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Impdct of Financial Aid on Postsecondary

Entrance and Persistence

I. PURPOSE

t

It is perhaps belaboring the Obvious to -state that level of family,
4

'income is related to college -going ,a, fact borne out sharply by,the data

from the first follow-up in the National Longitudinal Study.of the High,

School Class of,1972.' Figure 1, taken 'from the 1975 Condition of Educationr t ,

report- of the National 6nter for Education Statistics, shows the proportions

ft

of individuals in the various family income 'categories who entered each of

three major forms of postsecondary education. Neither is it, surprising

tHat differences in 'collegt-goinrai a function of family income is most

obvious wherefour-year institutions (as opposed to two -year or to trade

and proprietary schools) are concerned. c

Many diverse factors may support 'this phenomenon.

education not only requires.payment of all or a portion
f

individual, and his family, but-also invOlves delayed or

Postsecondary,

of its costs by the

modified entry into.

the labor market and a consequent reduction in immediate income. Aside

from the matter-at being able to afford college, family income is khown

to be related to such factors as scholastic ability of children (in turn

related to entry into postsecondary education), expectation oeparents

that ,children will attend college, dr to the realism of aspiring to a
%

particular vocation for whiff college is.a normal means of entry.

fr...is also belaboring the obvlout to state that the overriding purpose

of current_Office of Education programs is to enhance teducational Opportunity

(or, more specifically, to reduce inequalities in education opportunity),

4nd that-the principal federal strategy in,Pursuit of 'this goal is to

Provide fundi directly and indirectly to students as a function of financial

..need.. Financial aid, once principally a prizefor outstanding acadtmtg

promise,ifas become in principle a potential leveler of ability-to-pay ,for

4100.

a college education.

V,- National' Center for Eductition Statistics. The Condition .of Eduaati : -k
A Statistical Report,bn thelandftion of American Education, 1975. Washington;
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975:
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Figure'l.. 4litty intoPostsecondary Education, by Type of Institution,
Income',*and Sex, for Nigh School Class of 1972, October 1972.

Sorce: NCES. The Condition of Educe ion Report for 1975, Washington':
U.S. Government ?rifting Office, 1975, p: 106.
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For example, of the total USOE higher education budgetof $2.5 billion
-

in fiscal year 1975, 46.5 tercent was invested in non -- returnable grant

.programs EduCational Opporunity Grants, Supplementary Educational

Opportunity Grants, and State Student Incentive Grants). Self-help programs

'(College Work Study, National Direst Student Loans, the Cooperative 4ucation

Program, and Guaranteed Student Loans) accounted for an additional 52.3

percent.
4

The purpose of this paper isto show how.the NLS data; with particular,,

emphasis on the base year and first fdflow-up information,,has been used to

aitswer some of the Most obvious quesAons relevant to the current federal

strategy. These may be summarized as follows: .

a) What expectations did the high schOal senior class in 1972 planning

to enter.postsecondaryeducation (PSE) have as thow they would
.

meet the costs? Do these'expectations vary_ systematically with such

factors as sex, race, family income, and ability level?

.b) How realistic were these expectations, as borne out by later

experience?
v

c) Who received aid? In particular, hoI was aid distributed among

4 subgroups of students defined by sex, race, family income, ability

level, and type of postsecondary institution attended? ,

d) Did the amount of money 'contributed by the family to support the

individual in PSE vary by the cost of college or the amount of

aid then received?

eJ 'Defining "net price" as the difference'between expenses andthe
,

sum of family contributions and direct aid: lb what extent has

'direct aid equalized nettprideto students fromvarious family

income levels? -

f) To what extent is direct aid related to persistence over time in

postsecondary education? -,-

B, kid ,Expectations of High School Seniors in 1972

Of those high school seniors in the NLS sample planning postsecondary

'education in 1972, about two-thirds (65.1 percent) anticipated receiving

some-form of student aid; atiout four put of ten (or 40.5 percent) of all
,

seniors planning to, continue their schooling anticipated federal.aid as all _

or part of this component of their subsequent educational costs.
.

Expectation of aid from any source varies markedly as a function of

family income. Table 1 presents ihn proportions of seniors,of various



Table

1

PERCENTAGE OF SENIORS PLANNING POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION WHO ARE ALSO

PLANNING TO USE FINANCIAL AID, B' TYPE OF AlD AND BY\FAMILY INCOME LEVEL: SPRING 197.,2

Source and Type of Aid

Family Income. Level

Less
than

$6,000

A6,600
to

$8,999

$9,000

to

S11,000

$2,000
to

'$14,999

.

Federal_ or Non-Fdderal Aid 82.9 77.8 72.6 65.8

Non-Federal Aid 65'.6 464.2 61.7 57.6

Federal Aid 69.0 53.5 44,6 '36.9

Federal Scholarships or Grafts 30.2 18.6 13.5 10.8

Federal Loans 29.Q 26.7 2242 16.7

Collegeltk-Study Programs

Federal'Programs

37.3

30.4

28.3,

16.0

,24.2

9.3 / 6.2

Total N funVeighed) 1252 : 1429 1600 1250

$15,000
..and

' - over 0

-49.8

4

41.9

25.9 .

6.9

10.4

e

14.3'

4.2

.21/5.

O
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. \

income leve ls pl,ng PSE aid antinimpting (1) any aid plc (2) other particuiat-

kinds of aid, including federaiiaid alone. Note, for example, thltwhile.

abodt seven out of ten with foefly incomes ocless than $6,000 per year ,

. anticipate federal aid, one out'of four-in the $15,000 and over family
f - 4

income bracket anticipate this particular kind of assistance froi this Source.

t Expectations of aid also appe6rs to be a ?Unction Of racial /ethnic .

.

node likely to fulfill plans fdr'non-federal aid. The most striking differences

in/fulfillment of aid expectations, however, occur as a function of ability:

group (which is sUiely explained'paltlally by differencekin family income

among these Lr.oups). The minority'groups,.for example,are more likely to

count, in particular, on federal aid than are whites (Table 2).

" Difference, are not so marked when senfors'planning PSE are sorted
di( r *

into three groups (lowest quartile, middle half, and highest quartile) on a

measure of general academic ability-
2/

derived frbm-scores on four cognitive
o

tests administered in the base year (Table 2). ForfTederal aid, almost

five but of ten in the lowest ability quartile anticipate federal aid, as 4
. t

do about four.out of ten in he highest ability quartile. About.seven out

of ten in both therAilik and low 'qUartiles anticipate some form of student

assistance.

No differences of pragtica 'significance were noted as a function of sex.

C.' Fulfillment of Expectations, for Aid .

One set of ana4ses conducted by researchers at RTIhas explored the

proportions of those 1972 high.school seniors anticipating aid who entered

a poStsecondaity institution and, upon the first follow-up, reported receiving.

aid in 1972-73.

These dat4464 so4ewhat confounded by the
jJ

times overlapping) categories of aid re used

and fulfillment. '''-However, of those statin an

fact that various (and some-

to inqUire aboN expectations

expectationtof federal aj.d,

38 percent reported federal aid, 29 percent reported non-federal aid, and

49 percent reported either federal or non - federal aid, br both.

The data (Table 3) show that femalei were more likely to fulfill their

-plans for aid than males. Also, biacki and Spanish-AmericAfts appear more likely

has whites to fUlfill their plans for.federal aid, while whites are slightly

2/
Of six tests adMinistered in the base year, researchers at RTIcafter- .

factor Analytic study formed-an equally weighted linear composite Hem the
vocabulary, reading, letter group, and mithematicstests.

4
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4 Table 2

'PERCENT/VIE OF SENIORS PLANNING'POSWCONDARY EDUCATION WHO ARE'ALSO t.

FLAMING TO USE FINANCIAL AID, BY TYPE OF AID AND BY SELECTED.STVENT'SUBPOPULATION GROUPS:.. SPRING 1972

I

44

Source 4.14 Type of Aid Total

St!). RA,

Sr .

Ac.raca

F1 Alettily H. S. Pmeta-3

`:ale Fecale Slack 'Aim High Medium Low,

46

General Academic

Voc/

Tch
, ; ir .

F.:e:11 it Nara- ' t
.01

fe.aeraL Aio 45.1 645.14 64.0 84.9 63.0 70.8 69.4 60.1- 69.7 59.4 67.5 62.9

or-Fed,rml Aid

.

54.4 55.2 53.7 70.4 52.8
,
56.9 61.1- 49.1 53.8 45.6 ' 58.7 49.2

.

Feda:ai Aid - 40.5 40.4 40.7 66.2 37.4 56.3 42.1 37.1 47.5 37.5 41.6 41.'0

41
Fe,:eral S,:nalaranips , .

'a: Craars 13.1 13.0' 13.1 33.0 10.5 31,2 N 11.2 12.2 19.9 12.4 13.2 11:9.

Fecer.1 loans f 16.1 16.4 19.8 35.8 16.0 25.0 21.5 15.1 19.6 14.0 15.8 17,4

Callege '.rorl.-Study

a 'rroirn:s 22.0 21.3 22.62.6 38.2 20.0 32.3 24.8 19.1 23.4
4*,

18.3 . 23.8 19.6

Ozner Fezeral ?'
...

fra;rns 10.7) 11.0 10.5 18.3 9.8 14.7 '8.2 10.1 48.6 113.1 8.9 15.9
.

-.*

:ata1 1. foradeiprel) 9556 4676 4872 1135 7488 384 1310. 92 1656 2553 5630 1373

' See Table Arl, Appendix A, for bre.down by family incone lerel.

,
Itatc

*9

o

4.m77"
I
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'Table 6

.0

FULFILLMENT OF FINANCIAL AID PLANS
FOR THE TOTAL GROUP AND FOR STUDENT SUBtROUPS

I.

Sourie and Type of Md
Plannedlor in Spring 1972

Souefe/Typd of Aid Receiyed'in 1972-73 Academif Year

Federal or,
Non-federal Non-Federal Federal

Aid Aid Aid

Total
N

(uoweighted) ,

1

, Total Group

Federal or Non- Fedreral
Aid .

yed-Fediril Aid

Federal 4,id

SEX:

#1,

' 40
44.9 2%2

' 46.7 33.3

49.4 29.2

Hales

Federal or Nom-Federal
Aids

- Non-Federal Aid

Federal Aid ,

Females.

Federal or Mon - Federal
Aid

Non-Feder l,Aid

!korai Aid,

}AGE:

Black

Fedebal orSon-Federal
Aid

. Non-Federal Aid
44.

federal Aid

A

41.8 26.6.

43.7

45.2

43.0

49.7

59.5

15.3

31.8

35.9

33.0

27.9

27.3c
38.11,

24 8

24.3

32.6

'

31.0

30.4

40.8

4

4,

6300

. 5201

4033

3117.

2589

1936' -

*7
2607

2093

41.6

41.3

44.3

White

Federal or SoniFdderal
Aid 45.3

Mom - Federal Aid 47.1

Federal hid . 50.3

Spanish- American #
Federal et Non-Federal

19.8

22.3

20.2

34.8

'30.6 .

35.6

36:05.

39.3

26.6.

25.9

36.4

Aid 43.k 32.8 35.2

Nom-Federal Aid 46 45.0 25 0 36.3
-

Federal 41d -47.6 25)15 39.4

High Abilitt

Federal of Nun- Federal

'Ali

' Non-Federal Aid

fiederalAid

NO9um Ability

Federal or Non -Feder41

Aid

Nom-Federa Aid

Federal Aid

, .Lou Ab1114.

Federal or Non-Federal
Aid

Non- Federal Aid

Federal Aid

54.3

56:2

60.6

41.6

42.6

45.9

41.3

45.1 -

434.

23a

26.6
I

21.9

A
30.5

42.3

952

775

743

4695

3893

2815

184'

224 ',

229

2286

2020

1393)

27.6 2311

. 26 5 2033

35.8 /e. 1589

44 r

27.9 11.9 i MO .

/ 1187
28.3 13.8 . :19.6 891

.31.7 '12.5 25.1 843

................«.&,..... .....4..--...........................-.....------.... ...... ..-,

'1
.

.. .

1
4

a

,
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the more able ey0`ilielyi!loger-sid,--atfin4ing no dqubt.influenCed. by the .

\,
I.

fact that, th orelblevenotelikelytoenterd thus.becOme,eligible.

for aid.
. .

b. Characteristic's'o 4 Recipient '`'. . 4; /
(___ -

About 79 percent of allNiS respondents attended four-year institutions
4 t

. .1 .

%immediately aftet graduatiOn frod high school,' 14 percent attenOsatwo-year
. . ; , t% I-%colleges, and another 10 percen:enrolle9 in vocational and technical schools

(Peng- ). Of those entering PSE;.30-percent,repdIrted Receiving same'kind-
, w

; of atd (either federil or non-federal, or both) (Tab44),:and 23 percent
. e

of those enrolled i2-.PSE reported'receiving some Sorr.bf federalaid..,
. . .

When students are coniidered Spcording to the kinds of PSE inititutiOn

..,
in which they were enrollek.igher proportions of those in four-year colleges

report aid' (27 percent report federal aid, 44. percent some type. of Sid) '
$

than ado those In vocational/technicalkothooils (22 pergent federal aid, 31 1 `'

l

perceht4someltlype of aid). or thosein two-year colleges-(l6 percent federal
.- ( . .

. .aid,
w

27.percent some type of Sid). ....

4
, Figure 2 (from,the Condition of EducatiOn report/) shows how the

proportions in the federalaid categories vary by fkpily income. Proportions
7-.

receiving federal' aid tend to decrease'ad family income categories become

progressiv ly higher. This' trend is sharpel for federal aid than, gor all
-0=

aid (data nit shown here); almost. one of every two studente'from families

with, reported incimes$belo 3, 00 report receivinkTederal eid,-as.do less
.

than one of ten-in the over $18 000 income Inge.. The sharpest trend

occurs for federal aid recipients in foUr-yeat instituAbns: here, two-
.

thirds of those in the IbeloW $3,0Q0ilicorre level who are enrolled/in four-
. t

year institutions report federal aid, while less than one of ten of those .

students-in the over - $18,000 income category. report federal aid.
-10 .

w.Figure 3, drawnjelso fro the''Condition 'of Education report- , .chows- the

trends graphically for. federal vs.. non -federil aid. Itshowi rather'
.

sharply the divergence,An the expected diFecrion,'betweep federal and non-,
. 4 . , .

( .

federal aid' at the lcAger income levels. , .;
..

11.

is / Of otherdeharacteristics: slightly higher proportions of females
. . . .

ailear from the dati to receive aid (Table 5). Minorities as a group

% report receiving aid-much more frequently than do .whites, ne'matter what
4

the type of postsedondarY itistirufton (Table 6).. There iv a slight-
'1

40

,

4,

3/ .. .. 8--, Feng,fto. H. Some Trends,in 'Entry t9 Higher EducStion.'tdUCptional
Researcher. January 1977. _

111 CES, 22.. cit. .

ji Med..
:
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V \
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Table 4

PihCENTAGt OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IK POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION '-

RECtIViNg1/4FINANCIAL AID, BY,TYPE OF AID AND.TYPI OF SCHOOL: 1972-73
. .

. . . .

.
.

-

Source and Type of 'Aid
. . q

. . ...

6, .

Totil

. Type of School ,

Voc/
.

% 2 -Year

oIlege w-
4-Year

College'

.
A.

Federal or Non-Fe4pral Aid

Non-Federal Atd S
-

% * .

. I
i

1

FederalMd .

. :

Fpderal Scholarships -or Grants

Federal/Co4ds

M

College, Work-Study Programs

Other Federal Programs
a .

.140-6

Sayings or Earnings

- :

Faally Stipport '.

v.

-.

,

.

36.2.

I

22.9:
.

'

,.22.6
6

6.6

12.6

..$7' 7

4.6

53.8

59.4

,

%

: 30.7.
i

.' 11.6'

21..9

4%.

3.6

13.1

.. 3.0

-5.0'
,,

40.3

,47.

.

_

27.3'

'15.6

- 16.0
.

4.8

4.5

6.1,

.5.4'
k

-54.2

54.2

6

.

43.8
'

30.3 .

i

27.3

8.6'

17.3
. r 41-,

8:4

I* 3

59.4

68.1

- 1

.

. , .

To/a1 1 (6165.4eighted) .

4-16 r

11421 1559. 3047. 6128

1.

ti t

*

i4

ft 13

s.
74,0",

1

i

6
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Figure 2. Participation in Federal Financial Aid Prog5ams, by Type of
Institution and Family InCome, for High School Class of'1972:
197243.

,

Sdurce:--Nczo. The Condition. of Education Report for 1975. Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Offlce, 1973, p. 94.
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Table 5

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ,ENROLLED. IN_ EDUCATION HICEIIING EACH TYPE

FiNiNgia AID, P.YTYPE OP- SCHOOL' AND SEX: 1971-73 1-.
. -

n.

- , -4
Itv.

Source and Type of Aid ",

t

, Total J.
voc/Tech 2-Year 'college 4 -Year Coll e-/f<

Male j FeMale Male Female .Male Femafe Male ,..r F male.
,

0 0

Federal or Non-Feder

*
Non-Fediral Aid '.

.
,,r

Federal Aid -/: ,

. , .

Federal Scholarship or Gmonts,

Federal Loans

College Work-S dy Pro ffims,
* .

Other Federal-Programs

''.
Savings or EaEarnings. ' ,

-=

Family Support ..P.

.

-..

.

\33.9.

21.0

2046

-6.0

111.4

, "5.6

4.3

59..7

- 55.7

--38-.7

ft
24:8

24.T

7.3

11.9

7.9

..0

47,9.
.

61.1o,,,,

27.5

941

20.5..

2.6

, 11.8

3.3

5.5

A 8.4

38.4

. 32.7

13.3

22.8

-4.2

14.0'

2.9

4.6

35.1/

cii:2

'25.6

14:0

.14.9

4.3

3.9

5.1

5.8

61.0

49.1

0

29:2

i17.4

17.2

, 5.4

5.2

7.3
.

' 5:1

46.9

,

59.T

0

41.3

28..--0-e"

24.7

7.8.

15.7

6.7

. 3a-

64.0

65.1

46.6 .

.

4.9

30.2

9.6

19.0

10.3

50
I

54.3

70.9

0 Total N (unweighted) ,,,

.,:
, '640 5758 610 948 1 1567 ,1472

.

3116 3003 .

16

0 4VI

.17
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PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION RECEIVIN6 EACH TYPE OF
FINANCIAL AID,RY TYPE OF SCHOOL AND RACE: 1972-73:

'

lburce and Type of.A

Total
N 7

- Voc/Teck . 2-Year College 4-Year College

Black, White
Spanish
Arrican

Spanish
Black White American

.

Black

.

SpanishP
White . America'

i . - Spnish
Black White. American

federal or Non-Federal Aid'

Non - Federal Aid

.
.

--!ederml-Aid . /

----i----
Federal Schotirships or Griit47---1-1-8:5.1

,Federal Loans
.

. ..1 .

' College.Wprk -Study Programs

.
Other Fpderal Programs

+ .

Savings or Earnings

Flatly Sugpoit . ., .

'48.7 -35.1

.22
i
.6 21.1

.

'41.2" 20.6

.

22.7 11.6
_

'16.9 5.7

-*

5.9% 4.7

'

32.4 56.8

45.4 62:0

44.2
.

/
23.2.../
. .

34.9.

17.2

-----....

' 17 %2
.%
2

10.6

3.5

42.2

41.2

34.2 30.0 46.3

5.6 12.4 16.9

28.4 20.9 30.9

3.1 3.5 5.0

_..11.5 ' 28.3.

k n..--ft --.-- -2_

..110 '.. "42.8 i..0.0

3.5 '' 5.3 ".0

24.0 43.3 30.b

32.9 '51.4 '29.6

4'

36.1

11.2

29.2

12.6\

8.0

13;4-

8.9

37.8

4$.0

.

--

26.5 32.1

16.0
f.

17.5

14.4 24.5.

4.1 7.7

4.2 3.5 .

30, 11.6

5.4 4.8 6f

56.3 46.6

55.6 46.3

63.3

34.3

54.3

26.4

' 318

23'.9

4.6.

36.1

53.4,

41.7 ' 67.0

.

29.9 37.9

24.4 56.8

6.3 36.8

15.8 .32.9

.

7.0 16:6

-4;4- -41_- ______

.62:2 4T.0

70.3 45.2

Toti/N tunweighted)
...-.

1303 8644 398- 241 1114 -, 50 298 2196 170 651 4679 141 --

la

(t-

.

ea.

1

a.

""\
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tendency for higher proportions;-of students in-the highest ability qUartile

to report fedeill aid than-student's in the middIehalf-Or the,lowest quartiles

of1the ability distributiOn (Table 7).,
.

E. 11epact of Aid on Amount of IamilyContribution to PSE Costs and:to
"Net Price" for the:Stuaentrin Relation to Level of Family Income

In the previoussectlons,.we'have been concerned with participation
,

robs for students of various kinds in PSE, with particular attention to

characteristics of thode receiving aid. While such rates describe important
,

f atures of the context in which student aid programs operate, they,reflect

a' multiplicity of factors beyond' and in'afidition to whatever equalizing

`effect the availability of' aid has% For example, the data,rei.eal that ai

goes more frequently -to the lower, income groups, td the racial minorities

and to students in four-year institutions; kTet, what is the residual burdel
, .

on the student and/or on hie family, and what,does.this imply withregard
/

t4 the,equaliption of
,

educational opportunity?

The first follow-up questionnaire utilized in the National Longitudinal

Study asked students in PSE institutions to ±eport their educational casts,

aficrttracrourrt-fcer-how- those casts were paid. Thus,_students can he.

subdivided according to the levels of total PSE expenses; and, the =Cants

of aid, family contributions, woricincome and savings, etc. that go topay

these expenses can be identified.

In this section, we shall*fOcus on total costs, family oontributions,

grant aid; and "net price," which is the difference between total expenses

Wand the sum of family Contributions and grant aid. To the extent that net ,

priceisequalized,across the range oT family income le ls, one may assume
* I

financial barriers have been equalized.

Table 8 shows, for six categories of eapense,level,'aild for students from

the several family; income categories, the mean net price, family contribution,

grant aid, and total cost. These data compiled by the, Office of Planning,

Budgeting, and Evaluation of the Office of Education, show remarkably little

variation across income classes.in the actual net prices paid by bull-time

postsecondary students for mostost of the different expense levels. This is an

important finding'given the availability of aid and the diversity' of.

distribution,methodeOS used for these. programs. For example, pf the federal
,,

student grant progiams, only the Basic Grant Program distributes aid directly

<7 to the student on the basis of need alone. Other prOgrams such As Supplemental

20.
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Table 7

^

-PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS'ANROLLED IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
RECEIVING gACH TYPE OF 'FINANCIAL AID, BY ABILITY AND RACE: 1972-73

.

Source and Type of Aid,

Federal or liZn-Federal

Aid

Non-Federar Aid

Federal Aid

, Federal Scholarships

, or Gradts

-Federal Loans

-1College WorX-Study
Programs

Other %Federal Programs

'Savings or Earnings

.Family Support

total N (unweightpd)

1'

,*

High Ability

Spanish-

Black White Aieerican

Medium Ability

Black

Spanish-

White American

50.0 A
,/

2.1 59.3 57.8

31.6 31.8 36.7 29.1

43,4 23.1 38.7 [49.4

30.8

)17.0

19.0

47.2

26.5

36.1

14.1 6.4 24.7 g0.2t 4.3 19.1.

34:2. -14.5 29.8 31.4 10.1 18.5

14.9 7.0 26.7/ 22.1- 5.0 , 7.9

5.9 3.9 5.7 5.6 4.7 3.9

56.0 64.4 69.4 41.0 5.5 45.4

62.1 69.8 55.4 *,-53.1 60.2 54.8

55. 2835 -22 -325 2913 127

LoW Ability

-Spanish-

Black White American

40.4 '23.2 39.5

13.2. 9.4 18.6

. 34.4 15.8 32.8

15.7 3.5 1k0

17.4 6.2 14.0

12.9 , 3.8 12.4

4f.17' 6.4 3.5

30.9 40.3

39.3 44.2 33.5

,486 .652 150

o2 .
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20-1.504

et Price
CostrIbuttoo
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al Cost

.543 -2,440
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:et,: Cost

011-2,540

V. 'rIce
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203
815
115

1.114

Table 8

DISTRIBUTION OF 1972 HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS IN STUD' ACTIVITIES
IN OCTOBER 1973 BY FAMILY INCOME:AND TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENgt

(2) (3)

3.600-5,999 .6.000-7,449

244

-.474

03
1,177

$16,, $56
NM $96

US 3:0
1,114 1J77'3

tqc-ic`f
,-,i1

124 148 826

144_1______424-- ---463-
460 472

2,245 2.268 2,260

1414

444
6S

4.152

444

1."11
244

1,756

12 $41-2 411

not Pries 414
CestriNattoo '184
Cvstts 1,012
:ate: Cost 2,791

11 6/1-4 /41

*n !tics: 1.142
Costsitottoo 814
:stirs 1,478

, Tots/ Cost 3.443

.114.4"1-4.44

not write 1,798
4sstrtbutloo 1.231
'tsars :.016

TAW Cost 5.0)6

sl COtii

ret Price' 611
Cstrauttoo 412
*CfSots 040
Total cost 1.,644

.

(4)
7,500-8,499

210
.445

50
1,166

$08
1 044
N2

1,794

lows of Tautly Toms'

(i. (6) (7) (8) Cl) (10) (11)
9.00*-10.495 10.500-11.899 0-11,999 12,000-13,444 13,500-14,994 15,004.17;9,9 14000 or mar,

242

418 .

$1

1,191

554

1,082
134

1,775

1.446 ,1,266
390 277

2,256 2,750

193 134 186 160
913 1,020 1148 1.012
67 29 0 14

1,174 1,205 1,94 4,207

414 $10 49$ 427 403
1,192 967 1..33 1,222 1,293

11111 241 146 . 114 I)
1.714 1,782, 1,779 1,764 1,784

730 718 614 602 63$
1,214 1,041 1,371 1,314 1,462

322 43$ 210 144 174
2,271 '2,256 2,147 2,246 2,272

454 4,410 88$ 425' 478 957 408 101k 823

- ..4".., ..

4,047 1.074 1,303 1,324 1,413 1,204 1,247 $',660-- 1,666
727 / 651 S64 441 394, 4:'.4 447 .345 240

2,760 2,761 2,751 2,744 1,791 I 2,767 2,783 2,522 2,760

1,106
76$

1,586
3,458

2,010
1,142
7.1,4

5.347

741
NI)
606

2,164

2 teveset Notionsl Lossit041441
ki

4111'.

1,144

1,144
446

3.451

1,411'
2,211
1,094

2,1116

66,

1.109
427

2 227

1,429 1,351 1,167 1,231 1 1,150 1.210 1,006
1,206 1,482 1,701 1,277 ' 1,704 1.851 2,191

832 615 548 948 640 442 -' 307
3,468 2.469 3,463 1,427 3,499 3,504 3,501

1.4571-'
1;744

1,631
4.445

613
1,006

400
2,179

1,913

1,477
1,744

5,145

709
1,174

346
2,233 .

Sonny of the 1110 School Class of 1972.

1,798
1.875

102
4,626

64$
1,257

290
1,193

4

1,813 1,424 1,739
1,663 2,336 2,117
1,563 1,064 1,127
3,040 4,829 4,964

.
122

1,071
23

,217

326
1,424

ST

543
1,616

118

2,277

620
2,019

11$
2,815

552
2,725

27$

3,224

1,123 76$

3,162 4,156
671 '239

4,960 2,162

604 469 $97
1,084 - 1,144 1',l74 1,64)

429 277 239 204
2,142 2,231 2,303 2,445

2,176.
13$

2,784

4

(12) (13)
12,000 es sore T.oto1

144

1,031

26

. 1,204

173

466'

48
1,189

'go 4(0
1,283 1.151

.; 4

1,719 1,744

. 134

11"32
2,276

719

1.821
244

2,842

807

2,314
143

1.521

NM
3,603
482

2,046

544

1,774 '

144

2,$21

712

1,25)
299

2,20

847

11011
422

2,782

944

1.148
57$

3,273

1,237

2,011

614
2,661

420
1,426

111
1,360

24
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Grants (SEOG) are awarded through
e
the institution or, like the Veterans

.

Educational Benefits, are awarded directly to the student on a non -need

basis. Fdrthermore, those states which have grief programs,-and those

privateagencies'Nhich award grants, use a*variety ofIdistribution methodi,

same'of which Are only loipely related in need.

',- This relative equality is especially apparent up, to an annual family
.

tecome level of S12,000., (Lost Office of Education spohsored-aid is_ targeted
. .

... .-
.

. on students at this family income level, or belay). Although this relative
-....0."1,- .

. .

..,

equality is somewhat more apparent,at the lo the Tkigher-expimmr-

't.is nonethe e4s true thlt out of 36 indome /expense categoreis

covered only three or four appear to b -significantly differedt frail the,

mean for the partfcplar cost level- and the less - than- $l2,000-income group. ,

This den'be seen by campaiing the net rides paid by students in a particular

income/expense category (Columns 1-6) ild'hiirweighted.means (Column 7).6(

Remembering that net price equals,expelises minus the sum of family

contributions and grant aid, the reason for the collastency of net-price.

is obvious--family contributions are directly related to family income '

and grant aid is inversely related fo income. These relations generally.

,hold for all expense levels.

While nee prices' tend to be equalized, give equal expenses for

students from families in the less-than-$12,000 income groups, there-are still

substantial differences between the lower kless-than-$-12,000). and higher

($12,000-dr-greater) income groups. These differencei can be easily

observed by comparing the net prices in Column 7 with those in Column.12.

is can be seen, the differences are substantial at the highe; expense levels.

The decline in netrprice that occurs within the $12,000-or-greater income

level Werefin 22 percent> and between the less- than- $12,000 and the
_ .

$12,000-or-greater income level (averaging 41 percent) is prindipally a

result of the fact that the rise in family contribution with income is

not qffset by i Corresponding rise in grant aid at the lower income levelsi

It can also be seen from Table A that family preferences are also at

,wotk. Given the same icome levqs it is noted that the family contribution

increases as students attend higher cost institutions. While not identified

as suchstudents in institutions beyond the $2,000 to $2,500tost,range, by

r\
6/

The same General results,occurred when the analysis was repeated using
the UCLA /CIO Survey of Freshmen for the Fall of 1975. This information will

j be available in the Ft 1976 Annual Eve cation Report of the Office of

/ Education.
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, ,

and large, attend private institutions. ,Within'the income groups, students
. -

, .. .

attendidg-higher cost institutions have higher family contributions, as welf'

x..as increased grant levels, the total of which was not great enough to offset .

the increase in total costs. Thus tkplhet price students ended up having to .

,
.

A

pay increased as total costs rose. Clearly.both student and family placed

a higher value on the educational offerings of these.institutions'arialWere
/

. wriling to sacrifice past, current, or future expenditures to meet these

increased coat : This trend was consistent over all income groups. However,
,

-- as enrollment data Andicate, smaTier relative numbers of students and/or families
, . %. . .-

have been Able to meet the costs of private education in recent years.
.

.
, . .... .

Thus,,in spiOof-the fact that substantial differences persist between
,

- net prices 'at higher and lower family income. levels and among higherlailli
. .

lower cost institutions; it is nonetheless apparent from these data that

grant aid programs availitle for the 1973-74 academic year have been reasonably

successful in equalizing netprice fo students currently enrolled regardleolf

of income up to the income level of $12,000 in schools of similar costs. It

is also true that grants (and the family contribution) area function of costs.
__..

as they increase with student costs although decrgasing with income.

It should again e pointed out that these data are for young people

i
i 4

who actually chose to enter postsecondary education. Ther cannot,cann,*4
.say with any degree of certainty that the net prices faced by all potential '4

.

postsecondary education entrtis wereas close to-being equalized as these

data suggest. Those who Choose not to attend may have decided because

tothey ,found net prices markedly higher than those who decided to attend.

The data in Table 8 on the consistency of net price across income
.

1M.

categories also suggest that, factors other than financial constraints

contribute4to differences in postsecondary participation rates among income

classes. Thus, given the aid programs subsequently available in FY 1975

and FY 197§ to most lower income students, it seens,clear that the problem

of-accessing postsecondary education may norbe purely financial, and in,

tact en argument can be made that non-financial barriers may be more important.

What the problem is (if, indeed, there is a problem).is a matter of debate.

F. The Relationship of Direct Aid to Persistence in PSE

A westion of major importance is: to what extent do students receiving

direct aid withdraw, compared to those without aid? Peng and Fetters, in a

26

j
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7/
companion paper with this one,-- included presence or,Absence of scholarships

N4.
and/or loans in their study of persiaters vs. withdrawers in two- and four-

.
_

-

year colleges; As =evidenced -by the reports of activity of-NLS respondents

in the fall of..1974 who were in these 'kinds of institutifts° in the fall of, ,

1972. After controlling for other factors such as ability levels,and race,

they cdocludthaE "the relationships between, financial aid and withdrewt1
.

were almost neglible; financial aid reicipients, even those who were scholarship

.iecipient s, were not more picsistent-tHan nqp-recipients."
.

4 .
...

-,.. G. Needs for Further Study
/141

'

t The descriptive analyses presented.here only skim the surface- for useful
....

analyses with the NLS data'base on the effect, of aid on PSE entry and persistence.
_ _

The data show that for,enrolled.students the consuming of aid is inversely ,

related to level of family income; and that an impact of aid is the equaliialion

ofnet price through progressively, higher family contributions add progiessively

lower amorlts of aid as family income increases-. Of particular importance
A

.".. ,

yet, is the question as, to the effect of the availability of aid, or ther---

amoint of aid potentially available, in the initial decision to gq or not
4: . ._

tO 049 to college, orto open choice to Schools outside a pa* rticular cost
.

, . . .

:._ or net price range.
.1'-

.

in ;losing noteshould be taken of
,

two ratter extensive stalefs involving 1,,,,,

- ,NLS data now.underway. One is being conducted by Stephen P. Dresch, of the ».o .
.

trfstitute for Demoiraphic.and Economic Studies in New Haven, Connecticut,
. .

Vat is,concerned,with the consequences of'labor market conditions and
.

financial aid availabi ity for educitional.decisioni of young people. Anothip

by Gregory A. Jackson, of the II ard,G*Aduate School of Education,att pts

tg estimate'how Federal student' d programs tight have affected college'
t

enrollmeftte. Both efforts have been in pift foaded.by the Office of Education.

In both instances study results are expected to' be available by mid-year (1977).
4111

,t

1,

4%, Finally: we should note that the data presented qn thii paper piovide
...

est t 'b,those hith school seniors coming available ioi entry ,into PSE .
. .

in th 1-of1972,,a very particular point in :tiiiie with "regard to aid
, . ,

nvailableas, well jam to employment tons or 'perceptions of the ,value of a

hec011ege educatla (which may chepge r time)'. Thi'-ilplIcation thof e

IS,an active Pnbrity of the tjationgl Center-for Education Statistics,

,r;hould provide more definitive data in this regaid.* ''. 4, . .

.

I
Mli, -

. ,

,
7/ , ,, .

-- PeneA. g., and Fetters, W. B. College Student 'Withdrawal: A*
. MtivatiOnol Problem. AERX,'Paper, 1477. .f"

. ,:,
.,-

..'
,
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