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HIGHLIGHTS

In December, 1973, the Higher Education Panél conducted a survey of its 646 member
institutions regarding their experiences in the fall of 1973 with Office of Educa-
tion student assistance programs. The data from responding institutions (n=515) were
welighted statistically in order to develop population estimates of the number and
type of students nationwide who were assisted by each of the Office of Education's
programs of student assistance. Readers are cautioned that proprietary institutions
were not included in the survey; results are representative of those institutions of
higher education listed in Education Directory. Responses were based on the best
information available to institutions. The survey results summarized below are
approximations but, in a context of pressing need for baseline data on the issue,
they should be useful to policy-makers concerned with student aid programs.

Number of Students Assisted

e An estimated 167,700 freshmen at 2,584 colleges and universities received
Basic Opportunity Grants during the fall of 1973. The average grant amounted
to $349. It should be noted that proprietary institutions were not irc1luded
in the survey.

e Twice as many students (356,700) received Supplemental Educational Opportunity
Grants, and approximately 565,100 students received assistance under the College
Work-Study program. The amount awarded under these two campus based programs
averaged $646 for SEOG and $582 for the Work-Study program. For both programs,
the number receiving aid in 1973 was lower than the total number reported for 1972,

¢ Estimates for loan recipients were that 752,900 students received NDSL loans and
686,700 received GSL loans. Tha average NDSL loan was $653 whereas the average
guaranteed loan was $1,045. With these programs, also, the total number of students
was lower for 1973 than for 1972,

o Most of the students assisted received a "package' of several types of financial
aid. Seventy percent or more of aid recipients in each individual program
(except GSL) also received assistance under at least one other O.E. program.

. The estimated number of college students assisted by all O.E. programs in fall
1973, (an unduplicated count) was 1,393,500. Nine out of ten assisted students
were from families with adjusted annual incomes of less than $15,000.

¢ Low-income students (those with adjusted family incomes of less than $7,500)
received four-fifths of all Basic Opportunity Grants and Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grants, about two~thirds of Work-Study awards, over half of Direct
Student Loans and about one-~third of Guaranteed Loans.

Reacticens to the Programs

¢ Thirty-nine percent of institutional representatives characterized the administra-
tive workload for BOGs as light, 38 percent as moderate, and 23 percent as heavy.
Fifty-nine percent of representatives felt the workload for GSL applications
had heen heavy.

® The two primary factors felt to be increasing administrative workload were the
uncertainty over funding and procedures associated with the needs analysis.

® Ninety percent of institutional officers felt that the'%eeds analysis resulted
in an unrealistic amount for the contribution that a student's family was
expected to pay.

e At a third of institutions, fall enrollments had been lower than expected. Of
these institutions, 73 percent felt that the lack of federal aid was a factor
in the enrollment decline.

Only 18 percent of institutions reported greater than expected enrollments. Of
these institutions, 45 percent thought that the availability of federal ald was
AR\K:a factor influencing their increases.
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The Impact of Office of Education

Student Assistance Programs, Fall 19731

Flaine H, El-Khawas and Joan L. Kinzer

As part of the recent and extensive debate over new approaches to the
financing of higher education, much attention has been paid to va;ious models for
providing student assistance. A particular focus has been that of the appropriate
role for federal programs of financial aid to students. The Higher Education
Anendments of 1972 included several changes that provided evidence of new directions
being taken by the federal government in its programs of student aid. The intro-
duction of the Basic Opportunity Grants programs and the inclusion of a "needs test"
under the Guaranteed Student Loan program were two major changes made by Congress ia
response to the recent debate over the federal role in student financial aid.

These new legislative changes had major impact on students and postsecondary
institutions across the nation as they prepared for the fall term of 1973. The
new programs encountered problems, however, in getting under way. Implementation

was hampered by late decisions regarding operating procedures and funding levels.

1The survey was conducted under grant support to the Higher Education Panel provided
jointly by the National Science Foundation, the Nativnal Institutes of Health,
and the U.S. Office of Education (NSF Grant GR-99). We wish to acknowledge that
John A. Creager and Paula R. Knepper were responsible for the development of
weights to be applied to the data.
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Despite the efforts of O.E. program officials and of instituticnal financial aid
officers, it appears that, in particular, the basic grants program will not reach
the number of students that ﬁight have been assisted during its first year.

This report is based on a survey intended to provide baseline information on
the operation of the financial assistance programs of the Office of Education during
the fall of 1973. Conducted at the request of the U.S. Office of Fducation, the
survey was designed to provide information on (1) the number and type of students
receiving aid through 0.E.'s student assistance programs and on (2) the opinions
of institutional officers regarding difficulties and problems they encountered in,
administering the programs. The financial assistance programs covered include
the Basic Fducational Opportunity Grants (BOG), the Supplemental Educationai
Opportunity Grants (SEOG), College Work-Study (CWS), National Direct Student Loans
(NDSL), and Guaranteed Student Loans (GSL). For these programs, we sought to,assegs
the number of students assisted and the distribution of aid by income level of
students, The amount of administrative ;orkload encountexed by institutions and
several measures of program impact on institutions were also investigated.

Under the five programs administered by the Office of Education, it should
be noted that different degrees of institutional involvement are required. As
one result, there are differences between programs in the amount of information
readily available to the institution. Under the so-called 'college-based"
programs (College Work-Study, Direct Student Loans and Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grants), institutional financial aid officers made awards directly
to students who applied.for aid. Each participating institution received an
annual apportionment of the State's allotment and with these funds made awards

to students. In order to effectively carry out their responsibilities under




these programs, institutions maintained detailed records. The Basic Educationatl
Opportunity Grant program, on the other hand, called for a somewhat different
institutional role. Any séudent meeting predetermined qualifications was
eligible for a grant. The financia} aid officer simply informed the student
of his or her entitlement and, subsequently, served as a paying agent for the
government. |

The Guaranteed Student Loan program vequired yet another level of institu-
tional involvewent. This past year, collgges were required to assist in
making a determination of the student's need for financial assistance by certify-
ing the cost of education at that institution, other financial aid awarded that
student, the expected family contribution and a resultant recommended loan
amount. For all practicel purposes, this concluded the institutional role
regarding the loan applicetion. Some institutions attempted to follow=-up on the
student's success in obtaining a loan, but this often presented too heavy a
workload. Because of this loan process, many institutions did not have complete
records by which to furnish the data required in this survey.

Design of the Study J

The data for this report were collected as part of the continuing survey
program of ACE's Higher Education Panel. Since 1971, the panel has been
conducting short surveys on topic; of gederal policy interest to higher education,
based on information supplfed by campus representatives at its member institutions.
In December 1973, the Higher Education Panel conducted this survey on its members'’
experiences with O0.E. student assistance programs, with special emphasis on the
newly initiated basic grants program and changes in the guaranteed loan programs.

The original sample for the survey consisted of the 646 members of the

Higher Education Panel. These institutions comprise a disproportionate stratified




random sample of all U.S. institutions of higher education (n=2,584) as listed in

the Education Directory of the U.S. Office of Education. All members of the panel,

and’ all population institutions as well, are categorized in terms of the variables
constituting the panel's stratification design (based primarily on type and control)
for differentiating the population of American colleges and universities (see
Appendix A),

The survey questionnaire (shown in Appendix B) was sent to the entire
panel of 646 institutions. LEighty percent En=515) responded by the end of January,
the deadline for return of questionnaires. Table 1 shows the number of respondent
institutions and panel institutions according to type (two-year, four-year, university
and control (public, private)., The rate of response at two-year colleges (75 percent)
was somewhat lower than at other institutions. Becausc some institutions could
not provide information on all data requested, differential response rates are
presented for each item of information on the tables; the response rates indicate
the proportion of panel institutions who responded to each particular item. On
estimates of the number of students with BOG grants, for exarple, 77 percent were
able to supply data.

The information given by panel institutions was statistically adjusted to
represent the population of colleges and universities. In order to develop
population estimates, data from responding institutions were weighted, within each
stratification cell, by the ratio of the number of institutions in the population
to the number of panel institutions in that cell who responded to the survey.
Weights were computed separately for each data item to allow for differing item
response. The sets of cell-and-item weights thus derived were applied to the
data of each institution in that cell and the Qeighted data were then aggregated

into broad institutional categories appropriate to the survey analysis, Estimates




of sampling error were computed for all weighted data; they were based on within-
stratun variance‘estimates and a correction factor for sampling from a finite
population (see Appendix C). Error estimates were expressed in terms of the ninety-
five percent confidence levels appropriate to each data element. In this report,
exact figures have been given only for confidence intervals exceeding the population
estimate by two percent or riore (Appendix D). Exact figures on other items have
been computed, however, and are available.

As a result of these procedures, the data reported in the accompanying
tables are statistical estimates of the number of students assisted and problems
encountered at the entire population of 2,584 institutions of higher education.
Thus, while the estimates are based on data supplied by the 515 institutions
responding to the panel survey, the weighting procedures make it possible to
develop statistical estimates that apply to the broad universe of colleges and
universities. It wust be kept in mind, however, that the appropriate universe

for these results includes those listed in Education Directory; it does not

include proprietary and other postsecondary institutions not so listed, and
therefore does not ﬁrovide any information on the number of students assisted or
problems encountered at those institutions outside the scope of this survey.

Readers are also reminded that all data represent independentlyvcomputed
population estimates. Because each data item was separately weighted according
to its number of responding institutions, subcategories may approximate but
generally do not add to their corresponding total categories.

Results
Tables presented in this report show the weighted results of the survey

for all institutions and for two broad institutional groupings based on type




(two-year college, four-year college, university) and control (public, private).

By way of perspective, it can be noted that fall 1973 enrollment figures released

by the National Center for Educational Statistics (0.E.) show that about three-
quarters of all college and university students were enrolled at public institutions.
Further, 30 percent of all students were enrolled at two-year colleges, 37 percent

at four-year colleges, and 33 percent at universities (Chronicle of Higher Education;

January 14, 1974).

Number of Students Assisted

Tables 2 through 8 present population estimates for the total number of
students receiving assistance under Office of Education aid programs during
the academic year 1972-73 and during the fall of 1973,  These figures, based as
they are on statistically weighted data, are good approximations but are not to
be construed as exact counts of the students assisted under 0.E. programs. Similsrly,
all other figures cited in this report should be interpreted as 'best estimates"
rather than as precise counts.

Basic Opportunity Grants were available only to first-time full-time
freshmen during this firs; year of the program's‘operation. As shown in Table 2,
an estimated 167,700 freshmen received basic erants during fall term, 1973, The
average grant amounted to $349. TFor the majority of basic grant recipients, this
ald was supplemented by assistance from at least one other 0.E. program.

Twice as many students (356,700) received Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grants (Table 3). College Work-Study, another of 0.E.'s older and
more established programs, provided assistance to approximately 565,100 students
during fall 1973 (Table 4). The amounts awarded under these two campus-based

programs were about the same, averaging $646 for SEOG and $582 for Work-Study.




The great majority of students with SEOGs had veceived this grant money as part
of a package with some other O0.E. assistance; similarly, more than three-quarters
of Work-Study students had received a combination of types of assistance.

Compared across types of institutions (Table 8), it can be seen that the
awards made under these three. programs -~ BOG, SEOG, and Work-Study — were
distributed between public and private institutions roughly in agreement with
the proportion of students enrolled at each type of institution. Thus, whilg
about three-quarters of all college and university students were enrolled at
public institutions, 74 percent of BOG recipients, 68 percent of SEOG recipients,
and 67 percent of Work-Study recipients were enrolled at public institutions.

In terms of the instructional level of institutfions, however, rhe dis-
tribution of awards showed greater variation from the overall distribution of
students. According to enrollment figures, 30 percent of students were
\énrolled at two-year colleges. A greater proportion of BOG recipients (35 percent)
were at two-year colleges, although proportionately fewer SEOG recipients
(25 percent) or Work-Study reciplents (21 percent) were two-year college
students (Table 8).

The pattern was different at four~year colleges. These institutions
had accounted for 37 percent of student enrollment during‘fall 1973; vyet,

a somewhat greater proportion of assisted students — including 45 percent of
BOG recipients, 54 percent of SEOG recipients, and 58 percent of Work-Study
recipionts — were enrolled at four-year collegees (Table 8), 1In contrast,
although universities had enrolled 33 percent of all students, university
students made up much smaller proportions of those receiving awards (20 percent

of BOGs, 21 percent of SEOGs, and 21 percent for Work-Study). )




These variations in institutional distribution are partly atgributable to
the effect of restrictions in =21igibility., Basic grants, for exéﬁple, were
available only to full-time freshmen. Supplemental Educational Opportuhity Grants
were available only to undergraduate students.

Of the two loan programs, 752,900 students received NDSL loans (Table 5)
and an estimated 686,700 received GSL loans during fall 1973 (Table 6). The
loan programs thus were reaching more students in fall 1973 than were the other
O0.E. assistance programs. The amount of assistance was also greater, averaging
$653 for NDSLs and as much as $1,045 for Guaranteed lLoans,

From a comparison of typical college expenses with the average amount of
these grants and loans, it is evident théx students must rely on a combination
of sources of assistance in order to pay for a year's study. At private insti-
tutions, basic charges (room and board, tuition) currently total more than
$3,600 (Table 9). At public institutions, basic charges for an academic year
for resident students averaged about $1,400.1 In this context it can be noted
that, although only 23 percent of all students were at private institutions,
as nany as 39 percent of NDSL and GSL recipients were at private institutions
(Tables 5 and 6),

Table 6 shows that fewer GSLs were awarded during fall 1973 than in
the previous year. DBecause of difficulties in getting accurate data from

institutions on the GSI. program, however, the estimates for GSL recipients should

be understood to be very rough approximations.

1Basic charges here include only tuition and room and board and do not include

commuting and other costs of attendance (see Student Expenses at Postsecondary
Institutions, 1974-75), Notably, although tuition is lower at public insti-
tutions, room and board costs are roughly comparable across type of institution.
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As can be seen by Table 7, the estimated number of college students assisted
by all 0.E. programs was 1,393,500 for fall, 1973. This unduplicated count
emphasizes the fact that a good proportion of students received a ''package' of
assistance taken from several O.E. programs. In general, three-quarters or more
of aid recipients in the individual programs (Tables 2 through 6) had also
received aid under another O.E. program. The main exception was the Guaranteed
Loan program, where an estimated 37 percent had received combined forms of
assistance. Again, however, such comparisons of GSL and other programs may be
misleading, particularly because institutional representatives often could not
provide complete information on GSL recipients. Similarly, fall 1973 totals
are not strictly comparable with the full year's experience reflected in
1972-73 totals.

Type ¢ . Student Assisted

Data 6n the family income level of students receiving 0.E. assigtance this
fall are of considerable interest currently. Debate continues among educators,
0.E. administrators, and legislators alike over the desirable purposes of O.E.'s
assistance programs and the appropriate models by which students from varying
income levels may be helped to meet their college expenses.

Estimated totals for studenté receiving O.E. assistance, organized according
to three broad categories of family income, are shown in Tables 2 through 7.

The majority of institutions were able to provide this information but it should
be kept in nind that some could only give estimates. Income categories are

organized in terms of a family's adjusted annual income, i.e. gross income minus
a standard ten percent deduction and exemptions for a family of four. The low=-

income category of less than $7,500 in adjusted family income would be roughly
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equivalent to a gross income of about $11,700, Similarly, the middle~income
category of $7,500 to $14,999 in adjusted income would thus be equated with a
gross income range of between §11,700 and about $20,000.

0f students given assistance under all O.E. programs (unduplicated count),
ninety percent of all recipients were from families with adjusted incomes of
less than $15,000 (Table 7). Within particular programs, it can be noted that
institutions generally did not vary in the proportion of awards given to students
at each income level.

From Tables 2 through 6 it can be scen that low-income students (with adjusted
family incomes of less than $7,500) received four-fifths of all Basic Opportunity
Grants and Supplémental Educational Opportunity Grants, about two-thirds of
Work-Study awards, about half of Direct Student Loans and about one-third of
Guaranteed Loans. The main exceptions to the general trend occurred at two-year
colleges and only insofar as somewhat larger proportions of low-income students
had Work-Study awards or loans.

At the other end of the spectrum, students with adjusted family incomes
of $15,0C00 or more received O.E., assistance primarily through the guaranteed loan
program and rarely through other programs. For all institutions, only 19 percent
or about 130,000 of the students receiving Guaranteed Loans were from families
with adjusted annual incomes of $15,000 or more (Table 6).

These figures clearly underscore the presehtlconcentration of O0.E. programs
on providing assistance to low-income students., They might be 6ompared with a
general income profi‘e of the college student population. Census tabulations
for 1972-73 show that 23 percent of undergraduate students were fromr;amilies

with annual incomes of less than $7,500. Conversely, 35 parcent of all
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undergraduates were from families with incomes in excess of $15,000 (National
Cormission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education, 1974, p.136),

Institutional Opinions on Administrative Difficulties

Because of the delay and confusion in getting O0.E's new programs under way
this fall, institutional financial aid officers éenerally faced major problems
and much frustration in attempting to previde students with the financial asgistance
they needed in order to meet their college expenses. Far example, basic grant
application forms and guideline materiale were not available until late summer,
a time when many students had already made other financial arrangements and
when institutional officers had to readjust aid packages they had already prepared

(Chronicle of Higher Education, March 4, 1974).

In order to provide an assessment of the extent of difficulty encountered
nationwide and at varying types of institutions, a portion of the survey
questionnaire requested that institutional representatives offer their opinions
on the relative administrative workload they experienced for each of the O.E.
assistance programs and on the primary factor affecting increased workload.

In response to the question on comparative administrative workload
(Table 10), most respondents characterized the workload for BOGs as light
or moderate, possibly due to the overall low volume of érant applications
received. Respondents generally felt their aduinistrative workload was
greater for processing the college-based programs, particularly Work-Study
and NDSL's, Notably, more than half of institutional officers felt the
administrative workload for Guaranteed Loan applications had been heavy.
Administrators at varying types of institutions gencrally offered the same

assessments, Respondents at two-year colleges found the workload for GSLs
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to be lighter than reported by other institutions but this variestion is
probably accounted for by the lower reliance of two-year college students
on GSLs.

The two primary factors felt to be increasing the administrative wo;kload
were the uncertainty over funding and procedures associated with the needs analysis
(Table 11). Several institutional representatives indicated on their questionnaires
of in accompanying letters that the uncertainty over funding aﬁplied particularly
to the basic grant program. Complaints about the needs analysis were directed
toward both the Basic Grant and Guaranteed Loan programs.

In a related question, the respondents were asked to evaluate how often
they felt that the needs analysis resulted in a family contribution that the
student's family could actually pay (Table 12)., Only 10 percent of the
institutional officers felt that the needs analysis almost always resulted in
a realistic contribution from the family.

Table 13 1illustrates the evaluations given by institutional representatives
on the comparative difficulty various types of students may have had in obtaining
a guaranteed loan this fall. In their views, a student's ability to obtain a
loan seems to have been influenced by his or her level of instruction and by
level of family income. Freshmern and sophomores were thought to have experienced
greater difficulty than did juniors, seniors, or graduate students. Students
from low-income families generally were thought to have had the least difficulty
getting loans, those from incomes of $7,500 to 14,999 had more difficulty, and
those with incomes above $15,000 were thought to have had the most difficulty.
Relatedly, students recommended for subsidized loans were thought to have had

much less difficulty than those not eligible for interest subsidies. Notably,




financially independent studentsl were thought to have had slightly more

difficulty than others in obtaining guaranteed loans.

Opinions on the Impact of Aid on Institutional Policles

Recent changes in federal legislation on student asgistance may eventually
bave much significant impact on colleges and universities\;cross the country.
As one attenpt to provide baseline information on how institutional representatives
perceive their circumstances presently, questions were asked in the survey about
any material inmpact that O0.FE. assistance programs may have already had in a number
of areas of institutional policy. As can be seen (Table 14), institutional
respondents gererally felt that, as yet, federal aid programs had little impact
on admissions and tuition policies, but a greater impact on their recruiting
policies, overall financial condition, student counseling, and other sources of
student support. MNotably, in several areas private institutions are changing their
policies to a greater extent than public institutioms.

In a more detailed question, institutional representatives were asked if
their fall 1973 enrollment had met their expectations or were within two percent
of projectiont., If enrollment was more or less than projected, they were to
indicate whether or not they felt that the availability of federal grants and loans
was a factor.

In general, enrollment at half of the institutions had met projections
(Table 15); at a third of institutions, enrollments had suffered an unexpected
decline whereas, for 18 percent, enrollments were higher than expected.

Experience with enrollments varied among types of institutions. At public

1Students were defined as financially independent -i{f he/she is not claimed as

an exemption by any person except a spouse for the year in which aid is received
and the year prior to the academic year for which aid is requested, does not
receive financial assistance of more than $600 from parents, and has not lived
more than two consecutive weeks in the home of a parent at any time during the
last two years.
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institutions, enrollment generally had met or exceeded expectations; only

24 percent reported an unexpected drop in enrollment. In contrast, as many as
41 percent of private institutions reported an unexpected enrollment decline.
Thirty-nine percent of four-year institutions reported a decline, as did 28
percent of two-year colleges.

For institutions reporting an unexpected increase in student enrollment,
only a small proportion of representatives felt that the availability of
federal student aid was a major factor accounting for the increase. At the
majority of public institutions and two-year colleges, availability of fedéral
aid was not considered a factor at all.

In contrast, many of the institutions reporting an unexpected drop in
enrollment felt that the climate of availability for federal aid had influenced
enrollment in a major way. Forty-five percent of the representatives at private
institutions with enrollment declines gave this opinion, as did about half
of those at four-year colleges and universities.

Conclusion

The results of this Higher Education Panel survey should be of much use
to educators and public officials concerned with establishing improved programs
of student financial assistance. Despite certain limitations, the survey results
provide national estimates of the total number of college students assisted under
Office of Education programs and offer a profile of the types of students assisted.
Certain patterns of variation in the distribution of financial assistance were
also noted according to institutional type and control. Moreover, it was
possible to gain some understanding of the experiences and reactions of insti-
tutional officers to the federal assistance programs and, in particular, to recent

changes in these programs.
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Such data should be a valuable contribution to present debate over ways to
modify or redirect federal programs of assistance. Certain problems appear to
be clearly identified; in other areas, the policy implications of the data might
be subject to varying interpretation. Nevertheless, the availability of such
baseline information should be generally useful to everyone concerned with present

patterns of student financial assistance.
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Table 1

Weighted and Unweighted otala for HEP Survey on
The Impact of O.E. Student Assistance Programs

Wetghted Totals: Unwefghted Totals Survey

Reporting Category (Number in Number Number of Response

Population) in Panel Respondents Rate
All {nstitutions® 2,584 646 s1s 80%
Public ¢nstitutions 1,310 256 199 78%
Private instfitutions 1,262 382 3t 817%
Two=year colleges 1,043 103 17 5%
Four~year colleges 1,338 373 304 82%
Untversities 151 162 129 80%

8Independent medical schools (population n 212; panel n= 8; respondent ns5) are included in the
figures for all inst{tutfons but are not fncluded in other categories.

Readers are csutfoned that proprietsry tnstitutfons were not included fn the survey; results are
representative of those fnstitutions of higher educatfon listed tn Educatfon Directory.

Table 2

Estimated Number of Participants 4n Basic Opportunity Grant l’mgumsa

A11b Public Private Two-Year Four-Year
Institutions Institutions | Institutions Colleges Colleges Universities
Estimated Total Number of R j'w"
Participants, 1973-74 167,700 124,400 43,100 58,400 75,500 33,600
Response rate (17%) (76X) (78%) (72%) (80%) (74%)
Estimated Number Recefving
Assistance under Another Federal d
Program 1973-74 139,500 94,400 44,500 41,900 66,700 30,£00
Response rate (702) (70%) (71%) (62%) (74%) (67%)
Participants by Adjusted Family
Income, 1973-74:
$0 - 7,499 9 81 75 81 78 82
$7,500 ~ 14,999 20 18 24 K 19e 21 17
$15,000 and over 1 1 1 - 1 1+
Total percentage 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Respouge rate (66%) (65%) 67%) (65%) (70%) (59%)
Average Amount of Grant
1973-74 $349 $284 $4618 $287 $404 $308
Response rate (73%) (7131 (73%) (64%) (771%) (71%)

*estimated numbers of participants are rounded to the nearest one hundred.
bIudependent medical schools are included in the column for all fnstitutions, but are not included in other columns.

SConfidence 1imits have been computed for all figurea. Except where specified with an ssterisk(#*), 95 percent confidence
limits ranged no more than + or - two percent of the figurea. Confidence limits ranging above two percent are presented
in Appendix D.

dA discrepancy occurs because estimates are independently weighted according to the mumber of responding {natitutions.
The estimate with the higher response rate 18 more reliable.
€Lcsa than .5%.

O
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Table 3
Patimated Nurber of Participants in Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Prourama‘
All Public Private Two-Year Pour-Year
Institut{ons Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges | Universities
Estimated Total Number of
Participanta, 1972-73 364,300° 241,600 122,200 76,500 207,100 80,100
Responge rate (75%) (15%) (75%) (63%) (78%) (75%)
Batimated Total of
Participants, 1973-74 356,700 242,000 114,100 89,800 189,700 76,500
Response rate (75%) (75%) 17%) (68%) (79%) (74%)
Estimated Number Receiving
Ass{istance under Another Federal
Program, 1973-74 326,200 220,200 105,400 80,900 171,900 72,800
Response rate (69%) (69%) (70%) {61X) (73%) (68%)
Participants by Level of
Instruction, 1973%74:°
Freshman/Sophomore 65 71 54 100 55 52
Junior/Sentor 35 29 46 0 45 48
Total percentage 100X 100X 100% 1002 100% 100X
Response rate (67%) (64%) (71%) (642) (71%) (63%)
Participants by Adjusted )
Family Income, 1973-74:
$0-7,499 85 86 82 86 84 85
§7,500-14,999 15d 14, 18 14, 16 15,
$15,000 and over - - - - - -
Total percentage 1002 100% 100X 100X 100% 100X
Response rate (66X) (65%) (67%) (65%) (69%) (61%)
Average Amount of Grant,1973-74 $ 646 $ 469 "8 827 ' $ 448 $ 283 $ 748
Response rate (72%) (737) (72%) (64%) {75%) (712

8gstimated nusbers of participants are rounded to the nearest one hundred.

blndependent wedical schools are included in the column for all institutions, but are not included in other ¢olumns.

“Confidence limits have been computed for all figures.
limits ranged no more than + or -

in Appendix D,
dLess than .52,

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Except where specified with ad asterisk (*), 95 percent confidence

two percent of the figures. Confidence 1tmita ranging above *wo percent are presented
»
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Table §

Batimated Nuumber of Participants in College Work Study Programs®

All b Public Private Two-Year FPour-Year
Insti{tutions Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges | Universities
Estimated Total Number of R
Participants, 1972-73 602,700 398,200 203,300 118,700 361,200 121,600
Response rate (74%) (71%) (74%) (68X) (76X) (76%)
Estimated Total Number of -
Participants, 1973-74 565,100 376,300 187,500 117,100 325,100 121,700
Reaponse rate (15%) (76%) {15%) (67%) (11%) (76%)
Estimated Number Receiving Assistance
under Amother Federal Program 1973-74 434,900 274,600 159,200 86,000 252,300 95,500
Reaponse rate (69%) (70%) {68%) (61%) (1x) (70X)
Participants by Level of
Instruction, 1973-74:
Preshman/Sophomore 56 60 51 100 47 42
Junior/Sentor 18 34 44, 0 48 47
Post-Baccalaureate [ 6 5 0 5 11
Total percentage 100X 100X 100% 100% 100% 100%
Reaponse rate (66%) (64%) (69X) (64%) (6%2) (63X)
Participants by Adjusted
Fantly Income, 1973-74:
$0-7,499 66 70 58 14 65 63
$7,500-14,9%9 30 ) 36 %, 31 33
$15,000 and over 4 3 6 2 4 4
Total percentage 100X 100% 100X 100X 100X 100X
Respouse rate (65%) (66%) (65%) (63%) (872) (62%)
Average Amount of Grant, 1973-74 $ 582 $ 560 $ 601 $ 531 $ 601 $ 708
Response rate (70%) (72%) {70%) (62%) (73%) (722)

Spstimated numbers of participants are rounded to the nearest one hundred.
l’Independent wedical schools are {ncluded in the column for all institutions, but are not included in other columns,

SConfidence 1inits have been computed for all figures. Except where specified with an asterisk (*), 95 percent confidence
limits ranged no more than + or =~ two percent of the figures. Confidence iimits ranging adove

in Appendix D,

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

two percent are presented



Table 5
Estimated Numbar of Participants in National Direct Student Loan Progtuu‘
A1l b Public Private Two~Year Pour-Year-
Institutions Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges | Universities
Bstimated Total Number of e
Part{cipants, 1972-73 768,300 454,600 312,800 88,300 440,300 238,800
Response rate (74%) (72%) (27%) (57%) (719%) (77%)
Bstimated Total Number of
Participants, 1973-74 152,900 457,700 294,200 96,100 415,500 240,300
Reaponse rate CI5%) (71X) (78%) (56%) {80%) (762)
Estimated Number Receiving
Assistance under Anathar Pederal
Program, 1973-74 524,200 307,200 216,500 15,900 295,300 152,500
Reaponse rate (682) (66%) ¢70%) (502) (732) (r02)
Participants by Level of
Instruction, 1973-74:
Freshaan/Sophomore 52 56 47 100 4 43
Junior/Sentor 39 36 : 43 0 43 42
Post-Baccalaureste 9 8 10 0 8 15
Total percentage 100X 100 1002 100X 100X 100X
Response rate (662) (60%) (ny (53X) {12%) (62X)
Participsnts by Adjusted
Fanily Income, 1973-74:
$0-17,499 56 63 46 70 53 55
$7,500-14,999 37 33 43 29, 39 37
$15,000 snd over 7 4 11 1 8 8
Totsl percentage 100% 1002 1002 100% 100% 1002
Response rate (65%) (62%) (672) (542) (20%) (62%)
Average Amount of Loan, 1973-74 $ 653 $ 517 $ 793 $ 515 $ 138 $ 805
Response rate i (712) (70%) (12%) (s21) (15%) (73%)
*estimated numbers of participante are rounded to the nearest one hundred.
Independent medical schools are included in the columm for all instiiutions, but are not included in other columns. \

“confidence 1imits have been computed for all figures. Except where specified with an ssterisk (*), 95 percent confidence
1imits ranged no more than + or - two percent of the figures. Confidence limits ranging adove two percent sre preseat in
appendix 3.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 6

Estimated Number of Participants in Guaranteed Student Loan Progums‘

A1l b Public Private Two~Year Four-Year
Institutions Institutions Inatitutions Colleges Collepes |Univere‘ties

Estimated Total Number of c

Participants, 1972-73 727,700 499,900 276,500 90,400 423,500 260,500
Reaponse rate (702) (73%) (69%) (60%) (72%) (722)

Estimated Total Nuzber of '

Participants, 19737, 686,700 421,200 262,300 65,900 380,700 236,900
Response rate (72%) (732) (127) (621 (76%) (2%

Estimated Number Receiving

Assistanca under Another Federal »

Program, 1973-74 254,600 142,400 109,100 32,500 149,100 70,000
Reaponse rate (63%) (64X) (622) (54%) (6712) (59%)

Participanta by Level of

Instruction, 1973-74:
Freshman/Sophomore 42 44 40 100 39 1
Junior/Senior 39 40 36 Y 0 42 43
Post-Baccalaureate 19 16 24 0 19 26
Total percentage 100X 100% 100X 1002 100X 100X
Keaponse rate (611) {60%) (631) (591) (66%) (54%)

Participants by Adjusted 4

Famtly Income, 1973-74:
$0~7,499 32 35 26 113 30 29
$7,500-14,999 49 50 48 47 48 52
$15,000 and over 19 15 26 2 22 19
Total percentage 100X 1002 100X 100% 1002 1002
Response rste {53%) (592) {58%) {562) (63%) (51%)

Average Amount of Loan, 1973-74

1973-74 $1,045 $ 909 $1,178 $ 894 §1,135 $1,184
Response rate (670) (70%) (662) (s32) (712) (68%)

“Estimated numbers of participants are rounded to

the nearest one hundred.

Independent medical schools are included in the column fur all institutiona, but are not included in other columns.

“Confidence 1imits have been computed for all f{
1imits ranged no more than + or - two percent o

in Appendix D.

O
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tes. Except where specified with an
the figurea. Confidence limits rangi

asterisk (%), 95 percent confidence
ng above two percent are presentes



Estimated Number of Students Receiving Ass

Table 7

istance Under All Pro

(Unduplicated Count)

grama by Adjusted Family Income cuegorie.‘

Public

All b Privsate Two-Year Pour-Year
Institutions Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges | Universities

Fall 1972:
§0~7,499 738, 400° 513,600 223,000 133,200 409,200 194,300
Respdnse rate (691) 671) (71%) 17 (7132) (631)
$7,500~14,999 480,800 271,200 208,30 50,700 283,500 145,300
Response rate (69%) 671) (702) (66X) (127) (62%)
$15,000 and above 118,500 49,300 68,600 10,800 68,400 38,700
Response rate (661) (65%) 67%) (602) (702) (61%)

Fall 1973
$0~7,499 783,100 556,400 225,200 162,100 413,400 206,100
Response rate (682) (662) (652) (67%) (722) (59%)
$7,500~14,999 494,900 285,800 208,000 56,800 283,500 148,500
Response rate (67%) (662) (681) (66X) (71%) (59%)
$15,000 and above 115,500 47,800 :j{f 67,300 9,500 68,500 37,100
Response rate (66X) (652) (66X) (62x) (701) (59%)

Spstimated numbers of participants are rcunded to the nearest one hundred.
bIndependent medical schools are included {n the column for all {nstitutions, but are not included in other columns.

SConfidence limits have been computed for all figures.
lipits ranged no more than + or - two percent of the f

in Appendix p,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Except where specified with an asterisk (*), 95 percent confidence
igures.Confidence limits ranging adove tyo percent are presented
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Table 8
Percentage of Students Assisted by O,E, Assistance

Programs in Fall 1973, by Type of Institution

Total
BOG SEOG CW-5 NDSL GSL Assisted
Recipients | Recipients | Recipients | Recipients | Recipients | under all
Prograns
Level of educational
instruction
Two-year colleges 352 25% 212 132 10% 16X
Four-year colleges 45 S4 58 S5 55 56
Universities 20 21 21 32 35 28
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 1007 100%
(¢:)) 167,5(30a 356,000 563,900 751,900 683, 500 1,390,500
Form of control
Public 74% 68% 672 612 62% 64%
Private 26 32 33 39 38 36
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1002
(N) 167,500 356,100 563,800 751,900 683,500 1,390,500
3gstimated nucber of participants are rounded to tha nearest hundred.
Table 9
Average Tuition, Room and Board Costs
Public Private Two-Year Four-Year
Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges Universitiss
1972-1973:
Tuition $3602 $1,828 $508 $1,506 $1,222
Response rate 772 (80%) (74%) (80%2) (78%2)
Room and board $954 $1,096 $923 $1,077 “$1,198
Responge rate (70%) (79%) (t%) (78%) (78%)
1973-1974:
Tuition $377 $1,921 $53. $1,583 $1,282
Response rate (77%) (80%) (74%) (802) (78%)
-
Room and board $1,006 $1,135 $974 $1,116 81,254
Response rate (70%) (79%) {59%) (78%) (78%)

aConfidence limite have been computed for all figures. Except where specified with an asterisk (%), 95 percent
y "1fidence limits ranged no more than + or - two percent of the figures. Confidence limits ranging above two
E lCTcent are presented in Appendix D.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 10
Comparatlve Administrative Workload for Federal Student Aid Programs

All s Publie Private Two-Year Four-Year
Assessment of Workload Institutions Institutions Ingtitutions Colleges Colleges Unfversities
Basic Opportunity Grants:
Light 39b 40 38 43 37 31
Moderate 38 37 39 38 38 34
Heavy 2 23 23 5] 28 35
Total Percentage 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 1002
Response Rate (78%) (77%) {719%) (73%) (80%) amn)
Supplemental Zducational
Opportunity Grants!
Light 26 18 34 20 30 25
Moderate 57 56 57 55 58 60
Heavy A7 26 - 25 Y] s
Total Percentage 1002 100% 100X 100% 100% 1002
Response Rate (76X) (76%) (76%) 6712) (79%) (76%)
College Work Study: "
Light 4 3 5 4 4 2
Mogernte 45 42 47 46 43 39
Heavy SL 33 A8 30 X} )]
Total Percentage 100X 1002 100% 100X 1002 100%
Regponse Rate (762) (77%) (75%) (692) (7mn) (78%)
National Direct Student Loans!
Light 12 14 10 1; 9 89
Moderate 50 48 52 4 53 48
Heavy 38 38 38 a7 2 43
Total Percentage 1002 100% 1002 100% 1102 100X
Response Rate (762) (73%) (73%) (58X) (80%) (79%)
Guaranteed Student Loans: \
Light 17 24 10 36 6 1
24 24 25 25 25 1
Heawy " 5 2 68 ] & 8
Total Percentage 1002 100% 100% 100X 1002 100X
Response Rate am) (77%) (79%) (68%) (80%) (79%)

aIndependent medical schools are included in the column for all fnstitutions, but ure uwut fncluded in other colums.

annfldence 1imits have been computed- for all figures. Except where specified with an asterisk (*), 95 percent
confidence limits ranged no more than + or - two percent of the figures. Confidence lLimits ranging i.bove two
percent aie presented in Appendix D.

Table 11 -

LY
Primary Factor Increasing Adminfstrative wo;tload

All Public Private Two-Year Four-Year
Factors Instftitfons?® | Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges Univeraities
Introduction of BOGs 10° 10 11 10 10 11
Procedures associated . :
with needs analysis 33 13 32 32 33 38
Packaging Student Aid 12 12 11 19 ? o*
Uncertainty over funding 34 35 k3] 28 38 41
Combination of above ey 10 A3 AL 12 ._ﬁt
Total Percentage 1002 100% 100% 100% 1002 100X
Response Rate (782) (772} (79%) (75%) (80%) (782)

3Independent medical schools are included in the column for all institutions, but are not included in other columns.

beonfidence 1imits have been computed for all figures. Except where specified with an asterisk (%), 95 percent
o confidence limits ranged no more than + or - two percent of the fipures. Confidernce limits ranging above two
[E l(:‘ percent are presented {n Appendix D,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Qe

Table 12

Accuracy of Needs Analysfs Test

All Public Private Two-Year Four-Year
Factors Instituttons® | Insticutions Institutions Colleges Colleges Universities
Extent to which needs
analysis reflects true
ability to pay:
b
Almost always 10 11 8 1w 9 15
Frequently or
occagtomlly 50 49 51 46 52 57
Rarely A0 _4o AL A A9 28
Total Percentage 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Response Rate (78%) (762%) (80%) (71%) (812) (78%)

8Independent medical schocls are included in the column for all institutions, but are not included in other columms.
beonfidence 1imits have been computed for all figures, Except where specified with an asterisk (*), 95 percent

confidence limits ranged no more than + or ~ two percent of the figures, Confidence limits ranging above two
percent are presentdd in Appendix D.

Table 13

Extent of Difficulty in Obtaining Guaranteed Loans for Different Types of Students

Type of Student and All Public Private Two~Year Four-Year
Level of Difficulty Institutions®| Institutions Institutfons Colleges Colleges Universities
Married Students:
Little or none . 16° 3 15 16 37 29
Some 49 50 48 49 48 58
Great 5 A3 "y A5 As A3
Total Percentage 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Responge Rate (76%) (74%) (74%) (60%) (7% (76%)
Single Students:
Little or none 35 33 37 33 37 3%
Some 47 42 53 39 53 53
Great 18 25 10 28 10 A3
Total Percentsge 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Response Ratw (74%) (74%) (74%) (65Y) (76%) (75%)
Financfally Independent:
Little or none 27 29 25 26 27 33
Some 45 44 46 38 51 45
Creat Rt 2 2 38 2 22
Total Percentage 100% - 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Response Rate (742) (75%) (742) (62%) (7171%) (715%)
Financially Dependent:
Little ox none 36 29 44 33 40 25
Some 43 43 t3 s 47 63
Creat 21 28 B 2 13 A2
Total Percentage 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Response Rate (73%) (742) (74%) (65%) (76X) (75%)
Freshmen, Sophemores:
Little or none 3 29 32 33 30 : 23
Some - : ‘ 43 39 48 3y 49 41
Creat ; 2 %2 20 30 2 36
" Total Percentage oo 100X 100% 1002 . 1002 1002 - 100t
, [:Iz:f(: Response Rate : N ¢ F13) (72%) (731) (63%) - (76%) (702)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 13 - Extent of Difffculty in Obtafning Guaranteed Loans for Different Types of Students (Cont'd.)

Type of Student and All Public B Private Two-Year Four-Year
Level of Difficulty Institutions Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges Universities
Juntors/Sentors!:
Little or none 35 24 47 -¢ 50 39
Some 54 59 49 = 45 56
Great AL A7 A - L 2 )
Total Percentage 1002 1002 100% - 100% 100X
Response Rate (63%) (58%2) 6% - (76%) (72%)
Pogt-Baccalaureates:
Little or none 43 38 50 - 55 39
Some 24 15 36 - 36 50
Great 33 A1 A4 - -3 A1
Total Percentage 1002 1002 100% - 1002 1002

Resgponse Rate (43%) (537%) (amn - (42%) (73%)

Students Recommended for
Subsidized Loans:

Little or none 60 54 66 60 61 48

Some 30 32 ) 29 27 32 43

Creat -0 A4 -3 A3 1 3
Totul Percentage 100X 1002 1002 1002 100X 100%
Response Rate (72%) (71%) (73%) (58%) (76%) (74%)

Students Recommended for
Nonsubs{dized Loans:

Little or none 17 19 16 21 15 11

Some 23 14 31 17 27 23

Great 60 87 53 82 s 86
Total P'ércentage 1002 100% 100% 1002 100% 1002
Response Rate (70%) (71%) (71%) (53%) (74%) (740)

Students with Adjusted
Family Incomes of:

$0 - 7,499
Little or ncne 54 52 53 57 52 04
Some 31 30 33 23 kY 41
Creat ] 18 A2 20 AL ]
Total Percentage 100% 1002 100% 1002 1002 100%
Response Rate (737) (73%) (74%) (66%) (76%) (73%)
$7,500 - 14,999
Little or none 29 16 43 25 33 28
Some 52 - 56 47 46 55 55
Great A9 28 10 i) 12 17
Total Percentage 100X 1002 1002 1002 1002 100%
Response Rate (7320) (73%) (74%) (67%) (762) (73%)
$15,000 and above
Little or none 15 15 16 14 17 13
Some 29 21 3 22 33 3
Great 36 54 A7 84 30 34
Total Percentage 1002 1002 100X 100% 1002 1002
Résponse Rate (72%) (72%) (73%) (661) (52 (72%)

‘Independent medical schools are included in the column for all Institutfons, but are not included in other columns,

i bCoanence lim{ts have been computed for all figures. Fxcept where specif(ed with an aster{sk (*), 95 percent
confidence 1imits ranged no more than + or ~ two percent of the f(gures. Confidence limite ranging above two
percem are presented in Appendtx D :

Q
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*Too . few cases to compute.
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Table 14
Impact of Federal Assistance Support on Institutions
£
Policy Area and All a Publtc Private Two-Year Four-Year
Extent of Impact Institutions Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges Universities
Admissions Policies:
No tmpact 61® 54 26 54 N 3
Minor 36 34 39 28 42 42
Major 2 A2 35 18 21 2
Total Percentage 1002 100% 100% 200% 100% 100%
Response Rate (76%) (75%) (77%) (73%) (78%2) (75%)
Recruiting Policies:
No impact 18 "2 15 21 17 10
Minor 40 38 41 34 43 42
Major A2 AL L ) 40 48
Total Percentage 100% 100% 100% 100% 1002 100%
Response Rate (76%) (75%) (€213 (73%) (78%) (75%)
Tuition Policies:
No impact 55 70 40 65 48 50
Minor 35 27 43 3l 38 39
Major Ao -3 A7 -4 4 AL
Total Percentage 100% 100% 100% 1002 100% 100X
Response Rate (767) (75%) (77%) (73%) (11%) (752)
Overall Financial Condittion: N
No impact 13 16 9 18 9 10
Minor 45 48 41 45 44 43
Major A2 36 0 36 Y YA
Total Percentage 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 100%
Response Rate (75%) (752) (76%) (73%) (772) {15%)
Student Counseling:
No {mpact 9 5 13 9 8 8
Minor 45 ' 45 44 43 48 a7
Major 46 20 A3 A8 44 33
Total Percentage 1002 100% 1002 1002 100% 100%
53
Response Rate (762) (77%) (76%) (73%) (77%) (75%)
Other Sources of Student
Support:
No impact 13 11 15 12 15 6
Minor 54 54 54 48 58 62
Majoi L] a5 )Y 4o 21 22
Total Percentage 100% 100% 100% 1002 100% 100X
Response Rate (75%) (75%2) (75%) (712) (76%) (75%)

aIndependent medical schools are included fn the column for all institutions, but are not included in other columns.
beonfidence 1imits have been computed for all figures. Except where specified with an asterisk (%), 95 percent

confidence limits ranged no more than + or - tvwo percent of the figures.

percent are presented in Appendix n,

Confidence limits ranging above two
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Table 15

The Effsct of Availability of Federal Grants/Loans on Predicted Fall 1373 Enrollments

Fall 1973 Enrollment: All s B Public Private Two-Year Four-Year
Actual va, Predicted Institutions Institutions Institutions Colleges Colleges Universities
13
A8 planned or within 5
2% of projectiona 49 60 38 55 42 67
Exceeded projections
by greater than 2% 18 16 21 17 19 15
Less than projections
by greater than 2% 33 24 41 28 39 18
Totsl Percentage 1002 100X 1002 1002 100X 1002
Total N 2,580 1,308 1,260 1,042 1,337 189
Reaponse Rate (76%) (737) (781) (72%) (78%) (73%)
Of those with greater than
expected enrollments, the
availability of Federal
grants/loans was:
Major factor 29 25 31 30 29 14
Minor factor 16 8 22 ) 2 36
Not a factor 50 60 43 63 43 39
No answer 5 7 4 5 5 11
Total Percentage 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 1002
0f thoge with less than '
expected enrollments, the
availadility of Federal
grants/loans was:
Major factor 40 32 45 22 45 51
Minor factor 33 40 28 36 32 26*
Mot a faceor 2t 19 22 28 18 9
No answer 6 9 5 8 ) 14
Total Percentage 100X 100% 100X 100% 100% 1002

31ndependent medical schools are included in the column for all institutions, but are not included in other columns.

bCOnﬂdence limits have been computed for all figures. Except where specified with an asterisk (*), 95 percent
confidence limits ranged no more than + or - two percent of the figures. Confidence limits ranging above two
percent are presented in Appendix D.

: A i Tex: provided by ERIC .
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APPENDIX A
Stratification Design for the Higher Education Panel

Cell Stratification Design Population Panel -
Number for Sampling N=2584 N=646

Public universities

Selectivity:
1 Less than 550 72 56
2 550-599 31 27
3 600 or more 16 16

Private universgities

Selectivity:
4 Less than 550 21 15
5 550-599 15 15
6 600 or more 36 a3

Pour-year public colleges

Selectivity:
7 Less than 450 96 21
8 450-499 66 12
9 . 500 or more 74 28
10 Unlnown \ 100 21

Four-year private non-

gectarian colleges

Selectivity:
11,15 Less than 500; Unknown 230 28
12 500-574 36 9
13 575-649 49 31
14 650 or more 51 33

Pour-year Catholic colleges

Selectivity:
16 Less than 500 58 20
17 500-574 72 21
18 575 or more 3? 16
19 Unknown 47 8

Four~year other sectarian

colleges

Selectivity:
20 Less than 450 56 11
21 450-499 54 14
22 500~574 73 29
23 575 or more 54 37
24 Unknown 100 11

Two~year public colleges

Enrollment:

25,26,27 Less than 500 386 19
28 500-999 220 19
29 1000 or more 196 22

Two-year private colleges

Enrollment:
30,31 Less than 250 137 16
32 250-499 2 14
33 © 500 or more 25 6

Predominantly black colleges _
34 Public four-year ' 36 8
35 Private four-year : 49 15
36 Two-yeay ' 17 7

37 Indegendent medical schools 12 8

- Por definitions and a more detailed description,: see John A, Creager et. al., National :
' Norms f0r Entering College Freshmen, Fa11 1968 ACE Research Reporrs, Vol. 3, No. 1, 1968. -
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OMB No. 99-R0265, Expo 6/74
AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
Higher Education Panel Survey Number 18
The Impact of Office of Education Student Assistance Programs

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS NOTE: Definitions are found on other side of page.
1. Please approximate the number of participants in the Federally assisted programs

indicated below: BOG__ SEOG/EOG _C W-S NDSL GSL
(a) Total no. participants, 1972-73 X000
(b) Total no. participants, 1973-74
(c¢) Participants, 1973-74, by:
1. Level of instruction:
Freshman, sophomore
Junior, senior XXXXXXXX
Postbaccalaureate 000X XOXXXXXX
2. Adjusted family income:
$0 -~ §7,499 (see definitions)
$7,500 - $14,999
$15,000 and above
(d) Estimated number receiving
assistance under at least
one other program, 1973-74
(e) Average amount of grant/loan qbr
(1973-74) $

2. About what percentage of students receiving assistance under these Federal programs are
classified as “independent" students? (see definitions)
In 1972-73 .4 In 1973-74 ) 4

3. Within each income category below, approximately how many students (unduplicated count)
ave recelving assistance under the Federal student aid programs identified above in Fall
1973 as compared to Fall 19727

Adjusted family income of: Fall 1972 Fall 1973
$0 - §7,499
$7,500 - $14,999
$15,000 and above

l
l

STUDENT ENROLLMENT AND CHARGES

4, What are the typical student charges for full-time undergraduates at your institution
for 1973-74 as compared to 1972-73? 1972-1973 1973-1974

Tuition, fees (in-state)
Room and Board

5. How did actual opening fall 1973 enrollment (full-time) compare with the enrollment
projected by your institution in developing the 1973-74 academic~year budget?
As planned, or within 2% of projections
Exceeded projections by greater than 2X
Less than projections by greater than 2%
IF MORE OR LESS: in your judgment, was availability of Vederal grants or loans a factor?
__Yes, a major factor __Yes, a minor factor ___ No, not a factor

“ 6. Please attempt to characterize your total (full-time) student enrollment by income
‘level: (i.e., approximate percentage of enrollment falling into each category)

"Adjusted family income of:
S 80 - $§7,499 ~
$?‘500 - $14,999
$15,000 and above

i l"

100%

e 3, 1973
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p» 2, REP Survey No. 18
EXPERIENCES WITH ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

7. Please indicate the comparative administrative workload (per assisted student)
encountered by your institutfon this fall for each programi

Light Moderate

:

Basic Opportunity Grants

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Gr ints
College Work-Study Program

National Direct Student Loans

Guaranteed Student Loans

8., 1In your opinfon, which of the following factors increased the overall administrative
workload the most st your institution: (Check One)
a. Introduction of BOGs
b. Procedures associated with needs analysis
¢. Packaging of a student's aid
d. Uncertainty over funding

9. For each type of student below, please indicate the extent of difficulty each has had
in obtaining a guaranteed loan this fall: Little or Some Great

no Difficulty Difficulty Difficulty

|
i

Married students

Single students

Financially independent students (see definition)
Financially dependent students

Freshmen, sophomores

Juniors, seniors

Postbaccalaureate students

Students recommended for subsidized loans
Students recommended for nonsubsidized loans
Students with family incomes of $0 - $7,499%
Students with family incomes of $7,500 - $14,999%
Students with family incomes of $15,000 and above*

kAdjusted family income levels.

10. In your judgment, how often does the needs analysis result in an expected family
contribution that each family can in fact pay?

Almost Always Frequently Rarely

11. To what extent have the Federnl student assistance programs, and increasing availability
of Federal student assistance support, had a material impact on your institution over
the past several years with respect to: No

THITT
T

T

s

Minor

“Impact Impact I
a, Admissions policies
b. Recruiting policies ;
¢. Tuition policies ‘
d, Overall financial condition
e. Student counseling

f. Other sources of student support

i
i
i

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM Person completing this form

: sY:nEcEnBER“17.11973' o offices

Telephone Number:
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Appendix C

Estimation Formulas Utilized for Data Analysis

In order to develop population estimates from the sample data, institutional
welights were calculated--within each stratification cell and for each individual
item of data--according to the following:

L nhk

X{ 2 3 Y W X
hik * = ol hik

where: W, 1s a stratum weight for the ith item, the ratio of the
number of institutions in the population to that in
the responding sample for the hth stratum,

Xhik is a datum reported by the ith sample institution in the
hth stratum,

L is the number of strata defining a reporting category.

njix 1is the number of sample institutions responding to the
ith item in the hth stratum.

Estimates of sampling error were prepared for weighted population estimates
according to the following:

2 - & 2 (1-f nﬁ;klx‘r‘uk-:k)z

vhere: fp;,  1is the ratio of the number of institutions responding to
' the ith item to that in the population for the hth stratum,

N is the number of population 1hs£1tutions in the hth stratum.

These formulas have been adapted from M. H. Hansen, W. N. Hurwitz, and W. G. Madow,
Sample Survey Methods and Theory, Vol. I (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1953).

~
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Appendix D

Population Estimates with Confidence Limits
above two percent of Estimate

Population Confidence
Table Number and Item Estimate Intervald
Estimates of Aggregate Counts -
Table 2: number of BOG participants, 1973-74, by adjusted
family income of $15,000 and over at:
two=year colleges 177 9
universities 179 - 6
Table 3: number of SEOG participants, 1973«74, by adjusted
family income of $15,000 and over at:
public institutions 227 6
two=year colleges 90 4
universities 164 16
Table 4: number of CW-S participants at postbaccalaureate
level of instruction at: )
private institutions 10,086 227
Table 4: number of CW-S participants, 1973-74, by adjusted
family income of $15,000 and over at:
two-year colleges 2,328 61
Table 5: number of NDSL participants, 1973~74, by adjusted
family income of $15,000 and over at:
two-year colleges 1,071 23
Estimates of Percentages
Table 10: administrative workload for CW-S was light at:
universities 2.4% .08%
Table 10: administrative workload for GSL was light at:
universities 0.7% .05%
Table 11: primary factor increasing administrative workload
was packaging of student aid at:
universities 4.7% A7%
Table 11: primary factor increasing administrative workload
was a combination of factors at:
universities 5.9% A7%
Table 15: of those with greater than expected enrollments,
availability of federal grants/loans was a minor
factor at: .
two-year colleges 2.4% .14%
Table 15; of those with less than expected enrollments,
availability of federa ' grants/loans was not a
factor at:

universities 9.3% 0 24%

aNinety-five percent cdnfidenCe interVals'(intérpreted as 4 or -).
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