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Characteristics of Recipients g

. : [N

N ’ (" | = > »
® More than 1.9 million students (unduplicdated count) received aid in 1976-77 f{gm

~ > 4 _J , /. . s
five Offite of Education aid prograés at more than 3,000 colleges and universities;

[ - kD v

. 13 percent of the recipients were enrolled in.public institutions. ©

—

54 percent of all college and university students aided were women, ranging from
1Y

41 percent at private universities to 64 percgﬁt at private two-year colleges.

“ , .
About 35 percent of all aid-recipients were minority students, ranging from 49

v P .

péfcent of recipients at public two-year colleges, to‘17 perceht at private two- °*
~ .
year colleges. ‘
- - *
2
Of the undergraduate aid recipients who were dependent on their parents for

2 N -

financgal support, 32 pefcent came from families with incomes of less than $6,€00;

. 30.perceht came from families with incomes of $12,000 Oé,more.

4

»

About one 'in four, aid Eecipients.was an indepenBent undergraduate, and 4 percent
. . -

. * -~ v

were graduate students. ' T <9
- - . 4

. C .
Almost all aid recipients were full-%time students (92 percent).  Part-time students
‘ -
were

+ .

strongly’ represénted at public two-yedr colleges (17 ‘percent of recipients).

3 . “ ~
N €

.
-

Awards 2 ' “ N

~
~ N <

v

®  GSL loans ave;aged $1,380; -BEOG grants averégeddﬁsgo;.NbSL, $750; QWS,'$670; and

SEOG, $550. : _ - :
e:  Except for £he\cws program, average awards were,highei for,épudents enrolled in

. .
.

sJprivate institutions than 'for those enrolled in public institutiohs; these
v, . PN \

+

. — . v

< differences held true across all institufional types.
. o A \
] Y. . . --
Use of Programs 2

I

4 . -

\

: e . . . ’ 3 A
) 73 percent of all students aided received support from the BEOG prdgram, 3% percent
. R N

. . ”

received support from the NDSL. program, 36 pexcent each from the GSL and CWS programs,

~ v .
. -

and‘22 pechp from the SEOG program.

= o o o b
<ERIC .
*




rAd
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' . N - . ‘ . N . et . -
. c.i o ‘ .
- . . 0f BEOG recipients, 25 percent were lndependent undergraduates; 36 percent were
- et ~ » . e T - - * ' ’ )

' L . - . v [y ) .

enrolled in public two-year colleges. - ' N .

. L e K , . -t

, E: Minority students made up 32 peﬁcent of BEOG recipients at ‘private institutions,

’

.. ; - 46 percent at éublic instituéién%,@and'45 perceﬁt ove:afi. . . ,
= . *Hé&f‘of SEOG recipients were a;kendinq'four—yea{ colleges; 37 percenﬁ'were in
) ' private institutions. . . . - :
[ *At public twojyear.colieges, 4§’perce9t of SEQG recipients weré_independent undér—’
R graduates. . .f . . '
. é Of"thg nearly 700,0QQ~students in the CWS prbgram, 29 percent were minority:'" .
pgroup membg;s, and 5 percent were énrolled part-time. ; .' :
- ; ‘ 44 percent of NDSL loans to dependent undergraduates were awarded to¥students from

& * ~-~ .

\
- ]

families with incomes of $12,000 or more.

1

r ] Independent undergraduates accounted for 22 percent of NDSL recipients; g;aduaté

studqyts constituted about 8 percent.

- . - -

. -
e - 15 pexcent of GSL _awards were made t6 graduate students; }é percent of the loans

awarded to dependenﬁ underggaduafes went toﬁ;kggents frém families Vith incomes

. K .
. .

of $15,000 or more.
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(. . - Background . R . /
PO . ” » L) N v
. A . : LN '
This is the third Hidher Education Panel survey of student aid programs and "

.
. .oy . : -
. -

- . . N : * ; * N : . f .
* participants. Results of'the earlier surveys w?re reported in April 1974 and in

[ ' N A . .

December 1975 . Co h . , ° - L .

The present survey focuses on selected cnaracterlstlcs of student aid rec1plents ’
. (8.3

‘

at +3,000 colleges and universitjes in the United_States, inclbiding their distribution

. -

~ by sex, by racial/ethnic group,‘and by enrollment status (full-time vS. part-time, under-

'3 « . -
graduates vs. graduate studenﬁs) In adfition, data on family income were obtained for

-~ «
. . . - .

dependent undergraduate recipients, and an“‘estimate of the average amount of aid awar@ded .
> - c . Paae

= N , ° .
was OBtained for full-time students._ i .. e ‘
The flve federally sponsored ass1stance programs covered in ‘this study are: .
= Basic Educational Oppqrtunlty Grant Program (BEOG)- Authorized by the 1972
Education Amendments, ,BEOG provides d1rec} .grants. to6 both part—tlme and full-time. students .
The maximum award is $1,400 minus an expected famlly contribution based on income and )
assets; the minimum awar® is $200, At no,tlme may the grant exceed one-half the actual
gost of attendance (tuition and fees, room and board, pbobks, .expenses). Freshmen students
were eligible during the, program's flrst year of operat;on *(1973-74), and with each
succeeding year an additional class has become eligible. Thus the program became fully =~ *
operational during 1976-77, the period -covered in this survey . . \
- * . .
Supplemental®Educational Opportunity Grant Program (SEOG): The SEOG program is one

" of three-eampus-based student aid programs. "Campus-based” means that the funds are

given, dlrectly to the participating institutions, which, in turn, select studénts with Vo
"exceptlonal" financial need. The awdrd to a given student may be as great as one-half
the total amount of’institutional aid provided to that student byt maysnot exceed $1,500 . -,
annually, or $4,000 for four: academic“years. o . y *
‘e

College Work-Study Program .(Q4S) s Under this. caﬁpus,based finahcia} aid program *
created in 1964, 1nst1tutlons receiye funds to pay 80 percent of the wages of sStudents
working on- or off-campus in either public or private nonprofit organizations. Students i
must be enrolled at-least half-time, and their ®arnings are limited to an/#mount no M
greater than the difference between their assessed financial n7ed anﬁ the amount of othér

finahcial aid avallable to them. ‘ ..

R

. National Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL) :¥ The oldest’ of the aid programs,:NDSL - .
was enacted in 1958 as the National Defense,Student Loan irogram. Farticipating institu-
tions provide 10 percent matching funds for. this low-lnterést (3 percent), ¢ampus-hased
loan program. Undergraduates y Qorrow a maximum of $5 000 “graduate students are . .
llmlted to $10,000, including loans for undergraduate §tudy Up to 100 percent of the
loan may be caricelled if therborrower takes a teaching jol in am economlcally deprlved

_area or teaches the handicapped; up to 50 percent of the loan,maY"be cancelled 1f the - .
borrower'serves in the Axmed Forces in a combat zone. . - ° . . d
~ ) b . '
‘ . . LY ” ’ . / i
. A - . s




3/

M

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Appendix B. L ! .

~ERIC

. . .
[} .
» - » ‘ 1 2 - N .

. LY
Guaranteed Student’ Loan Program (GSL): ‘Under the GSL program, loans are made .
directly by the lending institution'and are yuarantéed by the federal government, by a -
private nonprotlt agenty, or by a state agency. Students must be enrolled at least
half~time. ~Undergraduates may borrow a maximum of $2,500 per academic year, and’ graduate

. students a maximum of $5,000 per academ;c year. Undergraduate students may have a -

maximum outstandlng debt of $7,500, &nd graduate students a maximum of $15,000. During
the repayment’ perlod which runs between flve and ten years, interest is payable at the
rate of 7 percent per year. For studerits who qualify, interest is paid by the federal
government during "in-school, grace, and spec1f1ed deferment periods. . . ¥

A .

\ . Methods Summary ) \ )

-~ \

The Higher Education Panel of the American Council on Education is an ongoing survey -

-
-

research program created in 1971. Its purpsse is to conduct small-stale surveys on topics

Pl
. @ .

«

1

of current'policy interest to the higher education community and to government agenciEs._

& ) .
universities broadly representative of the more than 3,000 institutions listed in the .

The ?ahel is based upoﬂ a hetwork of campus representatives at 760 colleges and

-

National Center for Education Statistics' Education Directory.l All institutions in the

°
population are cgtegorized in terms of the variables‘constituting the Panel's stratifica=« ~
7 .

. . . . . _./
tion design, based primarily on type, control, and enrollment ‘(see table opposite).
-

The survey instrument (see Appéndix A)‘Qas mailed atithe end o; Kovember 1976 fo all

760 Panel members, with the suggestion that the survey be completed by the institution's

financial aid officer. By mld—January, the: cutoff date for return ébf questlonnalres,
.« ¢ e -

usable responses had been received from 608 colleges and universities. S;x surveyed

- - . . . § -

institutions were~excluded from the base either because their students were wholly

~, 4 . s

Asupported by‘the federal government or because, for other reasons, they did not part1c1pate

in Office of Education aid programs. Thus, of the eligible sample of 754 1nst1tutlons,
] | ] .

81 percent responded. A cdmparison of respondénts'and nonrespondents is presented in
tooe ) .

-t

‘ -

The data from responding institutions were statistica}ly adjusted to represent the
o . ! -

e - ° . ¢ R ~ -
national.popuhﬁtion of 3,031 colleges and universities. Specifically, each data item was
RS - ’
lExcluded\\from\the Education Directory listings are vocational and most proprie-
tary institutions., which are estimated to account for approxlmately 1 percdnt df the

dollars awarded undler the five assistance programs coVvered in the survey. *

—1 .

.

. - : o 2
- N N

.
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- S
" Higher Education Panel ‘ % . A
) Stratification Desiyn LA
H . /“ - ‘
- : . .Population T . * Panel
Cell Characgeristic . . ‘" . Y(NE3,037) © (N=760)
SR S - o M r s ) .
1 Public universities , o . 112 . 110. , .-
2 Private universities - . ‘f . . ) . 74 71 .
3 Public medical schools -~ ’ . 30 ‘ 28
. * 4 public black four-ygar colleges T ' 13 12 .
5 Public nonblack ﬁour-year colleges (FTE >8,750) < 107 . 93 o ®
6 Private medlcal schools ) 18 16
i Prlvate nonblack four—year colleges (FTE >8,750) . .13 ) .10
8 publid two- year colleges (FTE '>8,750) ) 36 ) v 34
1] N . F
9//§;b11c four-year colleges (FTE 3,700-8,750) ) 77 - - 41
©10 “Public four-year colleges (FTE <3,700) ) 193 38
11 Private four-<year colleges (FTE 2 ,000-+8,750) . 134 . 3?|
12 Private four-year colleges (FTE 1,000-1,999) LT . 280 L0 46
13 Private four-year colleges (FTE <1,000) * 840 . 41 - Te o
14 'Publicftwo-year colleges (FTE 5,106&8,750) ) 62 . 36,
15 Public two-year colleges {FTE 3,260-5,099) ' 104 42 ' ;
.16 Public two-year colleges (FTE +,600-3,259) f 177 41
17 Public two-year colleges (FTE <1 600) o o 's21 ' T 44
18 Private two-year colleges : . .y 246 18
Notey FTE i% full-timeﬁequivalent enrollment » . . “
'l Il . . ' » - , » V. 3 * ”'
- B : ’ e v R .o~

ERIC

.
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. institutional categories app1§ to the population of institutions’in the .United States

_ from which the Panel institutions were sampled. -

welghted within each stratlflcatlon <ell, by the ratlo of the number of 1nst1tut10ns

H d 4

in the ellglble“popufati:n to the number of Panel institutions in that cell which re-'

m - ’

sponded to the survey item. Therefore, the data displayed,in the tables by various

. -
-

¢

¢« Three separate populatiens were used in weighting'the respdnsés to thig survey: -
- -
(1) For data items relevant to alr students or all 1nst1tut10ns, the entire institutional

rx \ N 4

pOpulatrqn was-used, (2) for ltems relatlng solely to undergraduates, 1nst1tuxlons Elch ’

- enrolked no undergraduateikwere ellm;nated; ¢3) likewise, .for 1tems relating only to ..
O L - . T
. graduate students, institutions enrolling‘only undergraduates were eliminated 7 .

P -
.

Weights were computed separately to allow for,dlfferent;al 1tem responsel The
H A

' -
resultlng cell and item weights were applled to. the responses Qf each institution; the  °

.-
{ LW
& - . “ : ~ ‘ L .~
. - ~ .
1 . . : .
. . . . v
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weighted ddta were then agdregated into.broad institutional categories appropriate to .~
6 . . . . R

%

the survey analysis¢ . v

The reade? is‘reminded that all data represent inoependently computed population

estimates. Because each data element yas weighted separately, subtotals generally

‘approximate, but may ‘not add up to, €heir corresbonding totals. e

- . ) . .
.- . Results . ’T .

"This report describes the weighted results>of the syrvey and-.classifies institu- .

-

tions by tﬁpe (two-year colleges, four-year colleges, un}versities) and control (public,
“y X . H . * . H . -
private). tTo, provide the reader with a point of_reference, Table .1 presents comparative

“demographic data from the‘National Center for Education étatistics on all students

-
. . v

enrolléd in all colleges and universities in fall 1976. =~ o R o

L S

Of the nation's 11.2 million students, approximately ftur in five were enrolled

-

;.
- - ~ . . .
in the publ*f sector. More than 40 percent of all students attending public institu-
tions were enrolled in two-year colleges. ' s
. A~ M a . . . .

Minority students (i.e.; Blacks, Hispanics, Asians or' Pacific Islan8ers; American

S . . K . .

- NN L. ‘ .. 3 . . 2 .
Indians or Alaskan natlves) constituted 14 percerft of .the total enrollment. They were

. . v ° .,

represenxed in. alpost | the same proportlons in the public and in the prlvate sectors

.
.o e

Nomen accounted for sllghtly less than half (47 percent) of all students natlonally.

tThey constituted the_majority (51 pbrcent) at private 'two-year colleges only and were
et . ) ~ P
underrepresented ﬁogt markedly (41 percent) at private universities.

: One-fourth of all_students*were enrolled in univérsities, two—fifths in four-year
. - - . ,."
« colleges, and slightly more than one-third in two—yea& colleges. In the private sector,.
» . . L] i N - 0

. . ) . ;
three in “five students@attended four-year colleges. i
N ‘ . . 1
Chatacteristics of Regcipients " . | ’ .

-

More than 1. 9 million college and un1vers1ty studenﬂs (undupllcated count) re-

. . 4. : .
. ceived ass1stance under ong or more of the f;ve programs covered in the survey (Table 2).
: ! . '
»w ) v * -
- 2in.t"prmationlab_out total minority enrqllment based on, fall 1974 data. .
. R ’ .« . ' A N
- A.. ¢ - - g‘ ’
. ‘ - - r'd N

-
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Almost’ three in four aid rec:.p:.ent:s {73 percent) were enrolled in publ:.c institutions.
- t

tt‘x

The largest. proport::Lon of ‘assisted students (44 percent:) ~.at:t:ended four-year college§, -

31 percent: t:tended t:wo-year colleges, and t,he gemaining 25 perceht: who rece:.Ma:.d

X R L

4 . S

tmder the ’in{e programs attended u!‘:.vers:.t::.es. ) . ..t
3‘ e

Sex Dist:r:Lbut:J.on- About: 54 pércent of all’ a:Ld rec:.p:Lent:s were women (Table 3)

The propoétlon\va'rled however, by :|.nst::|.t:ut;10nal set:t::Lng, ranging from a h:Lgh of 64

percent: aﬁ private ‘two-year colleges to & low of 41 percent: at private un:.vers:.t::Les. 14

.

I o
The sex Jist:ribut:ion of recipients,also varied amOng' the five assistance programs

- L4 .

survéyed'(Table 4) . + Thps,. the proport:ion of women, was smallest for the,t:wo loan-

programs (46 percent: for GSL and 50 percent for NDﬁL) and highest for BEOG and CWS

4
~ L4

(55 percent: for each) . ‘ ) N

.
.

’. Racial/Ethnic Group Membership: Just over one:fthlrd (35 percent:) of all aid
. v - - %

recipients were minor:iit:;}-group members, though again the proport:ion varied considera.bly,

\

both by i:nstitutional s'et:t:ing and-by program. The proportions of nd:nonity aid recip-

:.ent:s -at the dlf.’ferent: t:ypes of 1nst::.tut:10ns-Were as follo\vsﬁ. -
; + N M:Lnor:Lt:y Part::Lc'ipat::Lon * ~
" Type of Institution - (unduplicated count) b=
P .\‘ . 0 g
. ’ Public, fofal: 39%
v ,;. / - o N o
77 UniverSity ’ 30% .
) Fout-year college -~ ) 35% . )
Two-year college - . 49% N TN . .
Private, total: - ‘ . 23% .
' ‘ Un:.vers:.t:y i 24% ° .
- Four-year college * 5 * - . 24% \ -
R '_l‘wo-,year college o 17% ! . ,
‘ The m:Lnor:Lt:y pargl.c:Lpat::Lon rates for the d:.fferent: st:udent: assistance programs
were as follows . . M:Lnorit:y h
. , . « Program Participation .
- Lol .o~ N c = . v
) " . « " #:BEOGT -T.° T 433 - .
) -, 7~ SEOG 39%
N P " e, CWS 29%
. < wnosf 26% 7
. SSL . ¢ . 17s. A . .
-1 . ce e e . AN
~ - - . . .
. . N ) . .
- M <
| 13 S
s
{ .
- . ..
- . \ . 4 LS
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Student Status and Family Income LeveMs; Graduate students constituted 4 percent

~ . i . »
-fof all aid recipients; another 24 percent were cla':ésified as independent undergraduates
; Yol

[N

) ‘ .l . - } 7
"(i.e., not depepdent on their families for financial support). Thus, the remainder (72
3 . . . e L. T o«

- . 4'
percent of all aid recipients) were dependent unde'r’jraduates whose primary financial
? P e . T

N - N v - - W R L L4
SPpport came from their families? The distribution 'of't,hes’e students by family- income
/ N ‘.
- : ., . . . i
*  is’ summiarized below: : : . .
‘ B 3 — Percent of Dependent
Family Income™ . , . Undergraduates .
. Less than $6,;000 - ° " 32 o
. $6,000 - $7,499 . j ‘ 14
- © $7,500 -~ 11,999 25, . )
$12,000~ 14,999 . N 17, .
P $15,000.0r mor® . ‘ So12 -
- . . loos ,
Award Amounts . B A .. o
w - - . Ve N . . . -
The. average amounts awarded under the five assistance programs ranged from $550 e
to $1,380, as fgllows’: ) - R . - T,
s S Program ' Average Award : . . ’
7 SEOG - . § 550 . '
' cws 670
‘ . NDSL 750 .
< - BEOG ° 820 |
' GSL 1,380 .
. Studenté attending private institutions received, on the average, somewhat higheY ’
N .

.

| .
awards than those attending public ins'titutions\ The CWS program was an exception tog

this® generalizét;ion: Average CWS awards at public two-year and four-year celieges were

- ~

- * about 10 percent, higher than those at the same types of private institutions (see Table 5).° \
w0 ) = Y :
* Characteristics of Recipients by Program oL ‘ T h .

]
’

. hd . . .
Tables 6 through 10 present inférmation on the kinds of students receiving financial
R R - N
o . .

aid according to the type of assistance program. . - .
N N ‘ 4 [ . - ‘ "
Basic Educatidhal Opportunity Grant Rrogram: . Almost three in fourﬂ (73 percent) of -

3 — s . _. L .
S . ) . >
3Fangi1y incBhe is the gross unadjusted income ©f a student's family, as used in
all campus-hased financial aid programs. *

L
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a1l college and university students aided received awards under the BEOG program

'(Table 6). 0f this group, 80 percent attended public institutioné 43 percent were

minority students, and 25 percent were independent undergraduates Of the dependent

undergraduates receiving finanCial aid from the BEOG program, two in fiwve were from
+

families'with incomes under $6,000, and over -four in five (84 percent) were from families
N g .

with incomes under $12,000. . 4 i . :

~
"

o

More than one-third,of the 1.4 mil‘kon BEOG recipients were, studentghat public two-

year collegesﬂ Of this group, two-thirds were dependent undergraduates, half of whom

were from families'with incomes of less than_$6,000.‘ In addition, }7 percent of BEOG re-

cipients at public two-year colleges were part-time students, a higher propertion than
: . K : .
in any other assistance program or in any other institutional setting.

« Amongtthe minority students receiving BEOG awards, 69 percent were :Black, and 24

- “ .

percent were Hispanic. Overall, minority students made up a,larger proportion of BEOG
4 - »

L A . - : \

recipients at public institutions (46 percent) than at private institutions (32 percent).

Only at tke university level did the proportion of minority recipients in the private
¢’ .

——'ssector-exceed-that in the public“sectori(BJ,percent and 34 percent, respectively).

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program: Over ore in five of all aid

recipients (22 percent) had an SEOG grant. A greater proportfon of SEOG recipients
than of BEOG recipients attended private colleges and universities (37 percent and 20

percent, respectively) (Ta.ble 7) - o . NI .

.
"

All but 1. pe'cent of §EOG recipients at private institutions were full- time students,

' -

Y
éompared with all but 6 percent at public institutions. Overall, one-fourth‘of all SEOG
recipients were claseified as independent undergraduates, though® the proportion ranged

.,from'oniy 7 percent at private universities to a full ‘42 percent at'public two-year

) S e - *
colleges({is : ’ e : .

0f the dependent undergraduated receiving SEOGs, a somewhat larger proportion at

-
’

’ N ’ i3 - :
. - private institutions than at public institutions’came from families with incomes of _

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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students) worked at subs1dized ]ObS under the Cws<program to help pay fox their college

.

T -

\

also eligible for CWS and cbnstituted 5 percént of the total group in 1976777. '

SEOG programs:

.
.

the BEOé and 25 percent of the

aided students) borrowedathrough tRe NDSL program for an average amourit of about $750

per recipient (Table 9).

'ﬁ,:; 31
and“the ,work-study program.

§12,000 or more (30 percent versus 21 percent).

education (Table 8).

cially dependent.on-tﬁeir families.

~

» N 4

t -

College Work-Study Programi:

-

Fewer than one in three (29 percent) of the participants 1n CWS'Was a minority

LN

student, and only one %n twenty was.enrolled on a part—time baSlS.

-

- .

“ 0f the undergraduate CWs recipients( about four in five were classified as finan-

greater proportion of undergraduates from higher-income families than did the BEOG and

- .

came from families with incomes of $12,000- or more, as compared with only 16 percent of

EJG. recipi®nts.
/0

‘National Directfstudent Loa Program.

(26 ;percent) of participants in the NDSL program, eompared Qith the two grant programs
T s LY . . <

Nearly 700,000 student® (or 36 petcent of a11 aided

Average earnings from the CWS progranh were $670.

The CWS program provided assistance to a substantiaily&

More than one-third of the CWS recipients who were dependent undergraduates
. - \ S

About 757,000 students (or 39 percent of all

‘Minority tudents constituted a relatively small proportion

.
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Graduate students are
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As with the other assistance programs, the major‘share of R

. &

. the aid went to dependent undergraduates who constituted 71 percent of all NDSL recipients.

A

L percent) of this group were from families with incomes of §12,000 or more.

e ,

Vi
/

. ° N

.-

portion was eve® higher--53 percent--for dependent

. v

*
Overall, 22 percent of the students receiving
'S ' «, . oS

uates, and about 8 percent were graduate students.

- S~
percent) of the loan recipients in public two-year

1) *

tional setting were independent undergraduates.

-J
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Guaranteed Student:ifkpan Program: The average

N
’ B L4
-

e L -3

¢ ¢

. Bs was not true of the grant and ]ObS programs, however, a substantial pxoportion (44

The pro-
undergraduates at private institutiqms.
. LN
NDSL loans were independent pnderérad—-

\ R
A substantially larger'proportion (42

colléges than in any other institu-

1
- -

N .

-~

amount of a loan unhder the GSL




7 , . . . . . ' . . ‘ .
. M . ; . .

pro'graa;xn was $l,380—-su1':‘stantially larger than. the average award under ahy of the other

‘ i/ four assistance programs covered in the survey (Table lO) . About 695‘,006 college and ‘- o

-

’

un1vers1ty students° recelved loans guaranteed under. this program of thesé,"' 15 percent

- 1

?
were graduate students, a la:ger proportJ.on than in any other ass1stance program, but

wo. R ! C
. only l7 percent were m1nor1ty students, a smaller proportlon than in any of the other

. & . . N . .

T
f

P ! programs. Among the dependent undergraduate recipients, the GSL program prov1ded con-— .
. . P . . . .
. . slderable assistance to students from.families at hlgher income' levels, as 1nd1cated in
) ‘N : A c
g ' the following: . - . : : . )
‘e . : : . g S LTy
‘ - . ) Co- Categories of Dependent Undergraduates ! ot
: ! . Family Income (percent distribution) :
- « 8 . B .
- Iy ’ o Less than $6,000 12 d -
. E $6,080 - $7,499 ° 8 ) T P
ot . . $7,500 - 11,999 19 - ‘
[~ o . o - ~ §$12,000- 14,999 -, 25 . e L TP
< §15,000 or more ' - 36 . L
Total " 100% . . S

v
»
.

. « ==Thus, over one—-third (36 percent) of the dependent under”-duétes who received

v

N guaranteed loans were from fam111es havxng incomes of $15, 000 or more. #In comtrast,
- » N e
' <

students from this 1ncome group were represented in, the other four ass1stance programs

- ~ * - i
. © " as follows: , - . - : / .
N R . - . . - : P
- . . Students with , ’ : *
- - oL : ‘ . Family Income of .
; Program ) $l5;000 or more ’ ) o
: . e ~ BEOG 4% .
o . e SEOG ‘ 9% : L o :
‘ ; cwWS 15% ‘ . '
. o © _ "NDSL ° ' 21% . .
- PR ’ . « <
,.) . B .

Coxgparison with the 1974-75 HEP Survey ' .

In the two years since the last HEP survey on student aid partitipants was conducted

) (1974-755 both(::ecipie.nt characteristics and program use have‘changed somewhat' Although
‘the sample of Panel institutions was revised and redrawr in 1976, the composition of the
inst/i.\t‘u'ti.onal popul.ation has changed only slightly .since the prev:i:ous survey, and ‘the
results‘of both’ surveys were weighted ‘to produce natlonal estimates, Because sthe l974-715_'

”
.
w7
-
.
—
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2t

study 1nc1uded the Sta.te Student

Incentive Grant Program and the present studg;tdid not,
i
care should bh ta.ken in assessing changes in the total number (unduplicated ‘count) of

.
v

.
7

college and um.vers:.ty studeni; aid rec1pients

v

-

]
’
v, v <

Part1.c1patio,n in the loan progra.ms has increased only slightly since the, 1ast suryey
i \
In contrast partic1—

- - ;

_"""Er,ﬂ

' by 1 percent in the NDSL, and by 4 percent in the GSL (see Table 11).

pation in both the CWS and th& SEOG programs increased by over 20 percent and the BEOG |
s

. ‘-e 5,

; .
program aided 160 pgrcent‘mOre students than two years earlier,. largely because it became
. . . L1 w, N < . B .
‘ : ; _‘f, )
rational&'m

fully OT
4

Average awards under these, filve prpgrams also increased

19"/’6i7-’7. L A

v

- -

£ -
o v a
. «

v

BEOG recipients experienced

the 1argest gain (32 percent). om $620 \8"0 whereas the other grant program, SEOG,

experienced the smallest a&mge 3ain {2 percent) , from $540 to $550 'I‘he average award
PISER RS
under CWs increased by 30. per?sent, under GSL,ﬂ.by 10 percent; and under NDSL by 9/percent

i )vt :h

The prooortions of @mlé*student aid” partic1pants remained virtually unc

" . 1
> . /

ha/nged over

the, two. years, whereas the proportions of ﬁunority students declined in all fi
.'L

i\le programs.

These declines in p’ercentage points were smallest insthe loan programs:
P * W

1 pex,'z:ent in the'

.

* L Y . 3 t
GSL program, and 3 percent.in the NDSL program. The greatest decline occurred in the SEOG

.

7

program (9 percent) ’ followed by the BEOG program (S‘percent); the decl"i}te tn Cws'was 3
.. . : S . "y .
percent. Nevertheles.s, there was a slight increase in the proportion®6f minority students

among ‘the total of aid r%g%pients (unduplicated count).

The number \o’f undetgrad\uates cons.idered to be financially independenat of their families

¢
— . ] v o

’

increased substantially in all five programs, most markedly in the two'grant programs. The

{

- Ve In.addition, the proportion of dependent undergraduate recipients coming from families
with incomes of $12,000 o6r more incyeased suj:)stantially in all five of thie programbs coverad
. in both surveys . ) - DA
] r
K S 5 o
. % 18 .
o -

o
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. . . < _
» : ) .Detailed Statistical Tables oo - .

. , - Table 1 ‘ : .
. : ' . . +, Total Studeqf Enrollment, Fall 1976 .
) v ol
¢ . Total Institutions ° ‘Public Institutions ) Private Institutions
& Characteristics ~ Numbex ‘ ﬁgrcent *' Number - ‘Percente i Number | _ Percent
Women _5,2635865 ' T+ 46.9 4,188,764 17.6 1,075,101 44.5
Men * . 5,951,246 - 53.1 4,612,158 52.4 . 1,339,088 55.5
Total 11,215,111 - 100:0 - . 8,800,922 s 100.0 - 2,414,189 ° . 100.0
- Minority . 1,333,938 13.7 - 1,007,501 ° T 13.6 326,437 13.9 :
Nonminority 8,392,193~ -86.3 . 6,374,350 86.4 . +,2,017,843 -_86.1
Jotal*: . . 9,726,131 - 100.0. - 7,381,851 ' 100.0 2,344,280 100,0
I3 , L N o " - . ¥ LN - . -t
Universities t : ‘| e L o - . .
. Women . ‘ 1,218,761 ' 43.3 - 930,903 | - 44,1 , 287,858 - +40.8
. Men A 1,597,374 - T ~56.7 - 1,179,250 » . 55.9 418,124 59.2
A Total - ’ 2,816,135 * 100.0 ) 2,110,153 . 100.0 705,982 100.0 = -
Four-year Colleges P ; i ) _ T
. Women ° " 2,108,942 47.7 1,399,667 -~ 48,8 . 709,275, 45.6
Men 2,312,000 52.3 . 1,485,878 . 51.2 ! 846,122 . 54.4 *
Total 4,420,942 ' 100.0 ©2,86%,545 100.0 - , 1,555,397 . - 100. .
N Fvooyear Colleges ." i C . .\ . JEEPUN - : e o *
. ‘Women ’ . 1,936,162 - 48.7 1,858,194 ' 48.6 77,968" - ¢ " 51,0 _
Men - N o 2,041,872 - 51.3 1,967,030 51.4 74,842 ' 49,0
L. ‘fotal - - 3,978,034 . 100.0 , 3,825,224 «100.0 . 152,810 ~ ~100.0
o e NOte# Data pertaining to minority enrollment were obtained frxom Racial and Ethnic Enrollmeﬁt Data From Institut}ons of |

Higher Education, Fall 1974, U. S. Department of HealtH, Education and Welfare, Office for Civil Rights, 1976. -All other data
comie from Fall Enrollment in Higher Education, by Control of Institution and Sex'and Attendance Status of Students, U. S.

Department of Health, Educatiot and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, Prepublication Release of Prelimingry Data,

January 1977. . N S 4 .
. 0y N -~ - .
* P ~ . . .
Since minority enrollment data a¥je for 1974 amd all other data are for 1976, the totals are not the Same.
- ' , " . . V4 L
\J . A ‘ ‘ N . . -~ ‘ N
19 . . N .
O ‘ . .. ~ ~ , N '4 . ‘ § .
FRIC _ A B . [ ‘
A Text provided b e A ' 1 oG . £ . . R 4 “ - .
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Tabl

. ‘. by Type and antrol gf Institution -

1976-

e 2 . . . .

Percent Distribution of Students Recelv:Lng Aid Under Office of Educat:Lon Assistance Programs,

’

77

~

e e

pa o Py o -

*
®

‘ Total " ' R T, . -
: Institutional Characdteristics (undupllcated X _BEOG SEOG . te cws NDSL GSL .
. . . ' . count) Proqram Program Program Program Program
s 7. Number of recipients z 1,937,000 1,411,000 .- 432;000 -698,000 .~ 757,000 ' 695,000
. 3 4 . e ® R . .
‘ _« , ' Control, - ’ ‘ \ - . o ) . ..
4 .. Public ‘ 72,60 \79 9. = 63.3 . 64 . 61.4 . 56.0 -
: Private © . 27.4° - 20.1 7 T 36,7 "35.9° . 38.6 44.0
. + 7 Total « T 100.0 ‘1_0,0.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 ) |
- - ) ) ’ 2 M e - ‘ ¥ S
. Type ° ., A : : -
_ _ Public two-jfar ’ 28.5 36.5 . .20.6 20,8 -, 9.6 8.0 .
R , Private two-year ; * 2.3.: . L 2.3 - 4.6 *321 2.6 1.7 -
s . Public four-year 5 248 ¢« 26.9 24,9 25,5 25.9 22.5 p
- Private four-year . F .19.3 % 14.6 '26.0 " 26,0 25,7 26.1
- " Public university ‘ . J19.3 "16.6 #.7 i 17.8 ' -25.9 25.4
' Private uniyergity & - 7" . 5.8 - 3.2 LT 6.8 10.2 16.2
Tota]_ b4 rSl Y . T —EIn L : , ath ol P ———
. A . PO Lol o 100.0 ,100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 -
. . * R u ‘
.o — N et - —*
SR e p . e
4 ‘. ) Excludes' Guaranteed Student Loan Program. . ) ' . > . ;
, ’ . =
N ) - Noté: -All tables show welghted- natmnal estinf¥tes unless speciflcally, statéd oﬂ1erw15e “On this and .
s 0, . subsequent tables, nubers, of recipients are rounded to the neares,t thougand. 'I‘otals may not add due to-rounding
' B ) .and welghtlng . . . . o ' .’ ‘. . 3
v g . .. » » . ~" "' R . . %
.d ~ ) . " * */)’ « \.
. N + hd ‘ v *
. N e, - Y *
' ot . o .“ \ e ‘ > » > .
- * P - . ¢ - \
o . L 22
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\ L Table 3 L. —
° Characteristics of All Students (unduplicated count)*J Receiv.ing ‘Aid Under Office of Education \ ) ‘ . -
. / ) | Assistans:e Programs, hy. Type and oCont';rol of Institution, 1976-77 ' )
o ’ ¢ ) N s, ) k ’ » v 2
.- . VT *(In Percentages) .
> ’ o \\ -t * . ! ] ’ ¢
) .o . T ) ' ' . . o '
- A W \ - - - e z — :_ S -
o . . . N . . . LA
o . . 'I.‘oi:\ai Public Institutions . . ° Private Institutions - .. .
* N N N » . v A M B M v, :
; Characteristics - | Institutions| .. 'Dot:al;6 Twg-year’| Four-year| University| Yotal | Two-year| Four-year |University ot
] i - e
4 +Numbey of recipients 1,937,090 1,406,000 552,000 481,000 374,000 531,000 45,000. 374,000 112,000
’ . . 7 . . ’ : ) : - .
Sex R . 2 ¢ “ .
. Women A ., 55.5 ., +50.3 49.5 63.5 50 4. 4.6 g
. Ren ' ‘o _4e.5. .. _49.7 50,5 - ,.36.5 . _49.6 ~ 89.0 .o
-~ Tokal . v . R 100.0 100.0#. -100.0 - . ,100.0 100.0 ° ,.100.0 .-
i a ! ’ -‘ » ‘ . )
.. Racial/Ethnic Group' . . - £oon & S t. ‘e ~ 0, -
Minority . 35.1 " 730.0 - "23.1, \/fé.'e . 23,6 . 240 | .
R I;Ignminority E 64.9 -7 . 70.0 ._16.9 «' _83.2 76,4 o ° _76.0 b
; Total « « e . 100.0 . 100.0 - 10®.0 - “'100.0 . .100.0 ¥ 100.0 ] :
- C i - . .- . - . N - '
. . Enrellment o ) s P e L * N
- Full-time , 93.5 . : :93.3 97.5 . 97.1° 97.9. 96.2 g
R Part-time ; .o 6.5 77 6.7 2.5 ° 223y 2.1- & 3:8
,  ,Total , -* ‘ © 106v0 100.0  100.0 100.0 © 100.0 .  .100.0 )
. i - . [ Y €
status, . . p—— . : &
e  Dependent Undergraduate ' 7 - s *
o Family Income : . . : . o . PR
> ) . ' A " . ~
.Less than $%,000 °* 23.4 o 17.7 - 17.4 - 2609 "17.7 . - 12.5
 $6,000 - $7,499. 1202 %9.4 9.0 15.2° ~8.5 . 8.1 .
$7,500 - 11,999 , 189 19.2 20.0 . 24.5 20.3 - 17.1 . J
* $12,000- 14;999 . < 13.4 - 13.6 16,7 - 15.4 17.1 ,16.0 N
$15,000 or more o 7.3 8.2 . 18.4%.: 10.4 - 18.5 - 21.4 <., D
Independent Undergwzaduates | 2241, 23.8 - Ml2.9> 7.7 15.4 < 1.0 N
-t Graduate Students - 3.8 - 8.1 - 5.6 - -2.6 17,9 «
Total ) 100.0~ 160.6 . To0.0 . 100.0 100..9 100.0
' " . P . kS ~ . ’
v - 4 - ~
. * - s . ’ N . , . .
T ) Excludes Guaranteed Student Loan Program ' ) ‘ : T e -

2 .
» o
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{ . —~ Table 4 . » -
. Cha¥acteristics of Students Receivihg Aid Under Office of Edugation Assistance Programs, 1976-77 e
~ ) ) ¢ : . . ‘ -
. ) : ¢ (In Percentages) ’
. . 1 - .
Total ' ’ . . o« - N .
Institutional Characteristics (unduplicated BEOG ‘ SEOG CWs NDSL GSL
coynt) Program Program '/ Program Program Program
) - / * ) ' : ‘ “
Numbé;- of recipients ~ 1,937,000 1,411,000 432,000 . 698,00’9\’\ . 757,000 695,000
) N Sex P . - ' o
o Women , . 585 .- 55.1 . 53.7 /5.0 49.7 46.3
- Men, T T 46.5 L _44.9 46. 45.0 ._50.3 * _53.7
. . Total . . . 100.0 . - 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1006.0 .. .
c Racial/Ethnic Grobp .. - Coetr L . : Ll o
; Minprity e, 34.97 ;43;0¢ oV 39.1 29.3 25.7 17.8f
Nonminoxity 65.1 ~ “4.,57.0 60.9 70.7 74.3 ..83.0 .
Total. " 100.0 * + ° 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ; -x. -
,Bnn:ﬁment ’ . : s X '. ’ ) - : :
Full-time 91.6 - ™ 90,2 [ 96.2 95.4 95.5 92.4
Part-time . ’ 8.4 9.8 _ 3.8 ’4.6'\‘ 4.5 7.6 ¢
“Total ‘ W ¥100.0 100.0 .+.100.0, 100.0 . ~100.0 160.0
, ‘Status . : ’ ) .
' Dependent Undergraduate ! . . . . .
£ . Family Income at . . C - : Q.
. " Less than $6,000 . 22.8 30.0 24.4 18:2, 14.9  --.%8.0
. $6,000 - $7,499 o104 -, 13.5 11.0o  ww 8.9 6.9 T+ 5.5 ¢
° $7,500 - 11,999 17.8 . 19.6 . 20.5 ©.18.4 17.8 12,9
*$12,000- 14,999 12,2 8.6 12.0 < 16.5 ,l6.r5 16.8 *
, ., $15,000 or more 9.0 3.3 7616 “11:5 . o, 14:5 23.8 -
. Independent Undexgraduate 24,0 # 24.9 '25.6-7s "2 20.5 5 21,6 18.4
Graduate Students v 4.0 it il ' 5.'0’ 7.8 14.6
Total . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100707 “ 100.0 -100.0 -,
- Lo . SR, “ °
x- ' - A - - ¢ Fo )
N 4 # Excludes Guaranteeéd Student Loan Program. A - e /'J’ .
v, ‘ o R ’ ' % ¥
. » - %‘% l‘ f( - . . . R . .
< 25 s
. R
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. - Table 5 ' ' )
Average Amount of A551stance Awarded Under Office of Education A551stance Programs, by Control
. and Type of Institution, 1976-77
. T ‘ In Dollars®)
- . ) T | - 4 * . .
Institutional- BEOG . SEOG CWS NDSL GSL
Characbe;istifg Program ‘Program ! Program Program ' Program
v Total.: , L $ 820 $ 550 ''$ 670 $ 750 $ 1,380
! Control ’ . . . ' '
Public 800 ° 510 . 690 ) ‘690 1,260
T Private 910 . 610 . 640 840 * 1,520
- . Type ) . 3 ‘ .
. . Public. two~year 740 440 680 580 1,130 =
- - _ Private two-year 950 500 620 640 . . 1,380
2 Public’ four-year 830 530 . 670 670 - 1,260
a Private four-year 910 820 600 _ 780 1,480
o _ Public university 870 _ 580 ~ -+ 750 760 1,310
' +  Private university 880. " 660 82Q 1,060 "1,620
. . * . . . P
’o : Awards rounded to the nearest teh dollars. N : ‘ -
* A N . h . - -
{ .
‘ = S
13 ’ 4 L .
-] ‘ . d ' « N ) -
' N . "‘ ~ Fl : -
N s . ) N ) b N At B ~ ' « 8 T 4
L. - ” - 8 - - )
Lo 2, - g .
% \ - » y .
. s .
N o, . .
/3 W L . . . ‘.‘ ’ ’
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Characteristics of Students Receiving Aid Under the
' Program, by Type and Control°®of Institution, 1976-77

Table 6

AN

Basic Tducational Opportunity Grant (BEOG)

I3 I 4
\ . o (In Rercentages) ‘ . .
- . ot - . . . - _
= ;‘ - = — s .
| . . : Total l ' Publice IPsEitutj:ons Y e : Prix{ate- Instituti;ons —
P ‘Characteristics’ Institutionsl : ’IbtaI Two-yeay |[Four-year University| Total Two-year -Four—year_“ University
", Number o’f recipients 1,411,000 1,127,000 514,006 3}79,000 234,000 283,000 33,000 206,000 - 4£,OOO v
Sex ’ . ) 4
Women *55.1 55.8 58.1 55.4 51.3 52.1 . ©61.9 52.2 | 44.2
) Men 44.9 . 44,2 " 41.9 44.6 48.7 - 47.9 38.1 N --47.8 55.8
h Total 100.0 £100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 IOO.Q o 100.0
.o . B ‘ , - ' . . -
. racial/Ethnic Group . . = ' )
Lo Black (Nonhispanic origin) 29,6 31.3 ., -34.2 31.8 23.8 22,9 17.7 23.4 24.3 t
. - Hispanic 10.2 11.4 « 17.0 6.5 6.5 5.5 2.0 5.6 7.8 ';
o Asian or Pacific JIslander 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.3 2.6 2.5 1.2 . 2.3 4.1 "
Indian or Alaskan Native 1.1 123" 9 . 1.7 1.57 .7 .6 < .8 - .4
- White (Nonhispanic origin) =~  57.0 54:, 1 45.9 58.% 65.6 68.4 78.4 67.9 63.4
% Total - ) 100.0 100.0 -100.0 - .100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. Enrollment . : , & ‘ ) o
Full-time . 90.2 ) 88.5 82.9 93.5 '93,1. 96.6 96.2 97.2 94.0
Part-time" ' 9.8 1.5 17.1 6.5 ~ 6.9 © 3.4 3.8 2.8 . _6.0
N Total . 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -., 100.0 v
R » . - . ) . oy 4 N
Sta:tus I N . - . 1 @ " -
Dependent Undergraduate | ‘ b
- Family Income' - ‘ - . !
~ LY - R . .
- T Less than $6,000 o 30.0 30.5 33.5 29.4 . 25.4"° 28.4 35.9° 27.0 29%5 -
- $6,000 - $7,499 b 13.5 - 13.2 11.4 15.1 13.9 15.0 15.4 15.0 14.7
’ $:7,500 - 11,999 19.\6\ 18.3 14.7 20.1 23;.‘6' ‘. 24,7 25.9 24.7 24,0
" . . $12,000- 14,999 - S .. _8.6 . 8.0" . 5.8 9.3 10.9 10.7 8.3 10.8 12,0 ¢
$15,000 or mdrxe 3.3 2.7 1.4 , 3.5 4.3 " 5.7 3.1 © 533 9,3 °
’ Independent Undergraduates 24.9 27.3 - 33.1 22.6 21.9 15.5% 11.% 17.3 10.5
. " | Graduate .Students ' -- -— - o= - L -— =3, - © - .
K \\q'{t:% ‘ . Too.0 100.0 100.0 .-100.0, 100.0  100.0 100.0\ 100.0 100.0
B -~ » £ . * ! T
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- . . Table 7 o~ . : .
. Characterlstlcs of Students Receiving Aid Under the Supplemental Educat:.onal Opportunlty Grant (SEOG) . Yoo
. Program, by Type and Control of Institut;\.on, 1976-77 Lt
(In Percentages) . .- . AR
. .- . . . . .
S \‘ ’. ) * " j
. ~  motal : Public Institutions . |2 Private Institutions . *
Characteristics Institutions Total. { Two-year . gﬁr—year_ Univ'ersity Total |- Two-year Four-yeax; University
Nimber of recipients’ 432,000 . 274,000 89,000 108,000 77,000 159,000 20,000 . 112, . '26,000.
) . > .
Sex ’ , ¢ he R o . .
~Women 53.7 55.0 « 55.6 56.72 - §2.7 51.4 64.5 51.2 42.3
‘Men " 46.3 45.0 44.4 43.8, . 47.3  48.6 . 35.5 48.8 57.7
Total 100.0 100,0 - 100.0 100.0 .. 100.0 ,100.0 100.0. ,100.0 - 100.0° _
Racial/Ethnic Group - _ ) R ‘ o
* Minority 39.1 40.3 48.3 36.7 35.9 37.2 23.6. 39.5 37.9 .
»Nonminority 60.9 59.7 ’ 51.7 63.3. -64.1 62.8 76,.4 60.5 . 62.1 ':;
’ Total < 100.0 ) 100:0 10'0..0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 I
"Enrollment o . _— . -
Full-time 96.2 94.4 Q1.0 97.1 94.7 . 99,2 98.5 99.3 99.1
.Part-tine “ 3.8 5.6 9.0 2.9 o 5.3 .8 o 1.5°%, .7 . .9
’_ Total :100,0. - 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Fi 100.0 - 100.0 °
Status . e . : h , -
. Dependent Undergraduate : = ’ . ,
g‘amily Income , . i : '
" Less than $6,000 . 24.4 '24.8 26.8 249 21.6 v ¢ 25,6
$6,000 = $7,499 11.0 10.0 10.5 9.7 . 11.4 12.2 .
+ $7,500 - 11,999 20.5 18.%.. 13.3 ..20.1 23.3 25.7 .
$12,000- 14,999 12.0 S 9.8 6.2 11.4 ©16.7 17.0
. $15,000 or more 6.6 4.4- 1.7 7 5.2, 10.7 ~lz2.1 .
Independent Undexgraduates 25.6 32.4 - 41.5 28.7 - " 16.3, 7:4
Graduate Sttidents S s - - - e -
,'rotal 100.0 100.0 T00.0 100.0 \ 100.0 - Io'g.'o‘ .
L. « oo . / . Y
: - ’ ) ) . \“ .B,. .
4-‘- . 3’1 ~ “ . o . ﬁéj* A ] B 32 \\
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. . . Table 8
Ch‘ér'acteristics of Students Receiving Ai.d Undér the College Work-Study (CWS)
¢ Program, by Type and Control: of Institution, 1976-77'

(In Percentages)

e

-

— : 2
. Total Public Institutigns Private Institutions _
Characteristics Institutio?s Total Two-year ‘Four—year U_niversity Tatal Two-year | Four-year | University
Number of recipients 698,000 ‘447,000 - 145,000 178,000 124,000 251,000 22,000 181,000 48,000
. . A Co s b
A‘l"' §ex ‘ ’ ' N g ’ " ‘ -k ¢ ‘ ’ N ~
~ Women 55.0 . 55.8 55.5 .58.5 ~ 52,3 53.7 67.4 + 54.5 44 .4
Men . 7 ° ‘ 45.0 44.2 " 44.5 41.5 > 47.7 46.3 32.6 45.5 55.6
*  Total . 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -100.0
- Racial/Ethnic Group ° , ' e, - ’
. Minority 29.3 32.1 40.3 29,2 26.8 24,2 ° 16.5 25.6 22.5
Nonminority 70.7 67.9 59.7 70.8 73.2° 75.8 83.5 74.4 77.5
. Total ; 100.0 . - 100.0 100.0 100.0 ° 100.0 100.0 100.0 - = 100.0 100.0
* ., Enrollment ¢ i N ’ .
Full-time .95.4 93.5, 89.9 97.0 92.5 98.8 99.7 98.9 98.3
. _Part-time ' 4.6 6.5 10.1 3.0 . 7.5 1.2 .3 1.1 1.7
" ' Total N 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.2 : 100.0 100.0 100.0
" status, " .
Dependent Undergraduate ; N . ' T,
, Family Income * - . . o i
) . . ot . . : ’ ’ . s *
- Less than'$6,900 19.2 21.0 26.'7 ~ 21.3 * 14.1 16.1 27.5 . *15.5 13.0
R ) “ $6,000 - $7,499. 8.9 g.8 ) 10.7 * 8.9 s 6.5 9.0 14.7 9.1 6.2
. $7,500 -~ 11,999 18.4 17.2 - _ 16.5 18.2; 16.6 20.7 26.0 20.5 18.9
C - . $12,000- 14,999 R 16.5 5.1 - 9.7 15.9 20.1 1s.0 19.0 19.2 ° . 18.%6
. .$15,000 oxr moxe _ 11.5 . 6.7 3.8 7.7 8.7 20.4 8.6 21.6~ 21.1
*%  Independent Undergraduates 20.5 26.1 32.6 "+ 22.9 23.3 10.1 .o4.3 12.0 5.7
Gra{duate Studerits 5.0 5.1. - 5.1 - 10.8 4.7 L= 2.1 16.7
. Total . .100.0° 100.0 100.0° 100.0 -~ 100%0. 100.0 1000 T00.0 I00.0
‘ ‘ ; ‘ .~ - ' ' . ' ‘
Z ». - v
“t . d . - - LA
- . ' i Y .
. : : 274 . 34
. O . . Ca . [N s .
.ERIC w5 T - ~ x

iy




— s . . ¢ ¥ 14 , PR
e ;. » . . . ‘a .t
- ' '
SN AN
. R ¢ Table 9 . * ' .
¢ “ e -
Character:.st:.cs of Students Rece:.v;mg Aid Under the Natq.onal Direct Student an (NDSL)
- . Program, by Type and Control of Institution), 1976—77 ’ T
' . ¢ *
. . L. i (In Percentages) ‘
«___ - L. - . .
i X Symna —
v , ., - . j .
. - P Total Public Institutipns # ’?rivate Instltutiene ’
Characteristics ~ Ingtitutions Total Two-year |Four-year.|University| Total. _"No-year Four-year |University,
. . __ Number of recipients ) 757,000 465,000 73,000 196,000 196,000 292,000 . 20,000 195,000 78,000

Sex ' . h . & ) . T . o !

Women 49.7 51.5 52.0 54.2 48,6 46.9 ° 62.0 48.8 38.4
Men, - — 50.3 48.5 48.0 45.8 51-.4 53.1, - 38.0 51.2 . 61.6
Total * . 100.0 + 100.0 * 100.0" 100.0~ 100.0 1;00.0 * 100.0 '100.0 100.0
Racial/Ethnie Group . » ) o . . b o
Minority 25.7 29.0 39.7 29.2 24.9 20.2 16.0 19.9 J22.1
. Nonminority 74.3 71.0 60.3 70.8* - 75.1  70.8 84.0 80.1 77.9
“ Total . - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ¢ 100.0 100.0 100.0
= . -~ v . ! R -, '

Enrollment . s . ‘ . . . | ’
Full-time 95.5 93.9; , 88.2 - 96.1 93.9, 98.0 ‘92.3 . 98:0 - 97.5
Part-time - - 4.5 6.1 41148 3.9 6.1 2.0 . 7 2.0 2.5
Total %« o 100. 100.0 - 100.0 | .- 100.‘0 100.0 . 100.0 . 100.0 . 100.0 - 100.0

Status ’ ) N ) N s, ‘

" Dependent Undergra’duate , ) o ~ B
Family Income ) " ' ; .

v = -
. Less. than $6,000 14.9 16.0 + 20,0 r8.%- 20.6 13.0 11.6
$6,000 - $7,499 ~ 6.9 7.2 -8.8"" 7.9 11.9 6.4 . 5.3
. $7,500 -.11,999 .’ ‘T17.8) 17.1 14.7 17.9 ' 24.0" 19.7 15.6
s ,'$12.,00,0— 14,999 ~ 16,5 . 14.4 9.«8,\ " 14.8 . % 18.7 20.8 17.7

- $15,000 or-more 14.5 9.4 5.0 , 8.9 12.2 23.9 _ 22.9

v .
Independent Undergraduates 21.6 T8l . 41.7 26.2 12.6 12.7 7.1
v Graduate Students _17.8 1.8 el 6.1 i 3.7 .. A9.9
. Total 100.0 100.0 160.0° 100.0 ¢ 100:0 100.0 100.0
. . . . L p .
) . > : -
" . - ~ - P - ‘ LN * V. B
. v v , 13 N ‘ w“‘ N e ,. . .‘1‘ , \.
30 ) o . . 4 A
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., Tahle 10
. . . . . ..
. [ ’ R -
' Charadcteristics of Studehts Rece:.\;lng Aid Under the Guaranteed student Loan (GSL)
- . Program,‘by Type and Control of“Inst:Ltutlon, 1976~77 :
“ i . . ’ (I Percentages) S . e
- S < - B R
. £ - * R
v . Total | N Public Iné’titutions ‘ 4 PEEvate Instititions
S Characteristics Institutions| " Total o—yea,r Four-year Unive}:sity Total 'Iwo-;year Four-year Universit; b
Number of recipients ‘695,0‘00 / 389, 000\ 56,000 157,000 177,060 306,000 12,000 181,000 113,000 .’
N Sex- 1 N . . . . ' R
v Women / 46.3 : ~46.3 47.9 48.9 43.7 4'6.4 63.1 48.4 41.0 -
- Men, . _53.7 53.7 *52.1 51.1 2 56.3 53.6 36.9 51.6 ' 59.0
fotal * 100.0 «100.0- 100.0 . 100.0 . 100.0 - 100,0 100:0 “100.0 ~100,0 . *
Racial/Et}mic Group . . ‘ o -
Minority K 17.0 16.1 ]L8‘2 14.6 16.7 18.1 11.8 16.2 21.9 (
Nonminority 83.0 83.9 81.8 . 85.4 83.3 81.9 88.2 83.8 N 78.1 8 R
Total ™" . 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0" 100.0 100.0 100.0 NG
; ‘Enrollment a © o 7 ki o ' . . . ; .
Full-time 97.4 > 91.7 87.3 95.5 §9.8 93.3 97.2 94.5 , ~ 90.8
Part-time R 7.6 > 8.3 12.7 4.5 1.2 | _ 6.7 2.8 5.5 9.2 .
'I'Otal o) . 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100..0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 10070 -
’ . K3 .
-+ 'stdtus . o . - . p L ‘ . .
~, Dependent Undergraduate \ - e . . .’~ o
- Pamily Infome . = . ry .
‘ L)
S Less than $6,000 . ' 8.0 6.9 12,1 5.6 6—.\3 9.3 14.9 6.07 . 13.8
i $6,000 - $7,499 5.5 5.1 . 6.9 5.0 4. 6.0 7.0 6.4 . 5.2
‘$7,500 - 11,999 12,9 12.6 12.5 " 13.3 ‘ 12.1 13.2 11.6 14.2 12.0
sl.?.,goo‘- 14,999 16.8 . 18.0 16.5 19.4 17.2 15.4 26:1 17.3 11.2
. , $15,000 oxr morxre 23.8 22.8 Q 14.1 24.8 23.6 25,9 31.7 27.1 -~ 20.9
Independent Undergraduates 18.4 22,5 38.0 2.4 - ¢ 18,9 .13.1 8.8 17.6 .. 6.9 . -
Graduate Students 14.6 12.0 - 10.5 16.9 . _17.9 - ., 11.4 300
Total > ‘u 100.0 °. 100.0 100.0° 100.0 T~ 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 IQ0.0 , 100.0 ?
‘ * = # # S ° ‘ -~ S - )
- « \ . S & <
- ' .- / o i . -
" NI L * . -, ) . 3 8 N . b
N = [ B s, o . . A » 3
]: \[\C 3 { A ) . ' / . R ‘rﬂ* .
‘( - ’ - : ) . at ' i
- ~ . kﬁ h 3 N »
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) ) ; Table 11 .
. - ) Compariséns of Two HEP Surveys - . -
. Total (unduplicated count) BEOG SEOG oy NRSL ' GSL__ \
¥
Characteristics 1934-75a JJ.976-77b 1974-75 J 1976-77 1974-75 1976~77 1974-73 1976-77 1974-75 J 1976-77-‘ 1974—75J 1976~77

Humber of recipients

1,584,000 1,937,000

543,000 1,411,000 356,000 432,000 575,'000 698,000 749,000 757,000 669,000 695,000

"Average award . ) - ) - . $620 $820 $540 ©  $550 $560 $670 $690 $750  °$1,250 st,380 -
Sex N - . ’5.?;:;
Women N 51.0 53.5 %4.5 55.1 54.1 53.7 54.0 55.0 49.6 49.7°- 7' 45.8 46.3
Men 49.0 46.5 45.5 # a4.9 45.9 46.3 46.0- 45.0 50.4  50.3 54.2 53.7
* Ethnic group ® . N , *
. Minority 33.6 34.9 48.1 43.0 47.8 39.1 32.6" 29.3 . 28.9° 25..7 18.0 17.0
Nonminority . 66.4 65.1 52.0 57.0, .. 52.3, 60.9 67.5 70.7 71.1 74.3 82.0 83.0
\ b P
status . A . . , .
Dependent pndergraduate . LY B
family income o . ’ =R
wLess than $7,500 33.3 32.9 5%.5 43.5 _ 54.3 35.4 *38.5 281 30.8 21.8 13.5 “13.5
©$7,500 - s11,999 2448 17.8 25.3 19.6 22.4 20.5 25.9 18,4 24.7 17.8 18.2 4 12.9
. $12,006 ox ndre 19.1 21,2 7.3 11.9 5.3 18.6 17.2 28.0 « 21.4 31.0 37.3 40.6
Independent underdraduates 18,0 ° 24,0 " 14.0 24.9 18.1 25.6 14.5 28.5 17.0° 21.6 " 15.6 18.4
Graduate students ‘, 4.8 .4.0 T T e C - - 3.9 .. 5.0 6.1 . 7.8 15.4 14.6
- Total ° N 100.0 ., 100.0 100.0. 100.0 100.0 -~ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. 3 . ) 7\/ ‘ . -
{“‘,@M.

m,a!-:xcludes Guaranteed Student ’Dg_z-x_n/program, and includes S

(S

Q
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. . Ia

- K .

bExcludes Guaranteed Student Loan program.
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tafe Studofft Incentive Grant program.
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.
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t ‘ ' November 24, 1976

N

Dear Higher Education Panel Representative:

- .

Enclosed is the Higher Education Panel Survey No. 36 -- Estimates of Student Aid
Recipients, 1976-77. Similar to surveys conducted previously (Nos. 18 and 27),.this .
survey aims to provide the Office of Education with early estimates of the numbez\and
kinds of students receiving federal aid. ; ) e
4 T e i . »

- _' &

, Sincé‘;his information is being requested, so early in the year, we are asking

you enly to make projections for 1976-77, based on your Fiscal Operations report for
 1975-76 recently submitted to the Office of Education. Of course, if the actual data
‘have already been compiled by your institution and are available, please report actual
" counts. However, we expect most institutions will be able to provide only their best
estimates for this year based on what happened last year. . -

1

¢ .

« You will note that included in the igem on undergraduate family iricome is an

income level not used on the fiscal operations report, yet of particular interest to
the sponsor. Please do your best to develop estimates for the entire income item.
o ) _— T
- You may want to.have a student aid officér at your institution complete this
ques onnaire but, as usth,‘ée leave that decision to your judgﬂhnt.. Please have
" the, questionnaire complgtéd and ,returhed to this office by December 17, 1976. A -
return envelope is enclosed for your convenience. ) - . "

+
LY . .
L3

As with all our reports, data’you provide will be presented in summary fashién'
oply and will not be identifiable with any institution. If you have any questions or
problems with the survey, please telephone.us (collect) at 202833-4757. Thank you

for your continuing support. N e .
=TT ) NN . ~
- » . » e L4
~ . -
~ . P o, .
.

Sincerely,

. . R R ) Frank Atelsek . RE
N SN * Director
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American Council on Education °~ >,
Higher Education Panel Survey No. 36

-:. e

Estimates of Student Aid Recigients, b§76—77'

" Instructions and Definitions

whe .

‘Please provide you; best estimates for 1976-77 utilizing, as an aid, data reported on

your Fiscal Operations Report for 1975-76. -If the actual data for 1976-77 have already
heen compiled.and are available, please report actual counts.

Please leave mno empty spaces. If the number of students in a particular category is

zero, put "0" in the appropriate space. DO NOT USE "N/A" for not applicable--please
use "0", .

~

Please return the completed questionnaire by December 17, 1976, in the envelope provided. -

Student Aid Programs ol
‘BEOG - Basic Educational Opportunity Grants « .
SEOG - Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants

NDSL - National Direct Student Loan program

CWS -~ College VWork—Study program .

GSL - Guaranteed Student LQan program . N

Racial/Ethnic Group . . : ‘ ' . .
Minority students are des1gnated as follows: ’ « 4

5 L
Black, not of Hlspanlc drigin--a person having or1g1ns in any of the black racial . .
groups. - * .

¢ v

' Hispanic--a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or
other Spanish culture or origins regardless of race. ’

Asian or Pacific Islander--a person having origins in any “of the original peoples
N of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Pacific Islands. This area includes,
e fOT example China, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands, and Samoa.

American Indian or Alaskan Native-—a person having origins in any of the original d -,
peoples of North America.

v

Nonminority students gre: - e

- N

White, not of Hispanic origin--a person hawing origins in any.of the original
Peoples of Europe, North Africa, the Middle East, or the Indian Subcontinent.

13

v * -

(The above categories are consist&nt with those used by the National Center for Education
Statistics in. the Higher Education General Information Survey)

Enrollment - ¢ . . FERN ‘ . : \

Full-time: “students carrying a full-time academic workload fh terms of course- .
. work or other required activities as determined by your 1nstitut10n

Part-time: students not qualified as full time by your 1nst1tution

3 ~ ~

Status . . “

,-—Hndergraduate Dependent Family Income—-"famlly income" is the gross, unadjusted "
income of the student family under cons1deration, as used in the college-based
financial*aid program. ' -

! NOTE THE ADDITIONAL CATEGORY OF "'$12, 000-$14 999" and "$1%,000 or more." Please
provide your best estimates for all categorles, even if your institution does
“not collect income data in this manner. . -

Indépendent undergraduate (as defined by IRS)--a student who‘edther:
a) has not or will not be claimed as an exemption by 'any persan except his/her
spouse for the calendar year in which aid is requested; or ] N

b) has not received and will not receivé financial assistance of more than'
$600 fromshis/hér parents. ~ . -,
‘ 4423 ‘ . (OVER)
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Y “ OMB#099~R0265 exp.6/78"
American Council on Education .
- Higher Education Panel Survey No. 36 ’ ]
= Estimates of Student Aid Recipients, 1976 77 e
=
=) : . ¥ \{Unduplicated] _
= Characteristic BEOG- SEOG Nps. 1 cws Total (ex- | GSL -
) - icluding GSL)
o
Sex . : N ol - -
o -~
= Female ‘ . : .
(&) v .
<o Male -l - -
o] . '

= oAl
& IRacial /Ethnic Group .

o Minority "’ ’ ) 8
=
(]
Nonminority
TOTAL »
iEnrollment #

Full-time ~
@ ) ) .
= Part-time
] ,

P  TOTAL 2
K Status ) ) '
” Undergraduate Dependent .

Family Income: ,
a Less_than $6,000 N
o3 R = Y 3
o » $6,000-57,499 .
o N
S $7,500-$11,999- ’
w0
$12,000-514,999
0 ..
4 . 5,000 or more :
<
b Independent Undergraduate . L
b Graduate Student 'xxxxxxxx§x,xxgxxxxxxx]w ,
= ToTaL .
lAverage Amount of Award’ 3 : ) ) - %’%%}}éx&?’ﬁ
(full-time only) 3 s e $ $ XxooaxxRIK B

~

FOR BEOG RECIPIENTS ONLY-~-. please furnish numbers of BEOG reaipients according to their

raciallethnic grqup:

Hispanic

Asidn or Pacific Islander

___Indian or Alaskan Natlve

~—__ White (not of Hispanic origin)

s A

TOTAL,

e .

. Black (not of Hisﬁanic orlgin)

Thank, you for your assistance.
Please return this form by December 17, 1976

TO HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL

AMERICAN ‘COUNCIL ON EDUCATION

. ONE DUPONT, CIRCLE, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

[S

“ PLEASE.RETAIN A COPY QF THIS
" SURVEY FOR YOUR RECORDS

L
[

" Person Completing Form .
0ffice ) %
Phone

N

1f you have any questions pIease call (collect) at 202-833-4757.

43

“(SEE INSTRUCTIONS OVER)
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Appendix B: Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents . 5
I o go . B 0
An examination of the institutions Eufveyed raveals that the respondents closely
£ ¢ . - Te

e

resembled the nonrespondents with only a_ few exceptions. Higher-than-average response

a

rates were recorded for publf‘g universities (89 percent), institutiohs in the ‘West (86’ v

|8

percent), and institutions with enrollments of 10,000

((Table B-1j. ° ‘ s, T .

»

or more student‘; (85 pércent)

. Lower-than-average responsé rates were reéordec} for institﬁtions-in the East (76

’ * ’

percent), féur—year colleges (77‘ percent), and institutions enrolling fewér than’1,000 .

students (77 percent).

Table B-1: Conmparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents

1 1

- N ~ \
S \ e 2 P 5 g |
st e \ . Resppndents Nonrespondents Response
Characteristics . - (N=608) (N=146) Rate
Total : : v 100.0 100.0 » 80.6
Control . " ’ L0 . o o . -
Public, . ,~ . 69.2 67.8 - 81.0 T
. Private , . . 80.8 32.2 .79.9 v,
" “Public two-year college : 26.2 " 25.0 . * 815
Private two-yeay/college I - 2.5 2.0 83:3 N
Public four-year collége ST 26.5 33.6 . 76.7
Private four-year college R 18.8. 24.3 76.5 = X%
Public university . 16.1 . 7\ 9 R _89.1*
Private university - 9.9 7.2 > 84.7
Census Region ) ‘ '
East . " 28.2 37.5 - 75.7 :
Midwest S, 25.2 21.7 82.7
South ‘ : ~18.8 ‘ 21%7 78.1 ‘
West : 27.8 19.1 85.8 ,
Enrollment (FTE) h - : . o - Co Yoo .
ess than 1,000 ) : 15.7 L1907 - 76.6 )
,000~4,999 4 . .- 36.1\ 44.1 77.4
5,000-9,999 ' : . 28.0 - . o 21.7 ¢ 84.2 )
‘10,000 or more 20.3 _14.5 .85.4
* n , — — * ? = \
Exceeds the overall response xate by more than 10 jpercefit? ‘ .
. Y . ' s
. . ~ J .
- ) - .
d . '
- - Y N ‘ 4 - e m
a e 4 d I . N o N
A Y q.
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Other Reports of the Higher Education Panel
. i . American Council on Education ‘o
* . ) ' f B
Blandford, B. and Dutton. D. Survey of First-Year Graduate and Postdoctoral Enrollment in Sciehce and Engmeermg Higher Educ.mon Panel
« Report. No. 1, August. 1971. - .

PR

] Blandford B. and Duttog. D. Research Support for Sclence Faculty. ngher Education Pam.l Report, No. 2, November. 197 1.

Astm, A., Btandford. B., and Mahn, T. Frgshman Class Vacancies in Fall 197 1 and Recent Trends in Enroliment of Minority thmen Higher
.« Eddcation Panel Report. No. 3, Febmary, 1972. .

éhanges in Graduate Programs in Science and Engineering 1970-72 and 1972-74. Suence Resourccs Studies Highlights. Washmgton National
Science Foundation, July. 1972.

Blandford, B. and Sell C. Enrollment ofJunlor-Year Students (1970 and 1971) ngher Edueation Panel Report. No. 5, April, 1972.
Trexler, J.and Blandford. B. What College Presidents Are Reading. Higher Education Panel Report. No. 6, March, 1972.

Trexler, J. and Kent, l. Commercial Theme-Writing Services. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 7. June, 1972.

Furniss, W. T. Facult\ Tenure and Contract Systems: Current Practice, ACE Special Report. July, 1972, . .
Bayer, A. E. and Astin.’A. W. War Protest on U. S. Campuses During April 1972. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 9, May. 1972,

Blandford. B. A. and Trexler. J. C. Expected First-Year Graduate Enroliment in Stience and Englneermg, Fall 1972. Higher Education Panel
. Report, No. 10. August, 1972. .

Blandfor.d B. A. Student Participation on Institutional Governing Boards. Higher Education Panel Report. No. 11, October, 1972.

BDutton. J. E. and Blandford. B. A Enroliment of JuniorYéar Students (1971 and 1972). Higher Education Panel Report. No. 12, Aprll 1973
Dutton. J. E. Courses and Enrollment in Ethmc/Racla}Studles Higher Education Panel Report. No. 14, August 1973.

Dutton. J. E. and Jénkins, M. D. The Urban Involvemént of Colleges and Uniiversities, Highetr Education Panel Report. No 15, Augmt 1973
‘Dutton J. E. and El-Khawas, E. i§. Production of Doctorates in Selected Flelds 1972-1975. Higher Education Panel Report, Ng. 16. Apnl 1974.
Dutton J. E. First-Year Enrollment for Masters or ngherDegrets Fall 1973. Hu,her Edacation Panel Report. No. 17, April,

l‘il Khawas, E. H. and Kinzér, J. L. The Impact of Office of Education Student AssnstanceProg’ams Fall 1973, ngher Educatmn Panel Report.
No. 18, Apnl 1974.

El-Khawas, E. H. and Kinzer, J L. Enroliment of Minority Graduate Students at Ph.D. Grantmg Institutions. nghcr Educatlon Panel Report
No. l9‘ August, 1974, Lo

El-Khawas. E. H College and University Facllltles Expectations of Space and.Malntenance Needs for Fall 1974. Higher Edm.atlon Panel Report.
No. 20, September. 1974. ¢ %

Kinzer, J. L.. and El-Khawas, E. H. Compensatlon Practices for Graduate Resedrth Assmams A Survey of Selected Doctoral Institutions. ng?ler
Education Pancl Report. No. 21, October. 1974. .

‘El. l\hawas E. H. and Furniss. W. T. Faculty Tenure and Contract S)sterns 1972 and l974 Hl;,her Education Panel Report, No. 22, December,

1974, « .

El-Khawas. E. H. and Kinzer. J L. A Survev of Continuing Education Opportunities Available to Nonacademic Scientists, Englneers and Mathe-
maticians) Hl;,hz.r«EducatIEn Panel Report. No. 23, April. 1975

Atelsek. Frunk J. and Gomberg. Irene L.. Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded to Minority Students, 1973-74. Higher Education Panel Report. No 24,
January. 1977. . “.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. \onfederal Fundipg of Blomedlcal Research and Developmentn A Survey of Doctoral Institutions. nght.l"

*  Education Panel Report. No. 25, July. 1975,

Gomberg. Irene L. and-Atelseh. Frank J. Major' Field{Enroliment of Junior-Year Students, 1973 and 1974. Higher Education Panel Report. No
26. April."1976. 1 , ' —“ . B

Atelsek. Frank J. and Gemiberg. Irene L. Student Assistipice: Participants and Programs, 1974-75. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 27. J_uly.
1975. .

" Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Health Reswrch Faclhtm A Survey of Doctorate-Granting Institutions. Hl;,her Educatlon Panel Re-
port. No. 28, February. 1976. -

Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Faculty Research: Level of Actmty and Choice of Area ngher Educauon Panel Report. No 29, Janu-
ary, 1976. e >

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg. Irene L. Young Doctorate Faculty in Selected Science and Engmeermg Departments 1975 to 1980. Higher Edu-
catlon_Pancl Report. No. 30, August 1976. .

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gpmberg, Irene L. Energy Costs and Energy Conservatlon Programs in Colleges and Umversmes 1972-73 and 1974-75.
Higher Education Panel Report. No. 31, April. 1977. ! .

}itelsck Frank J. and Gomberg. Irene L. Forelgn Area Research Support Within Organized Research Centers at Selected Umversitm, FY 1972
and 1936. Higher Education Panel ReporPNo 32, December. 1976.

. Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg. Irene L. College and Univegsity Services for Older Adults, High¢r Education Panel Report. No 33 February.

1977.

Gomberg, Irene L. and Atelsek Frank J. Composition of College and University Gowmmg Boards ngher Edueation Panel Repors, No. 35,
August 1977. ° .

Single coptes of the above reports m#y be obfained from the Higher Education Panel, American Council on Education, One D

Washington, D.C. 20036. .
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