corresponding range in the 19739-80
acades:is year was from a high of .665 to a low of .087. Not only were
there substantial changes in the probability of award after MISAA, but
the differences-in the receipt of an award were less variable over the
levels of student-income after MISAA was introduced, as predicted in the
first hypothesis. For example, in the first year, the probabilities of
award dropped dramatically as student income increased, whereas in the
second year, the relationship between probability of award and student
income was more contiruous. Most noticeable is the fact that, in the




FIGURE 3.1

PROBABILITY OF BEOG AWARD PRIOR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT
OF MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS

=
-4
<
2
T
o
D
o
—
ad
—
=
&
.

I '0

$0-5,999  $6-11,999 $12-17,999 $18-24,999 $25-29,999  $30,000
or more
TOTAL FAMILY INCOME LEVEL
LEGEND |
- After MISAA
[ - Before MISM

[€)

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




first year, there was a .274 drop in the probability of award from
students in the second income Tevel (3$6-311,999) to students in the third
income level ($12-317,999), while the drop was only .106 for the
corresponding students in the second year. In general, while there were
large gaps in the allocation of BEOG awards across student income levels
prior to MISAA, the allocation of BEOG revealed 2 more consistent
step~like relationship to student income after MISAA's introduction.
Although the overall relationship between receipt of aid and income level
s negative for both years, as would be expected, the distribution
pattern in the second year reflects an increased commitment to help
defray more of the educational expenses of middle- and upper-income
students.

Figure 3.2 graphically displays the probability of SE0G receipt
across student income levels for both years. The figure reveals that
substantially fewer individuals receive SE0G awards in relation to BEOG
awards. The highest probability of receiving a SEOG award occurred among
students in the lowest income level ($0-35,999) for both years. Prior to
MISAA the probability was .264, and after MISAA the probability was .250.

Figure 3.2 illustrates that there were no large gaps in the receipt
of SE0G awards across student income, either prior to or after MISAA was
introduced. A direct comparison of the two years also demonstrates that
there was substantially no difference in the probability of award over

the two years. That is, the probability of award for a certain income
level tended to fluctuate minimally from year to year. For example, the
probability of award among students in the fourth income level ($18-
$24,999) varied only from .150 {1978-79) to .147 (1979-80).

The probabilities of receiving an NDSL award are presented in Figure
3.3. As with the receipt of SEOG awards, there was very little
difference in the pattern of NDSL awards across student income levels
over the two year period. In the first year, the probabilities ranged
from .349 in the third income level ($12-$17,999) to .03 in the sixth
income level (330,000 or more), while in the second year the probabil«
ities ranged from .325 in the first income level ($0-35,999) to .058 in




FIGURE 3.2

PROBABILITY OF SEOG AWARD PRIGR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT
' OF MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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FIGURE 3.3

PROBABILITY OF NDSL AWARD PRIOR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT
OF MISAA 8Y INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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the sixth income level ($30,00D0 or more). Whereas the overall relation~
ship between NOSL receipt and student income was rather consistent across
both years, there was a noticeabie trend for students in the middle-
income ranges, to receive fewer NDSL awards after MISAA was introduced.
For example, prior to MISAA, the probabilities of middle-income students
{$12-$17,999 and $18-$24,999) receiving an NDSL award were .349 and .283,
but after MISAA the probabilities were .279 and .226, respectively.

Figure 3.4 illustrates the probabilities of receiving a CWS award.
While there was, in general, a negative relationship between the receipt
of a CWS award and student income prior to MISAA, the relation- ship was
flatter after MISAA. That s, there were only minor differences in the
probability of a CWS award across student income (particularly the first
four levels--30-324,999) in the second year, whereas in the first year
there was _a more_visible tendency for the probability of an award to

decrease as income increased. In addition to the change in the distribu-
tional pattern, there was a distinct tendency for students in the second
year to have a greater probability of receiving an award. For every
income level except the first ($0-35,999) and third {$12-$17,999), the
probability of receiving a CWS award was higher after MISAA was
introduced.

Figure 3.5 presents the probabilities of receiving a GSL award. In
terms of the overall pattern of distribution, there wes not a noticeable
difference. For both years, there was a slight positive relationship
between the receipt of GSL award and student income level. Although
there was no discernible change in the distributional pattern, there was
a distinct trend toward a greater proportion of recipients after MISAA
was introduced. For every income level, there was a greater probability
of receiving a GSL award in the second year than in the first year.

Figure 3.6 provides a graphic representation of the probabilities of
receiving any type of Federal financial aid. Although there was a
nagative relationship between receipt of any type of aid and income
level, as would be expected, there were smaller differences in the
probability of award across income levels after MISAA was introduced.




FIGURE 3.4

PROBABILITY OF CWS AWARO PRIOR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT
OF MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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FIGURE 3.5

PROBABILITY OF GS. .MWAPO PRIOR TO ANO AFTER THE ENACTMENT
OF MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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FIGURE 3.6

PROBABILITY OF ANY AWARD PRIOR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT
OF MISAA 8Y INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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The difference between the probabilities of contiguous income levels was
less in the second year than in the first year for every income level,
exvept the fourth and fifth ($18-$24,99% and $25-329,999), in which there
was essentially no difference (.09 to .099). For example, the difference
between tne first and second income levels ($0-3$5,999 and $6-$11,999) was
.047 in the first year, but only .013 in the second year. In addition to
smoothing out the relationship between receipt of aid and student income
level, there was also a greater probability of award after MISAA was
enacted. For every income level, there was a greater probability of
award in the second year than in the first year. o

To examine the second and third hypotheses, the differences across
years were examined for each income ievel. In terms of the differences
in the probability of receiving an award prior to and after MISAA, there
were statistically significant differences on several outcomes. Table
3.17 presents the 2 vdlues of the differences in the probability of award
by each income level. The differences which were statistically
significant are denoted with an asterisk.

As Table 3.17 indicates, the probabilities of receiving a 8E0G award
ware significantly higher for middle- and upper-income leve) students
after MISAA was introduced. Although there werae gains among low-income
students, the gains were not as dramatic, as evidenced by the large

discrepancies in the bar graphs for middle- and upper-income students
(Figure 3.1). In terms of the probability of receiving a CWS award, the
changes of receipt were significantly greater for upper-income students
after MISAA was introduced than in the previous year. None of the other
changes reached significance. Likewise, upper-income students were more
ikely to receive a GSL after MISAA than in the year before its
introduction. There was also a significant increase in the probability
of recipients in the Towest income level ($0-$5,999). As in the previous
levels of analysis, there were significant reductions in the probability
of receiving an NDSL award among middle-income students in the resurvey
over the initial baseline survey.




QTABLE 3.17: Z VALUGS OF THE DIFFERENCES IN PRORABILITIES OF AWARD FROM 1978-79 to }9?9-’89

BEOG SE0G Ni2SL
Student lncome Levei [ i bF i i3 Fi o

i: 0-35,999 1363 1.65 1360 -0.59 0.04 1356
2: $6-311,99%9 To1080 1.1 1077 -1.03 -1.58 1077
J: $12-317,999 1104  6.58* 1104 -0.40 -2 484 1103
4: $18-$24,999 111 Caudt 1173 -0.14 -2.24* 1174
5: $25-%$29,999 745 9.4+ 745 00 0.17 FLK]
6: $30,000 or more 490  2.01* 400  0.52 1.50 490

Note 1: * denotes statistlcal signiflcance (.05 or lower)



In terms of the likelihood of receiving any form of Federal financial
aid, the results indicate that there were rather dramatic increases among
middle- and upper-income level students. Although there was an increase
across each income level, only the gains among middle- and upper-income
students reached significance.

In sumary, the results of the analysis of the first question
indicated tha* there were substantial differences in the probability of
receiving Federal financial aid from the baseline survey to the
resurvey. The differences were most visible in the receipt of BEOG
awards. In the baseline survey, there were large gaps in the awarding of
BEOG aid to students of various income levels, whereas in the resurvey,
the distribution of BEOG Support was much smoother over the income levels
of the students. Not only was the di~tribution pattern across student
income levels more consisteni after MISAA was introduced, but there were
also significant increases in the probability of receiving an award.
These increases were particularly dramatic for middle- and upper-income
students.

The positive imbétt of MISAA in increasing the probability of award
was not restricted to BEOG support; there were also increases in the

probability of CWS and GSL support. The overall positive impact is
reflected in the finding that the probability of receiving any form of

Federal financial aid increased markedly after MISAA was enacted.

Does The Per-Capita Availability Of Federa) Financial Suppcrt Change As A
Result Of MISAA?

The estimation of the per capita availability of each financial aid
program necessitates a two-staged approach. First, the probabilities of
receiving an award from each financial aid program must be calculated.
This step was satisfied in the previous section through the regression
analvses which utilized recipient status as the dependent variable for
each program. The probabilities were reported in Figures 3.1 through
3.6. The second sier involves the calculation of the predicted average
awarus of recipients for each program. The results of these calculations
are pi «sented in Figures 3.7 through 3.12. As in the first step,
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FIGURE 3.8

AVERAGE SEOG AWARD PRIOR TO AND AFVER THE ENACTMENT OF
MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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$0-5,99¢  $6-11,999  $12.17,999 $18-24,999 $25-29,999

TOTAL FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

LEGEND
- After MISAA
[:I - Before MISAA




FIGURE 3.9

AVERAGE NOSL AWARO PRIOR TO ANO AFTER THE ENACTMENT OF
MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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FIGURE 3.10

AVERAGE CWS AWARD PRIOR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT OF
MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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FIGURE 3.11

AVERAGE GSL AWARD PRIOR TO AND AFTER THE ENACTMENT OF
MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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FIGURE 3.12

AVERAGE TOTAL AWARD ACROSS ALL FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS PRIOR TO AND
AFTER THE ENACTMENT OF MISAA BY INCOME LEVEL OF RECIPIENTS
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hierarchical setwiss regression analyses were employed to obtain the
predicted average award for recipients in each program, while controlling
for differences on sex and ethnicity.

An inspection of this set of figures reveals several consistent
trends. First, as Figure 3.7 vividly portrays, there were extremely
large gains in BEOG support among middie- and upper-income students after
MISAA was introduced. Furthermore, in terms of BEOG support,- there were
smaller differences in the amount of aid received across the income
lévels in the second year than in the first year. Finally, the variation
within and across years on the other financial aid programs was not as
noticeable. While there were trends toward larger awards, particularly
among GSL and €4S recipients and the total amount of aid, the differences
were no. as dramatic as they were for BEQG recipients.

To obtain the per-capita availability of Federa) financial support,
one merely multiplies the products of these two steps together. That is,
the probability of receipt of a BEOG is multiplied with the predicted
average value to yield the per-capita availability. The per-capita
availability provides an index of the amount of financial support

available to students in each income class.

The results of these two stages are presconted in Table 3.18. The
values repreésent the amount of financial aid which a student in a given
income class can expect to receive, all other things being equal. That
is, it reflects the extent of support which the Federal financial aid
system provides to members of each income level, a priori of any
knowledge about their application status, race, or sex. It represents
the pool of Federal financial aid upon which students in each income
level can expect to draw.

The three hypotheses in this section specified in general that the
per-capita availability of Federal financia) aid programs would be
greater after MISAA was introduced than before. As the results in Table
3.18 indicate, the first hypothesis was partially confirmed in that the
average per-capita availability was greater after MISAA than before its




TABLE 3.18: THE PER-CAPITA AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
BROKEN 00WN BY FINANCIAL AIO PROGRAM AND STUOENT INCOME LEVEL

Financial Aid Program

SEOG NDSL CWsS

$0-$5,999
Pre-MISAA

Post-MISAA

$6-$11,999
Pre-MISAA

Post-MISAA

$12-$17,999
Pre-MISAA

Post-MISAA

$18-$24,999
Pre-MISAA
Post-MISAA

$25-329,999
Pre-MISAA

Post-MISAA

$30,000 or more
Pre-MISAA
Post-MISAA

Average
Pre-MISAA

Post-MISAA

*Too few cases.




introduction in terms of BEOG, CWS, and GSL Support. While there were
gains across a1l three of these outcomes, the most apparent were the
gains in BEOL and GSL. The average per-capita availability of BEOG
expanded by $210, from $449 to $659, during the interval, and the average
per-capita availability of GSL increased by $113, from 3278 to $391.

In relationship to the gains on these two programs, the gain of $39
on th: CWS program appears rather inconsequential. Likewise, the changes
on SEOG and NDSL availability appear essentially nonexistent. Although
the average per-capita availability for poth of these programs was
smaller the year after MISAA was implemented, the differences were quite
small ($2 on SEOG and $16 on NDSL).

An inspection of Table 3.18 also provides insight as to the per-
capita availability across student income levels. Except for the SEOG
and NOSL programs, there was a consistent tendency for the per-capita
availability of funds fJ increase after MISAA was enacted. The results
for each program are discussed below.

In terms of BEGG awards, the increases were substantially greater

among middle- and upper-income students than amorg low-income students.
For example, the increase in per-capita avajlability of BEOG ranged from
$194 for the fifth income level ($25-$29,999) to $355 for the third
income level ($12-317,999) for upper- to middliu-income students, but only
from $17 to $155 for low-income students.

The changes in per-capita availability of SEOG funds fluctuated only
minimally over the two year period. The differences ranged ¥rom a low of
$2 for the fourth income Jevel ($18-$24,999) to 5 high of $13 for the
fifth income level ($25-329,999).

In terms of NCSL funds, although there were not major changes in the
magnitude of available funds, there was a distinct trend towards 2
decrease in the per-capita availability to middle-income students. For
students in the middle-income range, there was a reduction of $40 for
incomes falling between $12,000-$17,999 and $51 for incomes betwecn
$18,000-524,999.




The results for the final two programs, CWS and GSL, revealed similar
trends in that there were fairly consistent increases across every income
level. The gains were essentially the same across the income levels;
middle-income students did not appear to gain appreciably more than the
students in the other income levels.

Finally, in terms of the third research hypothesis, the findings
reported in Table 3.18 indicate that there were rather dramatic increases
in th per-capita availability of the total amount of Federal financial
aid. There was a $329 expansion from the pre-MISAA average of $1,761 to
the post-MISAA average of $2,090. While there were substantial gains
across every income level, the greatest gains occurred for middle- and
upper-income level students.

As in the two previous levels of analysis, the findings at this level
clearly irdicate that MISAA has had a positive impact in the distribution
of financial assistance. The results provide demonstrable evidence that
MISAA has drastically increased the amount of assistance to mi dd1e- and
upper-income students without detracting suppori from 1ow-income
students. In fact, the results also indicate an increased level of
funding to low-income students. The specific findings are summarized in
exhibit 3.7, according to the appropriate research gquestion and
hypothesis. ‘

This chapter has presented the results of the impact of MISAA from
three levels of analysis. Each level of analysis has provided convincing
_ evidence of the positive and beneficial impact of MISAA upon the
allocation of firancial aid. The next chapter provides a synthesis and
sumary of the results.
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EXHIBIT 3.7: SUMARRY OF FINDINGS, MACRO-LEVEL ANALYSIS

Research Question Findings

1.1

1.2

The differences in the probability of BEOG award across student *
income levels were substantially smaller after MISAA was-~....
introduced than before its enactment.

As specified, there were significant increases among middle-
and upper-income students in the probability of BEOG and GSL
awards. In addition, there were significant differences in the
following outcomes and groups: an increase among upper-income
students in probability of CWS award; an increase among
Tow=income students in probability of GSL award; and a decrease
in probability of HOSL award among middle-income students.

As specified, there was a significant increase in the
probability of receiving any form of Federal aid in the second
year over the baseline year.

The per-capita availability was greater in the second year than
in the first year in terms of BEOG, CWS, and GSL support.

The gaias in the per-capita.availability of BEOG funds for
middle- and upper-income students was greater than the gains
among low-income students. While there was a consistent trend
for the per-capita availability of CWS and GSL support to
increase, the gains were comparable across each income level,

The per-capita availability of the total amount of Federal
financial aid was substantially g.-eater for students in the
resurvey than for those in the baseline.
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CONCLUSIONS: SYNTHESIS AND SUMMARY OF THE EMPIRICAL RESULTS

INTRODUCT [OX

In this report, we have described an evaluation of the impact or the
MISAA program, conducted through the use of a three-tiered analytical
approach: an analysis of financial aid to cohorts of students before and
after MISAA; a longitudinal examination of a sample of students before
and after its enactment; and a macro-level analysis of the effect of
MISAA on the relationshiip between income and aid. The use of muitiple
analytical strategies in the analysis of quasi-experimental studies such
as the one described herein is becoming increasingly prevalent in the

research literature as indicated by St. Pierre.l/ 8y employing a range

of analytical approaches and techniques, there is a higher probability of
isolating and "triangulating" the "true" effects of a program.

The degree to which the results from the various analytical
approaches converge provides an indication of the confidence we can place
in our findings. Results which are consistent and invariant across a
range of amalytical approaches can be more confidentiy interpreted and
believed than those which are variant across approaches.

Since the present evaluation of MISAA was only possible within a
quasi-experimental design, in which causal inference is by definition
more tentative, the multipie analytical approach was adopted in order to
strengthen the evaluation. The results were remarkably consistent across
the three separate amalytical approaches. 1in fact, regardiess of the
analytical approach, the results yielded the same basic findings. This




convergence of results based on diverse analytical technigues provides
strong and incontrovertible evidence of the positive and substantial
impact of MISAA.

SYNTHESIS AND SUMMARY

Chapter 3 contained a very detailed description of the empirical
results across each analytical approach. The specific results of each
approach were summarized in Exhibits 3.3, 3.5, and 3.7.

In this section, the empirical results for e.ch analytical approach
are synthesized and summarized according to the effects of MISAA across
student income levals. That is, what effects did MISAA have upon low-,
middie-, and upper-income students? From such a synthesis, the differen-
tial impact of MISAA upon students from various jncome levels can be
clearly detected. A synthesis of the results across sach of the
analytical approaches is presented below.

The cohort level of anmalysis, which focused upon contiguous cchorts
before and after MISAA was enacted, revealed that MISAA's impact was rot
-uniformly felt across the various levels of student income. The results
of the analyses at this level point overwhelmingly to the greater impact
of MISAA upon middle-income students than upon low- or upper-income stu-
dents. The greater impact of MISAA upon middle-income students was due
primarily to the increased availability of Basic Educational Opportunity
Grants. Although there were increases in the proportion of recipients
across all three income levels after MISAA was introduced, the expansion
of middie-income racipients greatly overshadowed the gains of low-income
recipients and was considerably larger than the gains of upper-income
recipients. Across the sophomore and junior cohorts, for example, the
gains among middle-income students were two to three times greater than
the largest increase among low-income students. That is, the greatest
gain among low-income students was only 11 percentage points whereas the
middle=income recipients increased 26 and 37 percentage points among the
sophomore and junior cohorts. There were also rather dramatic gains
among upper-income recipients who increased 25 and 22 percentage points
for the sophomore and junior cohorts, respectively.




The resuits of the cohort level amalysis revealed that the changes
were not restricted to the receipt of BROG awarde. There was a
systematic tendancy for middle- and upper-income students to receive a
greater number of awards from GSL and CWS after MISAA was introduced than
in the prior year. The findings also demonstrated that there was a trend
towards a reduction in the proportion of NOSL recipients among low- and
middle-income students in the posttest cohort groups. The reduction of
NDSL recipients among middle- and low-income students prooably reflects
the greatiur ava.lability of BEQG support which may have diminished the
need to secure additional support through MDSLs.

The findings concerning the average value of the awards parallels the
findings on the proportion of recipients in each year. That is, the
changes were most dramatic among midd le-income recipients of BEQG
awards. Middle~income students gained substantially more money in BEOG
awards than either low- or upper-income students. For example, the
average award across middle-income sophomores and junior students jumped
$405 and $470, respectively, as compared to a gain of only $149 and $220
among low-income sophomore and junior students. There were rather
substantial gains among the upper-income students ($254 and $229 for

sophomores and juniors, respectively) but, as in the proportion of

recipients, the gains were not quite as extreme as the gains among
middle-income students.

After BEQG support, the impact of MISAA was most visible in terms of
the amount of GSL suppart. There was a consistent trend across every
student income level for the average GSL awards to be greater the year
after MISAA was introduced than in the prior year. Unlike the BEOG
awards, however, ther2 were not large discrepancies in the gains across
student income levels in that low-income students tended to gain the same
amount as middle- and upper-income students. Thus, there was a
consistent trend for G3L awards to be higher after MISAA than before and
for the gains to be uniformly spread over the various student income
jevels.




With regard to the other Federa) financial assistance programs, the
changes were not nearly as large and consistent as the post-MISAA effects
on BEOG and GSL. While there was a generally consistent trend for the
post-MISAA awards on SEOG and CWS to be larger than the pre-MISAA awards,
the actual gains tended to be rather smal) across the varinus income
levels. In terms of th2 average MOSL award, there was very little fluc-
tuation over the two-year interval. Not only were there fewer middle-
income recipients of NDSL, but there was a trend for these students to
receive a smaller NDSL award after MISAA was introduced.

The longitudinal leve) of analysis which focused upon the same stu-
dents prior to and after the enactment of MISAA comprised the second
analytical approach. The results of this level of analysis confirmed and
reinforced the findings reported in the cohort amalysis.

Again, as in the cohort analysis, the impact of MISAA was most not-
jceable in terms of the disbursement of grants from BEOG. The percentage
of post-MISAA BEOG recipients was substantially greater than the per-
centage of pre-MISAA BEOG recipients. The expanded diffusion of BEQOG
awards after the enactment of MISAA, however, was not uniformly dis-
tributed over the entire range of student incomes. The gains in the
percentage of recipients were tremendously larger among middie- and
upper-income students than among low-income students. For example,
whereas the low-income recipients increased only three percentage points,
the gain among middle- and upper-income students was 28 and 17 percentage
points, respectively.

The second program most directly affected by MISAA was GSL. There
was a positive association between the increase in the percentage of
recipients and the income level of the students. Students in the low-

income level gained only two percentage points, whereas middle- and
upper-income students gained four and eight percentage points, respec-
tively. Although there were significant gains in the percentage of
post-MISAA GSL recipients, the most dramatic gains occurred among the
upper-1ncome students. '




In terms of the percentage of recipiénts of SEO0G and CWS, there were
very little differences over the two-year interval. The most dramatic
difference among these two programs occurred among the percentage of
upper-income CWS recipients who increased significantly after the
enactment of MISAA. The percentage of CWS recipients among these
students increased from 17 to 22 percent.

In terms of the receipt of NDSL awards, there was only a minimal
amount of variation in the percentage of low~ and upper-income recipients
over the two-year period. Among middle-~income students, however, there
was a significant and substantial reduction in the percentage of
post-MISAA recipients. Prior to MISAA, 36 percent of these students were
recipients of NDSL as compared to only 28 percent after MISAA was
enacted. This finding was consistent with the previous results which
indicated that financial support from NDSL was less needed among
middle-income students after MISAA was introduced. By funneling more
BEOG awards to middle-income students, there was less need among such
students to secure an NDSL.

With respect to the average gains on the financia) assistance

programs, the findings indicate that the primary thrust of MISAA was upon
the aliocation of 880G, Although there were substantial gains across
each income level, the largest gains occurred among the income level of
recipients to whom MISAA was directly intended to serve: middle-income
students. The average gains in BEQG award were $289 for middle-income
students, but only $190 and $81 for low- and upper-income students,
respectively.

The Guaranteed Student Loan program was the second program most
directly influenced by the introduction of MISAA. While there were
rather substantia) gains in the post-MISAA GSL awards, the greatest
increase occurred among low-income recipients whose average gain was $209
compared to the $66 anc $124 gain among middie~ and upper-income
students. This finding, coupled with the results on the percentage of
recipients, indicates that although there was a greater jincrease in the
percentage of upper-~ and middle-income recipients, the increase in the
size of the award was greatest among low-income recipients.

4.5




In terms of the average gain in SEOG and CWS awards, there was a
general trend for post-MISAA awards to be slightly higher than the
pre-MISAA awards. There was very little variation in the amount of gain
across student income levels, The differences in the average gains in
these two outcomes did not vary significantly across the levels of
student income. Likewise, there were no significant differences among
the three student income levels in the average gain in NDSL awards.
However, the results indicate that there were reductions in the size of
NDSL awards after MISAA was introduced among middle- and upper-income
students., Whereas low-income re¢ipients gained $24, the size of awards

to middle~. and upper~income recipients was $62 and $66 lower than their
awards prior to MISAA,

The third analytical approach, macro-level analysis, focused upon a
compar ison of aided students {middle-income) and nonaided students {low-
and upper-income)} the year prior to and the year after the enactment of
MISAA, The results of this level of analysis supported and complemented
the findings of the two previous analytical approaches.

As discussed in the first two chapters, previous research has indi-

cated that there was a "middle-income gap" in the awarding of aid to
middle-income students. MISAA was specifically created to redress such
discrepancies in the treatment of middle-income students. The results of
this level of analysis convincingly demonstrate that MISAA has substan-
tially altered the distribution of Federal financial assistance to help
minimize the "middle-income gap." This change in the distribution of aid
was most vividly detected in the awarding of Basic Grants {Figure 3.1).

While the probability of receiving a BEOG award among middle-~ to
upper-income students in the 1978-79 academic year ranged from 2 high of
.47 tc a low of ,04, the corresponding range in the 1979-80 academic year
extended from a high of ,66 to a low of .09. Not only were there sub-
stantial changes in the probability of award after MISAA, but the dif-
ferences in the receipt of an award were less variable over the levels of
student-income. For example, prior to MISAA, the probabilities of award




dropped dramatically as student income increased, whereas after MISAA,
the relationship between the probability of award and, student income was
more continuous. Although the overall relationship between receipt of a
BEOG award and income leve) was negative for both years, as expected, the
distribution pattern after MISAA reflected an increased commitment to
increase the availability of grants to middle- and upper-income students.

The effect of MISAA in smoothing out the relationship between Federa)
financ ia) aid and student income leve) was also evidenced in the
probability of receiving any form of aid. Although there was a negative
relationship between the receipt of any type of aid and student income
level for both years, there were substantially smaller differences in the
probability of an award across student income levels in the second year.
For example, the difference between the first ($0-$5,999) and second
($6-$11,999) income levels was .047 in the first year, but only .013 in
the sece.d year. In addition to smoothing out the relationship between
the receipt of aid and student income level, thers was also a greater
probability of award after the enactment of MISAA.

The macro-level analysis also yielded estimates of the per-capita

availability of Federal financial support to students from various income
levels. The per-capita availability provides an index of the amount of
financial support which is available to students. It represents the poo)
of Federal financial aid upon which students in each income level can
expect to draw.

The per-capita availability of Federal financial assistance across
student income levels changed tremendously over the two-year interval in
terms of BEOG support. While there were increases across each income
level, the increases were substantially greater for middle-income
students than for low- and upper-income students. There were also
substantia) changes in the per-capita availability of (WS and GSL
support. For both programs, the gains were essentially the same across
the different levels of student income. That is, the gain in per-capita
availability of funds from these two programs for middle-income students
did not appear appreciably larger than the gain across the other income
levels.




In terms of the per-capita availability of SEDG and NDSL support,
there was only a minima) amount of fluctuation over the two-year period,
The only majJor change was in the decrease in the per-capita availability
of NDSL to midale-income students. For students in the middle-income
range, there was a reduction of $40 for those whose incomes were between
$12,000-$17,999 and $51 for those whose incomes fell between $18,000-
$24,999,

L]

The findings at this level, as in the two previous levels, clearly
demonstrate that MISAA has had a positive impact on the distribution of
Federal financia) assistance. The consistency of results across each
analytical approach provide overwhelming empirical evidence that MISAA
has achieved its goal of reaching more middle-income students while
maintaining its commitment to low-income students,

CONCLUS ION

Federal financial support to middle- and upper-income students without
undermining the federal government's commitment to low-income students,
Not only were more middle- and upper-income level students brought under
the umbrella of Federa) financial assistance after MISAA was implemented
than in the prior year, but they also received considerably more money.
Thus, MISAA's influence can be detected on two levels: it caused a
change in the distributiona) pattern of awards as wel) as a change in the
amount of aid to recipients.

The most obvious and visible changes brought about by MISAA can be
detected in the distribution of BEQOG support. Across all three
analytical approaches, the empirical evidence convincingly demonstrates
that the percentage of recipients and the average awards increased
tremendously after MISAA was implemented. MISAA resuited in a greater
diffusion of BEOG support over the entire range of student income
levels, While there were significant gains in the percentage of
recipients and the average awards across each of the various levels of
student income, the largest gains occurred among middle- and upper-income
students.

W L1
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The second program which was most directly influenced by MISAA in
terms of distributional patterns and average awards was GSL. After MISAA
was introduced, there was 2 significant increase in the percentage of
recipients overall and, in particular, the percentage of upper-income
students receiving aid. Across all income levels, there was a distinct
trend for a greater number-of students to receive a GSL award after
MISAA, and a concommitant tendency for the GSL recipients to receive a
greater amount of GSL support.

The third Federal financial assistance program which appeared most
directly influenced by MISAA was NDSL. While on the two previous
outcomes there were rather substantial increases in both the number of
recipients and the size of the awards, the resuits of the three ana-
lytical approaches consistently demonstrated that there was a trend
toward reduction in NDSL support. This trend was evidenced both in terms
of the percentage of recipients and the size of the awards. These re-
sults were primarily detected among middle-income recipients across the
three analytical approaches. As mentioned in the previous chapter, this
dec)ine, however, should not necessariiy be interpreted as a negative
effect of M{SAA. On the contrary, the greater availability of Federal
financial assi.tance through programs such as BEOG and GSL and the larger
awards to recipients of aid most 1ikely diminished the need for middle-
income students to assume NDSLs. This trend was not noticeable among
tow-income students and was only siightly evident among upper-income
level students.

-

The results on SEQG awards were not nearly as consistent and dramatic
as the previous three programs. The cohort analysis revealed significant
increases in the pronortion of middle-income SEQG recipients as well as
in the average SEOG award across student income levels. While nonz of
the gains on SEQG were significant in the longitudinal and macro: '-wel
analysis, tie direction of effects leads ys to believe that wnii: the
effect on SEQG was minimal, there was a generally positive trend toward
at least maintaining the previous year's commitment. Where there were
"changes, they most often tended to be positive, in terms of both the
number of recipients and the amount of support.




In terms of (WS, the results across al) three analytical approaches
indicate that MISAA exerted a positive impact in the distribution and
allocation of CWS aid. Although the gains in the number of recipients
and the size of awards were not nearly as large as the gains on B8EOG and
GSL, the overall results show that there was a positive effect on CWS.
The results suggest that, in terms of the proportion of recipients, the
greatest effects occurred among the upper-income students, while, in
"terms of gains in the size of awards, the greatest effect was among
low-income students.

In conclusion, the consistency of results provides indisputable evi-
dence of the positive impact of MISAA upon all students in general, and
upon middle-income students in particular. Among middle- and upper-
income students, the results indicate that grants (BE0G) were more
available after the enactment of MISAA, as was assistance through work
(CWS) and loans (GSL}. The empirical evidence demonstrates that the
Federal financial assistance programs were able to reach a broader spec-
trum of students after the enactment of MISAA while stil) maintaining the
Federal government's commitment to low-income students. The results con-

vincing:y demonstrate that MISAA has tended to change the distribution of
Federa) financial) assistance to achieve a more equitable dispensation of
aid across the various levels of student income.




END NOTES

1/ st Pierre, R.G., "The Role of Multiple Analyses in Quasi-Experimental
Evaluations," Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Volume I,
1979, pp. 29-35.
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APPENDIX A

DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS AND
~ STUDENT FOLLOW-UP LETIERS




Ap];li.ed. Management Sciences, Inc. OMB N¥o.:_51-5-78026 lron OFFICE
Si

ver 5pring, Maryland : . USE ONLY-~- .
y P w:  nagoman Approval Expizes:12/31/79 LEAVE THIS

AREA BLANK.

INFORMATION FROM FINANCIAL AID RECORDS
FOR STUDENTS RECEIVING ASSISTANCET IN INSTITUTION CODE U:]:D:I] 1-6
THE 1979-80 ACADEMIC YEAR

STUDENT NUMBER ED:I 7.9
General Iuslructions: 10em7"
ALL information should be tramscaibed §xom the sample 04 selected student reconds. III-IZ-"OI”
Data can be entered on this foxm by circling the 2ppaopriate response, ox by

recoxding numbers 4n the boxes paovided fon #his purpose. ALL boxes should be
jiiled, using zemoes a8 needed:

EXAMPLE: houdehold size ia three people:
EXAMPLE: paxental income {s #9,500:
EXAMPLE: student income {& zexo:

EXAMPLE: <{ncome {& uningwn:

Please recond financial data Lo the gegresd whole doilan,

ENTEE: STPY NT STATUS Current Aid Recipient . . .
Aid Applicens/Non-Racipiaent

Withdcawn Student - + « .
SEcTION At CLASSIFICATION INFORMATION

Zncar the gcudanc's YEAR OF BIRTH: (I{ nmo data, code = 99.]

SEX: (Cirele only one) Mala « o + 4 + & w0+
Famala + - . . . .
No date availabla.

ETHNICITY: (Cirele omly ome) .. oo
Amarican Indien ©% Aleakan Native
Aaian or Facific fslandat « - - -
Blacks not of Hispanic origim . .
Hiapandc. . & + o &+ + 4+ o & 4 & &
thites not of Hispeaic origin . .
%0 daze aveilabla . . . « . 4+ « .

MARITAL STATUS: (Cixcle only gne)
Singla (or

Mattiad, -
Saparatad.
Divorcad . .
Widowad. - + « +
o data availabla.

Al -l‘z E}

ER
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5.

Is tuition bassd oo tbs studant's residence etatue? If 7-7- for tuition
Purposess yhat resilstce status applies to this atudent? (Cincte oniy one)

Yo: Tuition 1is pot besed on
renident Status , ,» . 4 4

Yee: For tuition PurPosea. thie
student 1a as

+. Diatrict/county resident
+o 3tate rvestdent . . . .
v+ Hon~stats resident . . .
++ Foreign student, ,

Ho date available. + « + +

Student's FRESENT LIVING ARRANGEMENT: [Citrcle only one)
On CARDUB. . . .+ 4 & 4+ 4 4
0ff cawPue> with Parents . .
0ff campus, not yith parenta

Ho data available. . . ., . .

Student’'s FINANCIAL OEPENDEECY STATUS: (Cirefe only onmel
Financially dependent .
Financially indepandant

No data availadble . . .
Total SIZE OF HOUSEROLD: (I§ no data availabies code » 99}

Number of Peopla 1n this housahold snrglled half-time or
mors in a postsscondary inetitution: [{Unleass kz on she

EET&W¢zhd&¢wu, INCLUDE TNIS STUDENT in the count.) I§ mo
data is avaifable, code » 39}

0R OFFICE
SE ONLY-~-
EAVE THIS
REA BLANK.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Student's CURRENT CLASS LEVEL: (Cirele only one)

frashuapn {of 7irst=Year Vocational/Tachnicall). .
Sophomors {or Seccad~Year Voecationsl/Tachaicel).
JURLOE + & & ¢ 4+ 4 4 s 4 e e s e e e e e e s
Sendor . L oL L L e e e e e e s e e
Fifcheygar undergraduats . . . . e e e e
No data avelilable. . . . . . . .

ochar {aPecifyl:

Studant's CURRENT ENSOLLMENT STATUS: (Cirele only onel

first~tims sntariag studeat ({rxesimen,
graduate sfudemts, efe.) . . . . . ..

E]
Coatinuing scudant . . PN
Tranefar studemt +++ + + + + + o

%0 data available. . . . . . .

Student's SAT/ACT SCORES:

S3AT Scorsas
verbal (14§ ro data available, code « 999)

Mathematics (1§ me data avaitable, code + 999)

ACT Scoras
Eagiish Expression (1§ ne data available, code + 99)

Social Studies Reeding (1§ ne dats available, sode * 39)
Scisnce Readiang (1§ no data available, code « 99)
Mathematics (1§ ne data available, code + 99)

Total Scors {1§ ne data available, code + 99}

Student's HICE SCHOOL PERCENTILE RANK: {Cirele only one)
Top quartar . .
Sscond quarcar. .
Third querter . .
gottom quartar. .

Ho data svailablae

FOR QFFICE
USE QBLY=~
LEAVE THIS

REA BLANK.

|2é=27

zs-ze-m




FOR QFFICE
USE OMLY-~-
LEAVE THIS
JAREA BLANK.
14. PIELD OF STUDY: ({Circle oniy onel

Agricultura, nstural rasourcas sad homa gconomica . - $5-49

Biological sciamancaa . . . .+ . . . . . ' .

Businaaa snd managament . ., . , , ., . . .

Commarca tachac¢logisa . . . . .

Computar scianca/tachnologias . .

Education -+ « + « 4 e v e 4 4

Engilnaaving . . .+ + « . 4 4 4 .

fina arta, languagas and lattars. . . .

LaW . o 4 4 s v i e e e e e e s . .

Machanical, anginaating and nsturtal scianca

Madicina. . ., + & , 4 4+ 4+ « . . . .

Jursdog . . 4 4 v s v i s e s e 4 s s .

Othar haalth profasaioua and tachmologias

Physical scisncea and aathematica . . .+ - . . .

Public sffairs and pablic servica tachnologias,

Social sciencaa and pa¥chology. . &+ + « . + . .

Canersl arta and sciancas ot undacidad, . . . .

No data svailabla . + . . o« 4 o 0 4 0w a4

Othar profasaional disciplinea [(specify)

Student's CURRENT (this tars’ COURSE LOAD: {Enten number of eredit houts on
clock houns. Cirele ont code to demete whether credit ox clock hours <o
applicable; cincle ont code Lo denote whethen student 4 conmsidened full-time

on part-time}
-
A. GCradit/eclock hours: ED

B, Humber sre:
Ctedit houvs. « « .

Clock hours . . . . 54

¢. Studant ia considecad:
Full-tine . .+ <« + . L5
Part~tima + + ¢+ o+ .

GRADE POINT AVERAGE [I§ no data avalfable eode » 99}, . . . . . . . D]D ko.s3

116

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




SECTION B: TFINANCIAL AID INFORKATION

17’

lal

(14 datz ane available, code = 99999)

Student’s CURRENT NINE-NONTH ACADEMIC YEAR BUDGET: 3 r' ]

[ 11|

1atome Soutces [Recond exact amount and sheck box fo indicete sounce. 14
possible use IRS 1040, next yse SER, and Lasily use need analysls foam or

other recond. )

- -

Non-taxable intome (Social Securicy,

Child Support, Walfascas, ete.)

Adjuatad groee income

Bacaings of second earner
rcdcrfl taxes paid
Madical/dencal axpensas
Casuelty/thatt loss
Elameatary/high gchool tuitdion
Bome Squity (vslus-mortgage)

Other Equity (investmenta or othet
Taal sstatss total velus = dabta)

Buainess Squity{(velue -~ dabtalx
% ownacahip]

Parm Zquicty((valus - dabts) x
X ownaraship)

Caah, Savings, etc.

4

_SOURCE gsgD:

1040

SER

ODOooooooal
oooooooog

OO O
0 O d

Ll
L]

FOR OFFICE
USE ONLY——
LEAVE THIS
AREA BLANK.

13-17,18,19

20-24,25,26,27
28-32,33,34,35
36-40.47,42,43
44-48,49,50,51
52-56,57,5¢8,59
60-64,65,66

67-72,13,74
=175

l13-1¢,19,20

21-26,27,28

29-34,35,36

37-42,43,44




19,

FAMILY CONTRIBUTION for che curtent atademic yaar;

Calculaced parsncal comeribucion
(1§ negative put "-" in first box)

Scudent Eligibilicy Index {(SEI)
Studaot's aummer sarmings (Hon-CWS$)
Scudenc’a contribucion:.from aaaata

Scudanc'a ac;;.iic yaat aarninga,
axcluaive of CWS or ocher aid

Seouas’s contTibution

%;gj;n;i; tocal vacatan'a benafica
Monchly asount x moncha)

%;nﬂlnslj total aocial aatuTrity hanefica
aonthly smount X woncha)

Ochar {4pecify):

FOR COFPICE
USE CHLY==
LEAVE THIS
AREA BLANK.

45-49

§0~53
§4-5¢

$9-63

é4-68

169-73

74-78




204,

TTPES AND AMOUNTS OF FINANGIAL A!D BECZIVED: (ALL amounts should be dox
The cuxxent academic year; 4§ shown fox only one semeslern, double all
amounts. Please 6pec££g all "0ther” kinds o aaaaézauce received by the
studens, and code Lhe SOURCE- of each using Lhe following codes., 14 data
are nol available, codet = 9999. D0 NOT RECORD AID THAT WAS REFUSED.)

SZate grant;

Inscitutional grant--need-based;
Institational grant--ability-based;
Teition xemission;

Private, non~instifutional gkant;
Other Fedexal gaant;

OLher non-Fedexal Loan; and

OLhex ox sounce unkaown.

ok O U B B =

Basic Educ. Opp. Grant (BZOG) s

Supplemsstal EOG (SZ0G)

¥at')l Direct Student Loan (HDSL)

Gollage Work=-3tudy (GWS)

Guaranteed 3tudent Losu (G3L)

othet lapeciiy):

s L 1 11

Sourca cods:

othar [specifyl:

]

s L1 1|

| |

Sodurca cods:

othar {specifv):

]

Sourca codm:

othar [specifiy}:

Sourca coda:

A7

]

sC 1T T 1]

]

FOR OFFPICE
USE ONLYee
LEAVE Tuls
AREA BLANK.

“l25-22

29-32
33-35
37-40

41-44

45-48

‘ED“-SO
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208.

21.

22,

Did che student zeject or refuse any financial aid? So.... 1

!..000 1
I? IR8: What aid and what smounta?

Typea of aAid:

asoune: s [ T T 1]

Type of Add:

TOR OFFICE
USE OHLY==
LEAVE THIS
AREA BLANK.

Doas studept have & CURRENT CWS JOB? Tf YES: d4ndicace vwhare. [14 more
zh:n ou,’upa&z the {ob ont wiich student wonks the most houns. Cirele
only one,

Ne: Scudant doas mot have a curraat
C“Sjob............

Yas: Ono campua. . . P
Tas: Off campus . .. ..

No data available.

IF¥ TES: cype of CWS job 1a.......

Did you find any inconsistencias ameng the decusents ip’ the £ile?

Yas . .

He . .




U.M. Bc N’Oc 51"8"?8036
Approval Expires 12/31/79

Institution Code

Student Code

962 Wayne Avenue - Suite 701 - Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
Telephone 301 5858181

Fall, 1979

Dear Student!

I

Earlier this year, many students provided information on how
they were financing thelr educations, in crder te help the U.S.
Office of Education and the Congress in Washington understand how
Federal student aid programs are working and how they might be
improved. Some of you may have even participated in this earlier
effort, and we thank you for making it a success,

One of the main issues that surfaced in this research was a
concern on the part of both students and financial aid officers
over the falrness and equity of the distribution of Federal aid
to different kinds of persons. Although all of these issues have
not yet been resolved, some changes have been made, particularly
with regard to the "middle income” students. Specifically, USOE
has implemented the Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA)
which 15 aimed at helping the middle income student while retain-
ing its original commitment to the low income student.

Now, in the Fall of 1979, as a result of these changes the
government has decided that this presents a good opportunity to
find out what the effects of these changes have been, by resurvey-
ing postsecondary students. Some of you are being recontacted
from our earlier study while the rest of you have been randomly
selected from the schools which You are currently attending.
Regardless of how you were selected, and whether or not you gre
Presently receivin® gtudenc aid, it is important that you respond--
your individual circymgtances are of significance to the decision~
making process, Moreover, wichout complete respcnses, ocur resulcing
conclusions may not accurately reflect the status of today's post-
secondary student. For Your tipe., Wwe will send you $3.00 upon
receipt of the completed questionnaire.

As we emphasized before, a great deal is at stake for both
schools and students since Federal scudent aid represents a sub-
stantial share of all funds used to support postsecondary education,
Moreover, all of the student assistance programs will be undergoing
reauthorization during the Spring of 1980 and it is critical that
changes be made on accurate information about Yyour needs. The fact
that billions of dollars are involved has led the Congress to
authorize this survey by law (Section 416, the General Education
Provision Act as amended (20 USC 1226cl). The Congress has also




acted to protect the privacy of citizens who cooperate with such
surveys (the Privacy Act of 1974, PL 93-579). WNeither the govern-
ment nor your school will see your response. The data will be key-
punched for statistical analyses, and all identifying numbers and
the forms themselves will be destroyed. You need pnot record your
nane. We welcome extra corments; over 400 were received last
Spring, and were summarized and distributed, using anonymous
extracts to convey the flavor of what students had to say.

The form can be completed in less than half an hour. When
you complete the questionnaire, slip it into the enclosed envelope
and mail ic.

Thank you very much for your time and your help.

Sincerely yours,

APPLIED MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, INC.

Drtied Lo

Robert T. Deane, Ph.D.
Vice-President

RTD/bw

Enclosures: Questionnaire
Raturn Envelope

OE Form 637 (1/79)




SecTion A:  JENERAL [NFORMATION

nonth

FOR OFPICE
USE odLY.

LEAVE THIS
AREA BLANK.

f«9e1D
Thergh

DATEZ OF BIRTH: | | |

YoR EACH OF TBE POLLOWING TTEMS, PLZASE CIRCLE THE APPRCPRIATE RESPONSE.
SEX:

-

Male., .
Famalae. .

WHAT IS YOUR RACE/RTANICITY? [Ciacle onfy onmg.)

American Icdisn or alaskan Native
Asisn or Pacific Islander . . . .
Biack. oot of Hispenic origin . .
‘Hispamac. . . 4 4 o 4 s e e e e s
White, pnot of Hispenic origin . .

MARITAL 3TATUS:
Single. .
Married . .
Separatad .
Divorced. . . . .
Widowed . . . . . .
IS YOUR TUITION BASED OY YoUR PLACE OF RESIDENCE? (THAT IS, DO YOU ATTEND A
STATE oR COMMUNITY COLLEGE WHEREZ NOMAESTDENTS HAVE To PAY MORE?} IF YRS, FoR
TUITION PURPOSES, WNAT RESIDENCE STATUS APPLIES To You? (Cirnele only gne.)
Yo, tuicion is pot based on place of residence. . .

Yean, tuition 19 based on place of residenca.
I am 22

District/county reasident, . .
State restdent. . .« . . 4 .
Won~state reeident. . . . . .
Foreigfn seddsne . . . . . . .

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES YOUR FRESENT LIVING ARRANGEMENT?

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

On=CAWPUS 4 » + & 4 4 o e e e s

Off-~canput with perectes , . . . .
Off-campus not with pareats . . .

IN TERMS OF THE RULES GOVERNING FEDERAL STUDENT AID, ARE YoU A DEPENODENT OR
INDEPENDENT STUOENT? {Circle oniy gne.!

T an & DERENDENT STUDENMT {(e.3., T have been claimed as 1 sxsmption
for income tax purposcs im either of the past twe yssrs, or I have
receivaed more than 5600 per year from ay parents in the past two
yesrsi or I have lived in the home of ay pareass for more than two
consacdtiva weeks par year in the past two Y828}, . . + « + 4 1 s

am an INDEFENDENT (ggLF-SUPPORrING) STUDENT (a.3., I have 2ot

been clatmed 43 an exeuption by any persot {other than apouse)

Lor incoms tax purposss in asther of the past two ysars; aod I
have pot rsce‘ved mors than $4600 per yesr from my parsnts in the
past two yaara; and T have anot lived in the home of my parents for
more than two consecutive waesks per year in the past ewo years). .

13=14




OR QFFICE
SE ONLY.
LEAVE THIS
JAREA BLANK.

8A. DO TOU SUPPORT ANTI PERSON OTHER THAN YOURSELE?

83, IF YB3, HOW MANY?
Spouse. . . . . . 1

Childrea. . . D
Ocher . . . . D

9. WHAT WAS TOTAL INCOME IN 1979 BEFORE TAXES? CONSIDER TOTAL INCOME
ALL SOURCES (INCLUDING sPOUSE), AND INCLUDING SOCYAL SECURITY OR OTHER
NON-TAXABLE SOURCES, BUT BTXCLUDING STUDENT FINANCIAL AID. [Cixcle only one

Nothing... + + + .
Less Than $1,500 .,
$ 1,350 -~ § 2,999,
$ 3,000 ~ § 5,999,
$ 6,000 ~ $ B.999.
$§ 9,000 - 511,999,
$12,000 $14,999.
$15,000 -~ $17,999,
518,000 $20,999.
$21,000 $24,999,
$25,000 -~ $29,999,
$30,000 - $34,999.
$35,000 or aore .

10. WHHAT 9AS YCUR PARENTS' APPROXIMATE ANNUAL INCOME IN 1979 BEFORE TAXES? CON-
SIDER INCOME FROM ALL SOURGCES, INGCLUDING SOCIAL SECURITY OR OTHER NON-TAXABLE
IvCcoME, {Cixcfe only ome.)

Dom'e know . . s s . s 01

Lese chan $1,500 . ., . 02

$ 1,500 - § 2,999, . . 03

§ 3,000 - 3 5,999, ., . 04

$ 6,000 - § 8,999, 0s

$ 9,000 - 511,999, 06

$12,000 $14,999, a7

$15,000 $17,999. 08

$138,000 $20,999, 09

$21,000 - §524,999, 10

$25,000 - $29,999. 11

$30,000 - 535,999, 12

335,000 or more. . 13

Parents deceased . 14

1v

oy

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




_ACirete ondy one.l

ALL iI!EB!TS: HOW MANT PERSDNS AKE IN YOUR zAlZﬁT ' HOUSE~-
HOLD? INCLI'DE PARENTS. BROTHRRS, SISTERS, OTHERS WHEO ARE

DEPEMDENT UPON YOUR PARENTS POR SUPPORT, AND YOURSELP, IF
APPLICABLE: IP YOU'RE A DEPENDENT (NON-SELF-SUPFORTING) STUDENT.
BE SURE TO COUNT YOURSELP; INDEPENDENT STUDENTS SHOULD NOT

COUNT THEMSELVES.) . . . & & & v o v 4 o s 4 4 a o 4 + 4 4 + 4 »

Iﬁg!lﬁﬁﬂlgr (SELF-SUPPORT'ING) STUDENTS ONLY: HOW MANY PRHSONS
AREZ IN YOUR HOUStHOLD IF DIFFERENT FROM YOUR PARENTS' HoUSE-

H0LD, COUNT YOURSELP PLUS ANTONE WEO 1S DEFENDENT ON YOU.) . . .

ALL STUDFNTS: HOW MANY PERSONS IX YOUR PARENTS' HOUSEHOLD ARE
ATTENDING A COLLEGE OR & POST HIGH SCHODL VOCATIONAL/TECHNICAL
SCROOL? (IF YOU COUNTED YOURSELF POR QUESTION l1A, COUNT

YOUBSELPE BRERE.). . . . . . ¢ 4 & 4 4 4 4 o v 4 s & 4 4 a4 e

INDEPENDENT STUDENTS ONLY: HOW MANY PEESOMS IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD
ARE ATTENDING A COLLEGE OR A POST AIGH SCHOOL VOCATIONALZTECH-

WICAL SCHOOL? (1F DIFPFERENT FROM YOUR PARENTS' HOUSEZHOLD,
COUNT YOURSELF PLUS ANYONE ELSE IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD WHO IS
colac ro sGlooL ) * * * - * - * * * * * - - - - * - - * * * * -

ARE YOUR PARENTS HELPING TO PAY PGR THE COLLEGE 08 POST HiGH
SCHOOL VOCATIONAL/TECHNIGCAL ZDUCATION OF YOUR BROTHER(S) AND/oOR
SISTER(S) THIS ACADEZMIC YEAR (RXCLUDING YOURSELE)?

YTan. . . . .+ .

He & v o+ + .

Not spplicabla

138. 1IF YES, HOW MANY? . , . . . .

ARE YoU uon OR HAVZ YOU SYER PARTICIPATED IN ANY oF THZ POLLOWING PROGRAMS?Z
(Check afl that apply.}

Upwaed Bouad. . . . . . « . [:]

Talant Sesz~ . . . .+ 4 . . [:]

Spacisl Ssrvices Frogtes. . [:]

WEAT WAS YOUR ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT, AS MZASURED 3Y GRADES, IV HIGH SCHoOL?

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

mTr et m s = e f T AT e e b et v | aan e {aro T T I T T Ty @ -

High school squivalsocy case . . . .
Moatly A'3 (a numaticel avatage of §0-100.
About half A's and half 3's (35-89). . . .
Mosely B's (80«84) . o . « v 4 o 4 e 4 o4 .
About helf B's and helf C's (75-79), . . .
Mostly G's (70=78) . . « . «o0 . . .

About half G's and helf D's (65-69).
Mostly D's (60=54) . . . . . . '

Mostly below D's (below 60). . . . .

LI U L I BT

FOR OFPFICE
USE OMLY.

LEAVE THIS
ABEA BLANK.
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16, ©DIR Y0U EVER RECEIVE PINANCIAL AID COUNSSLINMGC FPROM YOUR BIGE SCHOOL
(E.G., COUNSELORS, TEACHERS, COACEES, ASSEMBLIES, ETC.)?

Yes . . . . .
¥o . .. ..

SecTioN £:  WoRK EXPERIENCE

17. 00 YOU WORK YHILE ATTIENDING SCEOOL (BXCLUDING PARTICIPATION IN THE FEDERAL
COLLEGE WORX-STUDY PROGRAM*)?

Ya8. « 4 v 4 4 & 4 4 o4 s

So {Skip 20 21). . . . .

Suore: the fodoral Caliops VOpk S5wdy Fragrin 13 & form of finsanisl 2f0 taat 2elds yndar-
wrtle shlranaln work onlertunltiol for stuln‘ts. T eens 1aciven Y athar fare of vare
lnl 1n pergicular 15 doth a8t Inclues at?or sres of wopa=ITUAr. 1ike coes ra:lv. seucakion

FOIrAmN . tRA% Four SChael 9T newa. forms of work 1heuld be 5.;!*1* anpering quas*
:1..=|1r-zgi rk under this Federal draqres.  Thode Joes ipe n vt xalictcly in
vastions $1.43, .

HOW MANY HOURS PER WEEK DO YOU wORK WHILZ ATTENDING SCHOOL (EXCLUDING
THE COLLEGE WORK=-STUDY PROGCRAM)?

DIR THE SCHOOL ASSIST YoU IS FINDING TES Jos (EXCLUDING THE COLLEGE
WORK-STUDY PROGRAM)? g you have more Lhan one job, please answen.fjor Zhe -
one you work al zhe mos

Yaa . .+ & 4 o
! : 0 &« & 4 &« &« 2

H0W HUCE DO toU EARN PER HOUR (EXCLUDING THE COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM)?
1§ you have moae Lthan one 10 » please answer for zhe one you work at the mos.

L1

00 TOU NOW PARTICIPATE IN A FEDERALLY-SUPPORTED COLLEGE WORK~STUDY PROGRAM
RUN EY THE PINANCIAL AID OFFICE AT 7Y0UR SCHOOL?

Ya8 ¢+ ¢ & ¢ & & v 4+ a4 .

l l Ho [(Skip 2o Q.24al. . . . 2

|28 209 HAWY "HOURS PER WEEZE DO YOU-WOQ PARTiCiPAT! 13.) COLLEGZ UOKK-STGDY?

: hours

23. HoW MUCH DO YOU BARN PZR HOUR IN COLLEGE WORK-STUDY?

264, DID t0U WORK DURING THE PAST SUMMER? '
Yas .+ . v v v e 4w e

Ho {Skip 2o 2.25) . . . . 2

263. WHAT WERE YOUR LOTAL ZARFINGS LAST SUMMER (DEFORE TAXES)?

Federal Collage YWork=Spudy . . . »
$ .94

All Orhar Summar Work. . . - e 3:1 .00

A4

126

POR OFFICE
USE ONLY.
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FOR OFFICE
0SE ONLY.
LEAVE THIS

SecTion D: Post-Hie ScHooL Experience AREA BLANK.
25. WHAT 1S YOUR CURRENT CLASS LEVEL? (Circle only onme.)
College freshman or first=yesar
vocational/techuical student, . .

Collega sophomors or sacond-
7ot vocational/techaical student

Co 11.'. Jundor., . - 4 - - 4 s 4 s
colll‘. [ -3 N - S S R
Fifth=ysar undargraduate. . , . .

Other r 4 e
{4pecesy)

25. arg YO0 A:
gotering student. -
Continuing student.
Transfar scudsat. .

27. ngzdusson §§:azo:&irugzzaa: YOU PURSUING? (Eﬁagze only gng. 1§ your
£ oesr't clearly Lhe categories supplied below, wacte L& under
"other Professions,” below.)
Agriculturse, atural Resources and Home Fconomafce. « » + « - + -
Fiological Scispcan. . . . . ., .

Business and Management. . . . . . . . . 4 4 4 e v =4 e e e e

Cosmarce Tachnologies (s.g., sscratarial, cosastoloBy,
busicess/commarcial ons= of two-yaar prograas) . . .

Compucar Scisnce/Technologies. . , . , , .
Educotlon. » +» o 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 e e 4 e e .o
Enfineefing. . & + + 4« 4 - 4 44w a . . e
Fins Arce, Languages and Letters . + o+ - « o+ . PN

I.aw........«.......«,.... e

Machanical, Ba;iullring and Natural Scisnca Tachaologies
OF cw(=¥sar programs R T T T T S T S T

b T L I T
NUBSIDE. & 4 v 4 0 4 v s e e e e e e e e e
Other Health Protfesaions and Techaologiam. . ., . .
Physical Scieances and Mathematics. . « o . . . .
_Public Affairy and Public Service Tachoologiss . . .
Social Sciences and Psycholo;y“; W oa e e .-. . )
Gennral Arts agd Sciences of Undacided . ., ., ,
Othar Professions/Disciplines

lspeccdd)
2B. WHAT COURSE LOAD ARE YOU CARRTING2? (C4acle only gne.)

Lens than half-time course of study (Less Lhan & credit houns for
college staudents ox Less than 17 clock hours pen week for -
vocational s2adents] + . v . 4 4 4 b e e s e e e e e e e e e

Half-time course of study {a mimimum 0§ & caedit howrs for college
students ox 12 closk houns per weeh for vocational sfudeass) . . . .

Thres=quartar tiise courss of study {d minimum of ¥ sredit hours for
college srudents ox 18 clock hours per week §or vecational students)

Full=tias courss of study (& minimum of 12 caedi? houns for collfege
students or 4 clock houns pen week {ox vocational students]) . . . .

A.15
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FOR OFFICE

USE ONLY.

LEAVE THIS

WERE YoU gNROLLED IN THIS SCHOOL LAST GRADING PERIOD? AREA BLANK.
. 1 18

Ne . . . 2

WHAT WAS TOUR GRADB POINT AVERAGE LAST GRADING PERIOD? IPF YOU DoN'? KNOW,
WRITE IN "pk."™

ZXAMPLE: 2‘35'_[:]"]:_] i -] |

HOW MANY MoNTHES WILL YOU ATTEND SCHOOL BETWEEN SEPTEMBER 1979 AND JUKE 19807

uontha D

FOR THE MONTHS YOU WILL ATTEND SCHOOL DORING TEIS PERIOD. WHAT WILL a3z YoUR
EDUCATIONAL EZXPENSES? HOW HECH WILL B3Z PAID BY TOUR PARERTS?

AMOUNT PERCENT
(1) 4 PAID BY
EXPENSES PARENTS

Tuirion and fees . . . . . ... s AL b les-25,20-30
Booka, supplies and course narariels . . . § DDD D 31-33,34-35

Roon or houetss . . .. .. .......s ]I b |36-39,40-41

Food or suppliaes . . . ., e e e e $DDDD D 42-45,46-47
Snlndin,dallowancl (e.g., transportation, $DDDD :b 48-51,52-53

uadical/dectal, clothiog, -recresation, stc.)

Section E:  FINANCIAL AID

3), PLEASE INDICATE THZ SOURCE(S)} oF MONET TOU WILL HAVE RECEIVED IN FINANCIAL
AID fOR THIS SCHOOL YEAR. [Cheek <fL that apply.)

Granes or Scholarships:

Basic Educational Opportunity Grane . . .
Supplemsantal Bducational Oppeortunity Grane.
State Scholarship or Geant., . , . .« « .+ + .
Local or Private Scholarship or Grant . .

Collage Work Seudy. .« « + o 4 4 v 00w e e
Loans:

Faderal Insurad or Stats Guarantesd Student

Hational Dirsct Studant Loan.

b
I
b

O000000000000000

cmoe o toehge Loan, LT U U LT
Full«Tine Worek., . . . . . . . .

Pare-Time or Summer Work {(other than the above)
Savinga + . . . . . . N

Spouss. . . . . 4 . [ P
Your G.I. Benefits. . . . . “
Your Pavent's G.I. Senefits . . . .
Social Security Dependant Banefits.

Othar

tapecdiy]

ERI
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FOR OFFICE
USE oNLY.

ILEAVE THIS
IAREA BLANK.

34A. DID YoU APPLY FOR FPINANCIAL AID THIS YEAR ~-- THAT IS, FOR 1979=807%
’ Yas, 13
Bo .

348, WHY ¥o1? (Chech afl Lhat apply.l
I did anot k2ow sbouc finenciel aid . , . ,
My Parents did not went to comPlscs
che finsucisl sCecement. .+ & + 4 4 4 ¢ 4 4

I did nor chiuvk I wes sligible for finsacisl

aid...........c........

4y gradas vars coo low to rateivs
fineacisl [ - P T

I could-nec gec sid baceuss I snrollad
P.rg-gi..Occcccccc.cccccccc

Finsacisl sid spPlicecion forms snod procadurss
wars too long snd ctomplicaced for as . . . .

-

-

ooood gl

-

ochar . B
Tapecciyl

AAR ARAR !!ii!!!!ii**!**!!!!*ﬁﬁn*!!!!*‘!‘!!*!!!‘!!i**!‘**!*!n!*!*!*!**ii**‘*!i!!*!ﬂ:
2uestions 35A-39 are for students who spplied for financial afd (including loans)s
Athis year. If you did not apply for financial aid, you have compieted this ques-i

stionnaire. Thank You for your cooperation, *
ARARAARAAARAANAARKAAANRAAARANARAAAAAANAANNARARANARNARARNARNNANARNAANNNANNENNANNAN AN

35A. DID YOU APPLY SPECIFICALLY PoRr ANY of THESEZ FIVE FINANCIAL AID PROCRAMS? BASIC
EPUCATIONAL oPPORTUNITY CRANT (BE0C), SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
CRANT (SE0C), YATIONAL DIRECT STUDEMT Loax (¥DSL). COLLECE WORK=-STULY (CWs).
OR CUARANTEED STUUENT LoaN (CSL)? (Cirele only ¢ng.)

Yes«.000000¢0000
NO...............«Z

Don't know, [ applied for
financial aid in general . . . . ., 3

358. WHICH DNE(S)? [Check aft that appiy.)

Basic Educscionsl OppOCEUBLEY GEARE  + v90 o 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 [:]
Supplepencel Edutstionsl OpporCunity Crant . .o .vow o 4 ~t—wmso i v [:]-

=R

Nscionsl Dirsct Scudenc Losn (obteined through your sthool). , . . [::1

Gusrantesd Scudent Losa (ususlly obtainad chrough a
besnk, sowmstimes through your sthool) . . . .+ + & + & &

001]&!.902&'5!“(1?.....«........c.....ccc.D
cccch

ARARAAANAANAAARAR AR ARARAAAARARAAANARARAAAAANNARANAAAAAAAAAANAAARARAAAAAAAAAAAR

LJ
*
if you checked 'No' in Question 35A, you have completed this questionnaire.i
L]
L]
L]

Thank you for your cooperstion.

]
]
]
]
]
]
giﬁ*ﬂii****iii ARAARARANARAAAAAAANAAANAAANANAAARANAAAAANARAANAARARAANAANAANAAN

ERI
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POR COPFPFICE
USeg oMLY,

LEAYE THIS
AREA BLAKK.

36. WHERE DID YOU OBTAIM YOUR PINANCIAL AID APPLICATION FORM{S)?
zhat apply.)

High school . . . . .

Fublic Librery., , . . . .

»

Tour school's Fioencisl ALd Offdce. . . . ,
Other loceation On~CEBMPUR. -+ + + 4+ .+ & « + o

Stats snd/or local goveroment {(e.g., socisl
BEcEritY offices BEC.) + 4 4 4 4 4 o4 a4 s . s

Dirsctly fron the U.5. Office of Educetion. . .

000 oo

other N
[Specciy)

»

37. WNEICH PINANCIAL AID APPLICATION PorM{S) DID YoU SUBMIT? (Check all that apply.
1§ you ean't reeall, waile {m "DK* under "Othen.”)

Institution Application Porm.. « + « + + + 4.4 »

Collage Scholatship Service Finsncisl Aid
?oﬁ(!’ﬂ)...........-...-.-»..

Amsricen Collage Tasting Frograa Femily
?18!661!1 Stltl‘llnt R R T S T S S Y

mjugn

Pannsylveais Higher Educstiocc Aessistsncs Porm. . D
BEOG Applicetion Form., . . . & « v + & + 4 4+ 4 D
Stete Ald Fotx ., I T T R L T T D

other (s.g., SAPE, Donaslly/Richerdson, #tc.}. . D
lspeeify)

38A, DID SOMEOQNE ELSE COMPLETE YOUR PINANCIAL AID APFLICATIONS POR TOUR SIGNATURE,
OR ASSIST YOU 1N DEVELOPING INFORMATION PROVIDED O YOUR APPLICATION?

Tas, completed ., . , ., . .

i. LYes,: aestated .

Nﬂ-cc-.-»...-.

38B. WHO PROVIDED THIS SERVICE 0% ASSISTANCE? [Cheek atl that apply. |
The FPinanctiel Add Office . . . o .+ o . 48
Somacnas slse at this school. . . . . . 49
A privets f£1itm or consulteat . « . . . 58
A faaily peaber. . . : §t
Afrimad . . 4 L 0 0 4 4w 5¢

othat 53
lapeceqy! Sé=55 [:]

YOUR AWARD(S) AND STILL HAVE BEEN ABLE TO ATTEND CLASSES -~ THE POINT WHERE Yo

39, WHAT WAS THE LATEST POSSIBLE DATE THAT YOU CoULD HAVE BEEN ToLD THE AMOUNT oF
HAD To KHOW YOUR PINAL EDUCATIONAL FINANCIAL SITUATION IN ORDER To BE ABLE To ﬁ

CONTINUE YOUR SCHOOLING?

Month 56-59

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




FOR OFPPICE
USE OMLY.

LEAYE THIS
AREA BLANK,
ARAANAARANRANANAARRANANNAARRARANANAARARANARAAANANAAANARRANNNAAANANANRARNA ANAN

A A
i Quastions 40-48 are for students who veceive finencisl aid under any of ;
* thewes five progreme: Baesic Educational Opportunity Grent (BEOG), Supple-p
A aentel Bducational Opportunity Grant (SEOG), National Divect Student Losa
X (NDSL), Collega Work-Study (CWS), or Guarenteed Student Loss (GSL), 1f

5 you do not veceive finencial zid undet say of thess progrems, you have A
A
o

completed this queationnsive. Thank you for your coopetration.
ANARANBARENANARANNAARAN ARANAANANKAARANNNAARANNNANARNANAANNARARNARNNAANANNRD

HaTI0NAL DirECT STUDENT LoAN

40. WERE YOU AWARDED A NATIOMAL DIRECT STUDEXT LOAN THIS YEAR -~ THAT 1S, 1979~807

Tos, « . . « v o . .
l Yo (skip to Q.43e) .

41A. WERE YOU COUNSELED BY YOUR PINANCIAL AID OFFICER OR LOAX OFPICER ABOUT YOUR
LOoaN?

Tos, . . .
aﬂ - * * -

L 4
518, weEn? {Ciaele only one.)
Prior to rveceiviag ay losa

Upon receivicg ay loan . .
Aftar tecaiving ay losnm. .

42. AT THE TIME THE LoAM WAS ISSUED, WERE YOU TOLD THE TERMS OF PUTURE REPAYMENT
AND THE AMOUNY OF PAYMENT PER PAYMENT PERIOD (E.G., MONTHLY PAYMENTS)?

Tow, . . . .
xo....:

Bastc CoucaTiONAL CPPORTUNITY GRANT

“43A. WAS TOUR 1979-80 BEZOG APPLICATION REJECTED WITH A COMPUTYR MESSAGE REQUESTING
CLARIFICATION OR COMPLETION OF THE APPLICATION DATA?

Yot Applicable-~didn‘t apply
fot a Basic Graat (ekip to Q.45a2), .

T YIS. +
'""_m"“'"'_'"hj""m_——"_"" No (Skip to Q.442) . . .

43B. gID YOU CLARIFY OR COMPLETE THE INPORMATION AMD RECEIVE A STUDENY ELIGIBILITY
#DEX?

Tos., . . . .,

Ho . + . 4+
$

43C, WHY NoT?

ERI
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HAVE YOU'RAECEIVED 4 LETTER PROM THE PEDERAL GOVERNMENT REQUESTING YoU 10
PROVIDE DOCUMESTATION (SUCH AS INCOME TAX RETURKS) To VERIPY INPORMATION
REPORTED ON YOUR STUDENT ELIGIBILITY REPORT POR 1%979-807

THS o v v v v e e e e
Xo (Skip to Q.-'cil). + a4

348, HOW uuqa TIME DID YOU SPEMD IN OBTAINING THIS INPORMATION?
{14 this has aappened more Than once, amswexr Jox Lhe

pmosd teeent time.} l:] hours

34C, WAS YOUR BEOG ADJUSTED ON THE BASIS OF THIS VERIFICATION?
Ho. v v o 4 4 v+ s

Tas, the 520G vas
increesed . . . . .

Yese, the BEOG vas
decraasaed . . .+ , .

BDID YOU SUBMIT A CORRECTION AND/OR A SUPPLEMENTAL FORM CN YOUR AZoG
APPLICATION? {Circle one xeponse.) '

Tens I subsmicced 2 cotvection., - . .
Lroo. I subsitted a supplemsntal fora .

Yas, I submicted both, « + + +» + + +
Ho €Skip ro Q.468) . « « + « + &« « o+

ﬂBYzBI? YoU SUBMIT THIS CORRECTION OR SUPPLEMENTAL YOoRM? {Check all that
appLy.

Change of nagme . . .+ + + « + + v + + + 4+ + +

-

00000000

c‘““l'ﬂﬁaddrﬂss....«.........

Incorrect information reportad on ay Studeng
Eligibilicy Rapore . . . . . . .

Divocee., , . , .

-

-

-

Separacion , . . . . . .

beath {of pareacs or spouss) , ., . . .

-

Loss of sapleyaent du¢ to disaster or disabilicy

-

othar

.
L]

1
1
'
i

(apeciiy)
45C. ON THE BASIS OF THIS CHANGE IN YOUR APPLICATION, DID YOU BECOMEs OR STAY
ELIGIBLE FOR 3R0OG?
Tes. . .
Ho . . .
430, DID YOUR PINANCIAL AID COUNSZLOR SUGGEST TRAT YOU MAKE THIS CHANGE?
Tes.
¥o .
45E. OID YOUR FINANCIAL AID COUNSELOR ASSIST vot IN MAKING THIS CHANGE?
Tas.
No .

FoR OFPICE
USE oNLY.

LEAVE THIS
AREA BLANK.




GUARANTEED STUDENT LoAN

1T ::gngU?ATTBﬁ?T TO OBTAIN A GUARANTEED STUDENT DoAN TBIS YZAR == THAT IS,
-850

Yon . .,

o . .

"

468. WHT NoT? (Check ail that apply.)

I did nat need 1t . . + + v 4+ 4 4 h v 4 . 4

.

I did not think I could qualify bacsuss ay/ay
P.r.nt" incona wa8 too hiah L T T S S T S T

»

DIL0n

I did not want to teke On o dabt, . . . . + 4+

»

The forms wers too difficult for me to complats .

I could not £ind 8 1andel + + + « & « + + + + 4

Othar ' '
{épecidyl

»

ARARANARRAAARANRAARANARAAARNNARAAANARARANANRARARANR AR AAERR AAR AR AR RAAN NN,

* Questions 48A-49 are for students who applied for a Guaranteed Studeat =
* Loan this year, If you did not apply. you have complsted this guestion~»
L]

* naire. Thank you for your cooperation.
AAAANRARANANNRNAARRANAARAARANEARRNARARANEANRAN AN ARAANRNN AN AR RN AN D

DID YOoU RECEIVE A GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN THIS YEAR?
o « + « .
Applisd byt heve aot hesrd , 2

MO o o o o 4 4 a4 4 4+ 4+ + 4 4 3

I

WHT %0T? (Check afl that apply.)

Appliceaticn process too long snd/or complex .

e oo = Lander rajsctsd ms bacauss ny-faaily vas nct’’
an seteblished customeT .+ . . « .+ 4 ¢ o+ 4

Lendar Tejscted xng becsusse I was s Prashasn .

Lendar rajscted ns bsceuss I was sprolled in
vocational COUDSEE « + 4+ &+ 4 4 4 4 4 4 a4+

Landst rejscted se bacsuss I did not quelify
for interest subsidy . . . . . ¢ . 4 4 . 4.

Othar

tepecciy]
Thank you for goun cooperation. You have completed this questionnaire,

49. WHAT WAS THE AMOUNT OF THX GUARANTEED STUDENT LoAN(S) YOU RECEIVED THIS YEAR?

s 1
THANK YOU FOR your COUPERATION, VYOU HAVE COMPLETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. IF
YOU WOULD LIKE TO COMMENT, PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION, 0% TELL US ABOUT
PROBLEUS yOU'VE HAD IN FINANCING yOUR EOUCATION, WE WELCOME ANY ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION YOU CAN PROVIODE,

133

Tor OFFICE
USE ONLT,
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962 Wayne Avenue * Suite 701 + Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
Telsphone 301 585-3181

November 16, 1979

Dear Student:

A few weeks ago, you were sent a questionnaire about how you are
tinancing your education in ovder to help the 0.5, Office of Education
understand how student aid programs are working and how they might be
improved and/or expanded. As we {ndicated in our earlier correspondence,
it is important that you respond regardless of whether or not you are
presently receiving aid in order that the government obtain accurate
information on the current distribution of student financfal aid and the
need for these funds in the future. Moreover, the student assistance
programs will be undergoing reauthorization early next year, and it is
essential that changes be made on the basis of the most complete and
accurate {nformation possible.

The form can be completed in less than twenty minutes. For your
time, we will send you $3.00 upon recsipt of the completed
questionnaire. If you have lost the form or {f you have any questions,
please call Wendy Dellefield at our toll-free number, 800-638-2784.

" “Thank you very much for your tine and help.

Sincerely,
APPLIED MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, INC.

[ut { M

Robert T. Deane, Ph.D.
Yice President




962 Wayne Avenue * Suite 701 * Silver Spring- Maryland 20910
Telephone 301 $35.318)

January, 1980

Hello Again!

Remember us? We sent you a questionnaire earlier this school year
about how you are financing your education as part of a naticnwide study
for the U.S. Office of Education. According to our records, this N
questionnaire is either gathering dust on your desk, occupying valuable
space in your bureau drawer, or was shredded for confetti for your last
New Year’s Eve party. Whatever your reason for not responding, please
consider the following. You are missing an opportunity to pick up an
casy $3.00, .and the longer you wait, the less it will buy. Also, the
study's results will be greatly enhanced by the return of your completed
Guestionnaire - the more student respondents, the greater the reliability
and accuracy of the information we collect. In this way, you {(whether
you are an aid recipient or a non-recipient) will provide the Congress
with data on which to base their policies regarding the future form and
funding of student financial aid programs. This 1s your big chance to be
heard - so why blow 1it? .

Perhaps you have already mailed back your questionnaire and are
wondering why we've sent you this notice. This may be because the
T ipstitution or ‘student ID numbers on tha cover page were removed or
obscured, If this is the case, we are unable to use the response because
the information you provided cannot be matched to the student aid
policies of the school you attend. Additionally, we are unable to
identify your response in order to send you the $3.00 for your efforts.
As we noted in our earlier correspondence, once we mail your check, wa
will destroy all records of your name and address. S0, PLEASE DO NOT

REMOVE THE COVER PAGE CR OTHERWISE TAMPER WITH THESE NUMBERS.

(over)




Page 2

If you have already mailed back your completed questionnaire (with
all identifiers intact), please disregard this notice and accept our
sincere thanks. Your $3.00 will soon be on its way. If you have lost

the form or have any questions, please call Wendy Dellefield at our toll-
free number, 800-638-278%.

Thanks again for your bime and assistance.

Sincerely,

APPLIED MANA?ENT SCIENCES, INC.
W Ut

Michael ¥. Puma
Project Direator

MJPiwmm



APPENDIX B

INSTITUTIONAL STUDENT SAMPLING PROCEDURES




ToO:

FROM:

DATE:

SISFAP COORDINATORS AT INSTITUTIONS PARTICIPATING
IN THE FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF EFFECTS OF MISAA

Mr. Michael J., Puma. Project Director

September 6, 1979

SUBJECT: 1979-80 *ield Work and Student Sampling

1.

General Information

Thank you for your continuing interest in
this research. We have tentatively sche-
duled a visit to your school on the dates
noted in the box, below Trigut. These vis-
its will not involve contact with students
or extensive interviews with school person~-
nel., Our work will be restricted to extrac-
ting financial aid data for those students
in the sample who are recipients. We want
to meet briefly with you, but 1if this is
inconvenient at the time of the site visit
our questions can be handled later by tele- TENTATIVE
phone., For these reasons, we do not expect VISITATION
many Scheduling conflicts. If you sense a DATES:
possible problem, give us a call {(see WATS
number, below).

INSTITUTION:

Please complete the selection of students
as quickly as you can; names and addresses
are needed so that we cah send question-
naires directly to the students.

As soon as the completed sample is avail-
able, please mail a copy of the listing to
us at the following address:

6~129 MISAA Followup Survey
Applied Management Sciences, Inc,
962 Wayne Avenu '

Silver Spring, .yland 20910

Hold the original listing and all associ~
ated work sheets, including this memoran-
dum, for use by our field representative
in the work on~site at your sclool.

FOR ASSISTANCE: CALL OUR TOLL-FREE NUMBER:
800~-638-2784, BETWEEN THE HOURS OF 8:30 A¥D
5:30 EASTERN TIME, AND ASK FOR DICK ELLIS,
MARK COOPER, OR MIKE PUMA.

Detailed instructions for sampling follow.

B.1

UINT




Selecting the Sample of Students

The sample is to be of a1l currently en-
rolled, half-time or mo?;T yndergraduate
students. For every student sampled, we
will need an ID number, name, and current
mailing address. The address should be

the one used by the student while in school
this Fall, so that questionnaires can reach
them with a wminimum of forwarding. We have
supplied forms that can be used to record
these data (the Revised Sample Listing of
Students, attached). If it is easier to
supply the information in some other form,
please feel free to do sg., 1If computer-
generated address labels can be supplied,
this would be appreciated.

The estimate we have of your school's total (1)
half~-time or better undergraduate enrollment ESTIMATED TOTAL
is entered in Box (1) at the right. 1If this UNDERGRADUATE
number is incorrect, 1t may affect the size ENROLLMENT,

of the sample and it will definitely affect HALF-TIME CR MORE
the calculated sampling interval, below.
Correct the figure and call us to obtain
adjustments for the interval.

The figure Iin Box (2) is our calculated (2)

sample size for your school. The sampling TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE
interval is derived by dividing (1) by (2);
that result has been ‘entered in Box (3).

*

half-time or better undergraduates currently SAMPLING INTERVAL
enrolled at your school (if j.ur total enroll-
ment is 80 or less, no sampling need be done;
we will survey all students). Sampling will
require the following steps:

To sample, yYou will need a list of all the (1) ¢ (2) = (3)

a) Clean the 1ist., That is, make certain it concains only
half-time or more undergraduates.

b) Seiect a random start, Choose a number randomly between
one and ten, inclusive {one way to do this is tec ask some-
one else to pick the number). Suppose the number is "4."
Take the list and count off the first four cases. The
next case 1Is the random start.

Select cases. Beginning with the random start, count off .
the number of cases specified by the sampling interval.
Suppose the interval is "10.” Continuing the above illus~
tration, the first four cases were passed to reach the ran-
dom start., The count begins with the fifth case arnd the
1l4th case will be the first sampled. You would continue
taking every tenth case {or l6th, or 20th, or whatever the
interval dictates), The sample in the illustration would
consist of the l4th, 24th, 34th, etc, cases, If more cases

8.2 119




are needed after reaching the end of the list, return to
the ['top™ of the list and continue the count, skipping

those previously gelecteod,

d) List selected cases in the Revised Sample Listing. Assign
each a three-digit ID number, beginning with 001, 002, etc.
Check off whether each case is an aid recipient or not,
and enter current mailing addresses (these do not need to
be entered if separate address labels have been supplied).

When you have reached this point, count

the total number of aid recipients in

the Revised Sample Listing and enter this
total in Box (4). Next, divide the sample
size (Box 2) in half, and enter this number
(fractional results can be rounded down to
the next whole number) in Box (5). If (&)
is- équal to or greater than (5), you are
finished., If (4) is less than (5), enter
the difference in Box (6). This 1is the
number of extra aid recipients we will:need
in addition to those already sampled. To
select these extra cases, enter an estimate
of the number of students at your school

who are ald recipients in Box (7). Divide
(7) by (6). The result, entered in Box (8),
is the sampling interval for extra recipient
cases, These can be selected by applying
this iaterval to, your own files, assuming
you keep one file per student, If students
have more than one file (for example, separ-
ate files for separate aid programs), call
us for further instructions. Note that the
students previously selected should be skipped
in this count,

CHECK: the total number of students in the
Revised Sample Listing should now be equal
to the Total Sample Size (%ox 2) plus any
extra recipient cases (Box 6).

(&)
AID RECIPIENTS IN
THE SAMPLE:

(5)
ONE~-HALF OF
TOTAL SAMPLE:
(Box 2, divided
by two)

(5) = (4) = (6)
DIFFERENCE:

(7)
TOTAL NUMBER OF
AID RECIPIENTS AT
YOUR SCHOOL

(7) - (6) = (8)
SAMPLING INTERVAL
(EXTRA RECIPIENTS)
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(INSERT USED FOR SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN BASELINE

AND WHICH WERE FOUR YEAR)
Selecting the Sample of Students

The sample should closely resemble the
student sample taken last Spring. In
particular, it should include as many
of the students who participated before
as possible. To accomplish this, the-
procedures for this year's sampling are
somewhat differenct.

For every student sampled, we will need
an ID number, name, and current mailing
address. The address should be the one
used by the stndent while in school cthis
Fall, so that questionnaires c¢an reach
them with a minimum of forwarding. We
have supplied forms that can be used to
record these data (the Revised Sample
Listing of Students, attached). If it is
easler to supply the information in some
other form, please feel free to do so.
If computer-generated address labels can
be supplied, this would be appreciated.

Your Tctal Sample Siz2 is given in Box
(1) at the right, and will include three
kinds of students:

CARRYOVER CASES. These are students who
participated in the sctudy last Spring.
They are identified in the original ros-
ter for that survey, enclosed with cthis
memorandum, Take this roster and e¢ross
off the students who are not currently
enrolled, half-time or more, as undergrad-
uates. Then transfer the remaining names
and their original ID numbers to the Re-
vised Sample Listing. Count the number
of these Carryover Cases and enter this
total in Box (2) at cthe right.

NEW FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS. These must be
sampled anew. The number needed for the
revised sample 1is given in Box (3)., In
Box (4), enter the ctotal number of new
first-year, half-time or more, undergrad-
uates enrolled at your school., Next, di-
vide (4) by (3). The result, rounded down
. to the nearest whole number, is .tne sam-
pli-g interval for new first-year students.
Enter this interval in Box (5). The sam-
ple of these students can now be drawn,
using either:

¢ a list of new first-year, half-time
or more, undergraduates, or

¢ a list of all half-time or more un-~
dergraduates, annotated to show c¢lass
level, and skipping the upperclass

tudents 1in ch t. ‘
studen e coun 8.4 1_11

(L)
TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE

(2)
CARRYOVER CASES:

(3)
FIRST-YEAR CASES:

(4)
FIRST-YEAR ENROLLMENT:

(4) & (3) = (5)
SAMPLING INTERVAL (1§
YEAR CASES)




Sampling should follow procedures out-
lined in Section 3 of this memorandum,
below. Enter the selected students on
the Revised Sample Listing, and assign
them ID numbers in the 500-699 range

(e.g., the first case is 501, the se-
cond is 502, ete.)

NEW UPPERCLASS STUDENTS., Add together

the numbers in Boxes (2) and (3), and (6)

subtract this total from the overall NEW UPPERCLASS CASES:
sample size given in Box (1). The re~- ' :
sule, which should be entered in Box
(6) at the right, 1s the number of ad-
dicional upperclass cases needed to
complete the sample. In Box (7), enter (7)

the total number of upperclass under- TOTAL UPPERCLASS
graduates enrolled half-time or more ENROLLMENT:
at your school, Next, divide (7) by
(6); the resulct, rounded down to a
whole number, is the sampling interval
for new upperclass students. Enter
the interval in Box (8). The sample (7) ¢+ (6) = (8)
of these students can now be drawn, SAMPLING INTERVAL
using eicther: (UPPERCLASS CASES)

# a list of upperclass undergrad-
uates enrolled half-time or more,
or

a list of all half-ctime or more
undergraduates, annotated to show
class level, and skipping-firsec--°
year students in cthe count.

Sampling again follows procedures out-
lined in Section 3, below. Enter the
selected students on the Revised Sample
Liscing, and assign chem ID numbers in
the 700-899 range (e.g., the first case (9)

would be 701, the second 702, etec.) ONE-HALF TOTAL SAMPLE
(Box 1 diyided by two)

LAST: Divide the total sample size {(in
Box 1) in half, and enter the resule,
rounded down to the nearest whole num-
ber, in Box {(9). ¥Now, take the entire (190)

Revised Sample Liscing and count the AID RECIPIENTS SAMPLED
number of current aid recipients that
have been selected, and enter this to-
tal in Box (10), If this number is
equal to or greater than the amount in
Box (9), the sampling has been com- {(11)

pleced. If it is less than the amount DIFFERENCE: (9) - (10)
in Box (9), enter the difference in

Box (11)., This 1is the number of eXxtra
recipients needed, in additiom to these
already sampled. To select these cases,

B.5
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enter an gstimated number of students at

our school who are aid recipients in Box (12)

(12), Divide (12) by (11), The resule, TOTAL NUMBER OF AID
entered Iin Box 13, is the sampling inter- RECIPIENTS AT YOQUR
val for extra recipient cases. These can SCHOOL '
be drawn by applying the interval to your
own files, as long as you keep one file

for each student. 1f geudents have more
than one file (for example, separate files
for separate aid programs), call us for

further instructiong, pNope that previously

{(12) & (11) = (13)
led
:::Ec? scudenc? should be skipped in the SAMPLING INTERVAL

(EXTRA RECIPIENTS)

CHECK STEPs: the total number of students
in the Revised Sample L{isfing should now

be equal to the Total Sample Size (Box 1)
plus any extra recipient cases (Box 11).

General Procedure for Selecting Random Samples

a) Clean the 1ist. That is, make certain it contains only
persons of the specific type to be selected {(first-year
students, undergraduates, recipients, etc.) and that it
doesn't include persons already sampled {(carryovers,
etc,)., A '"general 1ist" can be cleaned by simply marking
ic as you go along and skipping over inapplicable cases
as you count off each fincterval,

Select a random start. Choose a number randomly between
one and ten, Iipnclusive {one way to do this is to ask some-
one else to pick the number). Suppose the number i1s "4."
Take the 1ist and count off the first four cases. The
next case is the random scart. Choose a new random start
for each new round of sampling. '

Select cases. Beginning with the random start, count off
the number of cases (skipping inapplicable students as
needed) specified by the sampling interval. Suppose the
interval {s "10." Continuing the above illustration, the
first four cases ware passed in reaching the random start.
The count begins ywicth the fifch case and the l4ch case in
the 1ist will be the first sampled. You would continue
taking every tenth case (or 16th, or whatever the interval
dictates). The sample in the illustration would consist
of the l4cth, 24ch, 34ch, ete., cases, 1f more cases are
needed after reaching the end of the 1list, return to the

"top" of the list and continue the count, skipping those
already selected,

elected ses in the Revised Sample Liscting, using
original ID numbers for carryovers, 500-699 numbers for
new first-year students, and 700-899 numbers for new up-
perclass students. Check off whether an aid recipient or
not, and enter current mailing addresses (these do not need
to be entered if separate address labels have been supplied),
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