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“Student aid programs do what they were origi-
nally intended to do. They distribute dollars—

_ mostly federal—to students who wotild otherwisé
have difficulty financing-a college education.”
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- Executive Summary - oy 3

Purpose

]

This report analyzes the distribution and impaEt of student

> ,
financial assistance at pubiic colleges and universities during the

academic year‘1981—82. The first such study of the public coilegé

sector, this report involved 226 qulic colleges and universities and

Y

approximately 12,000 student aid recipient records. It reports on the

a3 ©

distribution of student aid among varled.groups of recipients.

Findings BRI ’ _ °

The data yielded an essential description of student aid as it is

e

distributed in publie higher education: ;

o

e
(=3

Student aid programs do what they were originally intended to
‘do. They distribute dollars - mostly federal - to students who
woul? otherwise have difficulty financing a college education. In
. doing so they promote vertical equity, .that is, they make higher
education affordable to those least able to pay. Almost four out
of ten need-base aid'recipients were "independent" or self
supporting students, many with dependents of their own. Roughly
eight out of ten of these had incomes. below $9,290, the federal
poverty line for a family.of four. Among the majority of need-
based aid recipients who received assistance from their famllles,
- the average family income was $16, 500 . :

a

Additional specific findings include the following:

[\

1. In academic year 1981—82, about $6.6 billion in student’ aid

was distributed to about threé million students who spent a

‘total of about $12.6 biliion attending public 4institutions.

-

Overall, student aid recipieets included about 31 percent of
. .

the total headcount enrollment at public colleges.

v r
v

- Iu

£
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About 2.1 million. of these students received "need-based" aid,
\ .
from at least one federal, .state, or institutional program.

¢ .

About 800,000 other students received aid classified in this

e,

report as ''non need-based," largely federaily Guaranteed
Student Loans (GSL).. Most GSL aid was distributed to students
. ' ' v
who received assistance on the basis of need from othér .
- - »

progréms and therefore functioned as need-based aid, but in o

1981-82 students who only applied for GSL were allowed to

I

borrof without demonstrating financial need. The extent to

0y

. which CZL only recipients could haye qualified op the basis of

need is unknown. The law has now been’changed so that all GSL'

.

recipients must be below the $30,000 income level,

\ . .
lLower—income students received the greater part of their aid

in the form of grants. Higher-income students received

~r e~

proportionately less grant aid and more loan assistance.

‘Lower—income students were also more likely to attend

lowest—cost public colleges.
On the whole, need-based aid di§ not increase proportionately
with college costs, but rather was related to family income.

In other words, lower-income students received somewhat more

aid, but their aid did not increase proportionately if they \

" attended higher-cost ‘institutions. This is due primarily to

lJimitations inethe federal aid laws, such as the "half-cost"
provision in Pell Grants, which limits aid to the neediest
students at many public colleges, and in the low living

! 7

allowances to public college studen:slliviﬁg off-campus.
. ' .

. .
. .
N -
' 11 - .
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) g\\\\‘5. -Most federal student aid to public ccllege students went to

freshmen and sophomores. This may reflect in oart’the~much.

larger number of .such students, because of the two-year”

colleges as well as generally larger freshmen and sophomore

4 N

. classes at four-year colleges.

6. 6ver.half7—55 percent-~of all need-based student aid

-
'Y

recipiénts were women. About one third were members of
e Y ° .

minority groups. About 40 percent of need-based aid recipients
were self-supportingi. Many of these students'were_older and
often married; 40 percent had dependents of their own.

7. There‘were considerable regional variatianain student.aid

‘ 1
recipients as a percentags of total enrollments. JIn the West,

only 17 percent of total head—count enrollment was accounted
for by student aid recipients. At the other extreme, 52

percent of students in the North East received aid. Thesel;

d1fferences are partly accounted for by higher tuition in the

3

"North East and Middle West. "y

-

8. Most student aid going to puhlic college»students was federal '

aid. Aid from these sources accounted for roughly eight out
of ten grant dollars, more than nine out of ten loan. dollars,
and three out of four work-study dollars. ' - -".
.Conclusions
The data strongly suggest that the vast maJority of those who
receive student aid at public colleges and universi*ies would have great

Q

difficulty affording college in the absence of such aid. Student aid in



iv
higher education proﬁofes vertical equity through a collectively
rational aid distribution system.

Recommendations

Y

Plansware underway to continue the Qork begun in this project and
to disseminate the information in this report as widely as possible, to

congressmen, federal and stafe officials, collegevofficials and student

aid officers, and others concerned with higher educatioh. -~
Reseqrch‘efforts using the data-base alreédy available should be

expanded. . 'For example, a great deal still needs to be learned about

-

1ndependent or self -supporting students, they are a 1arge proportion of

all student aid recipients, but relatively 11ttle information is

.

available about them including .their age 'and marital status. Since same ‘
federal officials are “suggesting restrictions or limitations on the. 7

. < ) L) .
- - o ‘)

participation of independent,students in tpe.aid:programs, further'y -
research is vital to national policy-making. ?
~

Furthermore, the survey should be continued in ‘future academic.

’ years——for example, 1982~ 83 and\l983 84, to give policy—makers a way to

determine the effect, of recent ‘federal changes in student aid programs

’ -

o

on col]ege access and choice.




Introduction & ' .

e

-

‘Conéressional passage of the Higher Education Améndments of* 1972
initia;ed a bold national effort to lowér economic barriers to higher
educational opportunity while éxpanding the bouﬁaaries of publicly
assisted higher education. According to ohe of its principal authors,
Rhode Iéland Senator Claiborne Pell, the philosophic underpinning. of the

amendments was the profound belief that every individual in the nation

should have "the right" to a floor of support for his .or her

postsecondaryv education at whatever postsecondary-institution that T

individual chose to attend. The centerpiece ofbthe améndments was the
Basic Educational Opportuﬁity Grant program, which has since been
renamed the Pell Grant Program.

Since SenatorAPell's declaration, federal appropriatioﬁ; for

-

student aésfstance have increased rapidly. Between 1972 and 1982
federal funding for ;tudgnt grants grew from $168 million to $2.8
billion, while .annual appropriations for stu@egt loans increased from

$765 million to roughly $3.3 billion. Fhrthermore, with respect.to

loans, federal appropriations were magnified by the institution-based

- revolving funds of the National-Direct Student Loan (NDSL) Program and

[

the participation of private banks in the Guaranteed Student Loan

Program. In academic year 1981-82 students bgrrowed'over $7.8 billion

from these two programs_alone. In addition, state level investment in
sstudent aid rose, but on-a far smaller scale, from $.3 billion in 1972
to 1.0 billion  in 1982.

Student assistance has indeed become®a major part of higher
o
education financing, accounting annually for about $10 billion out of

oy
W
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$80 billion invested in public and indepenoent postsecondary‘education.
But what‘of the impactsl How are student aid dollars distributed? What
prooortion of the total enrollment in higher education is accounted forﬁ
by student aid recipients? To whom, in what form and in what amounts is
aid distributed? Is there evidence suggesting the extent to which
student aid is achieving its intended purpose to provide opportunity for
those for whom previous support mechanisms were judged inadequate-by.
Congress? Can the'data base be linkeo with other information to help-
~answer questions about the intended and unintended consequences 1%

1dent financial assistance is reduced or eliminated? The purpose of

‘

this reoort is to address these and other questions focusing on the
,distribution, packaging and impacts of student financial assistance at
public colleges and universities during academic year 1981-82.

Despite the rapid growth in student aid.ovex the past decade, the °
effects of this growth have not been comprehensively assessed or *
organized. Although the progress of individual programs has been
mentioned and efforts have been made to collectively analyze student aid
by the various levels of federal, state or institutional involvement;
few efforts have Leen made to analyze all aspects of: student aid. In
particular, there have been no.previous efforts to assess the
distribution and impacts of student aid from all sources as it affects
public higher education. ‘

During the summer of 1981 the lack of information about student aid

motivated the three national associations representing public colleges

and undversities - the American Association of Community and Junior

15




Colleges - the American Association of State Colleges and Universities =
and the National Association of State Universitieﬁ;and Land Grant
Colleges — jointly to seek funding from the Ford Foundation and the
Exxon Education Foundation for the creation of a data base capable of
representing all student aio Eecipients in public higher education.
This effort followed a three-year foundation-sponsored projeet by the
'Nationél'Institutemof;In&epehdéﬁtwcolleéesMéﬁo'Universitiesf(NIICU)”to1 """""""

develop such a data base for independent or private higher education.

The Public Higher Education Student Aid Study is indebted to the -
NIICU effort and during the summer of 1981 séparate "Student Aid

-

Recipient Data Bases" for academic year 1981-82 were commissioned by

o

both NTICU and the public higher education associations. Furthermore,
these efforts shared important elements, includin; Virtually identical
research designs, stugent and institutional questionnaires, sampling%
tecnniques and analyticel software. ‘Tﬁkether this report and a series
of forthcoming NIICU reports reflect data bases_that, for the first °
time, enable comprehensive analysis of the impact of student aid<on all
sectors and levels of American higher eoucation.

This progress report provides an overview of student financial
assistanee in public higher education: and it includes national data on
student aid récipients attending public two:year colieges, 1ioera1 arts..
co]leges,’comprehensive colleges and universities, public research
universities, and degree granting institutions with special field -

related missions and regional data on all types of piblic institutions

combined. (see Appendix E for a listing of participating schools).

.
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Moie important than the report itéelf is the data base which.
p;oduCEd it. This report attempts, as far as existing resources
permit, to match data with the previously discussed questions. More
1mportantly, the tables and charts that follow illustrates the data base
from which a variety of information can be extracted. It is therefore .
expected that public policy analysts aﬁd decision makers may wish to
‘make further use of the public higher education data in future analysesa*""-——*—f»*—é:

The following report is divided into.three sections followed by
aopendices:. 1) a deecrip;ion of methods; 2) statement of findings; and

3) summary and conclusions.

fss
=d



Research Methods

Only recently have studies of student financial assistance obtained

data from surveys of individual student records. . Earlier reports relied

)

on institutional aggregate data providing little information on what

types of students received what types of student aid. Studies conducted

NIIFU improved upon these reports by examinlng ind1v1dua1 student aid

,

recipient records, drawn from national samples of private institutioms

’

(HodgkinsonAand Minter, 1980; Hodgkinson, 1981; Thrift, to be
. \ . \
published). However, the NIICU reports provided no information on the

3

state of student financial aid in public institutions and limited their
reporting of the private sector student eid packages priﬁarii;'to
dependent students as they varied by parental ineome.v |

> Methods used in this research were similar to those in the NIICU
studies, but the primary difference was the popui;tlon from whlch the
sample of individual student records-was drawnw—public institutions;
The same survey instrument was used, tne,Student Aid Recipient.Survey,
copyrightedrby NIICU. However, in this report, greater effort was made ’
to disaggregate dataato reflect the distribution of student aﬁd across
Qvaried groups of recipients. Grouping variables included dependency
status; academic level; registration status; minority group memberShip;
marital status; and sex, inﬁaddition to income -categories. The data
were also disaggregated by institutional type gnd by region of the
country. Furthermore, students receiving only non-need based forms of

aid were separated from those receiving at least one form of need-based

aid.
»

pi
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Most of the data reported in this paoer were simple mean values of

va;ious types of aid, sorted by the grouping variables. The basie i

1]

-tables show aggregate student "aid package profiles, based on the number

of students falling into each group and not simply on the number of
' : : ™
students receiving that particular form of &id. _ L N

Tt is important to notice that the total number of students

— .

- represented in groups, after sorting, varies across ditterent*student~W“

characteristlcs. Eor example, the total numberJof students in’ the
minority sort dlffers from the total number of students in the sort,Py
sex end marital status. This is due primarily to missing values on
student demographlc variables and unknown income categories. In other
words, all student aid recipient records in ‘the data base did ‘not

include complete background information. Ethnic information, for

example, was not as extensive as-information about sex and marital

status. Care must be taken in interpreting information and in drawing
conclusions regarding exact totals and percentages.

s - Data were collected for the 1981—82 academic year. From a’

A Y

v "of ‘500 or more,sa stratifled random sample was drawn representing five

AN
N

¥

’ population ‘of 1357 public. higher education institutions with enrollments

institutional types (research, comprehensive, liberal arts, tWo—year and

special) and five geographical regions (North Central Mid—Atlantic,

i

North East, Southwest and West). 'Of 269 instjtutions initially

' contacted, 226 or.84 percent agreed to participate. e

-

Student Financial Aid Officers at participating institutions were

then instructed to draw a random sample of all student aid recipient

19 S '



<

files from which information was-used to complete "Student Aid Recipient

Surveys." Each record represented 40 aid recipients'and one éurvey was

completed for each record. The final data base’ contained 11,970
records, which were later, weighted to reflect actual numbérs of students
being represented by the sample. Each student record represented

approximately 250 students, nationally.

A%

For further details‘toncernihg sampling procedures, data -
collection, processing of raw data, weighting and preparation of tables,

.
’

consult'Appendix A. :

&

w
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FINDINGS

[N

~ o

The dimensions of student financial assistance in pubric higher
education are many. Th1s section will report our findings with resgﬁct

to some of them. We will begin with a broad outline of student

assistance as 1t affects public h1gher education in the aggregate and

then view student aid-in connection with various types of students,
institutions and forms of assistance both nationally and in the five

geographic regions. . .

For the most part our:analysis will focus on students who receive
aid on the basis of financial need. That is, the_criterion-for

inclgsion of a student aid rec1p1ent s record in ‘most of the following
Al

" tables and charts was thevstudent s receipt pf aid from at least omne
. . need-based federal, state or"institutional program. It is important to
note that such students might also receive aid from programs that

'd1str1bute aid on bases. other than need, such as merit-based grants,

E

f1e3d specific grancs and loans (for example, nursing grants and-loans), .-
and veterans and social security educational benefitS. ~
Technically,.in 1981-82 Guaranteed Student Loans (GSL) were also

non-need based. However, this program differed from other non-need

N .
based programs in that student aid officers often used GSL when
.. A w7 v . - . ’ . '
N constructing aid packages of low income students. In fact, roughly two
AN ' . .

“’thirds of GSL funds recorded in this study flowed to. students receiving
\

‘need-basui a1d However, for the sake of simplicity, GSL's will

hearafter,be referred to as a non—need based aid jprogram.

\\ . . A}
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& . A basic reason for emphasizing need-based aid recipients is that
coff ’ . . v . @
'Virtually,£1} of the participating colleges and universities maintained
extensive records of aid received from a broad array of federal, state

- and institutional programs requiring the students to demonstrate

financial need. Coverage of non-need based aid when combined with need

—based aid was alsoc virtually universal. However, when the only aid

received was non-need based, particularly in the case of non-need based

GSL's, institutional record: weré less complete.

«

Loy - . . - e
Another reason for separate consideration of need-based aid
\ recipients was our use of the Pell Grant formula for estimating expected
parental and student contributions in total aid packaging. Since the

~ Pell Grant formula applied only to need-based aidirecipientsi'inciusion
of students receiving only non-need hased aid would diminish the

accuracy of our summary -analysis.

o-

A Y

Another qualification’ is also importamnt to keep in mind when

reading the following sections. There are-two basic ways of summarizing

e . 4
. . ' . . M) 3

the distribution of financial assistance. The approach we have most
- 3
freely emponed in this report is to average all sources of aid within

. s

broad categories, such as grants, loans and work among all need—based

-

aid recipients in five geographic regions and among five types of public

o

institutions. This approach provides a general overview of aid

dlStrlbutlon and packaging An alternative approach would be to divide
“total aid distributed under each individual program by the actual number

‘of recipients receiving -aid under each program. .An illustration of ar. |

approach of this type appears later in the“text; At this point 1imited“

k%)
Ou




resources enable pursuit of only one of the above approaches. Our

decision was to look first at the average distiibut1on of aid among

various types of students and institutions nationally and by geographic

region. . . . : .

.08
.
)
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Dimensions of Student Financial Assistance

[3 i

<

During academic year'1981—82 roughly 9.7 million students-:
attending two and four year public colleges and universities full and

part time spent upwards of $30 billion dollars on" college tuition, room,

board books, and other incidental expenses. Among those 9 7 milllon

, students, slightly more than 3.0 million (31 percent) student aid

\

recipients spent roughly $12.6 billion and received roughiy $6.6 billion
in assistance for college attendance from federal, state, institutional

or private programs for which institutional records were kept.
. N . .

Of the 3.0 million students receiving institutionally-recorded-

o

financial assistance, approximateiy 2.1 million received.aid from at

least qne federal, state or‘institutional program requiring demonstrated

: t

financial need in meeting the costs of college attendance. Student
L '

/- : . by
financial assistance programs that provided aid on the basis of

financial need are commonly referred to as ''need-based" programs, and '
funds distributed under them almost always refer to family or individuai
iécome of:the current or preceding year as the primary basis for
determining eligibility. Conversely, "non-need based" programs, such as
the GSL Program during 1981-82, and other federal, state and

1nstitutiona1 programs providing grants, 1oans or work opportunities

without reference to income did not require demonstrated financial need

. ﬁ.c-

as a basis for receiving aid. However, many of these programs had other |

restrictive criteria, such as limits on aid. For example, the GSL’

)

Program limited maximum éoans for undergraduate students in almost all

AWy}
TSN
LS
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a

cases to $2,500, while graduate students could borrow as much as $5,000.
Restrictive criteria in other programs included status as veterans,
sociai‘security beneficiaries, or residents of thefstates in which
attended institutionsawere located. Still other criteria included

.
enrollment in specific programs such as nursing
| As” far as students are concerned, the distinctJon between need and
non-need based aid is not always mutually exclusive. For example, in
nany cases, students who qualified on the basis'otbneed for such
"need-based programs as the federal Pell érant Program, also received aid
from non-need based programs (such -as the Guaranteed Student Loan
Progran); Thus, :of the $6.6 billion distributed to all students during
1981-82, only $4.3 billion or two-thirds went to'students demonstrating
financial need. However,’ the aid received by these students represented
a mixture of both need and non-need based aid.

The remainlng $2.3 billion went to students who were not required
to demonstrate iinancial need and 80 percent of this aid was in the form
of loans. S ' ’ | . C .

Table 1 111ustrates the proportional distribution of grants, loans,
work-study or other forms of aid among students eligible to receive“aid
from at 1east one federal, state or institutional program ‘on the basis
of financial need (non—need based aid recipients) ' ihe table also shows™
the distribution of the various forms of aid among dependent and |
independent students. Dependent students are defined as those who'are

legally dependent on their parent's {hcome. Our sample projects
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Table 1
Proportional Distribution of'Grant, Loan, Work and Other
‘Assistance by N?ed and Dependency Status

‘-(in billions) -

»

Status Grants Loans Work Other Totall. Percent .
Need $2.6 $1.7 § .7 § .4 854 7 82
Non-Need : }_;g_ ’ $1.0- »$_¥g_';j$_:g_ S $1.2 18
Total $2.8  $2.7 §.7 $.4  $6.6 100
Dependent .t §1.6  $1.7., §.5 . §.2 %40 . 6l
Independent | éi;l ) S $1.0 ) $_.3 | $ .2 $2.6 32;
Total 82,7 . 82,7 $ .8 $ .4 $6.6 100

roughly 1.3 million needfbased aidgrecipients of khis type. Independént.
need-based aid'fec?pients, roﬁghly .8 million, are defined as thése:wﬁo!
are self supporting "and therefofe 1egélly independent of their parent's
income. During ;cédemic year 1981—82 grantgiénd loans;weie the
predominéﬁt types of studenF aid, eaéh éé?punting for_slighily cver :

40 perceht §f all recorded assista5ce. Grants ;redominateé_over loans
for nee&—Based éid recipients and loans greafly pfedominatéd over grants
for_non;needhbased aid recipieﬁts. Federal and state @o;k—stuﬂy'.

o

assistance was the next most important form of\gi&, going'almoét.'
. o 4.

exclusively to need-based students. - ‘ SR

3

oD
o



Table 1 also shows that over 80 percent of institutionally recorded

-

* aid went to students who demonstrated financial need. Table 2 focuses”

more specifically on the distributionlof aid-among‘need—based recipients
in various income. categories. iFor purposes of illustration fiﬁe income
categories normally associated with families of four were used. These
are the 1981 Census Poverty:Income Level (below $9,290) and the Bureau
of Labor Statistics (BLS) Low ($15,323), Middle ($25,407) and Upper

($38,060) quartile budgets. Income distributions of non-need only based

aid recipients .are not shown since the reporting of income was not

required under these programs.

Among"need—based aid recipients aid went mainly to those in the,

e

'lowest income: category, that is, sllghtly more than half of all
. assistance supported students whose income (i. e., parental in the case

" of dependenﬁ students or individual in the case of independent students)

©

“falls below $9,290, Th1s category included one-third of all dependent

<

aid recipiefips and more than eight out of ten independent aid

. recipients.‘ Among independent students only about 2 percent had incomes

)

higher than $15,323., However, for‘dependent students almost 45 percent

of the aid recipients were from families earning more than the 1981 BLS
low family budgets. ThiS'fact reflects Varying income eligibillty

2

reﬁuirementq of federal, state and-institutional programs as well as the

balance of grants and loans in student\aid packages and cons1deration of
factors other the . *ff For example, the federal Supplemental

. “.

Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) Program and,most state grapt
. ) e

Y
]
o
o \\3
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Table 2
- Distribution of Need-Based Aid Among Dependent ard

Independent Students by Income Category

Income Dependent ON Indeﬁendent (%) Total (%) -

Income Unknown 41,200 ( 2.9 58,800 ( 7.2) 100,006 ( 4.5)

1) LT $9,290 465,496 (33.5) 664,355 ( 81.6) 1,129,851 ( 51.3)

2) $9,290-15,323 262,046 ( 18.9) 74,397 ( 9.1) . 336,441 € 15.3)
3) $15,323-25,407 ° 379,558  ( 27.3) 14,126 ( 1.7) 393,654 ( 17.9)
" 4) $25,407-38,060 209,799 ¢ 15.2)~ 1,672 ( C.3) 0 211,471 ( 9.6)-
5) GT.$3é;0§0- 30,505  ( 2.2) W5 (.1 30,980 '( 1.4)
 otal 1,388,602 (100.0) - 813,825 (100.0) 2,202,427  (100.0)

% | (63.0) o (37.0) © (100.0)
!
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programs were less sensitive to low income than was the Pell Grant

Program. Also, loan programs were less sensitive to income than grants

and large family size often counter-balanced income when student awards

were calculatedl

Table 3 exempllfles the alternative approach to data analysis
described in the preceding section. That is, an analysls focused on the
distribution of aid by individual,lfederal, state and institutional
programs. Further investigationrof this type is planned, shouldlfunds
become available. At this point it is only possible to illustrate for
dependent students'the kinds of information a program focused analysis
might provide. ’

The Public Higher Education Data Base indicates that there are
slightly over 1.3 million dependent need-based aid recipients in public
higher education.‘ The five columns indicate the number of recipients
receiving aid under each program (Column I); their average awards
(Column 2); the percentage of total ‘student expenses accounted for by
these awards (Column 3)3 the percentage of total assistance accounted
for (Column 4y and the percentage of all need—based dependent students
recelving aid under each program (Column 5). It should also be noted
that the various programs are grouped under the follOWing headings
"Inhtitutional Aid," "Federal Aid," "State Aid " and "Other Aid" and

that, if added, the total number of recipients for all programs w0uld

exceed the.l.3 million aid recipients figure by a considerable margin.

This 1is refleotive of the "duplicated" count produced by obseruing-

' programs individually. That is, recipients often\receive aid from more
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than one program, therefore the same students are counted more than once
under thié approach. .Nevertheless-the approach has the advantage of
showing.degrees of pérticipatioﬁ in the various programs.
{'Téble\Smélearlyhahgws that in public higher education one progfam

stands out as the foundation of need-based student financial assistance.

v i)
[N

éighty seven percent, or 1.1 ou;_of 1.3 million depéndent, aid
'recipientsvpérticipate in ghe Pell Crant (formerly Basic Educational
Opportunity Grant) program. .The average award amounts to $788 and
covers roughly\one quarter of total student expenses and accounts for“
slightly more than half of all aid received by Pell Grant recipients.
In terms of the percentage of all recipients receiﬁing’aid, theinext

~ most important program is the federal Coliege Work Study (CWS) progfam,
in which roughly one third of depénd;nt need-based aid recipients
participated. Here anﬁual eérnings are $809.

Third in line, butﬁfirst among state financed progféms are stéte 
need-based grant programs whosexresburces ;re‘supplementéd by federal
.State Student Incentive Grant (ggIG) dollars. These programs assist 277%
of the dependent need-based aid recipients.with_awards“averaging $319.
The fourth most used’ﬁrogram is thé fgderally Guaranteéd StudentvLoén

program in which roughly 197% of all dependent‘need—bésed aid recipients

participate in with average 1oéﬁs:totaling $1,217. The fifth and sixth

most utilized programs, the SEOG program and the NDSL program are also
| federal programs. (See Appendix D for brief'descriptions of the various
! : o . .

- student assistance programs)..

(g}

I
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Table 3

1981-82 AACJC/AASCU/RASULGC--Ford/Exxon/Student Aid National Sample
All Deperdent Students at All Institutions Receiving Need-Based Aid .

- 1 2 3 4 5
: % of All
o Recipients
) . . . Recelving
. Number of Mean Mean % Mean % of This Type

Type of Aid Recipients Award of Cost Agsistance of Ald

Institutional Aid .

Merit-Based Grant 54,758 200 5.54 7.46 4.92
~ Need-Based Grant 98,072 127 3.31 5.91 5.92
" On-Campus Earaings 62,645 229 6.65 8.26 2.79

Fellowship Awsrds 4,794 42 21.70 1.38 0.54
"Assistantship Awards 2,840 65 1.54 1.65 0.26

Loans : 16,460 " 26 0.66 1.67 1.16
FISL/GSL 23,210 54 1.52 0.98 0.63

Employze Remissicns/Discounts 197 4 0.10 0.11 0.00

Employee Dependent Remissions/Discounts 2,872 24 0.55 0.92 0.13
A1l Other Remissions/Discounts 83,379 210 6.42 9.33 5.07

Federal Aid

Pell (BEOG) 1,101,790 788 ° 24.64 52.77 87.03

SEOG : . 287,233 331 ~ 8.63 13.48 18.02

NDSL 299,250 360 9.60" 14.72 15.71

CWSP (Acutal Earnings) 334,128 809 22.67 32.69 29.77

Veteran's Admin. Payments 5,871 133 3.61 . 3.24 0.48

Social Security Payments 50,904 633 22.26 16.38 4.27

Health Professions Payments, 239 9 0.35 0.25 0.01

Health Professions Loans 3,247 44 0.81 1.11 0.79

Nursing Grants 3,107 10 0.31 0.66 0.50

Nursing Loans » 4,086 47. 1.30 1.94 0.54

All Other Federal Aid 19,127 156 4,68 6.06 1.68

FISL/GSL : 348,614 1,217 40.17 35.98 18.96

State Aid

Merit-Based Grant . 14,199 43 4.47 2.26 1.01

Hegd-Based Grant, {Including SSIG) 419,345 319 26.62 17.96 27.24

Entitlement: Grant 37,504 &4 1.42 1.97 1.66

Campus-Based Grant 33,416 - 43 1.06 1.84 1.87

College Work-Study 39,304 151 4.49 " 6.63 111

Rehabilitatioa Grant 7 4,393 49 1.38 2.26 0.34

All Other State Aid / 26,434 120 3.14 5.07 2.44

Other Aid  * )

Grants of Record 59,270 193 18.65 8.74 4.94

Loans of Record 11,277 123 3.30 3.52 1.29
~ 0f£-Campus Earnings 19,311 187 5.56 6.28 2.33

NOTES: 1)

2) Total Number of Recipients = 1,303,872

4)
in Sample ~-- No: Students

Data for All Colleges in Sample -~ Weighted

3) Statistlcs are Only for Those Receiving Each Type of Award
Statistics (Except for Total Numbars Receiving) Represent Averages for All Schools

}
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Note that in reading Table 3 mean awards were computed by first
averaging student awards within a school and then averaging across all -
schools.  Thus, mean awards for specific programs could be understated

if a 1arge number of institutions did noé participate in such programs.

A

For example, the level of institutional participation in the NDSL

~ «
3

program or the SEOG program among tmo/year institutions was far less
extensive than among four year institutions. Therefore, the method for
calculating average awards probably underestimated the actual average

. awvards in each of these programs.  This problem womld‘not be as serious

for programs where institutional participation was widespread such as in

the case of the Pell Grant Program and the CWS program.

z

The preceding demonstrates another very important dimension of
need—based student ‘aid. That is, such aid is primarily a federally
supported activity.

Federal support is also a factor in most, if not allf state
need-based assistance programs because these'programs benefit from
federal assistance. Moreover, state and institutional programs accoun!
for a relatively minor share of total aid;recipieuts and total dollars
soent on studentrassistance. It might also be noted that merit based

a

award winners account for only a tiny proportion of total aid

recibients»relative to need-based aid, recipients. This is, of course,
main]§ reflective of recent history stemming from passage of the Higher
Education Amendments of 1972, whose clear ailm was- to improve educational

opportunity for students from low income. backgrounds.

‘'The final dimension of student financial: assistance discussed in

32
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this sect}on compares the avérage distribution Bf costs, parental andv
“student contributions and various fo?ms of total assistance for
‘dependent aﬁd in&ependeq;’need based aid recipients.
Tables 4 and 5 provide average aid packages for dependépt and*i'
independent need-based aid recipients. That 1is, thesé'téblesrsummarize
information on all studenté in theée categories.apd.in thaﬁ sensé

represent average. dependent and independent student ald packages for

public higher education.
’ -

.

Table 4 summarizes the size of the average dependent student's aid
package. Under the title "étudent Expenses" the average tuition among
all dependent'need—baSed aid recipients is $921. Néxt are 1isted averagé
expenses for room, board ang all other budgeted expenses. Percentages
for each category appear on the left. Adding all budgeted expenses
togethqr”pfodﬁées an average total for "Student EXpenses"‘fqr depgndeht
need-based aidl recipients of $3,833.

| Tﬁe next major category under expemnses reports two kindé\of
information.' One is the amount parents and students afé exPected to

contribute and the other is average aid from various grant, loan, work

and other programs. Before describing aid from the various programs,
1}

the terms "Expected Parental" (Item 1) and "Expected Student”
contributions (iFem'G) mﬁst be éxplained. Dollar f?ggres in these
categories were estimated by taking'the.mean family\income of the
student represented by the illustrated aid package ($16,000) and’
applying the ?ell Grant.formula for calculating expeéted ﬁafentgl and -

student contributions to that income. That is, unlike the dollar

-¢13

.
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Table 4 .
1981-82 AACJC/AASCU/NASULGC--Ford/Exxon Student Aid National Sample
All Dependent Students Receiving Need-Based Student Aid

Undergraduates Reporting Parental Incomes

B}

Weighted National Sample S

All Recipients of Need-Based Aid: 1981-82

All Reported Incomes Combined Sample N = 1,289,783
] " Average Dollar Percent of Total
. 5 ‘ Amounts Student Expenses
Student Expenses N "
A. Tultion and Fees ) $ 921 ~°24,0
B. Room and Board - 1,577 C. 41.1
C. All Other Budgeted Expenses 1,267 33.1
Total Student Expenses (A+B+C) . $3,833 100.0%
_ Grants/Parental Contributions )
1. Expected Parental Contributions $ 469 12.2
2. ' Need~Based Grants .
Pell Grants (BEOG) : $ 714 . "18.6
Supplemental Grants (SEOG) 117 3.1
State Grants (Including $SIG) 159 4.1
Institutional Grants ) 43 1.1
Total Need-Based Grants - .$1,033 27.0 .
3. Sub-Total (1+2) ) . ' $1,502 39.2
Self-Help .
4. Student Employment
, College Work-Study (CW-S) $ 252 6.6
State/Institutional Work Progranis 94 2.5
Total Student Employment $ 346 9.0
S. Student Loans
Nat'l. Direct Student Loans (NDSL) $ 156 4.1
Guaranteed Student Loans (FISL/GSL) 555 14.5
Institutional Loans ' 8 0.1
Total Student Loans $ 7139 - 18.8
6. Expected Student Contributions $ 540 . ;. 14.1
7. Sub-Total (4+5+6) : $1,605 o, 41.9
Othev Aid .
8. Aid from All Other Sources $ 282 7.4
~ . om——— - B —
Tota® Student Resources (3+7+8) $3,390 . 88.4
Balance (Total Resources -- Total Expenses) : $ -443 -11.6
-t
’ <
L]
dg‘l
X

O
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Table 5

1981-82 AACJC/AASCU/NASULGC--Fo;d/Exxon‘Smudent Aid National Sample
All Independent Students Receiving Need-Based Student Aid "

Undergraduates Reporting Student incomes

Weighted National Sample

All Recipients of Necd-Based Aid:
All Reported Incomes Combined

4

<.

1981-82 ) "
Sample N = 717,i16

S. Student Leoane

™~
Average Dollar i ™ Percent of Total
Amounts . - Student Expenses
Student Expenses . '
A. Tuition and Fees $ 702 11.5
B. . Room-and Board . .2,912 47.5 -
C. &1l Other Budgeted Expenses 2,458 o © 40.1 .
Total Student Expenses (A+B+C) © §6,125 100.0
Crants/Parental Contributions o
1. Expected Parenzal Contriputions s 11 0.2
2. Nead-Based Gtants )
AR
Pell Grants (BEOG) 832" " ) . .13.6
Supplemental Grents (SEQG) 146 . . 2.4
State Grants (Inciuding SSIG) 158 2.6
Institutional Graunts 31 : o 0.5.
Total Nou¢-Based Grants $1,168 ) 19.1.
3. Sub-Total (142) $1,179 i 19.2
Self-Help f
4, Student Employment _ ;
College Work-Study (CW-S) $ 276 : 4.5
State/Inss 2tutional Work Frograms 171 2.8 .
Total zudenrt Exployment $ 441 7.3

Hat'l. Direct Stucen: Loans (NDSL) s 161 2.6
Guaranteed Student Losna (FI1SL/GSL) 534 8.7
Institutional Oans 17 0.1
Total Student Loans § 712 11.6
6. Expected Student Contributions $1,959 _ . 32.0
7. Sub-Total (4+5t6) 3,118 50.9
Other Aid _ . .
8. Aid from all Other Sources $ 339 5.5
Total Student Resources (3+7+8) $4,636 75.7
Balance (Total Resources -- Total Expenses) . $-1.488 - v -24.3
A
o ;-
S .
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” figures rep9rted &s aid fromithe various programs, the ﬁérenta& and
student coqtributidn figures are not ref%ective of collected data, but
}athgr are‘gétimates based on—Pell gréht ﬁormﬁlés.= Thus, it is
estimated that the,péfental coﬁtribﬁtlon of thejsample aid package would
. be $469 and the student's contribugio§‘$540.
| In terms of.aid actuéily teceivgdlwthe average deﬁendc;“ aidm
-+ recipient woul&.ébtain a totél_of $1,033 4in need-based grants, $346 1.
work—sfudy assistance and $719 in lruns. Inm éddition, that é}udent, '
.ﬁwouid receiﬁe $282 from other sourceé such as ﬁerit'based.aid, speciéli
program—granfs or loans, veterans or social security'eduéation benéfits,
and other sources not 9§sily classified under the precediﬁg_headings.
After all éoutces of aid and parental and student contributions are.
takea into considerétion, the averége dependent need-based aid recipient
woulﬁ have a total of.$3é390°to apply toward; total educafional.
expenses. Howev;f, the bdlénce be;ween total.;esoufces and totai~
expenses remains a negative $443. In other words, the average student
stiil lacked this_amount in Eerﬁs-of megéing the tétél-cosé of his or
her education¢~’N6rmally?4tﬂis difference was compens§tea for |
by gfe;ter:thén e;beétéd pareﬁtal and student an%iibutions.
- "Table.S rép;eseﬁfs\an average aid package for indepéﬁdent students.
The formaf;for reporting\is the same as in‘the case of the dependépt

student, however, there are notable differénces in expenses, pafental

-
M

and student contribotion and aid categories. In terms of expenses, the
principal difference is in the room and board and‘ofhef budgeted expense
categories. These are considerably higher for indepénqéht students as

a

. 36
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cqmpafed to dependent anes. For the average’independent need-based aid

-

recipient tuition was $§702, slightly lower then the figure for dependent

< ;

recipients. However, the higher living costs of independent students 1is

mainly enplained by the ;act that 25 percent were=married with .
dependents of their own‘and many others were single with dependents.
Needs analysis’systems, such as the Peil Grant formulasiused in this
analysis, al .ow higher budgeted expenses for students with dependents.
Independent studenrs ‘his type ind their presence in the independent

student data base largely accounts for . avers.. tecal student expenses

of $6,125 for independent students as opposed ‘to $3 833 for dependent

K : v

Ed

students.
For independent students no parental contributions were required.
However, the average independent student. was expected to nrovide $1,959
.from h1s or her own earnings, almost four times more than for dependent
students. The average independent need-based aid recipient received
$1,168 in grants, slightly more than the $11033 received by dependent
students, $447 in work-study assistance, $712 in loans and $339 in other
assistance, with total resources‘$4,636. When compared with totais,

expenses exceeded'total-resources by $1,488.
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. - The Distribution of Aid Among Types of Studentg

The followingusection describes how aid is distributed among i
various categories of students. The focus here is oﬁ fhe distribhtion
of need‘an& non-need based grants, 1oans; work and other forms of
student assistance among stydents.receiving aid from at least ome
‘need-based federal, state or“insti;utional program: The following are
nét exhaustive but rather exemplify some of thg méét frequently

discussed categories.,

Male ~-- Female

Approximately 55 percent of need-based student aid recipients were

female, and females dutnumbered males in both dependent and independent:

categories. \
. )
Status - Maie : Female Iota}
Dependent o 637,260 725,406 -1,362,666
Independent 329,853 468,588 798,441
Total . 967,113 1,193,944 2,161,107

()
o
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Among dependent students, males averaged slightly more total
-ass1stance than females ($2,412 vs $2,274) but dependent males also
attended slightly higher cost institutions ($31934 Vs $3,78£). As a
resnlt total aid as a percentage of total expenses was virtually
identical for males and females (61% vs 60%). However, within total aid

-

received there were some modest differences between the sexes. Males

~

borrowed more and earned slightly less from- need—based work—study
programs_than females. Males also tended to obtain slightly more than
females from the "other" aid category in Table 6. However, in terﬁs of ‘
“grant assistance average awards by sex, the sexes were riiite similar.
Among 1ndependent students, males averaged over $400 more than
females in total assistance. As W1th dependent students, males also
received higher average awards in all categories of ass1stance, although

in this case they attended\lower cost institutions ($5,866 vs $6, 232)

.

Reasons for this disparity’seem mainly reflective of the 1arger average

loans and slightly larger average grants received by males.

™ ' . )

o~
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Table 6 R : .

Male and Female Need-BasedbAiﬂhRecipients

©

=~ [N

Cost/Aid _ Dependent ' . ;"- - Independent
Male Female o .Male ?‘.'Femgle
. Cost ) ' | . . :
Tuition ° . $ 976  $ -89 ¢ $ 777 8 -700lk
~ Total Expenses | 3,935l. 3,784 l‘ ? , 5,86? 6,232
_ Gramts - 1,147 1,120 T 1,373 1,236
Loans | 816 684 - 961 712
Work - 286 349 +390.° 345
" other 163 121 ﬁ. 1259:1 _ggé
Total Resources’ 2,412 : 2_,‘27'4‘~ . ’T2y§8£” : 2,52l

Minority*—Non—MinoritX

Mlnority students, commonly defined as being members4of non- v
Caucas1an ethnic groups, .have long been a focus of ,attentiodn. ﬁhen stu-
dent aid is discussed and account for approximetely.bne thiro of ali
need based student aid recipients. As'used here;‘phe term fiinority
‘refers to Blacks, Hispanics, Asian and Pacific Islanders: and American

" ‘Indians. 'Honever, the-reader should be aware that summary q;é of‘the
term "minority" masks important differences among these groups.
Immediate examples of these differences are as follows.

bompared with Caucasians, "Black, HiSpanic and American Indian =id

- <

recipients were concentrated in ‘two-year colleges and comprehensive

) ‘ 'j4u : o




28

| -
~

colleges and universities. Biéck(éid recipients oﬁ?numbered Hispanics
3'£y é.ratio of alméét/thféé.to pqé (5%%,070 vs 127,698) and only a few
thousand Ame?ican Indians nation-wide reqéived éinancial assistance.
Asiag';nd Pacific Islgnders Qére also far less numerous than Blacks or
Hispanics, but; compared té'the other minority group members and
Caucésians, ; higher!prOpgrtion'of Asian and Pacific Islanders were’
_.enrolled in rese;rch unive;sit%;s. Thé followiﬁg minority group
» statiét;Cé afé 9ai31y reflective of Blacks and'Hispanics,
In terms of nuﬁbers of aid recipignts,'the ﬁinority and

non-minority participation.wasﬁas follows:

s

.

- Status - Minority ’ Non-Minority Total

Dependent . 365,520 733,889 . : 1,099,409
Independent © 231,478 387,496 618,974
Total 596,998 1,121,385 1,718,383 -

) ¢

*Note: Approximately 400,000 student aid recipient records lacked ethnic
- identification.” The assumption for analysis of this data is that
missing data are proportionately distributed among minority and
non minority groups, ‘since ethnic identification is not required.
for .all, student aid programs. ' ’ ‘

)

. As the above figures indicate, non-minority aid recipients

outnumbered minority aid }ec%pients by roughly two to one. Minority

<

students were also slightly more likely than non-minority students-to be

independent students (39%.vs.35%), but most were considered deﬁendeﬁfs

"

of theirsparents:
: < . » .
Table 7 compares expenses and aid received by minority and :

non-minority students.

-

Bs -
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Table 7
Minority and Non-Minority Need Based Aid Recipients

Dependeﬁt- Indegéndent
Cost/Aid | Minori;y Non-Minority Minority Noan%ﬁority
Tuition $ 686 . § 949 s 579 _ s 728
Total Expenses 3,484f 3,804 R 6,009 6,018
Aid
Grants 1,286 1,050 “1,353- 1,240
Loans 319 937 : 521 | 947
Work 370 " 303 339 ' 378
Other 187 g7 243 | 215
Total Resources 2,162 , 2,377 2,456 2,5?0

' ' :
Se;e;él features distinguished between minority and non-minority
need-based "aid recipients in both dependent and independent categories.
Minbrity‘aid fecipients.atteﬁded'lower tuition institutions than did
majority students. For dependent students this wés‘élso reflected in
"total exgenses" bu; the ;ame was not true for independent students
Avhere the expenses of both groups were almost identical.

In ferms of total resources, non—minority'depen§ent;students'

.received apprb§imately $200 more than minority &ependent students.- For .

independent students“non—minorities received over $300 more than

minorities. On the other hand, minority grants averaged about $200 more

iz
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’ for dependent students and about $100 more for independent ones. a

The greétest difference between minority ang non-minority students
was in the loan category. Aversge loans for nonfminority.dependents
exceededvninority loans by over $600. Among .independent students the
difference'nas over 3400. In any case, aid as a percentage of total
expenses was identicel.for minority and non-minority dependent students

(62%). For independent minority students aid covered approximately 41

* percent of total expenses’and for independent non-minority students the

proportion was a slightly higher 46 percent.
1 ‘ .

Single —— Married

Need-based aid recipients were overwhelmingly single (90%).
However, among independent students ‘a fairly high proportion (24%) were
married. Also many single students of this type had dependents of their
own. vThese students 1erge1y accointed for the higher average expense

figures for in&ependent students.

Status - - Single . Married " Total

Dependent 1,305,.460 15,325 1,320,855
Independent 580,790 185,417 '_ , 766,207
Total - 1,886,250 200,812 2,087,062

As one would expect, single and married students also varied

greatly in térms of dependency status. Sixty-nine percent of single

students were dependent, whereas less than 1 percent of married students

t

were dependent. - o

W
o
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Table 8 illustrates the packaging of aid for single and married aid

recipients, :
Table 8
Sinéle and Mafried«ﬁeéd—Based Aid Recipients
Dependent : Independent
) Cost/Aid Single ‘Married - Single Married
cost”
Tuition $ 925 § 713 s 724 8 723
Total -Expenses 3,815 " 4,398 5,536 7,991
Aid
: Grants 1,132 ;1,024 . 1,338 1,i36
Loans . 730 ‘_640>( _ 795 838
Work . . 313 399 367 - 314
Other 141 290 \ 206 314
Total Resources 2,316 2,353 2,706 2,602

r~

Among depeﬁdent aid’recipienﬁs, average'tuitioné for single
students were app:oximately $200 per year higher than for married
students, Ho&ever, the total expenses ofrmérfied students were almost
five hundred dollars more than for single students ($4,398 vs $3,815).
The' average amount of aid received by both married and single students
qus nearly the same ($2,353 vs $i,316): ﬁithin.total assistance, single

~students received ;pproximately $100 more in both grants and 1oahs,'

o
M
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while married.students exceeded single students inm;g;k—study assistancg
and miscellaneous "othér" assistance. While average‘total aid was. very
similar for single and married étudents, aid as a percentage of total
expenses digfered because of the higher expenses of married students.
For single students, total aid covered roughly 61 percent of expenses,
while the equivalent figure for married students was 54 pércent-

, Tuitionjcosts’Were nearly idéntical for independent single and
married students, $724 and $723, respectively. However, the total
expenses for independent married students were almost $2,506 highef‘than¢
fog.singlg s;udenté (87,991 vs $5,53§). Again, tgis diffgrence
reflected the higher maintenance cost;:of married students relative to
single studepts; However, as Table 8 shows, the éotal expenses of
single independent students exceeded tﬁose of both single and married
dependent students by a consi&erablg margin ($5,536 Vs‘$3,815‘and
$4,398). This différeagg reflected the fact that a considerable numbér
of independéht single students, while not currently married, were older
and had dependgnts of their own.

In térms éf aid'actpally receiQed by single and married independent
sfudents, average tota; aid.was quité similar ($2,706 vs $2,602) .
Independent single student grants were between $200 and $300 larger thap
those -of student; in.other categories. independent married students
borrowed slightly more than independent single studenés and received
more in "other" assistance. Total aid covered apprdximately 49 percent
of total expenses for independent single students and 3§-percent for

independent married students.
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l.ower, Upper and Graduate Level Students

Aid recipients can also be classified by years of education.
"Lower Level” students are normally freshmen and sophomores, "Upper
Level"” .students, juniors or seniors, and "Graduate" students are

generally those who have d%mpleted a baccalaureate degree. However, the.

graduate category is somewhat more complicated than the others. For

-

example, as used here, the term includes degree and non-degree seeking

[

students as well as students seeking advanced degreés in general and
professionallschools.

Because éf-these complications, it is sometimes possible for
someone to be‘cénsidered a graduate student inh one sensé-but an
undergraduége in another. An example of this would be a sgudent~who is
accepted in the junio: yéar'by.a medical or other professional'school
and begins taking goprseé ip that schéol.' Such a student would be
considered a jﬁnior for aid purposes, but a "ﬁifst professional"-studept

2

for other purposes. Since the definition of'gfaduate student used in

. N .
this report assumed that all "first professional” students were graduate
students, some undérgraduates are included in our graduate sample.

Thus, the number of graduate students and aid received by them is
somewhat overstated. -

As the following figures indicate, almost seven ouf of ten
need-based aid recipients were first and second year, or "Lower Level,"
céllege students. Of these, two-thirds weré depéndent on their parents
and one-third independent. Upper level students accounted for roughly

30 percent of need-based aid recipients, but aboﬁt.slx out of ten of
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- these students were independent of their parents. Only about:Z percent
of need-based aid recipients were graduate s}udents and more than eight

out of ten of these were independent students.,

Status .Lower Level Upper Level Graduate Total
Dependent 990,345 386,425 6,976 1,383,746
Tndependent 499,034 275,587 34,703 -+ 809,324

Total 1,489,379 662,012 41,679 .~ 2,193,070

in'termS'ofzcosts‘of college attendance and aid recelved there was
a mafked increase in average dollér amounts as the years of schooling
increased, except.for upper-level independent students. This is
evidenced in the following table:
Table 9

Average Grant,.Loan, and Total Assistance by Academic Level

I

Depenﬂent - ‘ Independent
Cost/Aid Lower Upper Lower Upper :
Level Level Graduate Level Level Graduate
Cost . ‘ _
Tuition - 889 1,016 1,869 599 . 898 1,259
Total Expenses 3,742 . 4,092 6,371 6,262 5,674 7,038
Ald , _
Grants - 3 1,138 1,122 565 1,272 1,402 643
Loans o 637 953 3,302 550  .1,040 2,965
Work - 303 353 363 302 . 431 691
~ . Other 141 160 497 . 189 314 523
" Total Resources T 219 7,588 4,727 2,313 3,187 4,822

</
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Among dependent students, graduate students spent almost $1,000
more for tuition than lower level students. ($1,860 vs $889) The
spread in totaI expenses was even greater;_over $2,600. He rever, aid
received was almost the same5 slightly over $2,500; The primary
distinction ,between graduate students and. both lower and upper level
undergraduate students appeared in the loan category. These graduate
students borrowed 53,302, while lower level students borrowed”$637 and
$953 respectiveiy * Another major distinction appeared in the grant
category where graduate students averaged $565, mostly in non-need based
grants,.while lower level students averaged $1,138 and upper level
students $1,122. Lower average grants for graduate students is primarly
explained by the‘fact that graduate students are not eligible to
participate in the Pell Grant program. A third distinction appeared in
the "other" aid category where graduate students, reflective.of-their
ellgibllity for graduate assistantships and other special programs,
averaged $497, compared to $141 for 1owerq1eve1 and $160 for upper level
students. Total resources as a percentage of total expenses also varied

among the levels, but in inverse proportion to the level of education.

Aid represented 74 percent of expenses for graduate students, 63 percent

o

“for upper level students, and 59 .percent for lower level students.

Among independent students, overall aid patterns were quite

©

similar. That 1is, graduate'students borrowed far more than either:lower
or upper level undergraduates but received much less in grant assistance

and more from "Other",sources. In terms of total aid as a percentage ‘of

total expenses, again the proportion was highest for graduate students
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(68%), next highest'for upper level students (56%), and lowest fur lower

level students (37%)- ' o . o

A subsequent discussion of aid patterns among Various types of
institutions demonstrates a partial explanation for the relatively low
percentage of total expenses covered by aid for lower-level stodents.
This low percentage stems from the fact»that two-year community and
junior colleges'oarticipate’in relatively few 'of the many aid programs
utilized by students attending comprehensive'colleges and universities
and pﬁblic‘research universities. This factor_reduced>averages for

lower level students.

State Resident —— Non-Resident Students

In public higher education there are two separate tuition
structures, one for the legal residents of the state in which ‘an
1nstitut10n is 1ocated and another for non resident students.
Nationally, state resident tuitions average about 25 percent of total
instructional costs. By contrast, non—resident tuition usually covers
between 50 and 100 percent of instructional costs. The foliowing

v

section illustrates how-combined federal, state” and institutional aid is

distributed among state residents and non—residents at.different income

levels.
: : State " Non-
Status Resident Resident "~ Total
Dependent 1,236,472 152,131 1,388,603
Independent . 761,773 52,052 813,825
Total 1,998,245 204,183 2,202,428

4.
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* As the above, figures indicate, need-based aid recipients in public ™

-

N

colleges and universitieS-weré overwhelmingly'state residents (917%).
This overa11 patfern is not unique among.need-based aid recipients.bdﬁ
rather is'chéracteristic of ali students attending public inétitu;ions.
Forléxample, according to da;a in a 1980 reSo;t of the Nétional'Center

- for Educétioh Statistigs, in 41 staﬁes over 80 perceqt of state
residents attending any college attend public inspitutions in their home
statés. In only five sta;es'did'less tha; 75 percent attend public
institutions. Also, among state and non-state aid recipients,
non-resident aid réEipients;are dis;inguishablg p& the high percent;ge
that are dependent studgn;s (75% vs 62% fbrvstate—resident‘dependents)-
This reflects the fact ;hat non—resiéent independépt students are very
.rafe'in public higher educatio;, accounting for only ab;Q# .2 percent of’
all need—basgd aid recipients.

The following discussion of state résident'and non-resident aid
‘recipients departs somewhat froﬁ the format previously applied té.othet
aid recipient categorieg; The availability of state reéident and
non-resident data by income categories pfovides an Opporéﬁhity to shed
vlight on some characteristics of aid distribution which have not been
shown bfeviéusly. One of the characterisgics which distinguishéd
between state resident and non-resident aid recipients was total aid

e

;eceived. For gkample, among both dependent and indepéhdént

3

nén-residents, in»the'below $9,290 income category, students received

c

- aid péckages which were between one—quérter and one-third larger than?'

-

aid packages reégived by state residents.

-

Y
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Table 10
Average Tuition and Total Aid Received by State Reside ans

Non-Resident Need-Based Aid Recipients With Income- Be.

Sﬁate Resident Non-Resident

Status Tuition  Total Aid  Tuition Total Aid
Dependent ©§758  $2,230 $1,666 $3,350
Independent 688 " 2,690 1,431. 3,657

These figures reflect the fact that tultions were higher for
non—resident than for state résident students and that non-resident
studenFs had higher c911ege attendance costs by ;eagon of independent
maintenance or, as in:the case of dependent students, living at some

distance from home. The above table also shows that average total aid

for independent students exceeded average amounts for dependent

students. It was noted earlier that roughly three-quarters of all
nog;resident aid recipients were dependents of their families. From the
above\it would seéﬁ that on i per student basis, aid'flowed
dispropérpionately toward donQresident aid recipients;~ It did, bﬁt‘
only a 1it£}e, as will be seen shortly. M
Anofher\interesting characteristic of aid packaging was that even

though granté,yfpr example, declined as incomes increased among state

resident and non-resident students, total aid varied less.



Table 11

Dependent Students: Average Grant, Loan and Total Assistance
: (Both Need and Non-Need Based)

State Resident ‘ ) " ° Non~Resident

ézzzzsry : Grant ° Loans Total Aid - ' Grant Loans -  Total Aid
LT $9,290 §1,357 $ 439 $2,230 ' $1,553  § 882 ~  $3,350
9,290-15,323 1,279 551 2,278 1,592 1,038 3,340
15,323-25,407 979 798 2,172 1,219 1,160 3,182
25,407-38,060 628 1,233 2,288 | 770 1,421 2,780
GT 38,060 325 1,277 2,064 B . 421 1,680 2,812

<.
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The reluctance or inabiiity of students from low income backgrounds
to borrow is a common finding of policy researchers, anduthe above
fignres suggest the same. In Tapie 11, bqrrowing steadiiy increased
with income and non-resident students~in all income categories bOrrowed
more than~state residents. However, average loans were smaller than
average grants in the three lowest income categories, and this deépite
the fact that low income is perhaps the most compelling reason to
borrowa

Table 12“compares percentages of state resident need based aid
recipients in all income categories with percentages-of dollars from all‘
"aid programs and from need-based grant programs alone. The oyerwhelming-ii
majority of aid recipients, approximately 91 percent or 1.9 million |
students, were state residents: However, there was not a great deal of
difference between this figure and the percentage of aid from all
sources,\about 88 percent ($4.5 billion), and the percentage of
need—based grants, about 90 percent ($2.0'billion). This illustrates
the extent topwhich the number of students and the aggregate' -
characteristics of the'programs infiuenced.the distribution ofvfunds.

<

_ Among all need-based aid recipients, about one-half werevstate
res1dents in the less than $9, 290 category. ‘These students received
approx1mate1y the same proportion of aid from a11 programs 1nc1uded in
our study and slightly more than 55\percent of all need-based grants.'
Above the $15, 323 income level, 96 percent of which Were dependent

students, the percentage of dollars for a11 aid and for need-based

grants was consistently lower than the percentage of aid recipients.

-

93 ‘ | .



Table 12
State Resident .and Non-Resident Need-Based Aid Recipients With Known Incomes:
Perceritages. of Total Recipients, Total Aid ‘Dollars and Total
-+ Need-Based Grant Dollars (Aid Recipients With

1]
4

+ Unknown Incomes Excliuded) °
) . ‘ - ‘ ‘ , i
. State Resident . f B 13 Non—-Resident
— % of % OF T % of % of
Income % of | * Total Need-Based, % of Total Need-Based
Catogory Recipients Aid - ‘Grants _ Recipients Aid Grants
LT $9,290 43.3 50.4 - °55.0 I34.9 5.7 - 4.8
$9,290-$15,323 s - 13515 1.5 1.9 1.8
$15,323-$25,407 16.4 14.6 l4.2 2.2 3.0 .4
§25,407-$38,060 ~ 8.9 3.3  + 4.9 1.2 1.3 . - .7
GT $38,060 1.0 .8 .3 5 .5 .2
Total 90.6 87.5 190.1 . 10.3 12.4 9.9

By :
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- Full-Time -- Part-Time

42

. , . :
Among non-resident aid recipients the percentage of all aid and

need-based grant dollars was higher than the.percentage of recipients
for income levels below $25,407. At higher income levels percentages of
recipients were virtually identical to percentages of. dollars from all

programs, except that percentages of need-based grant dollars were

a

lower. Ovefall, non-resident aid recipients received more dollars
(12.4%'of all aid and 9.9% of need-based grants) than their numbers

: N o
represented (9.4%), but this had little discernible impact on the total

distributipn of aid dollars.

° One important characteristic of public higheraeducation‘is that
approximately 40 percent of its students attend part-time. However, 92
percent of need-based aid recipients attend full-time. Most need-based

programs require that students attend college full~time. Partial Pell

Grants’may be awarded if a student is enrolled for at 1east'six”semester

hours per semester, and the "Campus ‘Based Programs" (i.e. SEOG, NDSL,
and CWS) allow institutional student aid officers, at their disCrétion,

to assist part-time students with funds from these programs. However,

full-time attendance is customarily a prerequisite for receiving aid.

Status - - .~ Full Time Parf Tiﬁe L Total
Dependent - 1,304,309 72,622 _ 1,376,931
Independent 701,982 106,237 808,219
‘Total 2,006,291 178,859 2,185,150




Table 12 N\

State Resident and Non-Resident Need-Based Aid Recipients With Known Incomes:
Percentages. of Total Recinients, Total Aid Dollars and Total
Need-Based Grant Dollars (Aid Recipients With
~ Unknown Incomes Excluded)

State Resident . ' Non-Resident

| 7 of 7 of . % of hOf
Income % of Total Need-Based % of Total  Need-Based
Catcgory =~ Recipients Aid Grants ~ Recipients Aid Grants
LT $9,290 9.3 50,4 5.0 4.9 5.7 b3
$9,090-815,5 103 133 15 L5 L9 1.8
$15.323-825,407 164 b6 142 2.0 3 2,4
§25,407-438,060 8.9 8.3 9 L2 . L3 T
0T.$38,060 1.0 8 3 S I R
Total . 906 8.6 901 ©o108 0 49

r 0
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Among non-resident aid recipients the percentage of all aid and
need-based grant doilafs was .higher than the percentage of recipienfs
for income levels below $25,407. At higher income levels percentages'of
recipients were virtually identical to.percentagqs of dollars from all
programs, except that percentag;s of need-based grant dollars were
lower. Overail, non-resident éid recipients received more dollars
(12.4% of alllaid and 9.97 pf need~based grants) than their numbers
repfesented.(9.42), but this had little discernible impact on the total
distribution ;f aid dollars. |

Full-Time -- Part-Time

One important characteristic of public higher educatién.is that
approximately 40 percent ofvits students attend part-time. Howeveg, 92
percent of ﬁeed—based aid recipients attend full-time. Most need-based
ﬁrograms require that students attend college full-time. Partial Pell

Grants may be awarded if a student is enrolled for at least six semester

B

hours per éemeste:, and the "Campus Based Programs" (i.e. SEOG, NDSL,

~and CWS) allqw.institutional student aidbofficers, at their discretibn,?

to assist part-time students Withlfpnds from, these programs. However,
. ‘\\
full-time attendance is customarily é\prerequisite for receiving aid.

N
™,

~
\,

StatusJ Full Time Part Timé\x- Total
Dependent 1,304,309 72,622 . 1,376,931
Independent 701,982 106,237 . 808,219

Total 2,006,291 178,859 2,185,150




43

Table 13

<

Full and Part-Time Need Based Aid Recipients

Cost/Aid 3 Dependent Independent

@

Full-Time Part-Time VFulf—Time Part~Time

Cost

Tuition | 952 600 773 0 486
Total Ekpenses .3,876 NA 6,043 " NA
Ald |

Grants 1,152 711 . 1,355 855
Loans : 763 315 864 493
Work - 322 197 389 168
Other 151 110 | a4 258
Total Resources 2,388 1,333 2,852 . 1,775

Here one sees that depen&ent pert—;ime students recei;ed slightly
more than half (56%) as much-total aid as full-time students. F¥or
independent students tne percentage of total aid received by part-time
stndents was 62 perceng. Comparing dependent and independent full and
part-time students, the prevalent distinctions in previously &escribed
categories are once aéain evident. That is, independent students
averaged ;lightiy larger grants, 19ans, and total assistance eompared to .
dependent students, while at the same time attending 1ower cost
institutiona. |

.

Aid as a percentage of total. costs for dependent and independent

JO
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full;time'students was, respectiQel?Q 62 pefrcent and 47 percent,
Beqause‘part-tiﬁe attendance lacked standard definition as a pergenfage
of full-time attendance, comparable percentages are not calcdlated for
part;time students. The’preceding descriptions of aid recipient
characteristics are illustrative of the manner in which aid was
distributed among a variety of student‘typeS. Next we will look at how

aid was distributed among students attending different kinds of

institutions.

c
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Distribution of Aid Among Students By Type of Institutions - |

The following section discusses the distributioﬁ of aid among |
students attending five types of public colleges and universities

originally classified by the Carnegie Council on Higher Education. |

4
/

/

Among these, three types (the assoFiate degree awarding-‘two-year
community and junioy colleges, the comprehensive state colleges and
univefsities, and the research universities) account for 98 perceﬁk of
. /

all students enrolled in public institutions. Of the.tﬁo remainiﬁg
types, the largest repreéents specializedbprofessional schoqls shch_aé
medieal;»dental, ar;hitectufal, or mining schools and merchant marine
academies. Collectively these institut;ons enrolled apbroximately
.136,000 stu&ents;' The s@allest ipstitutionai c;tegbfy, repre?enting
only about 14,000 students, is'the pﬁblic liberal arts collggéé.

Consiéering puﬁlic higher education as a'whole, roughly 3.Q million
out of 9.7 hiilionAsEudeﬁts, or 31 perqent,'receivéd assisfanéé
in meeting éollege atteﬁdance costs. Howevér, of the 3.0 million

"receiving aid, roughly .8 million‘received only non-need based aid,
mostly in the form of éua%anteed Student Loaﬁs. " The remaining 2.2
milliunt{htﬂhnts; or 23 percent of.’a11 ~+udsi 3 enrolled, recéi§edu
combinaciuns of need éhd non-need based a: ', but q?alified for

need-based aid under at least one federal, state, or institutional a%d

program,
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Figure 1 shows the distribhtion of need based aid and distributed

- without regard for financial need (i.e. non—need.grants, loans, or-work
opportunities) aid recipients'among_the five pubiic institution
categories. The figures at the top of the graph, but iined-above each
tvpe of institutionlrepresent the estimated total 1981-82 head count
enrollment of each type of institutiér.. The top figures of each
1nstitutiona1 column are the percentage of total ‘enrollment accounted
for bv the total of need =:d "\n—n“ed based aid recipients and the total
number of students,reﬁresented by that percentage. The 1owest K K
bercentage figures report the proporticm of total enrollment accouhted
for by need—based aid recipients. )

Among the five types of public institutions, two—year 1nstitutions-
which 1nc1ude communitv, junior, and technical colleges, had the
smallest'percentage of aid recipients (19%). Of these only 15 percent
(750,285 cut of a total headcount enrdllment;of 4,853,094), over half of
-which were part-time students, gere needébased aid recipientS,'-At the |
other extreme were the research universities, often the largest and
oldest public universities_in each state. Here, roughly half of all 2.3
million enrolled students received assistance in some form. However,
less than half of these, 23 percent of total enrellment, were need—based
aid recipients. In fact, research universities had smaller proportions

‘0of their students receiving need-based aid than either the 1ibera1.arts

colleges or the comprehensive colleges and universities.

o
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Figure 1
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Next to research universities, liberal arts colleges had the
hiéhest percentage of students receiving aid (49%). However, unlike the
research universities, the perceantage of non-need only recipients was
small (62) relative to need-based aid recipients (43%).

Compréhensive colleges and universities followed liberal arts

collegés in terms of ‘the percentage of total enrollment receiving aid.

Here 40 percent of all studedts received either need-based or non-need

only assistance, while 29 percent, (or’.7 out of 2.4 miliion) of all
students“received need—basedvaid. Finally, special mission institutions
had the lowest percentage of need-based aid_recipients (10%Z). However,
another' 14 percent of jenrolled students availed themselves of non-need
_based aid. In total; 24 percent of all students enrolled in special
institutions received some form of financial assistancer
’From this point forward d1scusSJon will be limited to need-based

aid rec1p1ents attending the five types of public institutions. Anorher
manner in which these institutions Vary was in terms of the dependent or
1ndependent status of need-based aid recipients. This is illustrated in
Figure 2 which shows dependent aid recipients as a percentage of all

- etudents receiving need-based aid.




Figure 2

" DEPENDENT NEED-BASED AID RECIPIENTS
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Overall, roughly 63 percent of all needjbased aid recipients
attending public colleges and uhiversities were dependent students.
However, at two-year colleges, older students and commuter students
reflected the fact that only slightly over half (524) of all aid
recipients uere classified as dependents. LikeWise\only 58 percent of
aid recipients at special mission institutions were_dependents. By
contrast, 93 percent of students at liberal arts colleges were
dependent students. Comprehensive colleges and universitles had the
.next highest percentage (71%) and were closely followed by the research

univers1ties (68%)."

\

Mainstream Public Institutions . !

©

4

Table 14 compares student aid and expenses among the three'major
types of public colleges and universities. two-year colleges,
«comprehensive colleges and universities and research universities. One
feature which distinguishes among the three types is tuition. Dependent
and 1ndependent students attending two-year institutions paid the least,
$613 and $474, respectively. Next lowest were the comprehensive .

colleges and universities ($913 dependents and $834 independents) Aid \

reciplents paid the highest tuitions at research universities, s1, 233

7

-~ for dependent students and - $l 091 formindependent students.

As for total expenses, among dependent students, the patterns of
two-year aid recipients paying least and recipients at research,
universities(paying most is repeated ($3,289, $3,745, and $4,459,
respectively). However, the-oldef clientele and a high proportion with

a
L




- Table 1t

Student Aid and Expenses Across.Three Types of Institutions
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fanllles or dependents of their owa resulted in the highest average

expenses being at two-year institutions (%6, 553) followed in order by
[}

comprehensive colleges and research universities, ($5,705 and $5,590,

~* respectively). However, even though average educational expenses were

-

_highest for independent two—year college recipients, total assistance
was lowest ($2,140). In fact,‘for dependent and independent students,
~ o ’ '

total aid among the three types of institutions varied in the same

B

pattern as tuition. That is, aid recipients attending two-year colleges
received the least aid, followed next by-comprehensive college students
‘and aid recipiénts at research upiversities. ' .

Several factors seem to account for the:larger amounts of aid

received by students at four—year versus two-year instltutions. One was

»

the greater use of loans among comprehensive and research university'aid
recipients. lhe two-year college aid recipients borrowed roughly half
as much as did recipients at comprehensive colleges and uniyersities

and one=third as much as research university recipients in both

dependent and 1ndependent student categories. This was partially

«

reflective of the fact that two—year colleges had Low levels of
participation in the National.Direct.Student'Lzan_program anﬁ reliedp
Pgimariiy on the GuaranteeA'Student Loan program. Cpnversely,
comprehensive colleges and unfversities and the research nniversities

x

made greater use of both the NDSL and GSL programs.

" In terms of participation 1n work study programs, there were

.

relatively miror variations among the three types of institutionsu

« -~

N although average awards for two-year college aid recipients were lowest

'

~
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Rl

among the institutions. Research universities predominated in terms of

aid distributed through miscellaneous "other" programs and this was

reflective of features largely unique to such institutions (e.g., a

broad array of professional fields-benefitting from special:student aid

programs and student assistantship programs).. Perhaps-somewhat "~

surprisingly, grant assistance varied relatively little among the three

03

types of institutions.

£
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Distribution of Aid By Geographic Region,

~ The fpllowing”discussion_focuse§mon_aidwrecipiegts,as they are =

/

distributed across five‘geographic fegions within thé United States.,
These are listed.below, a}ong Qith the percentage f total enrollment -in
ppblic higher education 7Ld the stateﬁ included within each region.

: ‘/ | /

North Central / -/

Percentage of Total Public nghpr Education Errollment 23
i /
States: IlLinois, Indianz, locws, Kgnsas, Michigan,
Miﬁnesota, Missouri, Nebrgéka, North Dakota,
| | |

Sopth Dakota, Wisconsin. /

Mid Atlantic [

Percentage of Total Public Hith; Education Enrollment: 16

States: Delaware, Washington, q.C., Maryvland,

. : [
New\ Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, .

\ B
Virginia, West Virginia.
Percentage of Total Public Higher Education Enrollment: 9

North East

{
I - .
States: Connecticut, Main, ﬂassachusetts, New Hampshire,-

New York Rhode Islénd, Vermont.




N

N,

N
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South/Southwest

fercentage of Total Public Higher Eduction® Enrollment: 23
“““States: Alabama, Arkansas, Fior i‘a’;;”;‘5,é‘o‘;gﬁ,"“"k’éﬁ’a}g{é&;" -
Louisiana, Mississiﬁpi, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tehnessee,-Téxas, Puerto Rico.
. HEEE
Percentage of Total Public.Higher Educafion Enrollment: 28
States: Alaska, Arizona, California,'Colorado, Hawaii, -

Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,

Washington.

Proportions of total enrollment accounted for by need-based and
non-need only recipients are not uniform across the various{fegion; of
the nation. Figure 3 illustrates substantially differing patterns
accounted to some extent by varying mixtures of students and types of
institutiqns.

The region with the highest proportion of aid reciﬁients to total
enrollment was the Morth East, composed for the most part of New Engiand
states. ﬁere, fully 52 percentvof all enrolled students received aid in

. N

some form, while 42 percent received nee&—based student aid. The region

with the next highest percentage of enrollment accounted for by aid

recipients was the North Central where roughly 38 percent received aid.

However, a far smaller 23 percent received neéd—baseg.aid. One

characteristic which distinguished both the North East and North Central

.y e
(5



Figure 3

-~ “NEED AND NON-NEED BASED STUDENT AID.
RECIPIENTS AS A PERCENTAGEOF
~ TOTAL ENROLLMENT BY REGION
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regions from others was that among ;11 regions.these had been hardest
hit by the current economic recession. Since our data represent the
1981;82 academic year in which high interest rates and rising,
unemployment were particulafly severe, these conditions may at least
partially account for the high proportions of aid recipients 1 t' :se
regions.

The Mid-Atlantic and South/Southwes£ regions had identical =
percentages éf enrollmentvreceiving some form of éid (33%).' These
regions- also varied only slightly in terms of the percentage of
enrollment receiving ne;d—based aid, 25 percent and 23 perceﬁt’
respéctively. The‘West, the largest among the regiops in terms of total
enrollment, also had by far the smallest percentage of enrollment
accounted for by student aid recipients (17 percent). Here need—gased
aid reéipients acéounfed for onlf 14 percgnt.of.total ehrollment. This
may partially be accounted for by the présence of California within thg
region. That state has roughly one quarter of all t.c catic:’ two-year .
insgitutions and maintains very.low or no tuition policies at most
public insgitutions.* Another factor may be the relapive‘prosperity
of the West during the curxent reéessioﬁ..

The following numbers reflect the distributipn of neéd—based

dependernt anﬁ independent aid recipients among the various -regions.

*Results for the Western region may also be reflective of

. underrepresentation in the data of research universities. Fully
representative data have been collected, but funds for the study were
exhausted before late data for one institution coul” = fullv
incorporated into tue duca base.

-1
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¢ . _North Mid~ North- South/

Status Central Atlantic East- Southwest West _Total
Dependent 330,135 269,099 | 258,142 356,005 175,221 1,388,602
Independent 183,496 127,947 119,458 166:976 215,948 . 893,825
Total

513,631 397,046 377,600 :522,981 391,169 2,262,427

Here it is evident that the West again is unique in that it is the
only region in.which fewer than half of all aid recipilents (45 pgrcent)

were classified as dependent sfudents. The North Central states had the

next lowest percentage of dependent students (64 percent), while

dependents in the three remaining regioﬁs.accdhnted for 68 pe;ceqt of
need-based aid recipiénts;

1Following the pattern in previous sections, the next subject to
;onsider is the pack;ging>of_vari9us forms of aid among need—Based aid .
recipients; ,$§bie '° 1. .strates average packages for d. lent
étudénts across the five geographic regions. Among deﬁendent 5fudents,
average total aid from-all sources increased as total expensés
increased, but not as tuition increased. The region with the 1owest
total expenses however, was also:tﬁe region with the lowest tuition. 1In
the South/Southwest region the average total expenses Qere $3,425 as

\

conf;asted with an average tuition of $576. 1In this region the,average

hneed—based aid recipient received $2,001 from all sources. ~ The region

‘with the next lowest total expense figure was the Mid-Atlantic ($3,859)"

which also had the ‘ond highést average tuition (51,150, Thgre the
average need-based aid recipient received $2,118. The North Central

region followed next with total expenses averaging $3,905 and tuition

L oA
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averaging $1,018. There the average s;udent-received aid totaling

$2,369.

The West whichcaveraged the second 1owes£ tuition (§718), averaged
the second'highést tota} cost of attend&ﬁce $4,097, and this latter
figure is also reflected in the second highest amount of total aid

$2,622. Finally, the North East was highest in terms of both total

expenses . ($4,216) and tuition ($1,237) and it received the highest total

— Table 157 7

%

Dependent Aid Packages‘by Geographic Region

H

Al

Cost/Aid North - . North - South/ ¥

o Central  Atlantic .- East : Southwest West
cont ;
Tuition 1,018 1,150 1,237 - 576 718
Total Expenses 3,905 3,859 4,216 3,425 44;095
Aid
Grants | 1,021 1,196 1,306 1,034 1,170
Loans . 930 - 652 1,22} : 395 575
Work | 276 23, 201 _389 ‘ . 559
Other . 142 47 42 184 . 318
Total Resources 2,369 2,118 2,770 2,002 2,62%

-t
U



60

aid $2,770, averaging almo-t 4800 more. than in.the lowest.total expénse

. ’ < 4
region.

As in most previous comparisoms, average grant assistance varied

relatively little, within a range of less than $300::among all the

%

regions. Greater variation was found in the loan category.- Average
loans ranged between $395 in the South/Southwest to. $1,221 in the
North East and, again, loans mainly_accounted for differences in total

¥

aid, except in the West where the average loan was only $575.

The West was also unlque {7 its relatively high use of” work—study-~?*~;———7~—
programs. There, average earnings under work study were $559 followed
by $389 in the South/Southwest region. Among the remaining regions

average earnings from work study programs ranged between $201 in the

) North—FEast—to-$276—in—the North-Central- reglon,“?_Otherﬂeald wasﬂalso
concentrated in the West ($318). | '

. Table 16 shows the paékaging of aid for independent need-based
recipients in the various regioms. Among 1ndependent students, aid
paralleled neither total expenses'nor tuition. The region w1th the
lowest total expenses (55,533)‘and the lowest'tuition ($508) averaged
aid totaling $2,344. The North Fast again had the highest total
expense ($7,055) and. the highest tuition ($982) and-average.total aid of

| $2,804. However, in the West total aid »xceeded that of the North East,A
even though the West was the second'lowest.région in terms of cul0s
and tuition.,‘The_sedond highest cost of attendance region, the
Mid-Atlantic region, averaged total expenses of $6,444 and ‘a tuition

I3

of $899. - T : | S

bre

Ly
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Howeve., in tu. region total aid was second 1oweet $2, ¢ Cleerly
among independent students in thie as well as in.other eategories there
is little discernible relationship between cost of attendance‘end
total aid received. |

Table 16

Independent Aid Packages by Geographic Region

Cost/Aid North Mid North . South/

E— _ Central  Atlantic  Fast ~ Southwest  West =~
- Cost
Tuition' ‘ T894 899 982 | 508 541
Total Expenses 6,118 6,444 | _27,055’ 5,533 ‘ 5,701
ai .
T Gramts 1,251 1,33 1,582 1,127 1,249
Loans 15269 515 ° '.879 638 725
Work 305 53 205 S 341 578
Other ° 227 128 138 238 “ _ 391
Total Resources 3,052 2,122 12,804 T 2,943
Percentage ) 497 . 35% , 40% 427%. 22%

In terms of the dietributian of aid among;iﬁaependent students,

« ' loans again appeared to heve the greatest power for exple;ning
differences among total aid packages. The three regions with the
largest'totel aid packages West, North East, and North Centgal largest
"also had the largest avegage 1oans; $§725, $879; and $1,269,

respectively.

/
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However, unlike the distribution of aid among dependent studerit i, .the-w
was considerabl ‘-riation among the .regions in terms oﬁ_average:grantBA
received; and average grants did reflect average ‘costs The North East
hadiithe largest average grant $1,582 and total expenses were also_
highest $7,055. The Mid- Atlantic region averaged the'second highest

' average grant $1,226 and the second highest ‘total expenses, ($6,444) .
The*region with the smallest average grant-that’ being the

‘¢ .. South/Southwest with a value of $1,127-akso had the lowest figure for

average eXpenses, ($5 533)

e PR

As was the case with dependent students, the West had the largest
average work study award $578 and the highest amount of aid from "other"

sources $391. Comparing aid .received by dependent and independent

need-based aid recipients among thé”VarioUs”regionsmis'consistent with

other categorical comparisons--independent students received larger

o

o

average awards and larger_ average grants,'but the principal form of aid

which distinguished among aid packages was loans.
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Origins and Types of Aid

Throughout this‘r;port discussion has focused on studeﬁt aid as it
is distributed among various t”pes,oflneed based aid rgcipients
attending public colleges and univers ‘es across.the nation. Aid
received by students has also been ¢ . . Jd 'n terms of combinations of
grants, loané,'wérk and other forms. Ihe;"Findings" section of chis
report'qohcludés with a brief explanation of where the dollars
distributed to students attending public higher education o}iginate and
how much of the aid tﬁey receive is need based as opposed to non-need
baséd. ?

As Table 17 indicates, stu&ent aid dollars received by

. need-based aid recipients attending public colleges and universities
are overwhelmingly federal.

Roughly eight out of ten grant dollars feceivgd by dependent
and.independent ;e;d based aid recipients-originate in federal student

:aid programs. Among-lpans to federal percentage is even higher, more
than nine out of ten dollars lent, if one combines loans made under fhe
campus based NatiohalsDirect Student Loan program and the federélly
granted but private lender based Guar;nteed Student Loan program. With
respect.to the latter, the federal government insures against defaulted

‘loans and subsidizes private.lenders, for the most part banks, who' lend
to students at below market rates. However, most of the-&ollars |
actually lent originate With“the'ﬁriﬁate lenders. In Tabie 17 GSL loans',,
are counted as federal in reference to the major role played by the

federal government in maintaining this program. The :table also reflects

79f -




the fact that roughly three out of four work—-study dollars originate in
the.campus based, but overwhelmingly fedefally financed College

WOrk—Study program.

Table 17

Federal Aid As A Percent of Grants, Loans and Work-Study
Awards Received by Dependent and Independent Need

Based Aid Recipientsl

; Aid Dependent _ Independent
X - érant; Loan Work . Grant Loan Work
\ .
| Total Aid | .1130‘ 738 317 1187 819 362
Federal Aid o 888 680 241 1053 772 276
| % Federal | 79 | 92 BT 89 94 76

‘1Excludes aid from "Other'" sources

i
I




Table 18 illustrates the percentages of aid received by need based

aid recipients from programs requiring that participating students /

/

. , -
qualify on the basis of financial need and from programs without stuch

requirements (i.e., non-need based). o e

S )

1/'

b
Table 18 : ‘i;;:- g
Need and Non-Need Based Aid As Percent of Total Aid Received
by Dependent and Independent Need Based Aid Recipients

< B ) 1
(By Source of Funding)

Aid Dependent Independent

-

Need Based Non-Need Based - Need Based Non-Need Based

By

Federal Aid 66 34 66 34>

State Aid 97 -3 98 c2 ]
- RN | |

Institutional Aid 29 D L 75

v

4. .
xcludes aid from "Other" sources '

Z
Includes GSL

3
[
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T/ ) o . .
Roughly two-thirds of all student;aid dollars received by dependent
. and lndependent need based aid- rec1pients from federal programs are -

diétributed on the basis of flnancial need By contrast, state aid %s‘

»

almost ggtally dlstributed on the basls of demonstrated. financial need.

[

The relatively low federal f1gure is heavily influenced by the fact that

during academic year 1981-82 the GSL pxogram d1stributed 1oans without

regard for, need.

e

.

During 1982-83 and thereafter the GSL program will be counted among

the need- based programs; due to. the.recent addition of need—based
eiigibillty regulrements to that program. Thus, in future years almost
" all federal aid will be need based Only institutional programs\

di. tribute aid that 1s primarlly non—need based. However, institutionél .
a1d represents less,than 8 percent "of all a1d distributed tohdependent |
‘and 1ndependent studerts. Also, in many‘cases-institutions'mainly

distribute fund donated by, private sources under terms dictated by the-
d‘ ors. For this reason; future distributions of instltutional aid may

.

not'differ substantially from thegpattern‘notedvin 1981 82

P c’j -
-
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/ Summary and Conclusions

|
!

. . i
Within the decade since the Higher Education Act Amendmente of 1972
l . o
greatly expanded aid to individual students as a govermmental function
’ . ) .
separate from inveStment in institutions, student aid has become an’

important factor in public higher education finance and decision making.

This report has highlighted some of the dimensions of this change as it

- a

o had evolved by academic year }981—82 and has provideo information about
the aggregate diétribution of federal{ state, and institutionél aid
amoné‘students attending public colleges aod uniﬁersities.

, At the beginning of this paper it was emphasized that creation of a

data base on student aid fecipients in public higher education was the

most important result of .the Public Hiéher Education Student Aid Study.

This initiel reporo far from exhéusts the analytical utility of a’

resource whose prinoipal advantage is that it can be used either alone

or in combination with otherlinformation to shed light on many policy
queotions associated with studeht aid. Examples of important questioos
vet to be addressed inelude thelfollowing: woat can be learned from
alterriative forms of "analysis about the distribution of student aid?

How can the effectiveness and efficiency of student aid be improved?

Whdt are fair and reasonable criteria for assessing the importance of

student aid in public as well as independent higher education? How has

student aid contributed to improved educational opportunity and social

mobility?

oy
e
~J
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Although exploration of the publid\higher education data base has

only begun, the following conclusions are offered at this time.
| Y

1. The aggregate of many fede%al; stnte, and institutional student
assistance programs contributes anjinstitutionaily coordinated system
3 \ ,
aimed at providing access for students fron\low income backgrounds. In
1981-82 over three million studenés attendiné public colleges and
universities received financial assistance idxsome form. Of these
| ! ,

approximately 2.1 million were served by an interlocking network of

| 4
i

! \
i

federal, state and institutional ;student ass1stance ‘programs which
: l

distributed aid on the basis of demonstrated financial need. While

|
individual programs varied con51derab1y in terms\of eligibility
requirements, and many students who qualified for aid on the basis of
need also received non-need based grants and 1oans (for example,
veterans or social security benefits,.special progfam aid and federally

guaranteed loans), more than half of all aid rec1pients Qualified for

'aid on the basis of very low income (ie.. below $9 290) and over ELth

\

out of ten family dependent aid recipients for whoﬁ incomes were known

came from families earning less than the 1981 Mediap Family Income

($25,407). - ;

2. Among need- based aid recipients attending pub]ic institutions,
grant aid seems generally reserved for students fro* the - lowest income
backgrounds. In terms ofvaverage awards, grants (thh in dollar amounts

!
and proportions of total assistance) rose as incomes declined while the
\
reverse is true for loans. 1In other words, giant aid is viewed as the =
, 1 ,

floor of support for the most needy students. As i&comes rose loans

!
i |
n
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substituted for grants. This pattern may also reflect a reluctance

*on the part of the most needy students to assume debt. This possibility

is reflected in the fact that tofal amounts of aid received among
students at all income levels wére qgite similar. However, one of the
distinctive cBaractegistics of students from very low income backgrounds
was small loans. Another distinction was attendanée at lovw cost
institutions.

3. I.a public higher education student aid'mainly provides initial

access to higher education. Sixty—five pércentloanll need-based aid

recipients were "lower level" students, that is, students enrolled in

“ v

their freshmen or sophomdfe years. However, interpretation of "this
pattern must consider 'the large'number of aid recipients enrolled in
community and junior colleges, by defipition two-year or "lower level"

instituions. Nevertheless, only about one third of all need-based aid

recipients were juniors or seniors and less than 2 percent were graduate

students. ¢
4, In public higher education, aid recipients are charadteristic of
the student clientele that grew most rapidly during the decade of the

t

1970s. During the 1970s three overlapping categories’of students each

accounted for more than half of the total increase in full-time college

‘enrollmeunts. These were women, minorities and older students (i.e.,

students over age 24). ‘Among need-based aid recipients in public higher

w

.education slightly more than half (55%) were women and slightly more

than one-third (347%) were members of minority groups. Although ‘the data

{

base contains information on student.age, lack of available r::sources

¢
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has prevented analysis o£ older aid reeipients. However, preliminary
~analyses suggest that at least 40 percent of all independent students
are married or single with depeadents of their own and therefere likely
to be older than the "traditional" 18-24 year old'coilege student.
~ 5. In public higher education need-based aid flows primarily to
full-time students both dependent on and independent of their pérents.
Among these, independent students borrowed more than denendent students
and received slightl& iarger grants, but total aid_cevered a 1owe;
percentage of total educational expenses than among dependent.students.
Slightly‘more than one-third of all need-based aid recipients were |
, independent students and many of these were older nith,dependents of
‘tneir_own. As a result, the average total eaucational expenses of
independent students were considerably higher than ahong dependent
students. At th1s point we have not been able to Jully explore for
further insight into this important‘constituency. Yet, independent
students are the focus of seaerel proposals for altering their status
within existing programs and relatively 1ittle is known about, tnem.
6. Analysis of aid as it is d1str1buted to students attending the

major types of public institutions suggests.that 1ow\tuition may play an
important role in limiting utilization of student aid. ﬁowever,'this is

\clear only when the two major types of aid recipients are considered,
those who receive aid on the basis of need and, those .who receive only
. . I ’

non-neced based aid. For example;jamong the various types of

institutions, two-year institutions average the lowest tuitions and have

ok
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the lowest percentage‘of total enrollment receiving aid in any form. - At
the opposite extreme,"among‘public research universities which aﬁerage
the highest tuitions, roughly one-half of all aid recipients receive
either nreed-based or nqn—need oniy aid. Similarly; among publie
institutions in the various geographic regions, the.percentage of&
enrollmeqt receiving aid on eny basis is ]oweét din the low tuition

©

South/Southwest and West and highest in the North East:where-average .

.tuition is the highest in the nation. ¢

When need-based aid recipients are considered separately, the

relationship between average tuition and the percentage of enrollment

receiving aid is less definite except among two{year collegeerand among

all colleges in the western region. However the West contains

' disproportionately large numbers of two-year colleges; 'The_North East

region stands as an éxception in terms of high tuition and a high

percentage of students receiving aid. Among two-year colleges the low

pereentage'of.students receivihg aid seems mainly reflective of the

lnrgc proportlon of studentq attending part-time and therefore in most
cases are 1ne11g1ble_for need—based ardr If, for example, the
percentage of need-based aid recipieﬁts at two-year colleges was
compared with the number of full-time enrollees at such institutions,
-the percentage of students receiving aid wquld be more similar:to-
percentagee in other types -of institutions. In conclusion, it seeme
that the percentages of students receiving need-based aid is governed

more by the presence of students with ]ow incomes than by instltutlonal

tuition. In short, the proportions-of low income enrollees attending
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major types of public institutions in ell:regions attending full—time?‘
© may bejremarkahly'similar." L
7,;Student aid is‘primarily a federally supported initiative.

Viewed in the aggregate, federal need- and non—need based aid and

federally guaranteed aid accounted for roughly eight out of ten student
aid dollars, or $5.2 billion, in public higher education during academic
year 1981-82. For dependent and independent students federally sponsored
aid accounted for roughly eight out of ten grant dollars, more than nine
out of ten loan dollars, and three out of four work study dollars...In

chort, without federal sponsorship, student aid would exist on only a

small fraction of its present scale. from this the conclusion that
neither states nor institutions could Substitute for federal support
»without revolutionarv changes in their ‘own higher educat:on financih;
”systems seems warranted |

Much has been written about student aid during its decade o; rapid

growth and development and much critiCisn has been focused,op the
complex and heavily regulated processes associated with sgudent
assistance programs. Howevers, the impresslon gained from our‘initial
vertical equity through a collectively rational aid distribution'system.;
Furthermore, the system is flexible in terms of distributing aid to
"those “in & 0ariety of circumstancesAwhere income ‘alone may not be the
sole legitimate consideration, such as in the cases"of children from

large families, families experiencing-abrupt reductions in income from

one year to another or, students witin dependents of their own.




73 ¢

Admittedly, analysis to this point has focused almost exclusively
on the overai] distribution of resources among‘need—based aid
' recipients. Other apprdaches, sueh’asda;eldsertfdeus”Oﬁ'individual"”
programs or the actual packages of_individUai students might generate
new ideas fpr improving the effectiveness and efficieney‘of‘the existing
System. -

Another avenue for further investigatir.a might be to test the
utility of’the'public higher education data base as a bridge to other
higher education data. In our initial'analysis’we_have fdeused on the
dollar distribution of financial_assistance, yet more basig‘questions
such as.the‘effectiueness of-studenthaid in changing the composition of"
higher.education enrollments are also being’debated. "To date studies,
raising questlons of this'kind have not been grounded in data designed
to measure’ the impacts of student aid. Rather they have relied on 1eaps

i°f inference from data collected for other purposes. Particularly now

when the future of student a1d is in question, it seems prudent to

.....

=

utilize"all avaiiable resources in a.careful examination of its
significance for scciety as well as higher‘education;

In retrospect during the past decade the growth and developnent of
student financial assistance seems truly remarkable and causes one td-
wonder about its driving forces. Was it the debate among academics over
whether to finance hlgher education through students or institutlonsh
which in the end accelerated the-development of student aid? Was it the

rising ‘aspirations of womenjand'minorities for access to higher edu-

cation, our society's principal route for social mobility? Was it the -

oo
<)



desire on the part of'independent'colleges and universitles to shed a-
stereotypical image as institutions affordable only to the'rich? Or,
was it a reactlon to a turbulent and rapidly chang1ng economy, wherein
old 1ndustr1es and theilr associated occupatlons were dying while new
ones were being born, necessitating the re-entry of many students be;ond
the traditional college age to obtain timely knowledge and skills?

Yet another explanation has been suggested by Christian Arnold In
~ America, the states have traditionally been held respons1ble on
sponsoring educationf. However, as the nation developed into a fully
integrated social‘and economlc entity, there was a growing sense that
the federal government should join with the states in the financing of
education. In highér education during the 1970s; student aid may havé
been adonted because it was the most widély supported alternative and
because.it_prgvided a form of‘assistance pfevlously be&ond the means of

the states. _ ’ 3

[

All of Lhe above no doubt contrlbuted ‘to the idea expressed by Lhe
authors of the Higher Education Act Amendments of 1972, that&every
citizen deserved a floor of'support:for his or her college educatiqn as
"a matter of right." Indeed, in a soclety that sovheaVily rewards
education ‘and penalizes'the lack of it, it is not_surprising that-
~ serious effort would be made to remove economic barrlers to access. ikt
this point in its histery ‘student a1d is experlen(:lng/a most critica]
evaluation. This, the first comprehensive study of student aid in o

public higher education, a sector which enrolls roughly eight out of ten
American college students, has sought.to qqntribute new information to

that effort.

d(')‘..
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APPENDIX A

 Technical Suppleme..t

Sampling Procedures:

Institutions and student records were selected systeméticslly in
order to minimize unwanted variance and to better reflect real vatiance

in the variables of interest—-student aid. First, public higher

_education institutions with enrollments of 500 or more were identified.

They were arranged by type of institution and. region, creating
"type-region'" strata ot cells. Five institutional types (using-Carnegie

Commission classifications--research, comprehensive, liberal.arts,

two—year and °pecial) and five geographical'regioﬁs (North Central,

Mid=~ Atlantlc, North East, Southwest and West) Qere specified for a total

of 25 "type—region" cells.. (See Appendix B) Within each cell,

4rstitutions were rank ordered by -size of enrollment and a random sample

of instigutions yascthen drawn, preportionate ts the total nuhber of
1'nstitutions falling into.each of'the 25 cells. Thus, thisAWas a
retlfleh, random sample of 1nst1tut10ns.
The random selectlon of Jnstltutlons was accompl1shed by first
dividlngvthe number of 1nstitut10ns in the cell by the des1red cell

sample size. (For example, the 28 research universities in the Region 1

were dlvided by six or a 20 percent proportlonate cell sample){ The

resq1tingAValuef(in this case four) represented the size of sub-~ cells

into which the "type-region" cell was fugther divided. These
subdivisions were then randomly assigned to "A'" or MBY categories; and

the institutions wit?in.each category were randomly assigned a number
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one through n. (n being in this case, four). '/ Extra institutions—-those

. not-falling-into-"A".or-"B" categories were designated."pools" from . ...

which replacement institutions were later drawn.
The final cell sample Qas then drawn ipciuding one institution, from
each "A" or "B" category. Thus, the nuﬁber of institutions sampled from
~each cell or "type—regioﬁ" stratuh, totaied the desired n (in the

example, six). This procedure left some number of institutions not *

selected but available for use in future studies. It assured completely

“_ﬁ;aﬁaam selection of institutions while at the same time representing an

even distribution of sizes of enrollments within each "type—fégion"

straturn.

Data Collection:

a

Packets of materials (including request to participate; an
estimated number of survey instruments; an institutional questionnaire;

instructions for randomly selecting individual aid recipients and

/i instructions for completing forms) were sent to chief administrative-

officers under cover of the appropriate sponsoring association (AACJC,

AASCU_or_NASULGC). After agreeing to participate, fipancial aid

officers or their staff conducted the selection of individual. student

records. The‘prbcedure began by cpmpdting the number of recipients to

be included in the sample, randomly selecting the f£irst record to be
drawn from a master list of aid recipients, and then completing the
procedure by selecting every subsequent fortieth student. A student aid

survey was completed for each aid recipient selected in this manner ard

o
'

sent to the investigators. ' .

O
Co



78

Preparation of Data:
record by a team of paid graduate students who then checked, via
telephone, questionable or unclear information. The following were
responses to typical questions.
1) The data did not include those whg received aid during only
. the second half of the year but did include'those receiving
non- government fundlng, those receiving non-need only types of
aid; stndents who withdrew after receiving their award; those
who maf not have completed a Financial Aid Form.and those

who received short term loans.

2) Where necessary (i. e., for commuter students) ‘room and board
costs were estimated by the institution--those values used
by the institution in determining that particular student's’
aid package. | d
3) Institutions were not asked to go outside of their records
to obtain 1nformat10n (e g academic departments) but werel
asked to provide 1nformation whlch was available only in thelr
.student financial aid office files.
4) In the case of dependent.stndents, income was indicated by the
parental internal Revenue SerVice (IRS) adjusted gross income;
and for the case of independent students, the student IRS
:adjusted'gross'income.
// '5) Reported tujtion costs were aasumed'to be consistent with the

registration status of the student (i.e., part-time students

5o
H“\‘

““Processing of Faw data involved visual inspection.of .each student
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paid less tuition in most cases than full-time students at
the same institution). However, room and board’ costs were

assumed to be about the same for full-time students as for

.
v

part-time students. - ' o ' \
The raw data were then coded and keypuncﬁed by NIICU Data

5§

Services, Mashington, D.C., after which the final data base was-chec,ed

by the' investigators both manually and via computer. The final data

were based on an 84 percent rate of return-with proportionate

representation of all five types of institutions and regionsrof the
country. Of an initial 269 institutions contacts, 226 agreed to

participate. Individual institution samples varied from less than ten
Y ,

student aid ‘records to more than 500 and the final data base contained
} . .

11,970 unweighted observations (student a1d_records),

¢
i
'

b

’ .

Fhe data wh1ch are reported here were welgbted to reflect the -
actu31 numberq of students being represented by the sample. The

welghtlug procedure 1nvolved the computatlon of three factors: ‘an’

P /
individual school weight - whlch corrected for: under—sampling of

t

recipients in each institution (WT1); a cell weight which corrected for

. o

~under+sampling of institutions within each type-region stratum (WI2),

and a|final weight which corrected for.both and allowed.eacﬁ/individual

> ' < - //
! - . o

SthdeTt record to represent some proportion of all student/éid
recipients in the country (WTl X WT2). <

. : - J
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Weighi+ were computed by dividing the number of units in the
: populaéion by the number of u.its actually obtained in the sample. This
value, multiplied by. the percentage of return (number of actual

units/number of desiréd units in the sample) provided "the desired number

\ '

1

of units represented.%
For example, each#student”reccrdésampled was to represent 40
Zstudent aid recipients, and aid cfficers were given instructions'to draw °
{such a sample. In a school with 400 aid.recipients then, the desired
. \; sample size would be 10 records, Butvitfthe institutionScoply provided
eight records, each record would onlytrepresent one out ofbfifty; Theﬂc
weight for this school then would be 400/8 (or 50) to bring the
proportion up to one out of . ever] fortieth aidrrecipient.
Similarly, each school in the sample was to represent fivé
'institutions'within its "type—region" cell--overall, a 20 percent sample
of all public: higher education institutions with enrollments over 500.

If there were 198 institutions in-the cell, the des1red sample size

would be 39 1nst1tut10ns. But, if only 127 institutions agreed to

PE
part1c1pate, each institution in that cell would represent one -out of 7

and not one out of five institutions. - The weight for this 'type-region"
cell, then, would be 198/27 or 7.3. Aéain, this factor'multiplied vy

the percentage of return would provide the desired proportion of

«

1nstitutions w1th1n each cell Thus, at the national level, rhe 11, 970 -

.records finally included in the data base——after weigbting—~represent
< - ’

2,202,427 student aid recipients.“ In*other words, one student

RS A

represented approximately 250 students nationally. Of course, for a

.
~
J
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particular individual from a specific institution, the actual number of
students he/she represented Vafied. For example, Slippery Rock
University provided 107 student records out of their 2,415 reported aid
recipients. The weighting factor, then, was 2,415/107 or 22.57.

. Slippery Rock State represented Type 2 institutions (Comprehensive) in
Region Two (the Mid-Atlantic states). But overall, the 2-2
"type-region" cell was slightly underrepresented and the correction
factor was 71/12 (5.92). So the actual weighting for records from
Slippery Rock State was 22.57 multiplied by 5.92 or 133.6;JMIhat is,
Slippery Rock State records each represehfed about’123 Séudents
nationally~--less than the general figure 0f250 student aid recipients.
Final Note:

Mostvbf the data reported in this paper are simple mean values of
various types of aid for students, sorted by variables already mentioned
(academic level, registration status, etc.). The basic tables--which
are consistent with earlier studies--show aggregate student aid package
profiles, based on the number of students falling into each group. It
is important to note, however, that the use of this "constant n" and its
effect on the mean of particular types of aid is a necessity only of the
manner in which the aid profile is reported.

For example, about 30 percent of all recipients received work
study. If 3 of 10 students received $800 each and if students not
receiving work study were included in the computation of the meag,.then
the average work study award would bé $240. If non-reclpients were not

included, the average award would be $800.

g7
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APPENDIX B
- Number of Participating Institutions by Type of

Institution and Geographical Region

Morth Mid- North

Central Atlantic East South West Totals
Research N = 28 N= 19 N = 12 N= 27 N= 27 N= 113
Universities n= 7 N = 3 n-= 1 n= 6 | n= 3 n-= 20
Comprehensive N= 71 N= 71 N = 44 N = 107 N= 46} N = 339
Universities n= 13 n= 12 n= 8 n= 19 n= 9 n= 61
and Colleges
Liberal Arts "N = 1 N = 2 N = 1 N = 5 N = 2 N = 11

n = 1 n= 1 n= 1 n= i n= 0} n~=
Two-Year N = 187 N = 198 N = 83 N = 187 N'= 193 N = 848

n= 31 n= 28 . n= 14 n= 30 n= 28 n= 131
Other, Specials N= 5 N= 6 N= 14 N= 12 N= 9| N= 46

n= 1 n = 0 n= 2 n= 2 n= 2l n 7

Totals N = 292 N=296 - N-=154 N = 338 N = 277 N = 1357
n= 53 n= &4 n= 26 n= 58 n= 42 n= 223

Jg)
&y
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" APPENDIX C

Partial List of Variables Available in The Public Higher Education
Student Aid Study Data Base

INSTITUTIONAL VARTIABLES
FICE Code
Type of Institution
State
Region of the Country
Total Graduate and Undergraduate Enrollment
Total Graduate and Undergraduate Aid Recipients
Total Undergraduate Aid Recipients
Total Tuition and Fees Revenue, 1981-82
Total Educational and General Expenditures, 1981-82
Total Dollar Value of Institutionally Funded Aid
Dollar Value of Donar Restricted Aid
Dollar Value of Uncollectable Student Accounts Recelvable
Number of Completed Student Aid Records in Sample

STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES
Registration Status (part-time, full-time)
Academic Level
Local Residence
Age '
Sex
Minority Code
Marital Status
‘Number of Dependent Children
Dependency Status

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID VARIABLES
Parental IRS Adjusted Gross Income
Father's Earnings
Mother's Earnings
Non-Taxable Income
Student Vet Education Benefits
Parent's Federal Income Tax Paid
Number in Parent's Family
Medical Expenses
Unreimbursed Elementary and Secondary Tuition
Student's Net Assets (& spouse)
Student's Non-Taxable Income
Student's Income Tax
Parent's Home Equity
Parent's Small Business & Farm
Parent's Other Assets
Student's IRS Adjusted Gross Income
Number of Parent's or Student's Family in College
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STUDENT FINANCIAL AID VARIABLES (continued)
Parent's Expected Contribution
Student's Expected Contribution .
Number of Parent's or Student's Family in College
Tuition and Fees
Room Charge
board Charge ,
All Other Budgeted Costs for Students
Total Costs for Students
Institutional Non-Need Based Grants
Institutional On-Campus Earnings
Institutional Fellowships
Institutional Assistantships
Institutional Loans
Institutionally Financed FISL/GSL
Institutional Employee Benefits, Discounts, Waivers
Institutional Employee Discounts/Waivers for Dependents
All other Institutional Aid
Federal Pell Grants
Federal SEOG
Federal NDSL
Federal CWSP
Federal Veterans Payments
Federal Social Security Payments
Federal Health Professional Grants
Federal Health Professional Loans
Federal Nursing Grants
Federal Nursing Loans
All Other Federal Aid
State Merit Based Grants
State Need Based Grants (including SSIG)
State Entitlement Grants
State Campus Based Grants
State College Work Study Programs
State Rehabilitation Grants
All Other State Aid
Miscellaneous Grants
Miscellaneous Loans
FISL/GSL from Outgide Sources
0ff Campus Earnings of Record
Total Federal Meed Based Grants
Total Federal Non~Need Based Grants
Total Federal Need-Based Loans
Total Federal Aid ’
Total State Need Based Grants
Total State Aid
Total Institutional Non-Need Based Grants
Total Institutional Aid
Total Grants and Loans
Total Grants and Work Study
Total Loans and Work Study
Total Grants, Loans and Work Study

1uv
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Appendix D

Summary of Major Student Assistance Programs

»Pell Grants

{Named after Rhode Island Senator Claiborne Pell and formerly called the
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program) Provides grants to assist
qualified undergraduate students based on financial need and are
determined by applying a formula to income, assets and other information
provided on a needs analysis document. This "eligibility index", in
combination with a calculated cost of attendance at the institution and
the student's enrollment status (part time or full time) results in the
actual dollar value of the award. The maximum award allowed in 1981-82
was $1800.00 or one half the cost of attending whichever is lower. The
minimum was $200.00. Students receiving aid under this program may
attend public, independent or proprietory postsecondary educational
institutions.

SEOG

(Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant) Provides grants to assist
students with exceptional financial need. Tederal grants are
distributed through institutions which select students to receive the
awvard. The maximum award allowed in 1981-82 was $2000.00. The minimum
was $200.00. Students receiving aid under this program may attend
public or independent non-profit postsecondary educational institutions.

NDSL

(National Direct Student Loan) Provides low interest loans to students
based on financial need. NDSL funds are allotted to states by a formula
based on the number of full-time higher education students in a state
compared with full-time students nationally. Funds to the institutions
make up 90 percent of the loan fund and institutions contribute 10
percent. Terms of the loans for the 1981-82 year included a 4% interest
rate, repayment beginning six months after graduation with up to 10
years to repay. Maximum loans were $3,000.00 for students in vocational
programs or with less than 2 years completed toward a bachelor's degree;
$6,000.00 for undergraduates in at least the third year toward a
bachelor's degree and $12,000.06 for graduates or professional students.
Students receiving aid under this program may attend public or
independent non-profit postsecondary educational institutions.




86

CWS?P

{College Work-Study Program) Provides students who have financial need
with jobs as part of their finanecial aid package. Grants flow to
institutions for partial reimbursement of wages paid to students working
on-campus or off-campus in public or non-profit organizations. The
institution's allocation covers 80 percent of the wages and the
remainder is paid by the institution, employer or some other donor.

Both graduate and undergraduate students are eligible, though most of
these funds go to undergraduates. The amount a student can earn depends
on financial need and the amount of money the institution has available.
Students receiving aid under this program may attend public or
independent non-profit postsecondary educational institutions.

GSL

(Guaranteed Student Loan) A federally subsidized corporation, Sallie
Mae buys loans from commercial lenders and some educational institutions
acting as direct lenders. The latter institutions provide loans at
below market interest rates and these loans are free from interest
charges while a student is enrolled in an educational program. GSL's
were not based on financial need during 1981-82. Interest rates for the
1981-82 academic year were 7% for students with outstanding GSL's and 9%
for new borrowers. The maximum yearly loans and total outstanding debt
allowed were: $2,500.00 and $12,500 for independent undergraduates;
$3,000.00 and $15,000.00 for independent undergraduates and $5,000.00
and $25,000.00 for graduate or professional students. Students
receiving aid under the program may attend public, independent or
proprietory postsecondary educational institutions.

SSIG

(State Student Incentive Grant) Provides assistance to students with
financial need on a 50-50 cost-sharing basis between federal and state
governments. Funds are allotted to states as an incentive for states to
establish and maintain grant assistance programs for undergraduate
students. The states determine specific dollar amounts and must
administer the funds through a single state agency which receives no
federal allowance for administrative costs. The maximum grant permitted
under SSIG is $1500 per academic year. Students receiving aid under
this program may attend public or independent non-profit postsecondary
education institutions, or for profit proprietary institutions if state
laws permit.

1u2
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Veterans Administration Payments

Provides assistance to veterans under four programs: 1) G.I. Bill
Educational Assistance Program; 2) Vocational Rehabilitation Program;
3) Dependents' Education Assistance Program and 4) Contributory
Educational Assistance Program. The G.I. Bill provides up to 45 months
of full-time schooling or on-job training for eligible students. The
Vocational Rehabilitation program provides full cost of training and a
subsistance allowance up to 48 months. The Contributory Educational
Assistance Program matches on a 2 to 1 basis money which participants
put aside while in the service. The Dependents' Education Assistance
Program provides up to 45 months of full time training for eligible
dependents of decreased veterans. Students receiving aid under these
programs may attend any postsecondary educational program approved

by the Federal Veteran's Administration. o

Social Security Payments

Until May 1982 this program provided assistance to students with at
least one parent who was a deceased, totally disabled, or retired Social
Security participant. Average payment was more than $2000 per year. As
of May 1982, Congress eliminated educational benefits for new student
participants and sharply reduced benefits for those currently enrolled
in college. During aczdemic year 1981-82 the educational benefits
program was fully ope-rational and eligible students were required to be
full time undergraduates not over 22 years of age.

Nursing Loans and Grants

Provides assistance to students in accredited schools of nursing
education. TFor long-term low interest loans, individual schools select
recipients. For 1981-82, maximum loans available were $2500 and the
total outstanding loan could not exceed $10,000. Interest rates were
3%. TFunds for grants to assist students with "exceptional financial
need" are also distributed by the institution but based on financial
need. - Maximum grants for 1981—82 were $2000.

Health Profession Loans and Grants

Provides. assistance to students in accredited schools of medicine,
dentistry, osteopathy, optometry, pharmacy, podiatry and veterinary
medicine. Participating institutions are responsible for selecting loan
and grant recipients. The maximum loan allowed during 1981-82 was’
$2500. Grants are awarded to first year, full time students and are
limited only to unmet need. '

103
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State Programs

Individual states provide their own grant, loan, or work—-study, although
few states provide all three forms of assistance. In many cases major
state grant programs are associated with the federal SSIG progrdam and
state loan programs are often linked with the federally subsidized GSL
program. A minority of states provide independent work—study programs.
Collectively, states also provide a broad range of special purpose
student assistance programs with widely varying terms for student
eligibility. All together state programs provided slightly less than $1
billion in student assistance during academic year 1981-82.

Institutional Programs

Individual public colleges and universities may also provide student aid
in a variety of forms such as student assistantships, on and off-campus
employment opportunities or externally sponsored programs administered
by institutions or individual needs in department. Merit and athletic
scholarships are examples of the latter. Terms of student eligibility
vary greatly from one institution to another, except that in most cases
aid from institutional sources account for a very small proportion of
aid distributed from all sources.

Other Programs

Government sponsored student assistance programs are augmented by a
wide variety of programs funded by private sources such as private
individuals, corporations, labor unions and benevolent organizations.

In some cases these programs are administered by the institution but in
others they are administered directly by sponsoring individuals or
groups. Aid from these sources generally represent a Very small
proportion of aid recorded by institutional student aid offices.

| Sy
Moy
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APPENDIX E
' Public Higher Education Student Aid Study Participants By
Type of Institution

UNIVERSITIES _
University of South Dakota, SD
University oif North Dakota, ND
Indiana State Universitv-Main, IN
Western Michigan University, MI
University of Iowa, IA
Purdue University,.IN
University .of Wisconsin--Madison, WI
University of North Carolina-Greensboro, NC
Kent State University-Main, OH
University of Maryland-College Park, MD
University of Maine-Orono, ME
University of Mississippi-Maine, MS
University of Arkansas-Main, AR
University of Louisville, KY
University of Kentucky, KY
Texas Tech University, TX
University of Florida-Gainesville, FL
University of California at Sant Cruz CA
Washington State University, WA
University of California at Berkeley, CA
University of Montana, MT

COMPREHENSIVE - COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
Peru State College, NE
Metropolitan State University, MN
Minot State College, ND
Indiana State Univeristy~Evansville, IN
Saginaw Valley State College, MI
Northwest Missouri State University, MD
Winona State University, MN
Washburn University of Topeka, KS
Grand Valley State College, MI
University of Wisconsin-LaCrosse, WI "
Oakland University, MI
Southwest Missouri State University, MO
Eastern Michigan UNiversity, MI
Concord College, WV
Lock Haven State College, PA
Central State University, OH
Mansfield State College, PA
Frostburg State College, MD
University of North Carolina-Wilmington, NC
North Carolina Central University, NC

_dus
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COMPREHENSIVE - COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES (CONTINUED)
University of Baltimore, MD
Slippery Rock State College, PA
George Mason UNiversity, VA
William Paterson College, NJ
Youngstown State University, CH
University of Maine-Farmirgton, ME
North Adams State College, MA
University of New Hampshire Plymouth State College, NH
Framingham State College, MA '
State University of New York College at Cortland, NY
Bridgewater State College, MA .
State University of New York College at Brockport, NY
City University of New York Queens College, NY
University of Oklahoma Science & Arts, OK
Savannah State College, GA
Mississippi University for Women, MS
Louisiana State University in Shreveport, LA
Augusta College, GA
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical Univer:ity, FL
West Texas State University, TX,
Louisiana Technical University, LA
Stephen F. Austin State university, TX
University of Texas, El Paso, TX
Fori Valley State College, GA
Mississippi Valley State University, MS
South Carolina State College, SC
Midwestern State University,m TX
McNeese Scate University, LA
Angelo State University, TX
Southeastern Louisiana University, LA
Florida Atlantic University, FL
Central State University, OK -
Lewis-Clark State College, ID
Southern Oregon State College, OR
Eastern Washington University, WA
Portland State University, OR
California State University-Northridge, CA
University of Hawaii-Hilo, HI
Western State College-Colorado, CO
California State University-Hayward, CA
Ca.ifornia State Polytechnic University-Pomona, CA

LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES
Mayville State College, ND
Lincoln University, PA
University of Maine at Machias, ME
University of South Carolina at Aiken, SC
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TWO-YEAR COLLEGES

Southwestern Community College, IA

Brainerd Community College, MN

Itasca Community College, MN

West Shore Community College, MI

Haskell Indiana Junior College, KS

Seward County Community College, KS

Mineral Area College, MD

Black Hawk College East Campus, IL

Highland Community College, KS

Scott Community College, IA

Fast Central Missouri District Junior College, MO
Highland Community College, IL

Southeastern Illinois College, IL

Maple Woods Community College, MD

Iowa Central Community College, IA

Northwestern Michigan College, MI

Rochester Community College, MN

Anoka-Ramsey Community College, MN

Morton College, IL

North Dakota State School of Science, ND

Western Wisconsin Technical Institute, WI
Waubonsee Community College, IL

Lewis and Clark Community College, IL
-Elgin Community College, IL

St. Louis Community College-?Forest Park, IL
City Colleges of Chicago Wright College, IL

St. Louis Community College at Florissant Valley, MO
William Rainey Harper College, IL

Milwaukee Area Technical College, WI

Garret Community College, MD

Roanoke-Chowan Technical College, NC

Blue Ridge Technical College, NC

Edgecombe Technical College, NC

Ohio University Zanesville Branch, OH
Pennsylvania State University-Worthington Scranton Campus, OH
Ohio University Chillicothe Branch, OH

Nash Technical Institute, NC

Pennsylvania State University-New Kensington Campus, PA
Dabney S. Lancaster Community College, VA
Robeson Technical College, NC '

North Central Technical College, OH

Craven Community College, NC

Kent State University Trumbull Regional Campus, OH
Southeastern Community College, NC

Mountain Empire  Community College, VA

Lenoir Community College, NC

Forsyth Technical Institute, NC

Lehigh County Community College, PA

Luzerne County Community College, PA

°‘ I (1)
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TWO-YEAR COLLEGES (CONTINUED)
Central Virginia Community College, VA
Atlantic Community College, NR
Thomas Nelson. Community College, VA
Essex County College, NJ
J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College, VA
Montgomery College Rockville Campus, MD
Cental Piedmont Community College, NC
North Country Community College, NY
Sullivan County Community College, NY
Thames Valley State Technical College, CT
Northwestern Connecticut Community College, CT
State University of New York College at Cobleskill, NY
Corning Community College, NY
State University of New York College at Morrisville, NY
Berkshire Community College, MA
Bristol Community College, MA
Bunker HI1l Community College, MA
springfield Technical Community College, MA
City University of New York Bronz Community College, NY
City University of New York Burough at Manhattan
Community College, NY
Nassau Community College, NY
East Central Junior College, MS
Patrick Henry State Junior College, AL
Louisiana State University-Eunice, LA
Southern University Shreveport-Bossier City Campus, LA
Panola Junior College, TX
Holmes Junior College, MS
Itawamba Junior College, MS
Copiah-Lincoln Junior College, MS
Mississippi Delta Junior College, MS
Piedmont Technical College, sC
Northern Oklahoma College, OK
College of the Mainland, T
South Plains College, TX
Gadsden State Junior College, AL
John C. Calhoun State Community College, AL
Daytona Beach Community College, FL
Del Mar College, TX
Richland College,. TX
Parrant County Junior College, TX
Northeast Mississippi Junior College, MO
Wharton County Junior College, TX
Columbia State Community College, TN
Macon Junior College, GA _
Northeastern Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, OK
Brazosport College, TX
Edison Community College, FL
Lee College, TX

.F‘_‘
<
)
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TWO-YEAR COLLEGES (CONTINUED)
Southern Oklatoma City Junior College, oK
Valencia Community College, FL
Hillsborough Community College, FL
Navajo Community College, AZ
Porterville College, CA
Lassen College, CA
Maricopa Technical Community College, AZ
Los Medanos College, CA
Aims Community College, CO
Evergreen Valley College, CA
Skagit Valley College, WA
Edmonds Community College, WA
Barstow College, CA
Gavilan College, CA
Peninsula College, WA
Eastgern Arizona College, AZ
Napa College, CA
Tacoma Community Collegr,, WA
Colorado Mountain College, CO
Sierra College, CA
Merced College, CA
Southwestern College, CA
Spokane Falls Community College, WA
Foothill College, CA
Los Angeles Valley College, CA
Pima Community College, AR
Olympic College, WA
Western Nevada Community College, NV
Spokane Community College, WA
Modesto Junior College, CA
Santa Ana College, CA
Fullerton College, CA
Santa Monica College, CA
City College of San Francisco
University of Minnesota Technical College at Crookston, MN
Indiana Vocational Technical College-Southwest, IN
Delaware Technical and Community College Southern Campus, DE
Community College of Beaver County, PA

SPECIAL - MISSION COLLEGES
New Mexico School of Mines, NM
Colorado School of Mines, CO
University of Arkansas Medical Sciences Campus, AR
University of Texas Health Science Center at Houston, TX
State University of New York Upstate Medical Center, NY
State University of New York College of Environmental

Sciences and Forestry, NY

South Dakota School of Mines and Technology, SD

1ug




1. School FICE Code:

3.

4.

12.

13.

. Local Residence:

Student Data

2. Student Study 1D:
(1) Full Time
{2) Part Time
(3) Less than Part Time

Registration Status:

(1

Academic Level: Undergraduate

[12] (1) First Year
(2) Second Year
(3) Third Year
(4) Fourth Year
(5) Fifth Year

Beyond Baccalaureate or Fifth Year
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APPENDIX F

STUDENT AID RECIPIENT SURVEY
ACADEMIC YEAR 1981-82

ALL RESPONSES MUST BE APPROPRIATE CHECKS, ACTUAL
AMOUNTS, OR CODE NUMBER BLANKS. DASHES, N/A, ETC. ARE NOT
ALLOWABLE FOR ACCURATE DATA.

PLEASE READ SURVEY DEFINITIONS BEFORE STARTING

(6) First Professional Medical, Dental, Other

Health Professions
(7) All Other First Professional
(8) All Other Post-Baccalaureate

. State of legal residence (see Definition No. 5).

[13-14) ( )

(1) On Campus

(3) Divorced
(4) Separated
(5) Widowed
(9) Unknown

. Student's number of dependent children:

[21-22] ( )

Dependency Status: (1) Dependent (for aid purposes)
(2) Independent (for aid purposes)

(23]

Family Resources

Parents' IRS adjusted gross income (
13A. Amount earned by father: (
13B. Amount earned by mother: (

(

- 13C. Parents’ non-taxable income:

A ruitoxt provided by exc [ ’- -

1’%D One-half student’s Veterans
Educational Benelfits: (

[15] (2) In community (off campus)
(3) At home
. Age: { )\
[16-17] _ ‘ A
. Sex: (1) Male
[18) . (2) Female
(9) Unknown
. Minority Code: (1) Black
{19] (2) American Indian/Alaskan Indian
(3) Asian/Pacific !slander
(4) Hispanic
(5) White
(9) Unknown
. Marital Status: (1) Single
[20] (2) Married

) [24-30]
) [31-37)
} [38-44]
) [45-51]

) [52-58) /)
I: lC Parents Federal mcome lax paid (- a ‘)[59-63]1-10

14.
15,
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22,
23.
24,
25,

26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
31,
32,
a3.
34.

35.

36.
37.
38.

40.
41,
42,
43.
44,
45,
46.

47,
48,
49,
. 60.

13F. Total number in parents’ family: (. )[64-68)
13G. Unusual medical expenses: (e )[6973]
13H. Unreimbursed elementary and

- " secondary school tuition & fees: () [74-78]
13J. Net assets of student (and spouse). (. )y [79-83)
13K. Student's (and spouse's) non-

taxable income: ( ) [84-88]
13L. Student's (and spouse's) income

tax paid: : ( ) [89-93]
Assets: parents’ home equity: ( ) [#2{31-37]]
Assets: parenls' small business/farm: ( ) [38-44]
Parents' other assets: ( ) [45-61]
Student's IRS adjusted gross income: (—— ) [52-58]
Parents’ expected contribution: ( __)[59-63]
Student's expected contribution: ( ) (64-68]
Number of parents’ (or student's)
family in college: ( ) [69-70)

Student Costs
Tuition/Fee cost for this student: (— ) [71-75]
Room charge for this student: (e )[76-80]
Board charge for this student: (e )[81-85]
Ali other budgeted costs for this student: () [86-90]
Total budgeted costs for this student: (. )[9199]
Institutional Aid
Non-need-based grant: ( 1) [96-99]
Need-based grant: ( ) [100-103]
On-campus earnings (estimated
academic year earnings) (e _)[104.107]
Fellowship Awards: ( __)[108-111]
Assistantship Awards: [ )[112-115]
Loans: ( ) [116-119)
FISL/GSL Loans (institutionally financed): () [120-123]
Employee Benefit Discount/Waivers: () [#311:15]]
Employee Benefit Dependent Discount/  *
Waiver: ( ) [16-20])
All other Institutional Aid: (— ) [21-25]
Federal Aid

Pell Grants: ( ) [26-29])
SEOG: ( ) [30-33]
NDSL: { ) [34-37] -

. CWSP (Estimated Academic Year .
Earnings): ( ) [38-a1]
Veteran's Admin. Payments: { ) [42-45]
Social Security Payments: { ) [46-49]
Health Professions Grant; { ) [50-54]
Healith Professions Loan: ( ) [55:59})
Nursing Grant: (e ) [60-64]
Nursing Loan: ( ) (65-69)
All other Federal Aid: ( ) [70:73]

State Aid
Merit-based grant: ( ) [74-77]
Need-based grant (include SSIG). (— ) [7881]
Entitlement grant: ( ) [82-85]
Campus-based grant:: (

)[86:89] .




51.
52.
53.

54.
55.
56.
57.

10.
1.
12.
13,
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21,
22,
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32,

34,
35.

36.
37.

11.

13.

College Work Study: ( ) [90-93)

Rehabilitation grant: ( ) [94-97]

All other state aid: ( ) [98-101]
All Other Aid

Grants of Record: ) [102-106]

Loans of Record: ) [107-111]

FISL/GSL Loans from other sources:
Off-campus earnings of record:

_3[112-118)
__ymra21

Survey Definitions And Clarifications

_ School FICE Code: The 6-digit code assigned by the Federal [nter-

agency Committee on Education. One or both of the first two digits
may be zero.

_ Student Study iD: Assign a number to this student's record for any

future reference. Four digits maximum. Must not be students regular
ID.

. Reglstration Status: Part-time must be at least 50% of normal full-

time as defined by the institution.

 Academic Level: As recorded by the institution.

State of Legal Residence: As reported by the student. Use a 2-digit
code.

Alabama 38. Nevada
Alaska 39. New iHampshire
Arizona 40. New Jersey
Arkansas 41. New Mexico
California 42. New York
Colorado 43. North Carolina
connecticut 44. North Dakota
Delaware 45. Ohio
District of Columbia 46. Oklahoma
Florida '47. Oregon
Georgia 48. Pennsylvania
Hawaii 49, Rhode Island
Idaho 50. South Carolina
llinois 51, South Dakota
Indiana 52. Tennessee
lowa . 53. Texas
Kansas 54, Utah
Kentucky 55. Vermont
Louisiana 56. Virginia
Maine 57. Washington
Maryland 58. West Virginia
Massachusetts 59. Wisconsin
Michigan - 60. Wyoming

. Minnesota 61. Guam
Mississippi 62. Puerto Rico
Missouri 63. Virgin Islands
Montana 64. Other
Nebraska

. Local Residence: Any campus housing is defined as on-campus.

Student's Number of Dependent Chiidren: Code 0 for none;
Code 9 if unknown.

.Parents’ Ihcomo: Code 1 if FAF not submitted by choice, or not re-
quested by college: Code 9 if unknown; Code 0 ONLY for actual
zero dollar income.

tems 13A through 13L were taken directly from the Basic Grant For-

Q

aula published by U.S. Depariment of Education. Concise item

E MC‘Iellnitlons can be found in that document which you should have in
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14.

your files. Code 9 if unknown; Code 0 ONLY for actual zero doliar

amount&

Assets—Paronts' Home Equilty: Code 1 if not requasted or
refused; Code 9 if unknown for any other reason.

Items 14-16 refer to parents of dependert students only, student asset

15.

21,

information should be entered in ltem 13J.

Asseis—Parents’ Small Business/Farm: Code 1 if not requested;
or refused; Code 9 if unknown for any other reason.

_ parents’ Other Assets: Code 1 if not requested, or refused.

Code 9 if unknown for another other reason.

_ Student’s IRS Adjusted Gross Income: Code i if not requested;

or refused; Code 9 if unknown for any other reason.

Tultion/Fee Cost: The major tuition fee charge or bortion of total

costs that represents tuition and fees. Please do not leave blank.

22,

23.

24,

25,

26.

30.

31.

Room Charge: Enter the room charge used in computing this stu-
dent's total budgeted costs. Use CSS average if no other calculation
is available. "0 is not an allowable entry. If a single charge is made
for board and room, divide uniformly by some reasonable percent-
age. Please do not leave blank.

Board Charge: Enter the board charge used in computing this stu-
dent's total budget costs. Use CSS average if no other calculation
is available. "*0"" is not an allowable entry. If a single charge IS made
for board and room, divide uniformly by some reasonable percent-
age. Please do not leave blank.

All Other Budgeted Costs: Enter an estimated amount for all
students based on local rules. !f necessary. use CSS average
amount. PLEASE DO NOT INCLUDE ANY ROOM OR BOARD
CHARGES ON THIS LINE. Enter “0'" only for actual zero other
costs.

Total Budgeted Costs: This entry must equal the total of lines 21,
22,23, and 24.

Uses the term *'non-need-based" instead of “merit" to identify stu-
dents receiving grants without rsgard to need, whether o7 not meril
is taken into consideration.

On.Campus Earnings: Enter the amount you expect this student
to earn. Not to be confused with CWSP earnings reported in Item 39.

Loans: Enter loans from institutional funds that are NOT backed by
FISL/GSL agreements. ;

33-34 Employes Benefit Tuition Discount/Walver: Enter the'value of

48.

discounts or waivers given to employees or their dependents.

State Noed-based Grant: State Student Incentive Grant funds to
be included In this amount.

54. to 57.

All Other Ald: Include only those items of record. Estimates or
guesses should not be recorded. :
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