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INTRODUCTION

The available market of potentlai students of traditlonal age to

wthh postsecondary education cam turn is rapldly decreaslng The number

of 18 year olds in the Umited States populatlon will decrease by about

25 percent between 1979 and 1992: At the same time; increasing numbers

of individuails in the nontrad1tional student _population are seeking

further education and training to better equip themselves for what is

becoming a "1earning soc1ety" Taken together; these cond1tions make 1t

tutlons and that more postsecondary educational inst1tutions will seek
out adults. Providing education and training to the adult learmer wiii

bring new problemiS to postsecondary education. The most 1mportant of
those problems will be the determination of financial need and the

prov151on of financial assistance appropriate to that need:

. Antic1pat1ng an increase in the determinations of financial need
and program eligibility for adults; the Natiomal Institute of Education

contracted with Educational Testing Service for a review of the current

eligibility for aid of adult 1earners,rthe procedures currently tsed in

determinlng their financial need, and the policy issues which might arise
as the numbers of adults segking and obtainlng financial assistance

increased. This document summarizes a two-volumé report submitted to the

Institute 1n fulfillment of that contract.

The study should be reviewed in the context of the follow1ng Iimita-
tioms. First, the data are not adeguate ‘to fully define the financiat

needs of adultrlearners. Most available data confuse adult Ilearnmers and

part-~ tlme learners. Age and enrollment status are not directly related:

Some adults are full-time students; some part-time students are not aduits.

Second, the study did not question the motives which cause ind1v1duals to

participate in postsecondary education. Students under 25 years of age

are not guestioned about-why they atterd college; neither shoutd 1ndiV1duals

over 235 years be so questioned. Third; the report recognizes that the

provision of more financial support may not be sufficient to maximize the

participation of adult learmers in postsecondary educatlon. Other suppor-

tive services may be as necessary as money to achieve that end. And,

finally; the report recognlzes that the amounts of financial assistance

currently available are insufficient to meet. the full need of current

participants in postsecondary education. Changes in procediures and tech-

nlques wh1ch wouid 1ncrease the number of adult 1earners seeking and

public resources.

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY - :
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learnersislmpiy on the basis of age. Only four state programs, awarding

only five percent of all states award dollars restrict e11g1b111ty on

the basis of age (ot some d1rectly age-related criterion.such as length

of time since high school graduation). No such 11m1tatlons appear in

Federal programs. Criteria which restrict participation on the basis of

other character1st1cs common to adult learners, however; effectively

limit their eligibility in indirect ways:

1. Most Federal and state student aid is availabile only to students
enrolled half-time or more. Available data indicate that more than
half of the adult learners spend fewer than five hours a week in -

instructional activities and probably would not be considersd Half=

time or more students.

2. Most Federal and state student aid goes to 1nd1v1duals enrolled

in "institutions of higher educationm," typically defined to include

degree—grantlngrcoileges and universltles, nur51qg schools, and pro—

training to prepare students for galnful emgloyment in a recognlzed

occupatlon;" Available. data 1nd1cate that fewer than half of the

adult learners are rece1v1ng 1nstructlon from an institution which

- would be llkely to qualify for participation under this definition:

3. Most Federal and state student .aid requlres that reciplents be

Enrolled in an "eliglble program of study" typlcaiiy leading to a

degree, cert1f1cate or other formal end. Adult learners who are

taking courses for self-1mprovement skiii brush—up and other

nondegree-related purposes may be denied assistance for those reasons.

As mentioned earlier; the data are 1nadequate to 1dent1fy prec1sely

the number of aduilt 1earners who are denied assistdnce because they fail

to meet these eligibiticy requlrements Because of the characteristics

of adult learmers; however, the number dpproximates one-half of the adult

student popniatlon’ ) !

DETERMINATION OF FINANCIAL NEED

The process of determ1n1ng the need for f1nanc1a1 ass1stance for B
postseCOndary educatlon involves three major steps: What are the "tegiti-

mate” expenses which must be met? Who will be expected to contribute

toward meeting those expenses? How much of a contribution will be

expected?  The first and third steps usually are executed according to

the recommendations of the "uniform methodology" developed by the Vatlonal

Task Force on_Student Aid Problems. Both present problems in the treatmest
of the adult learner.
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For the traditional student participating full time in postsecondary

education, the allowable expenses include all those which are reasonably
related :o attendance at a specific 1nst1tutlon Typlcally,rthls includes

the actual costs of tuition and fees; amn estimate of the cost of books

and supplies, allowances for transportatlon and personal experises, and

some recognition of the '"cost of living" in terms of room and board. For
those living away from home the room and board allowance approximates. full

actual costs. For those 11v1ng at homs, an estimate of the cost of main-
tenance as part of the famlly is allowed When the needs of the adult
learner are addressed; two major issues of budget determination arlse

1: What portion of the expernses wlll be considered reasonably

related to the postsecondary experience and what portlon are -
related to other act1v1t1es of the adult and his or her family?

2. What standard of 11v1ng will be recognized in determining

‘ the appropriate level at which expenses will be comsidered
allowable? e

Because substantiall) all adult learners are expected to contribute

amounts determined by the independent student model of the uniform method-

0logy, these budget-related issues are cr1tical In the degenden _student

mod2l; certain allowances are made agalnst incote and assets to reflect

nond1scret10nary expenses and a proportion of the reidifider, if any, is

considered to be available for educational expenses In the independent

student model; after generally comparable allowdnices are made; the entire

remainder is considered available only for educational expenses. No

noneducational dlscretlonary expenditures are recognized for the independent

adult learner:

f1nanc1al need that would be demonstrated by the child and by the spouse
of an individual with annual income of $20,000 and assets of $10,000, each

applylng for ass1stance at a _private four-year institution. H51ng the

standard need analysis procedures for the dependent Chlld and the indepen—

dent spouse, and applying the resulting contributions agalnst the 1977-78

academic year average budgets for that type of institution, the child

would demonstrate financial need of $1,945 while the spouse would have
no financial need.

The most equitable method of reducing this substantial difference in

expected contribution would be the inclusion of a marginal taxation rate

in the calculation of contribution expected from the income and assets of

the independent student: This would produce an 1ndependent student nesed

analysis model generally 1ndist1ngu13hable from that used for the dependent

student: Simulatioms reported in Volume II of the full report indicate _

that modifications of this natire would result in about 12 percent of the

adult part-time student population demonstrating f1nancial need. The
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trative paths of institutions and 1nst1tutional financial aid offices in

order to receive assistarce. With only limited resources available;

institutional aid administrators must choose among eligible and needy

students in determlnlng who ultimately will receive assistance. There

are lndicatlons that those determinations act to the disadvantage of the

part time adult learner. It would appear that those disadvantageous
determinations are based on two assumptions:

1. Adult learners are not really "serious.:" For some reason studerts

in the age group are automatically considered tc have geriuine interest

in and needs for education and consequently warrant financial assis-

tanﬁe wnlle those 25 years of age or older are somehow niot as genulnely

2. Even adults with demonstrated financial need are mot always consid-

ered to be "really needy". After all, the- argumerit goes, the- Teturning

woman has been supported by her husband all along So why should she now
get financial aid?

These administrative issues are difflcult to document and easy to

dismiss. They appear however, to be the fiost important limitations on

equal participation in fInanc1al aid programs for adults as compared with

younger students. Even if program eligibility and need analysis are made

"age neutral;" failure to overcome these admidistrative difficulties will

centinue lack of parity and lack. of equity. One way in which the adminis-

trative issues could be reduced would be the issuance by the Hffice of
Educathn of an administrative memorandum afflrmlng the rights of adults

on an equal basis with younger students of the same financial need:

AGENDA FOR -FURTHER STUDY

By 1ntent10n and de51gn, the current study was limited to review of the

QUéUEing system by which adults gain access to financial aid under current

conditions. It did not address some of the broader public pollcy issues
concerning participation of aduits in postsecondary education. Some of these

are:

1. To what extent are the benefits of postsecondarv educatlon For
aduits public benefits and to what extent are they personal? How

should those differences influence the allocation of public support?
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2. Are there valid reasons for dlSCIIMInatan aoalnst adul:s in
é

3. Is student aid the most effective way of flnanc1ng education for
adults?

4. What would happen if the amournt of flnanc1al aid or the kind of

financial aid available to adults changed’ Would more people enroii?

Would they enroll for more hours? Would they enroll in different

kinds of institutions?

These and other sub51d1ary policy issues requiring further study are

1dentified in the full report in the context of admlttediy limited resources

for the currently enrolled students and anticipation of changes in the

number and composition of student bodies as more adults seek part1c1pation

in postsecondary education. The answers to these issues will influerce

the expectatlons for financing postsecondary education as the nation move
into the "'learning society."
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

In the development and administration of financial aid programs
in the United States, groups which had previously been of only
‘peripheral concern to pfégféﬁ administrators suddznly emerged as
constituéncy is the adult learner. Many teasons have been proffered
about why the adult learner is; or should be; of major concern to
providers of postsecondary education. The most direct reason -- and
the most relevant —-- is that they are there. The numbérs of presait
and potential students in thé traditional 18 to 22= year—old groups
are declining while the numbers of present and potential adult
learners are increasing. The majority of students currently en--

rolled in postsecondary education are over 27 years of age. Their

learner is no different:. Some of their most éighif&ééhi problems
are In tiie determination of their need and eligibility fb% finan-
cial did. THis report is addressed to these problems. _
Traditional need analysis techniques focus on &éﬁéﬁaéﬁﬁ under-
‘graduate students who have been supported By'éheif pafenislihfough
twelve years of elementary and secondary education. For these
students it has been assumed that parental tesponsibility for sup-

port can and will continue through at least the first four years

of postsecondary education (although that assumption is increasingly
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being called into question): In the traditional model; the stu-
dent’s participation im financing his or her education was usually
limited "to a token contribution from his own expected earnfngs and

.

from any assets heid by him." {Windham, 1974) A few individuals

simply ignored. ’

’ In the iate 1960s and early 1970s a new cliedtele began ap-

An increasing proportion of students was uot receiving any support

from their families regardless of what the need amalysis systems
said they should get: New rationales for need analysis were devel-
oped and accepteds These ratiomales; however; assumed that self-

in the amount of 4ssistance provided by parents: The prototype of
_the ééif-éuﬁﬁafiiﬁg;gﬁﬁaéﬁt was young, single or recently married,
ol thsut an estabiished iife-style; and- Qiiiiﬁg. to devote all of
his or her §ersonai;.acadéﬁié;“iﬁa financial resources to the
pursuit of ﬁdétééébﬁdéry;.éduCétibn:‘

thass Faiioualés, o at lsast the assumptions upon which thay

ire based; are clearly inappropriate for the adult learner.* Cross

reports that "the largest numbers of (aduit) learners fell in. the

*For purposes of this study adult learriers are defined as those
age 25 years or olders

v
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following -ategories: They were white high school graduates,

et al, 1978) Data from the National Center for Educational Statis-

' ‘tics (NCES) (Kimmel ‘et al, 1$77) indicate that nearly six in tenm

e . S S S
full-time students are not in the labor force; but more than three

quarters of adult education participants are working. Among the

do'their younger counterpartss In the NCES data repdrted by Kimmel,
nearly half of the full-time ;tudents come from families with
incomes of less than $10,000, whereas only slightly more’than one
third of the aduit education éé'rtiéi'pé'rit's come froj families with
' those low inmcomes (47:3 percemt and 35.5 percent respectively).

Family income, h'o'%re%’er;' does not completely describe I'tﬁé
financial situation of the adult learner. Many, if not mdst, of
them are independent of parental support and must rely on their
own income and assets for maintenance and pa"yiﬂéﬁt;'cjf educational -
expenses: Data from the population of géif—éaﬁi;amﬁg students who
filed need analysis documents with the géiiégé Scholarship Service
in the 1974=75 yéar indicate that éauit/iearners have considerably

higher income and assets than do their younger counterparts:

Ha
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Table 1

Independent Sgudents

1974=75
Age Mean Income Mean Assets
Gnder 20 § 45 - 51,870
20 to 24 623 2,895
25 to 29 1,262 3,870
30 to 34 3,009 4,832
35 to 39 5,127 5,781
40 or More | 6,484 5,539

NOTE: Unpublished data are from an analysis of the characteristics
of students who filed the 1974-75 Student Financial Statement
(SFS) with the College Scholarship Service of the College

Board. Note that these statistics are for a population

currently -eénrolled or seeking enrollment in postsecondary
éducation and do not reflect the characteristics of the
general population.

patental support; Hhave éignificant income and asset hoidings, and

the younger students.

Adult learrers are also most likely to be étrénaing school on &
part-time basis. Exact attendance statistics for them are difficult
to identify; ﬁriﬁérily beéaGSé.tné terms "adult" and "part-time"

terid to be used interchangeably in research and reporting. In this
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report the terms will not be used interchangeably: Age and enroll-
ment status are two student chéréCtégiétiCé that are not ai}éCtiy
related.  Some part-time students are adults. -Some adults are
there are part-time 18-year-old students:

| This report haé been prepared with several Cbﬁétréiﬁtsi‘ The
first relates to the reasons why individuals choose to participate

should be considered serious and worthy of public support if such

some form of education and training and those who may be inferred

to have other motives. Students under the age of 25 typically are

Hot- questionied about why they are seeking further education; those

Although money may be ome of .the important determinants of enroll-
ment. in postsecondary education among adults (National Advisory

Council on Extension and Continuing Education); financial aid alone

may not be emough to maximize access for would-be adult learners:

o , _ , . , _ e
educational alternatives; éééié;éﬁbé in developing choice strate-
gies, and other non-financial resources is Bé&éﬁaltﬁé scope of this

~
~

study.
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hird constraint is that "financial need" as used here
refers to an equitable measure of aBiiiE§ o contribute compared
\

‘Finally, alternative programs for \financ1ng the current or

potential needs of aduit (or tfaditionai age) learners are mnot

proposed. The nature; configuration, an&\fnﬁaiﬁg of student aid

programs are matters of public policy indepéndent of the measure-

ment of the needs of the individual. Con51stent with the gbais of
\,

the criteria, grbcedures; and results of financiai atd administra—v
tion should not discriminate against any citizen. A major thrust-of

Federal educational ﬁdlié§ is to provide eguality of access to all:

To obtain financial assistance for postsecondary study, in-
dividuals must

e detmonstrate that they meet the general basic eligi-
bility criteria for the available student aid programs,

successfully negotiate the administrative path required”

to obtain information about; application for; and award

of assistance regardless of eligibiiity or need.

Chapters 2 thrdngh 4 consider in sequence these three féinifee
ments as theg retate to the adult learner. ,éﬁaﬁtér 5 nakes recom-
mendations fbr Changesnand Chapter 6 raises ﬁﬁeétidns that nigﬁt be
addressed in making finafcial aid and needs analysis procedures neu-
tral with regard to the individua i;é status as a full- ot part-time

student.

1 "y
i
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CHAPTEP 2: ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA AND THF. ADULT LEARNER
Reccgnizing that ééﬁiéi&éﬁéﬁE of equality of access to; choice among;

and retention in postsecondary education requires the etimination of

financial barriers, the Federal and state governments have estab-
lished massive financial aid programs. Generally, these programs
have three objectives:

s to provide for increased enroliment of groups typicaiiyr
under-represented in postsecondary education, { '
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family areé ,unab-le or unw1111ng to make, and

e to defer payment of expenses for education from the cur- -

rent income of the students a1d families to their future
incomes. -

At the Federal level, these objectives are being reached
through five major programs of direct studeémt aid. The Basic
Educational . Opportunity Grant (BEOG). and Supplemental -Educational
Opportunity Grant (SEOG) Programs provide non-repayable assistance:
The National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) and Federally Insured
Student Loan (Fis@ Programs providé mechanisms whereby students
and families can Bafiaw;t sbstatzed rates, ' The College Work=Study

most of their wages paid by the Federal government: Various éEéEéé

N

legislation provide sim{}ar grant, loan, and employment assistance.

programs.

Y
{



: -8~
Federal programs described above discloses ﬁotﬁiﬁg which discrimi-

nates ~against the adult learner simply because of age. Iﬁ its
initial years of operation, the EEEIG program limited eligibility to

N
students who had not enrolled in\xany fbrm of postsecondary education

prior to Aprii 1; 1973. in 555&&15é; this discriminated against
.'

many adults, but its intent was to limit eligibility to '"new en- :

tering students" during the "phase—in" years of the program. The
Limitation was removed for the 197677 academic years
Only four sta;é programs appear to Bavé-réstiiétioﬁs aﬁ tﬁé age

of recipients: Tddho limits state scholarships to students in their

fifét'yéai odt 6f higﬁ school. Indiana awards may go“to'students

under 25 years of ‘age. Michigan state scholarships are limited to

students who are less than eight years out of ﬁigﬁ school. Thé!Rhodé
Tsland war orphans program is limited to students 21 years of age or

younger. These programs, hpwéoér,lamdunt to ‘only five percent ofx

aii éEéEéé AQAEa'aaiiais éﬁayai.

directly related\(\to ages Significant proportions of adults are
1

_part-time students and are eﬁrolled in postsecondary education

outside of fc-rmal postsecondary educatioﬁal institutions. It is in

.these two areas’ that the aduit\(and the traditional aged'stiidé'rit

I
|

enrolled in . similar programs and at similar course-load 1evels) are

IS

most disadvantaged in the determination of eligibility for both

Federal and state student aid prograis .

‘ : : ’ o ’ 1 -‘j

-
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The BEOG Program 1§ the foundation upou which all other stu-
| jStu=,

dent aid is intended to build. Section 491(c)(2) of the BEOG

legislation provides that grants will be made 6ﬁi§ to students who
are in atteédaﬁce on "at least one half-time basis « . " Awards
to part-time Students enrolled for between Baiii'éﬁa three-quarters
tine are 50 percent of those established for Full-time students;

those for students attending between -three-quarters and full-time
Co P . - .

are 75 percent of those for full-time students: f

B ) o o ) . o o o { . - B 7‘~ . :
Section 413B(b)(2)(b) limits.eligibility for Supplemental -

|
4
LU

Educational Opportumity Grants to students ldéédtiﬁg;ét least

"hatf-time ..." to the pursuit of academic prégrams. SEQG award
i : ! .

‘amounts are not legislatively or ‘regultatoriat by lower than those

of full-time studentss

Both the NDSL and FISL Programs have, &ince their imceptiom,

made eligible students who were carrying at least one-half the
normal academic workload as determined by the institution . . .

time student. Similarly, the College Work*Study Program jobs

.dre available with no Ldifferent restrictions on maximum earnings

to any studert who "has been accepted s : . om at least a half-

o

titie basis or « : . who 'is in attendarce on jat least a half-time
. \ , . ; .

basis . . ." [Section fﬁ&(éi(ii(cii L

Only ten state ééﬁﬁﬁéééﬁiﬁ programs confer any eligibility on

part-time students (Boyd): Colorado, Connecticut, Tennessee; and

L

——
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award doilars) will make awards to students enrolled less than
‘half-time: California, the District of Columbia, Idahe, Illinois,
. Nebraska, and Wyoming (wlvse awards make up an additional 22.5
percent of the national total of state award dollars) nake awards.
to students who ate éﬁtbliéd séwééﬁ half- and 'fuii-time; '

.

adult 1earners spent fewer than five hours a week in 1nstruct10nal
activities. These adult learners probably would mot be considered
"at least half-time." Cbﬁéééuéﬁiiy;' ci_ie 1iim1télt1§ns ‘on Fé&éféi
and state student ,—;a-;a ﬁfagféﬁé described ‘above %ffective,ly would

Iﬁ order to receive Fédéral student aid, an“indivia"é' must'be
enrolled "in an "institution of higher éaucati_q‘%;“ " Section 491
defiries that term to. iﬁ&iﬁaé Eféaiii'cs'rial a'e'g'ré'gf granting colleges
and universities, nuésing schc}éié, and 5Ea§£iéta’r§}iﬁstimti’cjﬁé

I U ‘

! S .7

ﬁéfééﬁt ’6f the total éiilé'rd 'cl'oll'ars') provide awards E6 students
 Kimmel, Harwdé&; and ﬁfi&éi4(1976) report data from the
National Center for Educational Statistics showing that, im 1972,

A

OO
F‘ 2
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ofily 47 percent of adult learners were receiving their instruction

through an institution which would likely ddﬂlify for participation”

- in the federal amd state student aid programs:. So iimitations on

educational institutions deny eligibility to more tham half of the
adult learners.
Another BEOG iimitation acts to the disadvantage 6£ many

-adults: Recipients must be enroiled in "an eligible program of
study" which (a) leads to a degree or. certificate in a recognized
occupation; (b) 1s of at least six months duration and requires at
least 606 clock Béﬁfg of study;; and (c) admits as fééﬁléf students
oﬁiy those persons having a certificate of graduation from high
school or equivalent: Adult learners taking coutses For seif-
imprdyéméﬁt,‘ékiii'sru5h—up, or other reasons ﬁstfﬁéCé§§érii§

of an eiigiﬁié pTog ram of study «

Eétim’atié;{ of the nufiber of gauit i;eé'r'r%*e'rs’ whio are déﬁiéa
'assistaﬁcé because of these program eligibility limitations 1s
inpossible, The data simply do not exist which would nake possible
sqch aﬁ é%iimate; SG; too; is estimation of the number of ééﬁiEé

who would be learners if these limitations did not make it impos-

siblé for them to receive aid. The Fiscal Operations Report Sib—

mitted by institutioms to account for their stewardship of the SEOG;

NDSL; and CWSP does not indicate now|many adult or part-time stu- -

dents actually received assistarice for how many were denied aid.

;) y ol t
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institutions or because they were enrolled in ineligible programs.

Published state reécords contain no information of value in estimat-

ing the numbers of adults denied aid
Although the number of adult iearners who are denied eligi-

bility for student aid programs is impossible to indicate pre-

cisely, provisions concerning course load; tnstitutional partici-

provisions were nct intended to discriminate against adults, they do
so because of the preponderance of adults in the part-time student

population.
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CHAPTER 3: DETERMINATION OF ADYLT LFARNERS® FINANCIAL NEED

‘Having fulfilled eligibility criteria for one ot moré foris of
financial assistancé, the adult learner must *rhen demonstrate
financial nesd. This need determination involves three primary
steps:

o determinatlon of the appropriate student expense budget
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spouse; etc.) will be expected to make a cantrlbution '

toward those allowabile educatlonal expernses, dnd

finally
determiﬁatibﬁ af thé amount wﬁich ﬁiii Bé ‘expected fram

these three determinations and their impact on the "traditional® and
"adult" tearner:
The first (budget) and third (amount) determinations typically

I S
are made using the "uniform methodology" developed by the Nationat -
Task Force on Student Add Problems (the Keppel Commission): The
private national need analysis services and most institutions

postsecondary institutibns (which is. required if the borrower is to

0

Loz
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receive a Federal interest subsidy) the uniform methodology is gen-

eraily used. Most state programs use the métﬁddbibgy iﬁ determining

éWérd;%mbunts: The BEOG Program uses a similar methodology for

caliy)made by ail parties on the ba51s of rples,and regulations

prbmuigated for the Federal student aid programs. These require

rpccgegréxipurposes by any person €xcept his orrher
spouse for the calendar year(s) in which aid is received

or the calendar year prior to the academic year for
which aid is requested

° Hag received or will receive financ1ai assistance of

year(s) “in which aid is received or ‘the -calendar year

prior to the academic year for which aid is received,
or

has 1ived ur will live for more than two conseCutive

weeks in the homie of a parent during the caiendar year

in which aid 1 receiVed or the calendar year prior to
the academic year for which aid is requested.

Student. Expense Budgets:

The National Task Force on Student Aid Problems defined a-student
expense budget as including "all expenses which are reasonably
related to a.student’s attendance at a specific iﬁéEiEﬁEidﬁ for a

,specifié period of time."  For the fuil-~time "traditional" student

this typically includes the actual cost of tuitionm and fees; the

‘estimated coat of books and supplies needed for the course of study;

S
s

TN
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the full cost of rocm and - board while the student is enroited; some

7

allowance for personal and miscel Laneous expenses; allcwance for

the costs of traveiing to and from the caipus and to and from a job

medical and dental éiﬁéhééé not covered by insurance; mandatory
debt repayment; and so forth:

Few would argue that the expenses of an adult -lsarsar would
differ in kind from those of the "traditional" student, although
they probably do differ -in amount. The argument Srisds about what
portion of the expenses of the adult will be-considered “directly
- related'- to the postsecondary gxpériéﬁCéi;; éﬁa caﬁééquéﬁtiy will

be considered to be "allowable" == and what ‘portion are related

to other activities of the adult "and Eiglﬁéi family." One argu-

ment proposes- that only the increméntal cosrs directly related to
#: \u'

education (tuition and fees, books and suﬁplies, additional trans-

should be allowed. lhe other expenses the adult must meet -- most

of the room and boapd expenses; support of other family members;

travel to wurk;'cldthiﬁg;3recrgatibn; and so forth -- woild occur
régaraiééé of gt'u'cié'rit status and 'c'cs'riéé'quéﬁtiy are ot allowable.

P o
cost —- must be‘paid or the individual will not be able to partici--

pate in postsecondary education.

-
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against those“assets and resources.

Expect

from the existence -- and use -- of several different systems for
determining ability to pay.

Formal systems for determining ability to pay ‘evoived from vork
done at Harvard College in the early 1950s: Comcerned -about using

money as an inducement in what appeadared to be unnecessary compe-

awards they would offer to students. That association developed
into the College Scholarship Service (CSS) of the College Board.

analysis for about 15 years, until the American College Testing

*The group of related individuals with a legal, moral, and/or

ethical responsibility to make available the ecomomic resources
of one member, in whole or im part, to be used to meet the common

expenses of all members and/or the -individual expenses of ome
or more members (Van Dusen et: al., 1975)

L]
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Program (ACT) instituted a comparable service in 1966, and until the

established by ETS in 1973:

Although similar; the CSS and ACT need analysis rationales and
student and family with different estimates of the amount they wouid
.be expected to contribute. This added to confusion about the entire
student aid process. As the National Task Force on Student Aid
Problems (1975) noted, "Studénts and parents find it difficult to

can yield « . different estimates of their ability to péj};".

One of the major outcomes of the National Task Force was the
development of a "unifétm methodology" for determining asiiity 
to f)éy That methodology uses two different wmodels: one for
students who are considered dependent (that 1s; those who fall

within the definition on page 12) and another for those who are

considered self- (or spouse-) supported. Appendix B provides a
complete description of these methodologies.
Summarizing briefly, for dependent students, 'the contribution
. N

expenses, and unusual circumstances: . For the dependent student
the model of determining the contribution from income is:

?‘
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i
I

Total income from all sources reduced by "adjustments to

income" siuch as business expenses, moving expenses; and

so forth.

U.S: income and F.I:C:A: taxes paid
State and 6tﬁér taxes paid
Medical and dental expenses allowable for Federal tax

purposes:

Casualty and theft losses allowable for Federal tax purposes
An employment allowance for families where both parents
are employed or for a single-parent family

Equals Available Income

To this available income is added an amount reflecting the family’s.

asset holdings. This amount is determined by adding together the
assets, granting an age-variable allowance as a protection of the

"adjustments to

income" such as business expenses, ioving expenses, and so

—

forth.

(\‘.\Y‘
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iii,,,, -

U.S. income and F.I.C.A. taxes paid

State and other taxes paid

An employment allowance for married students where the spouse
is employed

Equals Available Income

As with the dependent student model, a supplement may be added to
the available income from the studené (and spouse) asset holdings:
The calculation of that éupgiéméﬁt 1§ methodologically similar to
that of the dependent student model although the allowances and
pro-ration percentages are different.
In the dependent éEudénE model, the family’s “é@éiiéﬁié income"

is then taxed at a variable percentage rate:

Table 2

Adjusted Available Income - . Taxing Rate

Less than ($3;410) - ($750)
(53,410) to $h,440 22 |
$4,441 to $5,560 ° $976 plus 25% of amount over $4,440

= §5;561 to $6;670 $1,256 plus 29% of amount over $3;560
$6,671 to $7,780 | 31,577 plus 34% of amount over $6,670
$7,78L to $8,890 .. $1,954 plus 40% of amount over $7,780

$¢,891 or more: © $2,398 plus 47% of amount over $8,890

o
.
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marginal rate schedile ‘18 not uséd. Réthér, the entire amount is

'

educational expenses of the student and his or her family for a
twelve month period: Any excess beyond this standard budget is

considered available for payment of direct educational expenses
. i

g (tuition' and fees, books and supplies; travel to class; and so
: L
¢ forth): i Any deficiency is added to direct -educational expenses
‘\ . ) ) I ) ) .
i to determine need. )

i In the dependent student model, the pro-rated contribution

derived from the taxation schedule is applied against the total

¥

i

{

.. |
| I
la

|

o
iand sup”lies, room and board, and so forth.

1

|

\, The primatry differences betweern the deperderit énd independent

\
:i \student @odels are in the assumptions made- about the purposes for
[
]
%ﬁiéﬁ the adjusted available iaaaaé shoutd be used:

! e In the dependent student model, adJusted available
income is considered to be available for a variety.

|- ' of discretionary expenditures -- one of which is
\ education.:

\
. O
. “Inthe independent student all adjpstedﬁeyeiieoie' \
= - i income is considered to be availapile ' for maintenance

o Lo and payment of educational expenses. !

| t \ i

NS
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These differences are based on value judgments about the commitment

pooling units to postsecondary education.

of different resourc

tf the student is a dependent child, the assumption is that post-

secondary education is| only one of several legitimate uses for the

¥

S L S N L v
household (husband,; wife, or single 1ndependen£\ student), post-

discretionary income o theffamiiy; If the student is the-head-ot-

\ v

\ ' secondary education ﬂ" considered to be the only legitimate use

to which discretionary income can be put.

Each year, the U.S. Commissioner of Education publishes "hench-

mark" cases. These are used to meagure how private need analysis

service systems comply| with expected contributions standards for

_ dependent students in the campus-based Federal programs.
- T
Table 3, on the following page, compares the contributions for
those bench-mark cases according to the Uniform Methodology (a) when

the student is a dependent child of the family and (b) when the

student is one of the parents in the family.

o S _ I = : . . ]
Differences in Financiai Need ’ o

] ' : o i
e S L
In the financial aid office, the contribution derived as im Table 3

need. .iﬁ[tﬁé dependent student model; the budget consists of

|
N

b _ _ - R R - PR .
tuition and fees, books and supplies, transportation, maintenance,
and personal-miscellaneous expenses. -In the independent student

o , v ‘ ' }

dodel the aliowance For maintenance is deducted from income before

l N ¢ .
the contribh;ion shown in Table 3 is derived.

| e
o




-29-

Table 3

Gomparison of Uniform Methodology Expected Contribution
: When Parent or Child is Student

Family Size

Net Income Before Taxes
© $8,000 and Student Is
child |

;. Parent’

$12,000 and Studerit IS -

Child
Parent
child
Parent
$20,000 and Student Is

" Child
Parent

Net Assets

pamily Size

Net Income Before Taxes
$8,000 and Student Is

child
Parent

$12,000 and Student Is

child
Parent

$16,000 and Student Is
chiid

Parent

§20,000 and Student Is

© child
Parent

---------- :~$10, 000-—~—————=~ --------—-sze 000
3 4 '5 6 3 4
88 =202  -462  -671 342 52
-8 =1,588 -3,058 -a 148 3,492 1,912
698 410 155 =47 954 665
3,008 1,438 -12 -1,052 6,508 4,938
1,38 1,02 770 574 1,742 1,338
6,045 4,505 3,075 2,055 9,545 8,005
2,368 1,856 1,484 1,232° 2,893 2,298
9,125 7,605 6,205 5,205 12,625 11,105
- i
——a-=-==== $30,000 \ $40,00
. |
3 4 5 6 3 4
!
i
606 316 56 152 870 580
6,992 5,412 3,952 2,852 . 10,492 8,912
o
2610 w8 e AL Lenk 1,239
10,008 8,438 6,988 5,948 13,508 11,938
|
E
2,198 1,715 1,356 1,113 2,742 2;166
13,045 11,505 10,075 9,055 .16,545 15,005
3,457 2,860 2,336 1,086 4,021 3,434
16,625 14,605 13,205 12,205 19,625 18;105

o
(v

5 6
207 . -416
442 -B48

\\

410 - 207
3,488 2,448
1,036 829
6,575 5555
;;858 1,562
9,705 8,705

O

5 6
320 111
7,442 6,352
938 735
10,488 9,448
1;735 1,446
13,575 12,555
2,902 2,493
16,705 15,705
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The example below shows how a family of three (father; mother;,

, l 77777

: N
income of $20;600; and assets of $106, 060 would be treated if the:

child and the mother eath applied for fin'ncial aid:

\' / "~ child Mo ther

Budget* ,
Tuition and fees ! $2,476 $2,476
Books and supplies ! - | 215 215
Transportation - | .. 348 348
Maintenance; persomal; and miscellansous | 1,292 ==
| | , $4,313 $3,039
Expected Contribution from Income and Assets** |  §2,368  $9,125
Financial Need o o éiiéﬁg ===

| i
el '~ oL - _ . % I R \ R . _o. oo
Without considering the appropriateﬁess bf did to a family with
\ .

can generate two different estimates of ability to pay; In this

exampie; the only difference in the two situations is who is the

studerit: One is the "traditional 18- to 22-year—old student whose

adult learner whose education costs are considered to be th: ébié

\
purposé of discretionary income. An aid adﬁiniéttatdt might find
it difficult to present logical explanations td this familys

i

**From Table 3
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CHAPTER 4: ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES IN AID FOR THE ADULT

Af ter dembnstrating eiigibiiityifdr the available Federal and state

l

,,,,,,,

adult learnmer still must clear the administrative hurdles associated

with applying for and being offered assistance- It is in these

administrative areas that the more complex i**"*é exist.

cial need qualifies a student for aid. In practice, the éi?_aii:aBi:e
resoiurces are limited and aid administrators must choose among
eligible ana_néeay students in the award of these limited resourcess
Speaking of the part-time student, the American Council on Education
(ACE) ob'wived.

"When competing for limited funds with the full time

student, postsecondary institutions routinely give pre—

access to this asslstance." (National Advisory Council

on Extension and Continuing Education; p: 4)

ibility in determining ﬁhith eligiblé student will receive priority

consideration in the awarding of aid. For example; priority may be
given to those étudentsfwhb received awards in the previous academic

period; to full-time qntering freshman students, to t_ransfer stu-

dents coming from public two—year institutions; and so of. 'fhé
l » "

policies referred to by the ACE report quoted above would appear

to work to the disadvantage of the part—time adult 1earner.
o

! -
y o~
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The policies are apparently based on assumptions about the

seriousness of purpose of the part-time adult student; the "impor-
tance"” of their measured financial ﬁéé&; and the availability of
other ‘sources of support which are available to tﬁesé kinds of
Stﬁdéﬁéé. |

The “seriousness of purpose” argument is perhaps the most -

adults return to (or.enter) postsecondary education —-- assumptions
which assign to adult learning less importance than to learning for

4
~

adults and returriing women. In a memorandum suggesting legislation

to help the less-than-half-timie studeft, a representative of the

referred to interest in "providiﬂ; funds to the less-than-half-

time student who is genuinely inte
!

edication s : - " (Roschwalb) [emphisis added]

Seldom do program administrators investigate the motivations of
_ students who éﬁtéf college directlyi{from high school. The assump-

tion is that these students are "genpinely interested," even though

student and the adult. Comsequently they are given lower priority

in the award of aid:

I' R

(J.
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Assumptions about the "importance"” of their financial need are

\\

a second area of administrative difficulty facing the adult learners
As shown in the preceeding chapter; in a family earning $20,000 per

a private institution could easily demonstrate financial need of
$2,000. Many aid administrators; however, might consider that to

be only "paper meed:" After ali; the argument might go; she has

do so: We might consider her if we had enough money to go around,

but with So many "real needy" younger students to take care of . . -

time adulit in the determination of award amounts. The Federal Basic

Grant Program regulations ‘éfé@i&é for determining award amounts
for pa:t:tiaé students By deducting the full 5&5&5&'55 the family
contribution from the full amount of the student expense budget --
and then dividing the remainder by .75 for three-quarters to full-

i

What this procedure says to the adult part-time student is "we will
 measure your full financial need but;, because you are only part=
ﬁiﬁé;iéé wiii award you only part of what we know you need:" #n
adult part-time student whose adjusted available income exactly

equalled his or her maintenance expenses would have to continue

to’ work, use all of the income to pay maintemance expenses; and

£y e
(W]
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feceive aid in only half or -three-quarters of the amount needad
to meet educational é}ipénééé; This procedure seems somewhat less
than equitable and considerably lacking in logic.

Finally, there are indications that adult learners do not
postsecondary institutions have developed, some farmal or infor-
mal formula for combining grant, loan, and employment aid into a
"package" for students with need. Too frequently, however, these

particularly reluctant to award scarce grant funds to the "not

ness which is not recognized in the need analysis procedure or

| .ba-vworking a regular job and unable to assume more employment:

In some instances; students must accept a certain level of "self-
Eéiﬁ'; assistance or forfeit grant assistance.

to dismiss. In the opinion of the study staff, however, they are
probably the tiost fmportant issues limiting the award of financial
assistance to adult learners. Even if the program eligibility and
need analysis procedures are "age neutral,” failure to overcome the
administrative difficulties will contil\ue lack of parity and tack

of equity in the award of financial aid to adults.
: \
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CHAPTER 5: SOME POLICY ALTERNATIVES
In the opinion of the study staff; the need analysis principles
which hadve been developed in the Uniform Methodology are as appro-
priate for adults as they are for younger students: It does not
appear that additional elemerits need to be added to the models to
be fair to adults. There may, however, be reasons to change the

ways in which some of the elements are treated within the models.

allovances are based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) "low

- , T
budget" consumption expenditure estimates, adjusted for family sizel
. {
i

'

and age. Those standard allowances are shown in Table 4.
Table 4

Standard Maintenance Allowances

 Family Size A N o
{(Inecluding Student) Under 35 35 or Above

1 53,510 ; 5 3,610

2 4,720 6,530

1
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The Uniform Methodology suggests that when the independent

student’s total family income (after allowances for taxes and a
measure Of the extra expenses involved if two of the -household-

heads are employed)* equals Standard Maintenance Allowance amounts,

aid awards. Any excess beyond these amounts is expected to be used
for payment of direct (out=of-pocket) educational expenses:  Any

These standards were developed with the younger student; who
had not established a specific standard of living; in mind: The

traditional Student. But in many states and jurisdictions they
would qualify the family for public assistance welfare benefits.
They may be inappropriate for the adult learmer é’ha; over the years,
has developed a standard which may be difficult to modify in order
to provide the required educational expense contribution.

Ani alternative to these amounts would be to set standards for
the older students at the BLS "moderate” budget standard:  This
standard was used in the first year of tﬁévﬁﬁifcrm Methodology and

has in the past been used in establishing contributi

iricomes of the parents of dependent studemts. Whereas the current -

*W@tﬁ%ﬁuwthé Uniform Methodology system, postsecondary financial
aid officers may elect to allow a working spouse allowance of up

tc $2;000 against the student’s income.

sl
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iow standard reflects the threshhold of poverty, the moderate

low budgets for families headed by an individual 35 years.of age
of oldsr. TFor the single individual, use of the moderate standard
- would imncrease the éiiéﬁé\iliéé by $1,280. For the family of three it
would be iacreased by $3;000; and for the family of six it would be -

increased by $3,490.
Table 5

Cotipatison of Standard Maintenance Allowances °
Independent Students
BLS Low and Moderate Standards
Head-of-Household 35 Years o1r Older

Family siee - .
(Including Student) ‘Low Standard Moderate Standard

1 : $ 3,610 s 4,890,

2 | 6,530 S 79,250

[SEN
‘F-
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with a standard of 1iving more commensurate with that which they now
enjoy. It would have the disadvantage of introducing horizontal
inequity in the allowances for dependent and self-supporting stu-
dents. Using different standards would imply that if the student
is a child, it would be appropriate for the family fo 1ive af or
near poverty, but if the student is a parent, this would not be

H

appropriate. It would also require developuent of sotie magic number
allowarnce.

Simulations using a sample of currently enrolled students- age
25 years of age and older indicate that implementing this change
would reduce the expected contribition, for example from an income

$5,237 to $2,921.

Contribution Calculation Procedures for Adults

learner him/ herself (the i'riéép’é'ri'dé'rit student model) differ pri-
marily in the taxation of the "adjusted available income" and in the
subsidy of family membérs” living experises. The dependent student
mode! makes an allowance to reflect the Eéiﬁféﬁéﬁéé expenses of the

family and then applies a taxation rate to determine the portiocn

M
2



" of their legitimate

- developed these rates on the basis

=32=

of the remainder which will be considered available to meet post—

secondary expenses. The independent student mgdel makes a compar-

able maintenance expense allowance but the edtire remainder, if a
positive éﬁbuﬁt,\ié considered available to meet| direct educational
i

expenses. If the remainder is a negative amount, the student

s well as to meet

theoreticatiy needE funds to SUpPOTt the family

i

1

educational expenses.

This differen?e in treatment of the remainder reflects the
N T T (OO A
principle tha# the parents of a dependent student have a variety of

"jegitimate" discretionary expenditures but the i dependent student
i \ -

has no legitimate expenditure 6t§éf than maintenande. One| possible
o 7 o P
modification of the Lystem would be to extend some

to the discretionary| income of independent students in recognition

'taxing schedule"

discretionary: needs besides the tosts of educa-

tions It would\treatythe parent-student the same way it treats the
, ‘

student’s ﬁéréﬁt% : L

i i - B ,‘, I S

The current taxing rate schedile for the income of the parents

of dependent students is shown in Table 2. Economigts concerned

S N S S . . N —

with the financi%g of students in postsecondary education have
| ' ‘ . o

of expenditure pattern infor-

the Social

mation provided By the Bureau of Labor Statistics,

Security Administration, and consumer expenditure studigs of other
N S U I

agencies: The rates represent the best estimate availabile of what .

it is reasomable .to expect. an individual with a given| level of

income and assets to provide toward support of a dependent family

AN ’

\
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member particiipating in ﬁdétseédﬁdéry edﬁeatidﬁ. \Rébéﬁt iﬁfbrmétidﬁ
. i

,,,,, S
if anything, these taxing rates represent the highest

|

)

level of exp ctation that can reasonably be made of families

suggests that,

{Nelson;, et al 1978) of dependent students.
An ext%ns on of the marginai téxiﬁg\rate system to the ava%l—
' L

able income of the independent student (whether aduit age or

?6Uﬁgér) will ring more horizontal equity into the measur eme t

6ftaﬁiiity t? ay for those individuals whose incomes exceed th&

'

o

BLS budget standards. Available income would be con51dered‘availx
able for a variety of purposes in both the expenditure patterns of

parents df dependent students and of adult learnmers: It Gd&idﬁ

however, be at! vdriance with one of the basic principles of need’

analysis for independent students as it has developed over the

years: when an individual decides to enter postsecondary education,

that decision céirﬁes with it a commitment to devcte substantially

,,,,,, 1 _

all financial resources to support of the endeavor.

Subsidy of Living Expenses
Ferﬁaps the most important p6i16§ consideration for the Eééeﬁféﬁeﬁt

iiving expenses.

At present; the uniform methodology does not distinguish pro-

|

_ perly between full- and part-time studentss The uniform methodology

i
. o S N [ o
permits full subsidy. of living expenses of the student’s family on
: {

the assumption that the student would be ynable to attend full-time

o \\

| |

K
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and/or eﬁﬁléyﬁent 6ppdr¥uﬁitié§). However, if an adult part—time

‘ \

'independent student, his or her financial need wouid be figured

\

uéing the living expense budget sﬁandard al fuil valur Presuming
\adequate for 5

for the Womient that financial aid‘fdnding levels ‘are

the needs of both full= and part-time students (which obviously is

not the case); then this method of determining need would operate
to the decided advantage cf part-t}me'students; over the span of
their educational careers. To illustrate, 'c'cinsi'cier the single or

unmarried student whose annnal income after taxes is $1 500, énd
fci whcm the standard 1iving expense budget 1is $3;610 —- the BLS
lower consumption budget standard. Completing a bachelor’s degree
“fﬁllitiﬁe; the student would be éiigiﬁié;tHE6rétiCéiiy to receive

financiai aid amounting to $8;440 to cover living expenses over

the four year period:

$3,610 Living expense budget

- $l 500 resources

.$2;llﬁ need per year to cover living expenses

x ‘ 4 years

$8,440 need for aid to cover living expensegifor

\ four-year program, in constant dollars
i

;fhie same stu&%nt enrolled 6nbé one quarter time basis; would take

16 yeara to complete the - same educational program, and, in Eﬁéafi;

'$33;760 in financial aid; to cover living expernses., This example is

i

N
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. intended only to illustrate the potential inequities, and consider-

' ably higher social costs in the long run; of providing aid to

part-time students vis-a-vis full-time students if needs analysis
procedures assume full subsidy of living expenses of part-time

students throughout their educational careers.

. This dnes not imply the opposité extreme; however; that none

of the living expenses of needy adult part-time students should be

subsidized: Need: analysis procedures should’ be developed which are
. - o ~ _ _ - _ ., : _ \ . !

neutral with regard to full- or part-time status. What seems to

bé needed 18 a methodology which recognizes that without some

subsidy of 1iving expemses neither full- nor partffiﬁé adult stu-

educational goals:  Moreover, to be ‘horizontally equitable the

ﬁétﬁbablbgy for adult students should be consistent with the uniform

i

methodology used to measure the abitity of parents’ to contribute
toward college or vocational .school costs of their ¢hildren.

If 4-marginal raté schedule 18 used to de..rmine adult part=

the tevel of subsidy of their living expemses:" Within the context
of needs anaiyéié\procedufés; the question is how negative contribu-

tions are computed, because the algorithm for calculating negative

- \ -

contribution épét%fiéé the level of subsidy of iivéﬁg expernses.
- L .
~One approach would be to specify the maximum negative contri-

¢

‘bution as an amount equivalent to the low ISA ($3,610) for an un-

e o L o B
married student, to compute contributions, and if they are negative,

4

4N
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adjust them according to enfollment status. Taking the earlier
example | of the single student with $1,500 in income and $3,610
'living expense budget,  the negative contribution wouid be $2,110.

a

basis, one-fourth of negative $2;110; or negative $527.50 would be

the maximum negative contributionm per year. Thus, the par t-time

cover the short-fall in living expenses, for the period required to

complete the equivalent of one academic year of full-time study.

Table 13

R - S
| Suggested Marginal Rate Schedule for
Adult Part=Time Students

1977-78 Academic Year

Adjusted Available Incoiie . faxing Rate

$8,890 and over 2,398 plus +47% of amount over $8,890
7,780 < 8,89 1,95 plus +40% of amount over $7,780
6,670 < 7,780 1,576 plus .34% of amount over $6,670
5,560 < 6,670 . 1,254 plus .29% of amount over $5,560°

4,440 < 5,560 977 plus  :25% of amount over $4; 440

A
o
-,
&
o~
o
Ql
e
1
[~}
[0}
.
N
N
8

0 <

A
[«
o
bt
L]
()
*
by

- 3,410 <

*percent of full-t

contribution = =3,510)
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Under | this Cr\teria, the part-time &

\
' \

udent 8 ps\tio\ woulxd .be
] ‘ﬁ ‘\ |

. \
more equitabile Eomﬁaféd to the ftiii:timé t‘dent. o \ |
» !
o ! '
Restricting the lmaximum negative co tribqtion to the'iow'

budget\, \li month standard for
‘\ \ /

1

\
| R R
expens s‘and miniﬁize pa tentiai abnse of|th s\mstem by stu ents who
AN \

|
. \ \
might ‘\ e nduc\ed to enroll on al part tim basis \so\ e\ly for/ t\he \

purpose ofu\ receiving a subsidy 3? 8 tandard Of

] \ \
living. Ll | 3

1 i ' ’ \

To ' p%xt some perspective on éhe modi \ied ' melthod ‘for measuring ! ;

1 IR

‘ \
the re\souxé\cés and needs Iof adhlt pa\it-ti e students,

a\tseries of
|
simulaﬁioné\ ?ere "rim, us o ﬁow ISAs for pe r’s’on’s age 20 ;o 435; and\

1 { I P

the modifie “marginal rate cheduled preset\xted\ Table\ 3. Thé \\

/‘ ‘\ y |

o : | - Ll |

resuits! \of these simulation are summarizeq i? able 14 jon the \
following page. Lo Lo ! \ ’ /\ |

! o \ i . \;

he lmodifiéd method logy for adult part-tim\g qtudents \\-- use -

l\ 7\‘ i

. L

of low IS and\a modified marginal rate schedulé |-- iresults \‘in 661
i \ ' y' / R ]

thousand g ult Rar;t time students qualifying as needy, oiit of |a
K !

J,, _
total of Sl 58 million adulr\ part-time students. Stated differentiy;

v

\ » ‘ i
! ! | |

about 12 g&ier'cént ‘of .the adult part-time student p’op’qlation Would

have financial need; avéraging $428,; and totaling $283.3 million. |

i i

M
[
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Table 14

’ Simulated Theoretical Financial Needs\of Adult

Part-Time Students, Age 25 or More Under Modified Methodology

|
v . .
Number with Aggregate

) Base ‘Numiber ~ _Need | Average Need
s) (in Thousands) Need (in.ﬁillioné5
Public Colleges 2168 164 \ $392 ;$ 632
Private Colleges . 376 T \. 457 21:6
Public Voc. Schools - 972 117 l 394 46.0
Private Voc. Schools . 2064 333 458 152.5
\\ ' Totals 5580 661 ‘428 - 283.3

percent of a full—time course load. Accordingiy,ia

14.6 percent rate was used for the calcutation of

- negative contributions: The maximum negative contri-

bution for these simulations, therefore, was .146 x
$3,610 = $530:

(2) See Volume II, Apperidix Tables 37 to 40 for detail.

Alternatives for Resolving¥Administrative Inequities

treatment of aduits in the student aid process. The "objeCtive

areae of concern related to determination of eligibility for aid.

.stuaencp and aid to students| in nothtaditional" ﬁdétééeondaty
P ' CN
been pred‘sated on the assumption

; - h ! - ) . ~
- 3‘) \ L \ o
| \c . ' ! \
| e - . |
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that all postsecondary educational pursuits are equal and that all
citizens are entitled to aid on the same basis: Some question those

The subjective issues %ill be very difficqlt to eradicate.

In essence they involve “ais\.crimiﬁacipﬁ“ against a certain class
of learners or would-be learﬁi;j by those who favor educating the
""""""" ho view the issue of Financial need
for adults as irrelevants EVén\¢He study staff and advisors evinced

some tendency to consider the eéucaiibﬁai needs éﬁé interests of

the adilts as less legitimate and less worthy of support thaﬁ those

'6f discriminaticn against the ééuit learner. Neither is there
anything which spécff'icaily tastructs against it. One step “hich

' could be taken to reduce or eliminate the subjective discrimination
\against adults, even under current programs; would be the issuance

by the Office of Education of an administrative memorandum affirming

thé rights of older Stﬁ@éﬁté to Sﬁﬁpbrt from the federal ﬁtbgtéﬁs

Légitiﬁiizauaﬁ of the financial need of the adult as wmore than a
- paper figure; and recognition of the legitimacy of their educational
needs and gda1s would Help redice the subjective discriminatiod

ﬁﬁihﬁ exists.

<
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CHAPTER 6: AGENDA FOR FURTHER STUDY

J,,
,,,,,,,,,, Lii

The first five chapters described the "queueing" system by which

adults gain access to financial aid for ﬁdétéfédﬁdaty education.

The é;éf:é of this study did not inciude iﬁiféstigation of some
of the éfﬁé&éf policy issues which affect i:ﬁie participation of
‘a'd’uits in postsecondary education. In Ch;eqnt:er‘l 6, some of those
broader issues that might be investigated are briefly identified.

No study of financial éia for ﬁéétééédﬁaééi education could

fail to note that lack of money is the cause of many problems.

The reason for a different queueing system for adults than for

traditional age students might be a short-fall of resources as

would increase that need. In times of short rescurces, choices
fust be made as to how they are allocated. Information about the

real extent of need among currentiy enroiled students is inadequate.

changed and more people were induced to enroll is substantially

lacking. Some issues which might be addressed in this area are:

Why are the educational characteristics of adults dif-

ferent? Are they part-time students out of necessity or

‘choice? Are they unwilling or unable to contribute more
toward educational costs? C

What would happen if the amount of aid or the probability
of adults’ receiving aid changed? Would more people

enroll for more courses? Would there be changes in the



:
{

|

| -4i-
i
\

A second area of needed information concerns the EiﬁaﬁFiai

assistance that adult learners currently receive from postsecondary
educational institutions. The reports which institutions are re-

and/or to adults. The Basic Grant program statisties tell édﬁéthihg
about part-time students but little abaqt adults. State data rarely
report on eithers The Conmittes on tﬁé Financing of Higher FEduca-
tion for Adult étuaéﬁts (1974) observed that:

"Data on financing patterns for part-time students in-

dicate that they are the recipients of both the most

advantageous financing arrangements (when their organi-

zations pay full salaries and all subsistence, travel,
and tuition cosis) and the least advantageous arrange-

mEﬁts (when low incdﬁé, fully employed persons not only

must participate on their own time and pay ‘taxes on
- their income)."” .

-,

\
about part-time students illuminates some, of the data collection

needs which might be addressed:

Can %cstseQOndary institutions report on aid granted by -
or through them to adiults, regardless of credit~loan
enrollment? Should they? ‘

What data would be needed to supplement that provided by

institutions in order to understand the ways in  which

adults finance all forms of post-secondary education?

What would it cost to- obtain those data? Would the
increment in information be worth the expenditure?
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A third area for consideration identified in the course of this

study, bit deetied to be outside its scope, was a consideration of

-long learning. Others have commented pro and con and have suggested

mechanisms such as vouchering by which it could be accomplished:

Consideration might be given to such questio ns as:

To what extent are the benefits of postsecondary edu-

Is the allocation of benefits different for different
adults?

To what extent should the public Subsidize the | personal

benefits of education for adults? N
~—.
Are there valid reasons for discriminating against adults

in the existing student aid programs? For example;. does

the private capitai market as a source of financing educa~

tion function differently for aduits than for younger
students?

Is student aid as now implemented the most effective way

of financing education for adults? Might- not  tax credits
or vouchers be more productive and efficient?

are « « = all pért—tine students who have completed secondary edu-

‘cation or are beyond compulsory school attendance age. 1f, as the

ACE committee report appears to imply, thé termi adult is synonyimous

with "independent” and parental financing is to be automatically

CJ
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discounted for adult students, that definition would seriously

alter the expectations for financing postsecondary education for

substantially all participants.

I She 208
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The purpose of this paper is to set forth -- somewhat briefly --
'a review of cektain aspects of the need analysis systems which were
used by the College Scholarship Service (CSS) and the American

College Testing éfogram (ACT) prior to the adoption of the Uniform

Methodology . In this review it should be noted that the need
aﬁaiyéié systems were generally based upon and had been influernced
by the folloving agguapii‘cnse

1. Parents have no obligation to pay for the education of
their children to the extent that they are able to do

so. Parénts are oxpected to continue to provide, as

well as they are able; the basic essentiais of life

" whether t?e student lives at home or om the college

campus. ese essentials include meals, room, cloth-
ing; and medical care. If their means permit contri-=
butions beyond the essentials, they ate expected to
assist in the payment of tuition and other direct
educatiaﬁal xpeﬁééé;

for college e’ucation, but its accumulateﬁ assets must

strength and thirefore its ability to pay.

amily 8 ability to pay for co.iege,

3: in'deterﬁiﬁiﬁg ay for col
the computation system must consider the size of the

. family and the traordinary expenses that the family
' may have. The

yafeﬁ must consider special family
‘circumstances su h as age, marital status, and ‘the
working mother as these factors .alter a familyls

financial strength,

‘These a ssumptions were the b’sic principles of CSS since its incep-
tion in 1954 and have Temainedlrelatively unicharnged .

in general; then; expected parental contfributions toward the

educational costs of their children are derived from the interaction

O

o
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rates" establisned for measuring ability to pay for educations
In determining ability to pay, the family was considered as it

appeared at the moment of time it filed' a confidential finanecial

statement. Evaluation was not made of past economic occurrences.

(except to Eﬁé extent that residual effects affected the current
financial siguatibﬁ) rior was the economic future considered except

Basic to the philosophy of both the College Schoilarship Service
and the American College Testing Program system of financial need
analysis was that certain levels of income and asiéts were required
to provide for the economic necessities of the family and that
or another; for the payment of the additiomal expense incurred by
attendance at an institution of higher education. It was im the
determination of the levels of ifcome and assets that were required
to provide the necessities and what was available for the payment
of educational expenses that differences occurred between the

two systems.

)
€38 Concept of "Effective Income" T

The CSS used a concept of "effective income" in its procedures
for calculating the parental contribution for educational expenses.:
Effective income can be defined as that income available to the

family for the provision of its ecomomic wants after allowance
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has been made for mandatory federal income tax payments and certain
other expenses that CSS considered to be unusual. Such expenses
as: :

1. Housekeeping expenses for a working mother

2. Medical and dental expenses

3: Extraordinary expenses

4. Expenses for dependents other than children
were considered to be of an urusual nature aﬁéﬁ-camparéa with normal
expense patterns of American families; znd allowances were made for
them -
because it costs more for a family to have two people earn a given
income than to have one person earn the same income. Therefore,
if hoth parents work, an allovance was granted of 50 percent of the
mother’s first $2,000 income and 25 percent of income over $2;000

(up to a maxisum annual allowance of $1,500) reflectifig the average

An allowance was made in those cases where families had medical
and dental expenses that exceéeded thé average expenditures for such
items: An allowance was made for medical and dental expenses

moderate level of income. Only expenses in excess of 5 percent
of before-tax income were considered by the CSS to be unusual

expenses.

70

st
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Spectal allowances were also given for certain extraordinary
expenditures that were not normal expenses of family life and -
which reduced the family’s usable income. The allowable =xpenses
10 this category were thosé normally associated with "acts s5f God,"

that is, expenditures that are not foresecen and do not stem from
an act of consumer choices:
Parents often\provide total or partial support for omz or

more of their own parents or other relatives. An allowance of
as receiving support from them.

When the iiié'cjﬁié_-yrépdréé'ci by Atihé parent had been adjusted
to refiect federal income taxes and the unusual expenses faced
by the family, then the remaining amount was "effective income"
available for food, housing, support of children} participation
in social and community activities, and, to a grea\t\er or lesser
extent, discretionary purchases. )

Basic tc the CSS system was the concept of a "mode;SRe"'leﬁel
of living, a level of living that was meither luxurfous mor poverty
stricken. A family with moderate income and assets coﬁia ﬁéini‘ain'
2 standard of living similar to the middle-1income third -%f the -

\

population of the United States: The moderate income alllowed
adequate funds for food and housing, for health and nurture of

children, and for reasonable participation in social and community
o N S ' N\
activities. The levels of effective income required to provide

“~

a moderate standard of living would vary depending upon the family

i
o
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size. Prior to .the adoption of the Uniform Methodology, such
éffééti@é income levels ranged from an after-tax income of $10,290
for the one-child family to an after-tax income of éié,ﬁiﬁifbr the
family with ten children.

The moderate levels of living established by the CSS were de-
rived from the 1967 cost estimates of the Bureau of Labor Statistics
o o o L R N o
Index (CPI) and to ptovide for a college-age ckild and families of

- — - - - \' s
differing sizes. In addition; under CSS procedures; a standard

‘contribution:  This standard was the low-budget starndard of the

Bureau of Labor Statistics, adjusted for CPI changes

all income was applied to maintenance of the family: Income above

those levels was considered discretionary and available to the
family for purchasing other goods and services; one of which was
assumed to be higher education.

The total expected caﬁttiBUti?ﬁ to higher education from the
effective income of the Family consisted of am expectation From

N

\

if such was present. \
\parents were expected to
¥

Iy

A major assumption by the CSS was that
continue to provide, as well as they were abif, the basic essentials
%
\

\
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of life, whether th%\student lived at home or on the college campus.

that as family size increased, the added costs to provide a moderate
standard decreased: order to provide a standard contribution for

the basic necessities of life;, the CSS developed a weighted average
~

budget change using CSS families as the population welghts. The

weighted average budget change for\a nine-month pericd amounted to

" amount that represented the Eoﬁiinhiﬁé obligation of the parents to
provide for the continuing maintenance of the student: Below the
moderate income level, expectations decreased from $900 to $0 at

Bureau of Labor Statistics low-budget standards.

ACT Cencept of "Available Income"

been made for deduction claimed. under federal income tax procedures;
the amount of federal income tax paid.

discretionary" and/or unusual and for which an allowance against

income should be made; the ACT adopted those expenditures which

o
od
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were allowed as a deduction under federal income t;%x regulations.
The ratiomale for such procedure was that, by referéﬁce to federal
income tax forms, families could then Ffurnish data that was not
subject to individual interpretation and; as a result; more Eéiiésié
data would be obtaimeds Iu addition; it was assumed that such
deductions were accepted as equitable by the American public, were
reasonably well understood, and tﬁérééaré; could be more readily
explained by the financial aid officer. |

In those cases where both parents were working, or where

there was only one parent, an.allowance was made to compensate
for the additional expenSes incurred in earning the income. 7

A further allowance was made in the ACT system for the size
of the family. The family size allowance was ééé.éniiiaiiy t he
low-budget standard of the Bureau of Labor Statistics éﬁjuétéa

for families of different size using the revised equivalence s-ale
developed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The rationale for
this procedure was the ability to differentiate between families

of different sizes and yet tc be able to use the égmé "Hodel"
(wagé, salary, business or farm) to determing the expected contribu-
tion toward educational costs.
When Eﬁé;iﬁééﬁé reported by the parents, both taxable and
ﬁdn—tz;kébie; had been adjusted to reflect federal income taxes
paid, federal tax deduction, 5ﬁa‘ an allowance for family size,

measure of the money that a family could employ for the various

[ .
(W



“Effective Income" and "Available Income" Compared

The terms "effective income" and "available income" were not synony-
mous. Effective income was total income less certain deductions for
expenditures and was unrelated to family size. Available income, on

and ACT §§§Eéﬁé;' In general, the CSS syster nisvided for the

'I‘Hé ACT system of deductions, based as it was on the federal

income tax deductions, provided for allowances for expenditures

assoclated with the so-called "acts of God," i.e-, unusual medical

expenses, casualty losses, etc.: but also provided for expendi=

tures assoclated with consumer choice; 1:e.; charitable EéﬁEfiEﬁ-

tions, and i'rit'er'est exXxperises. Generally speaking, dedictions

determining abiiity to pay, but have evolved over the years as a

result of pressure groups or to foster tertain sacially desirable

’r'e_sult'a'; Examples are the encouragement of philanthropic giving

and home ownership.
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The use of tax deductiofns also gave rise to unequal treatment

of equals. For example; the homeowner and the renter; even though

tribute different auounts toward educational costs. The home~

~available incore. The remter; on the other hand, would be umable
to deduct any portion of his rental costs even if they were equal
in amount and for a comparable housing standard.

In the case of an -employed spouse; the possibiiity existed of

family, or for a working wife under certain circumstances. In
addition, the ACT system provided for an allowance of 25 percent
of the spouse’s income in similar cases. This; gave rise to- a
double credit for similar expenses in certain cases. In addition,
in using the low-budget standard with a family size allowance,
provision had already been made for some expenditures relatiag
to those ﬁféii:iaéﬂ by the fﬁféfﬁéi Revenue €ode. For éiéﬁ{:ié;

contributions, medical expenses, property -and sales taxes were



effective income required to maintain a family of a particular size
at both the low-budget standard of the Bureau of Labor Statistics as
recognized the average expenditures required by such familieg ia
ths U. S. for contributions; cost of housing, (both homeowners r.nd
renters); local taxes; interest expenses, etc., but minimized the
individual consumer choice inherent in many of these outlays. Simce

standard, it was necessary only to provide for those unusual and
non-recurring expenditures that fell out.ide the budget norms.
Parental Contribution from Assets

could be expected toward college costs varied significantly between
€SS and ACT:
In gereral, the CSS viewed the expected contribution toward

strength of the family as generated by the interaction of income

and assets: It was generally recognized that the possession of

strength than income alome: With this concept, the family with
small income and large assets could have the same financial strength
as another family with a higher income but few or no assetss
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. potential supplementary income that could be expectad from a given

value of assets. Since assets had been accumulated by deferring

the purchase of goods and services from income in tne pést, the

assets could be considered available to éuppiémént the purchase

of ; OOdo and services from incomeé at the present and im the future.
The CSS system assuﬁfa that this supplement to current family income
from assets was prorated over the expected 1ifetime of the parent-

approximately the same finanical strength when both income and

assets were considerad together.

poses: diéchérgiﬁg iﬁdébtédﬁééé; retirer. nt; and future spending.
In determining the supplemental income flow that could be experfed

from assets; the €SS system excluded that portion of assets'hegdea
for retirement and discharging indebtedness. The supplementary
income flow was derived from the remaining assets, which was the
discretionary amount of assets set aside for Fature spending and .
available f: ¢ paying educational expenses: | |

The first step in computing the supplemental income flow was

to determine the net worth of the family: the fair market value of

faﬁiiy assets less indebtedness. Family assets were items such as

real estate; bank accounts, stock; and bonds;
Indebtedness that the family had outStanding was deducted from

tot#l assets. Both indebtedness against the assets themselves and
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families to purchase goods and serviccs from income in Ffuture

periods; therefore, it was necessary to veduce total assets to the
extent that they are not available for this purpose. Ths CSS system

did not consider durable consumer goods (automobilss,; furniture,

utable to those items were deducteds
One further step was necessary before the discretionary por-
tion of net worth could be deteriined. As mentioned earlier; the

CSS sysfeﬁ’recagﬁizéa that ome of the fééééﬁé families accumulate
:éééété was to provide for retirement needs because social security
insurance provided only a poréiaﬁ of thé income needad Byrréfiréd
seople: o |

The same Eu&gét.éstiﬁétéé that *produced the moderate income
‘level for detv.mining the family contribution from income pro-
Gi&éd paraliel figures for retiréd‘pébpié; Those éétimatés indi-
cated that a retir:. SS—yéér old couple reached a moderate income
level at $6,080; a single individual éé $3,905. ' The average level
of . annual benefits from sociai security, based on data from the
Social Security Administration; was approximatéi§ $4,220 per couple
and $2,020 for a single individual. Therefore; the levels of
moderate retiremént income required a Supplementary contribution
of $1,860 or $1,930 per year from sources other than social security

benefits:
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retirement income; the CSS made a variable allowance against net

worth. The allowance was the dollar amount required to purchase a
incomé at age 65, assuming that the annuity was purchased at the
present age of the primary working parent: The allowance varied

from $8,600 for a male, age 40, to $21,600 for the same man at age

65: For a family in which the mothér reprasented the sole source

‘ Af ter ;E&Giéién had baeﬁ made for indebitedness and for an
appfapriaie retirement allowance, the family s remaining asoets
were considered discretionary and considered available to the family

It is from the discretio. .ty net worth of the family that the
addit{bnai-fiﬁaﬁciéi strength generated Ey.éééété was measured. The
CSS procedures determined the éﬁﬁﬁéibiﬁéaﬁé flow available to the
family as though the discretiouary net worth were prorated over the
estimated remaining life-years of the primary ﬁbrkiﬁé'péréﬁt; The

percentage of discretionary net worth that was assumed to be con-

percentages ranged from 7 ‘percent for a mother, aged 40=44, to 3

percent for age 60 and above. These conversion ratios reflected the
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estimates of average expected 1ife years for various age groups and
an assumed growth of dlscretionary net work over time: The assumed
rate of growth of the total discretionary net worth had been derived

ages than at younger omes. Consequently, the amount of assets
possessed by an individual, aged 40; has a greater potential for

60. The 40-year-old had many years of working 1ife remaining in
which he could add to his assets from future savings, and it was
probable that his assets would increase in value during that times

On the other hand; the individual at age 60 had normally reached

péiéﬁﬁiai f;:f ‘increase. Moreover, the latter part of the life
cycle was normally ome of asset reduction rather than of asset
growth.

In considering the needs of families in which Eﬁé father was
consideration was given.. The conversion rates were based on two:
considerations =-- the special' economic circumstances that female

heads of households face and their generally longer life span:

-
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As an example of the different supplemental income flows

that were provided from discretionary net worth, $id,066 of dis-

cretionary “net worth would provide an annual income supplement

of $1,200 in a family with a working 40-year-old father’but only

o L 7' ; H " \y,,,,, S o

$700 would be provided for a 60-year-oid father: For a widow,
4

the mothetr at age 60.

In the CSS System the final step before dete

e toward educa-

¥
v

parents could reasonably be expected to contribu
tional expenses was to determine the adjusted effective income of

strength of the family resulting from a combination' of its income
and assets and from this amount, contributions toward. educationail

expenses- were expected.

.

providing the same expected contribution toward education, ceteris

parabus, whether the income of the family was $8,000 ot $15,000.

-
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Ceﬁeraiiy, the ACT. followed the saime procedures as did CSS
in determining discretionary net worth. ACT used the term "avalli-
able assets" to describe family assets after provision for personal
indebtedness, a retirement or thrift allowance, and afi emergency
éiiéﬁéﬁté;

The emergency allowance was based upon Ffamily size and was
derived by allowing $500 for each persom in the family: If the
assets 'were those of an unmarried widow, - divorcee, an addi-
tional allowance of $5,000 was made. Such allowances; were Some-
officers felt they were equitables

The retiremernt or thrift allowarnce vas based upon a dual pur-
paéé. One was to set aside a portion of the assets for use during
fétiféiﬂéﬁtﬂ; and secondly; to provide ﬁfaiééf;iéﬁ against the assets
a frugal family might have accrued: In essence, the allovance was
designéd to provide a standard of living at retiremeﬁp comparable
to that which the family enjoyed prior to retirement. The allowance
ranged from a ainimun of $8,000 to a maximum of $20,000. This form

a.retirement or .thrift allowance;, the remaining assets were con-
sidered as available assets that would be directly taxed for edu-

cation.  In determining the contribution from asse¢ts” a progressgive
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rate structure was used. These taxation rates
the first $10,000, 50 percent of the second $10,000, 75 percent

of the third $10,000, apd 100 percent of any remaining assets

\

consulting financial atd officers.
The assets taxed were considered usable for education and were
divided by the number of years of higher education remaining for all
In summary,; the ACT system of asset contributior was based upon

a progressive rate structure determined by the size of the avail-

income and assets: A given level of assets would produce the same

expected contribution toward -collsge costs for a particular family
whéther the income 15 $8,000 oi %: the income were $15,000. This
’ .

rezressive with respect to income of families:

I con

o ;o o ) o o i o i )
income’ of $15,000. The incr¢ased financial strength of the latter
family was recognized by a;

R ,,,/{,,,,,,
with the assets.

' ! !
/ ) /
! 7 /
1 K . /
,‘/ ) ,I

resulted in an expected contribution from assets that was generally




In geéneral terms, the CS8 computation for the family contribution
to college expenses involved the foiiowing:
1. Determination of thé annual income of the Efamily
2. Determination of effective income, by subtracting

from annual income amounts that reflect federal if—

come tax paid and special categories of expenses

3: Determinations of discretionary net worth with ‘special
and the family situation

4. Determination of any income flow Suppiement by pro—

rating discretionary net worth over the estimated
remaining tife years of the primary working parent

r
5: Betermination of the adjusted effective income’ by
adding effective income and income flow supplement

effective income by reference to parentai expectation

curves

Siﬁiiéfi§; the ACT computation of the family contribution to

college expenses involved the following:
l. Determination of the annual income of the famiiy by

combining income reported for federal income tax

purposes with non-taxable income

B} e oo . ,4 oL _ - _ L _
2. "Determination of the available income of the family by
subtracting from the annual income amounts that reflect
federal income tax paid deductions allowed for federal

upon the Bureau of Labor Statistics low budget standard

3. Determination of parental ahiiity to pay from income by

reference to the appropriate model

4o Determination of parental c0ntribution from income by
allocating parental ability to pay for education over
the number of children in college :

~1




i
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Determination of the contribution from assets by com-
tion with the number of college years remaining for
all children in the family

Determination of total parental contribution by
adding the parental contribution from income and
the parental contribution frow assets :
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THE UNIFORM METHODOOGY
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for measuring ability to pay for postsecondary educational costs
than was implemented by the National Need Analysis Agencies begin-
ning with the 1975-76 processing year.

The movement toward &\ uniform methodology of determining
parental ability to pay to be used over time by all inmstitutioms

goals and objectives of the €SS and ACT and féﬁféééﬁféa a continu-
ation of the evolutionm of meééuféﬁéﬁf that had been begun by the €SS
with its incepticn in 1954. 1Ia addition, the uniform methodology
brought into being several characteristics considered desirable by
many financial aid administrators and agencies avarding étuj&éﬁt aid
funds —- namely; a more simpiified system in which Eﬁé*ﬁééﬁ&3616§§
could be readily understocod by the users'and in which accuracy of
information was retained. |

"

The development and majntenance of a uniform ﬁétﬁédbiégi“fét

important as long as the primary purpose of financial aid programs
is to permit attendance a- postsecondary institutions by, students
who cannot afford to pay the expenses themselves. The desired

measuring the ability of families to pay for educational -ssts.



iﬁé-uﬁifaﬁﬁ aéEBaaaiagy is based on the same general assumptions

The uniform methodology attempts to treat’ all families equi-

tably by recognizing and considering special féﬁily circumstances

such as age, marital ‘status, and ‘the number of %ﬂiiﬁg p"ar'e'n'ts;r
since these factors alter a family’s financial strength: There
are undoubtedly complexities in individual family financial circum=
stances and differences in attitgaéé tbwéra‘ ‘education that require
an aid adwministrator to caﬁéi&ér appropriate adjustments for a-
specific family. In doing so hé or she evaiuates both the objective
and subjective information available from aii sources. The finan-
cial aid éaﬁiﬁiéiféféf’é judgmeat is'iﬁdispéﬁéébié and must always

be the final authority in any system of need analysis.



The uniform methodology considers both the income and assats of
parents in measuring their financial strength and in determining
thefr ability to contribute to .postsecondary educational costs.

postsecondary education but that its accumulated assets must also be
considered: Income and assets, combined, produce a compr~' -sive
expenses and expenditures that are generally not a matter of family
choice; it does not, ﬁbﬁé?ét, fiake ;&jdétﬁéﬁtér in estimates of
financial strerngth because Sf @iffétéﬁééé'iﬁ family sitvwations that

do result’ from family choice- For exampie. a fémii}.that owes &
large debt on an automobile is treated in the same way as a faiily
that owns a fully paid-for car. Ever though the first family has a

debt and may be required to allocate more of its income to paying

that debt; the purchase of a specific kind of automobile generally

In general then; the expected parental contribution toward
educational expenses generated by the uniform methodology are de-
rived from the interaction of incomé, assct holdings, family size,

standard required expenditures; and unusual circumstances.

o
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Basic to the philosophy of the Natiomal Need Analysis Agencies,
“and incorporated into the uniform methodology, 15 the concept that

PART 1: 'THE DEPENDENT STUDENT

Concept of AVéiléElé Income
The uniform methodology for measuring parental ability to pay uses
‘a concept of "avail:s . iﬁtbﬁe“ ifi its procedures - calculating
thi: "parental contr Suti  for educational expen: Available
provision of its economic needs zfter allowance agaimst the parrnts’
total taxable and nowtaxable income has been made for the followlirg
expenses:

1. U. S. income and FICA taxes

2. State and other taxes

3. Medical and ental expenses allowable for tax pur-

4; Casualty and theft lcsaes allowable for tax purposes

wy
o

Employment allowancu (if appropriate)
6: Family expenses (Standard Maintenance Allowance)

.

An allowance is made for federal income. and sccial zerurity

to citizens in the United States and its possessjons: The payment
of such taxes reduces funds available for 6théf economic meeds such
as expenditures for postsecondary education costs.

O
< 2
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In addition toc tzking into account the allowance made for
Us 8: income and FICA taxes, the uniform methodology also considers

theé other taxes -- state and local income; property, sales; ancd
would be an extremely difficult task and would result in imevitabte
iriaccuracies. However; these taxes should be taken into comsidera-
tion 3f all families are to be treated equitably. To avoid the
problems inherent in attempting ta cullect precise tax information
for individual families, the uniform methodology ﬁéaviaés for a
standard alloiance for state and local income, property, sales, and
gasoline taxes based on the family’s reported total iiicome for

~omputation purposes and state of residence. Total income, rather

related to the tctal income available to the Famiiy.

These ajiowances; which vary depending on income level and

state cof residence;, were derived using estimates of the property,

adjusted for changes in the CPI and average family size and infor-
mation pubiished by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) on s*tate
income taxes deducted at various incoiic iévaié throughout the United
States.

Following previous need analysis techniques, am allswance is
made in the uniform standard for provision of unusually high medical
and “ental expenses: In an ef‘nrt to enhance the accuracy of the

PIRI

s\l
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information reporred, the uniform methodology uses those medical
and dental expenses (excluding medical insutance) allowable as a

deduction for federal incomeé tax purposes; which are any expenses

over 3 percent of family income. Since provision for the basic
medical expenses (including medical insurance) of families is nade
in the Standard Maintenance Allowance; medical expenses that exceed

3 pz.cent of family income more closely approximate unusual or
extr-:vdinacy cvpenses to a family.

i+ ¢ unifors methodology, special ailowances are also given
for extraordlnary expenses that are no: normal expenses of family
iife and reduce a family’s usable income. The allowable expcases in

and not a result of exercising consumer choxzce. 43ain; in order
to retain the reliability of the information regcried and to
minimize confision about the teruinology of "unusual expenses,” the
losses as deilined and allowed for federal income tax purpe=es.

In the development of the uniform methodology, emphasis was
placed on simplicity, reliabilit- : information, and horizontal and
vertical equity. The provision for ailowances for extraoidinary
éiﬁéﬁéés in the centralized processing eystem was delimited to
prevent value ivigments ffdﬁ being made by persons other aid
a‘ministrators. T+ 1is more properly the role of financ..l aid
to consider individual family circumstance and ascertain the

expenses or debts.

-~
f—
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In addition to these deductions, the uniform methodology
provides emr!~vr-At allowance for those families in which there are

either two . .3 parents o a single par-at. This allowance for

two working parents is SC percent of the lesser income or $2;000
whichever 1is 1ess; the same allowance is made for the income of
a siugle parent: The allcwance is made in recognition of the
additional expenses incurred by two working parents for clothing,

oifily one waze earner. In the case of 4 single parenmt; the allowance
proviies for *he adde” consumption expenditures in food, household
operations; aud in some cases; child care that are not part of the
equivaleu: BLS iluw budget standard.

Standard M n nce Allowance (SMA). The SMA represents the cost
cf the b - cessities for all family members receiving over
one-half support from the family, excluding the applicant,; and
représents the point ol «ero contribution <toward postsacondary

educational expenses of ~ student. The uniform methodology
assumes -hat tt. student will not be p ¢t of the family unit for
a period of nine months; consequently, no provision for his or
her expenses duri, this period is included in the SMA. Use of

the SMA; therefore; exempts fvom contribution the amount i income

necessary to , ovide fnr the most basic expenses of the rer-ining
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other than dependent children: This 15 bec:isé the costs associated
with these other depeindent family members are provided for in the
SMA.
Table 1: Standard Maintenance Allowance (SMA)

Family Size  SMA
uding Applicant 1977-18

(o

2 $ 4,970

(%]

<
(<)
i

[ )
o
D

w
Lol
O
[
el
fe]

6 e
7 $11,760
8 , $12,960
9 $14;160
10 $15; 360
i | $16,560

12 $17,760

The SMAs in Table 1 are based; with certain =zdjostments; on

the spring 196/ consumption cost estimates of the BLS for a family
maintaining a low standard of living. Since a di ect a.lowance,

based on cotal inccme for computation nurposes; 1is mac for state

.....
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methodology, all such taxes that were a part of the BLS low budget
standard were subtracted. In addition, since the SMA represents the

hold, that portion of the standard repre:.~:tative c¢f the applicant’s
basic living expenses for a nine-month period wete also deducted.
The remaining BLS low budge. ~onsuaption costs werc adjusted for

illustrated in Table 2.
The BLS equivalency scale used in the derivation of the SMAS in

students in the wundergraduate years. When the uniform methodology
is used to measure parental ability to contribute toward the
educational costs of postbaccalaureate study In graduate or ﬁféféé;i
stondt schools. these  SMAs are increased by 5 percent in recognition
of the higher consumption budgets implied by the BLS revised equiv-

N

alency scale valued Eor housshold heads in the age group normally
8 -

associated with postbaccalaureate students. a
In the uniform methndology family size is determined by the

number of family members receiving over one-half their support from
the family. This family-member concept eliminates the use of an
arbitrary ilowance for ‘dependents other than children; and the
dol. r ler=l it represents (differing by family size) is conmsidered
a more current approximation of '  expenditures in dollare and in

kind that the family 13 providing for other dejéiidents.
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Derivation of Standaid Maintemance Aliswance (SMA) for
the Uniform Methodology for the Two-Parent, Tic~Child

Famntiy

3|
Qr
o
|—l\
(]
N

BLS Low Budget Consumption Expenditures:
Consumption costs $4, 862

Other costs 265 §5,127

Less Estimated Taxes:
Housing s 406
Cdsoline | 54

Sales : 67 527

$4, 600
Less Costs Associated with Child:
Clothing $ 130
Personal care 40
Other consumption 55
Food : 390
$ 615
Amount ror 9 months (.73 x 615) __ 468
Adjusted BLS Consumption Costs, 1367 $4,140
CPI 1967 through December, 1977 x$1.848

$75 650

or state income and local property, sales, anmd gasoline taxes, cer-

tair allowable dedrictions; an employment allowance (if applicable),
L4 '

ana an 4ppropriate standard allowance based on family size: The
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remainder 1is considered to be "available income" and is avail-
able to the f~mily for supplementation of the SMA and a variety of
other discrecionary purposes; one of which is assumed to be the

provision of expeniss of the applicant while attending & post-

"secondary educational instititions

The calculation of available income in the uniform methodology
can he 1llustrated as follows:

Taxable wages; salaries, tips, and other employee compensation
of parent or patents

+ Dividends

-+

Interest
+ Income other than wages, dividends, and irierest

expenses, etce.)

Total taxable income (adjusted gross income for year pr-uecing
academic year)

+ Nontaxable income for year preceding academic year

= Total income for computation purposes

- U. S. inccme and social security taxes

- Allowance for state and other taxes

- ﬁé&uéiionS a. .owable for tax purposes o the basis of medical/
dental expenses (excluding insurince premiums)

"~ Deductions allowable for tax purpc.es on the hasis of casualty

- Employment allowance (if »uproprizte}

- Appropriate staiddr:; @waintouvance 1L isiince

Available income for <upplemental and disciatifrary purposes

fl

0

T,



€-12

postsecondary educatiomal institution: When the fami'l income is
insuffictent to provide a minimum standard level - . iving for
the family members and the student, the family 1 : - ‘negative
available income," and the student’s need will be greater than the

institution’s standard student expense bndget.

to pay féf postsecondary education: A strong net assets positicn

Mndicates greater capacity to finance posStSecondary expenses out of

', current income and gre-ter access to firancial resourres in general.

\\Thé assessment of assecs determines the family’s ability to contrib-
ute more (or less) from its iricomes

In general; the uniforu métﬁbdbibgy assesses the expected con-

tribu tios toward the cosi of éttéﬁaiﬁg a postsecondary institution

on the lasis of the total fi:uncial strength of the family zas

evaluated by the interaction of income and asset levels: It is
generally \fecognized that th. possession of assets gives greater
cotal financial strength than income alone. Therefore; the family
with sma'l income and large assets may have tFe same relative
finaicial strength as another family with 2 higher income but fewer
L L NG ;'_is's"ets';

[
A
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In a manme- ‘lar to that previously used by the CSS; the

uniform meth- 4 .ogy me sures the financial strength provided b

various combt.nati s of _ncome and assets by determining the poten-
ttal supplemc -'arv ‘.icome that would be expected from a given

value of assets. Since assets géﬁétaiiy have been accumulated by

deferring the purchase of goods and sarvices from income in the
past; the assets can be considered available '~ supplement thie

future. The uniform methodology assumes that this supplement to
L . I

current family income from assets is prorated over *he expected

lifstime of the major wage-earning parent. Although families may

not ‘onvert the - assets according tc this fsrmula, tlie techmique
serv. + ", group .<nether families with approximately the same
finaiic ial strength when both income and assets are considered.

In general the uniform methodology for determining parental
ability to pay follows the same procedures as the previcus (SS
system in determining discretionary nat wortﬁﬂi Discretionary net

worth 1in the CSS system had been the value of as-ets after thne
allowance of a provision for retirement amd indebtedness: The

are:

1. Residencz equity

2. Othér reai entate equity

3. Other investments

4: Cash assets

5. Adjusted busiuess/farm net worth, determined ac-
cording to the following formula:

”! e
O
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Net Worth Adjustment Rate

S I -3 20,000 40% of net worth
20,001 - 60,000 $8,000 plus 50% of excess over $20;000
60,001 - 100,000 $28,000 plus 60% of excess over $60,000

160,001 or More $52,000 pius 100%Z of excess over $100, 000

In those cases in which a farm or busiiess is the principle sowi-e

of family iico@é, a portion of the assets of that Farm or busi . 38
are protected to avoid endangering its income-producing abi' :y.
The uniform methudiiogy accomplishes this by allocating increasing

shares of met wuril. of a farm or business toward educational costs
in accordance wity 1. above fo. :ild.

The uniform wc:i.G.7cg, ., 23 in the previous need analwsis
systems, takes into consideration indebtedness for past nondis-
cretionary expenditures; it does not take into consideration the
value of consuier goods as as=éts; nor does it consider outstanding
loans or debts incurred in connection witn ﬁﬁféﬁéééé of such
durable consumer goods as automobilet; household furnishings, and
copliarces.

The uniform methodology recognizes that all family assets are
not available for the payment of postsecondary educatfonal costs but
ratrer have been accumulated for a variety of purposes inciudiﬁg
emergencies, future consumption, and eventual rotirement. In order

to provide an allowance that recognizes differences in family
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~

~.

the size of the ailowan”;’e to be made, the uniform methodology
follows the procedures previously adopted by the CSS.

The uniform methodology provides; as an allowance :i¢ v -
assets, the amount that might be demanded as a sing'- <yuwerc oy
a commercial insurance company at differing 4ges of twe primary
working parent in return for thé payment of such annuity (excluding
dividends, if any) per year beginning at age 65. Allowances for
single—parent families are derived in a similar manners Current
retirement reserve allowa:ces for selected ages and family types

under the uniform methodology are illiistrated in Table 3.

Table 3: ketirement Reserve Allowance

Under the Uniform Methodology
 hge of Major " Two-Farent One-Parent
Wage—-Earning Parent —Fapile - Family -

40 - 44 $10, 220 $11,400

45 = 49 11,780 ' 14,560

50 - 54 13,890 17,000

55 -~ 59 16,670 20,110

60 - 64 20,670 24,450

65 and over 24;000 28,400

Under the uniform methodology; the allowance made prior to

e
[
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required for a particular family type and the overage social se-

reserve allowance will decrease. On the other hand, when the C°I

ificreases at a greater rate than the average social security bene-
fits then being paid; the allowances will increase:

After provision against net worth has been made for an aporo-
sre considered discretiopary.

Tt is from the "discretionary net worth" of the family that the
additionial financial r'rength generated by assets is measured.
Discretionary net worth represents the portion of family net worth
above that required to frovide a moderate level of retirement income

The purpose of the income supplement is to take account of the
contribution that discretionary net worth makes to a family”s
ability to pay for so0ods and services out of current 1ﬁééﬁé;' The
percentage of discretionary net worti that is assumed by the uniform

methodology to be converted to an annual Supplementary income flow
is 12 percent. This is a slightly different procedure from that

used by the ariginal CS5 procedure where the conversion ratio varies
by age and sex of the head of houseinold. The varying ratios used by

R
| WL
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and interest rates in the ecomomy. In the current complex economic
situation, some of the underlying variables have lost the stability
that previcusly recommended their use:

In order to provide equity in those cases where family assets
are below the uniform aétﬁaaaiagy allowance ievels and available

Becaise families with assets need to be hprotecte
their retirement needs; similar income families withbut_sucﬁ assets
should also have a portion of their income protected for future
retirement needs. This methodology 18 similar in concept to the
current IRS regulation that allows for reduction in income for
federal income tax purposes if the amount subtracted is devoted

children. Where available income is greater than $4,000, families
are considered to have sufficient discretionary income to provide

for such future needs and no allowance is made.

Expected Parental Contribution from Adj
The final step before determining the amount parents can reasonably

be expected to contribute toward meeting educational expenses it to



cilé

<€ rmine the "adjusted available income" of the family. Adjusted .
“a_tabje income 1§ the available incomé plus the income supplement
¢ o discretionary net worth. The adjusted available imcome
1 Slects the economic strength of Eﬁé_ family resulting from a
Zom:ination of 1ts income and asseis; Cbntributigﬁ toward educa-
tisral =xpenses i5 ierived from this amount.

portion shold Le e¥potted to be put toward the total postsecondary
educztioual cxpenses? The national need analysis services (CSS
and ACT) approached this question by applying progressive tax
theory to ueed analysis. Given the concept of a basic minimum
standard, in”c'om'e-' over the SMA level can be 'c'o'n'éi&éréa éVéiiéBié
for a variety of purposes. Economists have demonstrated that as
the amount of money availabie to the family for &iééféf:iaﬁéfs;
purposes increases, the ratio of basic consumption expenditures
to total biin"c'om'e decreases: Thus, as income increases, a larger
percentage of income may be taxed with 1&ss effect on the support of

/
/

the family. The uniform methodology currently uses +he taxation



Taxati

Less than $(3,410) $(750)

$(3,410) = 4,440 22%
h; 441 = 5,560 © $976 plus 257 of AAI over $4,;440
5,561 - 6,670 $1,256 plus 29% of AAL over $5,560

6,671 7,780 $1,577 plus 34% of AATL over $6;670

7,781 = 8,890 $1,954 Plus 40% of AAI over $7,780
8,891 or more $2,398 plus 47% of AAI over $8,890
These rates were developed to approximate the expected parental

sing year and adjusted for changes in the Conmsumer Price Index

(CPI).

Measuring Studen or Postsecondary Educational Expenses

fﬁa national financial need analysis systems have from- their in-
¢E§tiaﬁ iﬁéatﬁaféiéa the basic @fiﬁcipie that the student has an
65H§é£iéﬁ to assume a responsibility for a gr'cjtidﬁ. of the cost of
his education. This obligation is reflected through a systematic

expectation of contributions from a student’s own savings and

employment income: This principle is also basic to the unifori

methodology, which expects the studenit to make some contribution

from summer earnings; previous savings; and other resources such

as social security,; veterans; and war orphan benefits:



ier Savings

Expecta

Table 5 lists the standard summer savings expected from dependert

students by the uniform methodology- .

Table 5: Standard Summer Savings Expectation -

Student Status Expected Contribution
Prefreshman (first year) $506
érESGphdmbré.(ééCGﬁa year) 600
Prejunior (third year) 760
Presenior (fourth year) 700

'

The standard summer savings expectation serves primarily as a
guideline to what the student’s responsibility E&ﬁ;fa;ﬁig or her
own education should be: Because of the aid administrator’s knowl-
edge of local conditions; he or she will be better éﬁié.ﬁd judgé the
considerably betwesn geographic regions and evem by size of cifys
In addition, it may be ﬁﬁéééi’:f)ié’ for a studeat to obtalil summer

employment because of illmess, academic scheduling, or other

factors, the CSS national standard provides an institutional optiom

in the treatment of Summer saving expectations.



Student Assets

In the case of a studant who may be considered dependent om his or
her parents; the calculation of contributionm from the student’s
assers 1s achieved in the following manner:

Total assets of student

N .
E)
e

. Indebtediess of student (excluding educational and consumer
T - - debts) ’

Net worth

1]

Discrétiondry net worth

x Asset taxation rate of 35 percent S
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income or as a scudent resource aépenaiﬁg on the level of the
family’s adjusted available income.

The uniform methodology recognizes that the contribution to
family ‘expenses that such benefits covered prior to the student’s
18th birthday continie while the student is pursuing postsecondary
educational aﬁﬁaftaﬁitiéé.' Where the 'féaiiy income is low, all

;o

social security benefits are considered part of family jncome ii
determining the expected parental contribution toward postsecondary

educational costs. However, when family income is above the

17
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share of social security payments to weet the continuing expenses of
the family and that all of the student’s share of the soctal
security payment is available to meet the student’s expenses :.u a

social security benefits attributable to the continued dependency of
the student, as a protion of family income or as a direct student
resource.

Table 6: Allocation of Student Benefit Payments as a Family or

e R TS _ Percentage cf Student
Adjusted Available - Bemefit Dayments Allocate:
Income Family Resoiurcs

Less than $440 100% 0

'S 889 90 10

5 440
890 - 1,329 80 - 20
1;330 - 1,779 70 30
1,780 - 2,219 60 '. _ 40
2,220 = 2,669 - 50 - s
2,670 = 3,109 40 - 60
3,110 - 3,559 30 ; 70
3;560 - 3,999 20 | 80
4,000 = 4;439 10 90

4;440 or mote - 0 | Lo0s

lri'\
. AL
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Veteran and War Orphan Benefits

Benefits provided through federal and state programs dealing with

veterans and their dependents (educational benefits for veterans;

student benefits and are made available to meet the specific costs

of postsecondary educatioms

!

Total Family Contribution

The final step in the wniform methodology is to add together the

mining a student’s nseds by subtracting it from the appropriate

institutional budget.

PART 2: MEASURING SELF-SUPPORTING STUDENTS’ ABILITY TO PAY

In contrast to the detailed methodology and rationale that had

ability to pay postsecondary educational costs, the measurement of
self-suppurting students’ ability to pay has been of comparatively
recent origin. The curredt qﬁifarﬁ methodology was based on the

widely accepted principles then being used by the national need
analysris services. 1In general, the methodology is concerned with
the measurement of total student resoirces that would be availablz
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Since a self-supporting student, by definition, must provide
tﬁé_abadéﬁié year; it is necessary to measuré the resources avaii-
able to the student based on the estimated income during the summer
months and the traditional academic year periods

The national Financial need analysis systems had from their

A

an obligation to assuie a responsibility for a portion of the

cost of the education. In the dependent student model of the

uniform methodology, this obligation is reflected through a syste-
matic expectation of contribution from a sStudent’s employment
income during the .summer period prior to the academic year: A

. (o}
dent student model to refiect a similar obligation: The mere fact
of independence does not lessen the studeiit’s obligation to con-

tribute toward his or her educational costs. On the contrary,
it should increase the obligation. The uniform methodology cur=
rently provides Ffor the following self-help expectation im the

independent model:
Prefreshman (first year). $500
Presophomore (second year) 600
Prejunior (third year) 700
Presenior (fourth year) 700

A $700 E%péctétibﬁ from summer earnings also is used whein the

i

Student is pursuing post—baccalaureate studies:
!

.
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The uniform methodology currently utilizes the concept of "availabie

income in its procedures for measuring the rfsources avuilable to
the self-supporting student. Available income is defined as that
incoie ‘available to the student for meeting living and educational

costs after allowances have been made against the total estimated

1: U: S: income and FICA taxes

2. State income tax

3. En;loyment allowance (if appropriate)

An allowance is made for federal income and FICA taxes because
thece taxes are mandatory:and will vary depending on the amount of
income earned:and the number of employed persons within the family

unit. For estimates of the federal tax payment, a standard income

2

tax is 'c'diﬂ'p’iitéai assuming the appropriate standard deduction and
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number of exemptions in the family unit. The estimated social
security taxes are developed by multiplying the applicaﬁt s and‘
spouse s (if appropriate) income from wages, salaries, and tips by
the currént FICA tax (5:85 percent) to a maximum allowance of $965
for each working parent.
At the present time; an institutional option employment allow=

ance is made in the uniform methodology for a student whose H.asband

or wife is employed: Similar to the dependent model allowance,

the épprépriaté adjustment is best ﬁaﬁdléa through the budget side
rather than as a flat allowance against available resources: After
allowing for federal taxes; the remiaining taxable income is added
to the appiicant’s other nontaxable income, resoucces and benefifs.
The total is the available income to Eéét;tﬁé student’s living and

The calculation of the availablé iticomé for the academic year
in the independéﬁt student methodology can be illustrated as
follows:

Applicant s estimated wages, salaries, and tipé (but not

less than minimum self-help expectation)

+ Spouse’s estimated wages, salaries; and tips

= Total taxable income for computation purposes

-'U. S. income taxes to be paid

- ?ICA taxes to be: paid

Employment allowance (1f a selected aptiaﬁj

+ Other nontaxable income and Béﬁéfits

- .';"o-i“i ahlo 'ii'i'l‘i'ii'i'ib ) . PR
. ~ I
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Self-Supporting Student’s Contribution from Assets

[

Since assets also contribute to the financial strength of the appli-

ability to pay for postSéecondary education. The uniform methodology
ascumes that students who are self-supporting and who have sub=

expenditure that they can make. Therefore, the uniform methodology
expects - & single self-supperting student to commit a significant

portion of his or her assets to help ﬁéét educational and basic

living expenses. For students who éié\%laéf; it is important; to

dents follows che same procedure in arriving at the contribution
from assets as does the uniform methodology for dependent students.

Calculation of this income supplement in the uniform fiethod-
ology can be illustrated as follows:

Hote equity

+

Net value of investments and other real estate

+ Total cash; checking; and savings accounts
+ Adjusted net worth of business/farm

. = Other debts (excluding education and consumer debts)

= Net worth for computation

- Asset exclusion allowance

Discretionary net worth

Asset taxation rate

w

ll.'l_
O
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cant; 1is incorporated in the case of inHependent students: This
aiiovance is simiiar in concept to the asset protection allowance
used in determining the incotie flow Supplement from parental assets
in the dependen: model of the uniform methodology. For independent

currently incorporated: " -

Table 7: Asset Protection Allowance

o Two 'or more - o
____Age Persons One Person
25 or less | $ 0 ' $ 0
26 , 830 f 420
27 : 1,450 - 730
28 - - 2,080 1,040
29 2,700 1, 350
30 3,320 1,660
31 - 3,950 . 1,980
32 . 4,570 i 2;290
33 - 5;260 'é,eoo
34 5,820 2,910

-35 o 6,440 3,220
36 7,070° 3,540
37 7,690 . 3,850
38 8,310 4,160
39 8,940 4,470
40 or above 9,560 4,780

:1: P -
o 5



Inasmuch as the asset protection allowance provides for a
decreasing share of the asseis to be considered discretionary net

worth; a uniform asset taxation rate of 35 percent is applied in the.

The income supplement, thus derived, is then added to the
self-supporting student’s available income to equal the Madjusted

available resources."

National Budget Standard

consumption portion of the stiudent’s expenses must be provided inm

dard; the Independent Student, K Allowance (ISA), Bé;éé:ci on the _Iiéfﬁ BLS
low budget Level consumption sxperditures updated: by changes in the
CPI afid adjusted for agé and family size differencess '

The IS4 represents an average of basic expenses, at the BLS
low-budget standard, r’e’qui%’e’d by the éﬁp’ii’céﬁt and/or his or her
family for a }2-month period. In 1967 BLS low-budget eaﬁéﬁﬁﬁtiaﬁ
égpéﬁaitﬁrés; adjusted for estimated changes in the CPI Efxfdughv

December; 1977, and appropriate family characteristics using the

BLS equivalency scales are as follows: v
N Vi‘“ ; a »

1

~r Ly
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Table 8: Independent Student Allowances

~ Family Size , . Age of Head
(Including App )  Under 35 over 35

1 ' $3,510  § 3,610
2 g0 6,530
3 a0 - 8,130
4 C 7,43 10,110
5. | 9, 440 11,850
6 | 11,140 13,860

Each additional N
deperideiit : .+ - ¥1,000 +1;200

ology are natipmal averages based on the BLS standards: In those

cases where institutions i‘i_é"ié tiéVéidpéti appropriate budgets ‘for

- - Y - - - L . R, _ _——— - -
independent students reflecting local conditions and norms;, such

budgets should be used in lieu of the appropriate ISA.

¥

The difference between the ISA or the appropriate institutional

budget and the adjusted available resource ‘equals the students comn-
tribution available to meet out-of-pocket direct educational costs

for tuition, fees, books; and supplies and from which estimates of

the applicant’s fimancial needs are measured:

#
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ABSTRACTS OF SELECTED STUDIES RELATED TO FINANCING
ADULTS IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

h\«-
ks




Bishop, J., and Van Dyk; J: ‘Can Adult ”—College' 'Séﬁe'
Determinants of Adult College Attendance. Madison, Wi.: University

of Wisconsin Institute for Research’on Poverty; 1975.

A discussion paper prepared under a grant from the Sloam =

education finance, this repor: _aéécrisés a re-analysis of 1970 _
Census data to deteriiine factors which ;1ﬁfiuénéed participation
in "postsecondary éducatidﬁ by individuals over 25 years dfi agé
living in ﬁetidﬁdlitaﬁ areas (defined by the Department of Labor
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas).

Beiné a Vietnam veteran trip’ie'ci the liklihood of a male’s
attending college. Age; sex, niiiﬁBef of Eﬁi'i:&ien;‘incnme and ocous
pation also played important roles in deternining attendance,
As might be expected, establishment of-a low-cost ﬁnéiié community
college in a SMSA also ‘had a significant impact on attendan'cé

by adults. The study did naE'i&éntify any characteristics of

public four—year coileges which would comparably influence adult

attendance. ‘ : o ‘ 2

The study comncluded that aanlté‘afé.ﬁaét responsive to changes
ip the level of tuition. It suggested that federal support for low
or no .tuition wéaia result in larger incréa§é§ in attendance by

[
Moo
&
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Brici; M. S. A Study of the Financial Support Sources Utilized by
Part- and Full-Time Students Enrolled in Associate Degree Programss
Bioomington, Ind.: Indiana University, 1972.

This dissertation attempted' to determine the extent to which

full-time or part-time attendance at two public 'Vo-téch institutes
was related to sources of financial support.
: hE . - |
The researcher surveyed 503 students in 1970-71 and compared

responses of full-and part-time students: It was found that part-
time students; if they are 22 years of age or older, had to rely on

income support sources almost to th? exclusions of other support

o S
sources. More part-time students . than full-time students - used

full-time employment and work-study assistance for financial support

i o L L - S l o= - T by P
in achieving their educational objectives. More full-time students
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Carp, A:, Peterson, R. and Roelfs, P. Learning Interests and

Experiences of Adult Americans. Berkeley, Ca.: Educational Testing
Service, 1973. :

A report on a survey of a nationally representative sample of
adult learners and _would—be learriers in iéii.' "Learners" were

survey. "Would-be Leérneré" were those who iaaicate’a they wanted
to péftiéipéﬁé in a learning activity. 1
~ / 3
Learners were equally apportioned ‘among mdn and women and were
‘-"

just slightly more likely to be White ratheE Ehan.Black. Bper‘?é
percent were married and 78 percent were 25 years of age or older.

Eighty percent had completed high school and/or some posteecondary

training; About one—fifth were employed in sales/clerical occup‘

percent were employed in unskilled or semi—skilled occupationé, and

the remalnder were hoosewives: Learners were slightly more likely
B

‘areass. While only 74 percent of the respondents lived in urban

areas; BI’percent of tﬁe 1é5£ﬁé€§~§éfé from tﬁese areas.

" high school 1eve1); 14 percent had téken‘courses related to personal

development; e:g:, investments, physical fitne public speaking;
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Onty 17 percent of the learners received their instruction at
postsecondary institutions. The others received instruction at home
(17 perceit), on-the-job (13 5é§ééﬁ§); at high schools (9 percent);
~1iBféfié§; Bﬁéines§ sites, and community centers. Of the adults
' Eéééi&ing instruction at postsgcondarf' institutions, 35-v§ércent
received it ét-tﬁdiyééi éélléééé# 35 ﬁéfééﬁt at four-year colleges,

at graduate schoclss

‘Over four out of ten (46 percent) of the learners spend five or

more hours a week in iInstfuctional activities, a third spent from
v ’ IS .

two to four hours,/and the remaining one-fifth spent less than two |

hours a week. xéiﬁr four out of ten learners (42 percent) paid for

their own iﬁéttﬁ?tidﬁ. A third had taken free courses, and a fifth

had had égﬁéﬁééé/ﬁéia for by an employers:

Among would-be learners; costs (53 percent), not enough time '

responsibilities (32 percent), and job responsibilities (8 Percent)

and the amount of time required to complete programs (21 percent)

were the most frequently mentioned barrier to taking instructiomns.

kS
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Committee on the Financing of Higher Education for Adult Students.

Financing Part-Time Students: The 'New MaJority in Postsecondary~b

Education, Washington, D: C:: American Council on Education, 1974.

An examination of the charactéristics of part-time students;
their patterns of enrollment in postsecondary education; and the

ways in which they finance their education: Four major policy
issues aze discussed: that of pfoviding equity for part—time
étﬁaéﬁté with full—time students; that df.prdviaing equity between

- students in collegiate :and non—collegiate institutions, that of

- including part-time students in program pians for financing higher

education; and; that of developing a strategy for providing assis—
tance to all postsecondary students.
' The study staff estim ced that, in 1972, 15.7 million students

were enrolled in some form of instruction on a part-time basis:

Of these students; 2.2 million were enrolled at high schools, 1.4

miliion were enrolled . at private vocational tfré'cié; or business

schools, - 2:6 millicn were é'n'r'o'llé'd in étii'p'lo'yéf instructional pro-’

gfané, 2.0 miiiibn were enrolled in community organizations pro—

‘grams,; 5.9 tiiillion were enroiied in colleges, and the remainder

[

‘s,ources; 7.4 percent frorn 'p'rivat'e org'anizations, and 4.6 p’ér'cé_'nt

received support from other sources.

4

|
~oal

q




The study reported that part-time students were charged higher

per credit hour rates of tuition at 59 perceit of the four-year
colleges than full-time students.

It was reported that part-time students are the recipients of

v



English, R. J. Financial Need and Other Characteristics of the

Part-Time Undergraduate Student in Selected - Colleges and Univer-
sities in Tilinois. DekKalb, Il.: Northern Illinois University,

1925:

giuaéﬁts iﬁ'iéiéfiéﬁ to Eﬁéif sex, marital status, age, and type of
iﬁé&iﬁﬁfiaﬁ attended with an emphasis ofi their financial status and
ti'e'e'ds;; |

The é,éib.'stijégﬁfé surveyed were enrolled .at nine cbiiégéé, 66
percent at public colleges and 64 percent ét‘ tt;m:yééi colleges. The
typical student attended on a sart—time basis for financial Eéésaﬁs
and héa been a full-time student in the past. . His ﬁfiaéfy motiva-
tiod to étté_ﬁ'ci was to receive vocationmat or joB-reiatsa training to
iﬁttéésé his income:

Tﬁé typical student has an annual income of between $6,; 000 and
$8,000. H° did not own a home but had savings of $2 041: He ;as
married, about 2§ years old; and had 2:05 dependents. He paid for
his own education éiﬁéﬁééé‘ﬁﬁi&ﬁ a&efagea §576 per yzars ﬁétaééﬁ
38 and 85 percent of the students (depending on their ‘amily marital

)

-z

o

The typical student attended cl 8Sés two da ays a week primarily

after 5:00 p.m. When not attending classes; the typical student
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On the basis of the survey data, and statewide enrollument

data, it was estimated that between $7.4 million and $16.2 millionm

aid program to meet the needs of part-time studeats:

]
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ﬁaﬁiitdﬁ, i. B. ?@E,?hird Gentury' Postseccnda;y ‘Planning for the
Non-Traditional Learner; A Regprt Prepared—£or4£hegﬂigher—Edaeatieﬂ
Feciirries Commission of the State of lowa. Princeton; N.J.:

Goiiege Entrarce Examination Board, ,Educational Testing Service,
1976: -

education opportunities”for persons mctivated‘tbﬁard further étudy
but unable to take aévaﬁrage of conventional delivery é?étéﬁéldf
pcétéeCGﬁdér? education.
It was found that less than nine percent of the adults were
, . ‘

enrolled in postsecondary education: Of these students, 52 percent

‘were enrpiiedfﬁt cbmmuﬁity—éreé caiiégés5 36 percent were enrolled

private iﬁétitﬁ;&dﬁé. There were more iiﬁéi§ to be women than mem,

N S e :
66 percent as.compared to 34 percent. Over 81 percent were 25 yeadrs

of age or older,, 42 percent being 35 years of age or older. Their

median ihcome was $13,226. Over four out of ten were employed in

\

professional or managerial occupations, 33 percent were eﬁ§16§é8 in
technical/skriied 1abor occupations; and 22 perceﬁt:ﬁere eﬁpibyed'es
operators, 1aborers, or service personnel. Ail bt two percent had
some high school postsecondary education. Over 80 percent were from

metropolitan éreéé.

2

About one—fourth of the students were enrolled in education or

‘Bésic educatﬁbn courses, 22 percent were eﬁrblléd in liberal arts

o

courses, 15 percent were enrolled im professional courses, é.g.;;

nursing, law, 1ibrary science; 18 percent were. in business and

=N
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- ;

management courses; 11 percent were in technical courses, 6 percent
were in agriculture courses,” and the remainder were enrovlled in

Over seven out of ten (71 percent) devoted five or more hours
per week to learning activites. The median amount of time spent was

g
-~

eleven ﬁdugé per week. Over half the students (51 percent) spent
less than $100 on their - instructional costs: Of those spending

more, the median expenditure was $600. Only about 9 percent of the
o B . 5 ey i
enrolled students received some tuition aid toward educational costs

© celved costs as a major barrier, 45 percent sald home responsi-
bilities were a problem; 28 percent saw job responsibilities as
a problem; and 23 percent had child care problems to surmount.
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Hefferlin, JB. L., Peterson, R./E. Roelfs, P: California’s Need

for Postsecondary Alternatives: Berkeley Ca.. Educational Testing
Service, 1975¢_ % RSt

vy

Study assesses the present &éﬁénd of adults for postsecondary

education, the potential interest- in further education, and the

About 13 percent of the state’ adults were enrolled in some

form of poétéecondéry education in 1974-75. ﬁbout one-fourth were

cofitinuing their studies through some sehool or college. Abaur

two-thirds of the ﬁaEE-Eime p'ostse'c'o'n'déry students were 30 years 6f

age or older: They were more 1ikély to be women and men; 55 5&;6&5&

as compared to 45 percent. They were slightly more iiEéLi/Ehan
/

full-time students to be White, 87 percent as compared to 83 per—

cent. Over 95 percent had earned at least a high school diploma._

were employed as sales or clerical personnei'; Their median family
inéoﬁé G&é $14, 230, with only 10.1 percent having incomes below
$7,000 and 45:3 percent having incomes of $15;000 or more.

Of the part-time students enrolled in postsecondary education,
‘half were enrolled in community colleges, 33 percent were enrclled
in four-year colleges, and the remainder were enrolled private
vocation;fbusiness;;or technical écnooié.

Potential California learners 'w"e"re' ;B’dii'f equatly éppéiiio_nea

aiiong men and women. About 60 percent were 30 ‘years of age or




order. Their median income was slightly less than that of current
learners; $13;360 as compared to $14,230. Almost half the potential
learners (47 percent) are iﬁ:i:'e'réétéa ifi Vocational sﬁBjéééé, 27
péféeng'are interested in genmeral education, 13 percent in hobbies
arid recreation,; 6 percent iﬁ home and family living courses, dnd
the féﬁéiﬁaéf in a variety of topics.

The Q.Eiﬁiz}iy barriers to further study identified by potential

~adult learners were: homie responsibilities (important to 37 per-
cent), costs of courses(33 percent), job respansibilities (27

percent); classes not scheduled when attendance is possible (24

N

cenit) and child care needs (14 percent)s

1-»'\
VR

s‘\ |
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Nolfi, G. J., Jr. angiyelson, V. I Strengtl 7“’Alternative

Postsecondary Education System._ACeatinuiag—aﬂd Part>=Time Study

in Massachusetts, Vol: 1; eport and Recommen ations.
Cambridge; Mass.. University Consultants; Inc.; 1973. \

struction: The study focusea'bn the structure aﬁa function of &he

-s-zyv

seling, instructicnal and financial needs, and on the role of the

- Massachusetts Open University in providing services to the target

clientele. i

not those of part-time or ‘adiilt students are described. eﬁzifziéier-
istics of the former include the following: Two-thirds are men.
The primary reason for étEéﬁ&éﬁéé is job advancement. They are
representative of the, racial-ethnic composition of the adult
population in the state. Student cﬁaractétiétiéé do not vary by
pubiic;cr private cciiégé attendance. Costs are not a significant

factor id the stcfants déciéiéné to enroll in continuing ‘education.

Costs per course are low, frcm $50 to $150 per course, and many
students are reimbursed by veterans or teachers vouchers or by

employers.

Over half the men are between ages 25 and 35, _Aitﬁaugﬁ 82 per—

cent have previcusly attended pbatéeccndary institutions, only 59

L,
-~ lj:
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percent have a postsecondary degree: Over half the men (53 percent)
earn over $10,000 a year. About 61 percent of the women are over.25

years of age. They are more likely than men to be single and iess

likely to have children. Their educational training is similar to

However, when their husband’s irncomes are considered, half live

in homes with incomes of $10,000 or more.

Men are likely to be éﬁfailéa in business {23 percent); pro-
fessional courses (27 percent), or regular academic subjects (25
percent) . Women are likely to be enrolled in social or cbmﬁﬁﬁity

were demonstrated for continuing education students, recommended

that they receive educational vouchers or tax credits as a weans

‘of financing their educations.

~
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Voda, F. A. Relation of Attendance Patterss of Financial Aid

Applicants to Financial A4d Practices in Selected Illinois Junior

Community Colleges. Columbia, Mo.: University of Missouri, 1973.

& dissertation which examined the relationship of ‘total
Eamiiy contributions financial need, and aid Gfééréa and awarded
and fyll-time; part-time; and drop-out/fc 5how .attendance patterns
at 20 community colleges. N |

the three éttéﬁdaﬁéé patterns: Students in part-tiie attendance
at all 20 colleges showed significantly higher apg%gfiaasé need
than full-time or drop-out/no show students. Data From four
cotleges indicated that full=tditie students received éignificaﬁtii'
greater aid offers than part-time students:  The critical dif-
ferenice related to attendance patterns appéars to be the degree
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Educationai Teattng Service
Study of

. for Aﬂuits in Postsecondary Education

Model 1 -- The current independentwatndent consensus methodology

treatment using "low standard" independent student
allowances. \

J

Model 2 -- The current independent | student consensus methodology
v treatment but snhstituting "moderate standard" -inde-

; pendent student allowances. .

“
¥ o

Model 3 == The current treatment of parental income and assets

under the consensus methodology.

Model 4 —~ The current treatment of parental income and assets
under the Basic Grant Family Contribution Schedules

Model 5 == The current independent student Basic Gramt Family-
€ontribution Sohedule calculation.

o
[}
!

. Contribution Schedule but substituting "moderate stan-
dard” independent student allowances.

Model The curreﬁtlindepEﬁdent student Basic Granmt Family

- - o o L ';7 . ﬁ .»7 R o B o R
The'aaﬁﬁle used ‘for the simuiations reported on the following

, filed the Financial Aid Form with the College Schoiarship Service

during the 1976-77' procéssing year (generaiiy for awards in the

1977- 78 academic year). It included 5, 000 randomiy selected

_ o
N

independent students over 25 years of age. .

sample was drawn from the pOpuiation of aduits who (1) are in or are
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planning to enter postsecondary education and (2) submitted applica—

reflect the costs of living for the student and his/her family.
In these simulations that independent student allowance has been
used as an offset against income: 'The contributions reported here,
1f positive, represent the amount that the studént and family ¢duid
cogtributé'ta offget “the direct costs of education. If negative;
tﬁéy represent the amount of living expenses which aaaiafféqaifé

subsidy in addition to the direct costs of education.
'Finally, it should be noted that the independent student

allowance is only an approximation of the actual living costs

and some institutions while too low for otherss

R
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- Model i o
Mean Contribution by Income Level
and Family Size

‘Total Twelve-Month  ------- Family Members (Including Student) ==-—-
Academic Year Income : 1 2 . —3  — 4 5 or More

Under $1,000 (§3,076) ($4,483) ($5,877) ($6,875) (39,473)
$1,000 to $1;999 (1,697) ' (3,036) (4;298)  (6,053)  (8,700)
$2,000 to $2,999 (608)  (2,121)  (3,706)  (4,615)  (8,49%)
$3,000 to $3,999 226 . (1,031) (2,827) (3,939)  (6,399)
éaiééﬁ.ta $4,999 1,376 (266) (1,508)  (2;856)  (5;608)
$5,000 to $5,999 ©  .2,279 811 -~ (A1) (2;024)  (5;805)
$6,000 to $6,999 3,495 - 1,072 (94)  (1;305)  (4,512)

$7,000 to $7,999 - 4;348 2,287 1,369 (634)  (2,954)
~ $8,000 to $8;999 4; 260 2,911 1,696 . 270 (2,843)
$9,000 to $9,999 . 5,097 3,154 2,804 1,351 (933)

$10,000 to $10,999 6,471 4,490 . 2,884 2,735 (883)
© $11,000 to $11,999 5,883 5,430 - 4,341 2,954 380

$12,000 to $12,999 7,956 5,772 45522 ' 5,355 893

$13,000 to $13,999 8,008 6,510 5,307  4;257 2,860

$14,000 and above 13,639 10,637 8,746 9,771 7,870

- ﬁ-u'\
D
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B B  Model 2 o
Mean Contribution by Income Level
and Family Size -

Total Twelve-Month .  =-=—-—- Family Members (Including Studefit) =-——-—-
Academic Year Income 1 ') 3 —— 4 S5 or Mere

Under $1,000 ($4,311)  ($6,510) ($8,274) (§9,480) ($13,;435):

$1,000 to $1,999 €2;931)  (5,062) (6;660) (8;730)  (12;798)
$2,000 to $2,999 (1;843)  (4;130)  (6;156) (7,133)  (12,633)
§3,000 o $3;999 (1,010)  (3,037)  (5,210)  (6,552)  (10,345)
;$&}bbb'tc,$4,§§§’ 139 (2,247) ié,éééj ©(5,479) (9, 798)
$5,000 to $5,999 1,023 (1;170)  (2;421)  (4;569)  (9;919),
| $6,000 £ §6,999 2,251 (946)  (2;486) (3,825)  (8,627)
§7,000 to $7;999 3,108 296 (1,031) (3,195)  (6,884)
$8,000 to $8,999 2,959 907 (736) * (2,238)  (6,983)
$9,000 to $9,999 3,796 1,165 459 (1,168)  (4;936)

$10;000 to $10;999 5,142 2,477 527 134 (5,165)
$11,000 to $11;999 4,757 3,468 1,966 40  (3,709)

$12,000 to $12,999. 6,708 3,745 2,189 2,760 (3,207)
$13,000 to $13,999 6,771 4,502 - 2,935 1,605  (1,192)

'$14,000 and above 12,157 8,578 . 7,343 7,206 3,672
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- Model 3 _
Mean Conitribiition by Income Level
and Family Size

Total Twelve-Month  ==---- Family Members (Including Student) B
Aeademic Year Income 1 2 3 4 5 or More

Under $1,000 ($645)  ($956) é$152275 (51,382) (31;9265'
S1,000 €0 $13998  (330)  (609)  (869) (1,243  (1,756)
$2,000 to §2,999 a1 @1 (49 (910)  (1,833)
$3,00 €0 §3,999 95 () (I (73 (1,309
$4,;000 to $4,999 | 380 M 2es) (523)  (1,083)
$5,000 to $5,999 584 . 288 . 157 (363) - (1,268)
©$6,000 to $6,999 00 28 4 208  (918)

©$7,000 to $7,999 1,082 588 - 451 . (66) - (562)
$8,000 o $8;999 999 723 485 105 (539)
$9,000 to $9,999 . 1,227 731 727 374 (62)
$10,000 to $10,999 1,638 1,104 © eeh 80 (26)

© $11,000 to $11,999 1,408 1,397 1,094 759 269
$12,000 to $12,999 2,039 1,397 1,069 1;514 411
$13,000 to $13,999 2,037 1,585 1,262° 1,048 . 924

$14,000 and above 43451 3;145 2,814 2,855 2, 355

4l
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-‘ Model ﬁ N

and_Family Size

} fbtai'Twélﬁéfﬁéggﬁig ———— Famiiy Members (Including Student) ----
Academic .-Year Income 1 2 .3 44444¢447 5 or More
Under $1,000 ($578)  ($862) ($1,099) ($1 223) ($1,708)
$1,000 to $1,999 (289) (540) . (770) (1,108)  (1,557)
$2,000 to $2,999 (56) - (369) (663) (800)  (1;657)
§3,000 to $3;999 95 (133)  (529)  (678) (1,165)
$4,000 to §4,999° 365 7 (222) (448)  (946)
$5,000 to $5,999 ss2 289 185 (309)  (1;151)
$6,000 to $6;999 " 852 268 57 (169) (816)
$7,000 to $7,999 1,026 556 448 . (42) - (488)
§8,000 to $8,999 920 &7 4869 107 (469)
$9,000 to $9,999 1,147 674 ° 689 360 (20)
SiO 000 to SJ:G 999 1,546 1,032 611 789 22
$11,000 to $11,999 1,322 1,228 1,030 717 291

. $12,000 to $12,999 1,937 1,309 989 1,462 428
$13,000to $13,999 1,928 1,49 - 1,168 981 914
514,000 and above 3,770 2,773 2,509 2,592 2,iil
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B ) "’ Model 5 -
Mean Contribution by Income Level ; .
' and Family Size : -

Total Twelve=Month . <------ Family Members (Including Student) ------
Academic Year Income .= 1 —2 3 4 S _or More

Under $1,000 (52,330) (52,067). ($2,381) ($2,811) ($3,864)

51,000 to $1,999  (1;388) (1,377) (1,755) (2,462)

$2,000 to $2;999 (624)  (1,006)  (1,514)  (1;195)  (3;414)
$3,000 o §3,999 2 (506)  (1,145)  (1,619)  (2,606)
$4,000 to $4,999 747 (171) (635)  (1,192) (2,313)
$5,000 to $5,999 - 1,342 - 260 (94) (848) (2, 326)
$6,000 to $6,999 2,046 4646 (60) - (559) © (i,839)
.$7,000 t6.$7;§99 2,620 1,017 | 478 (287)  (1,223)
$8,000 to 98,999 2,857 1,297 627 87 (1,177)
© $9,000 to $9,999 3,25 1,497 1,070, 504 (440)
$10,000 o $10,999 3,868 2,067 1,140 887 (433)
'$11,000 to $i1{§§§ 3,866 2,540 1,671 1,131 66

$12,000 to $12,999 5,031 2,766 - 1,776 1,986 260

$13,000 to $13,999 5,272 3,106 2,086 1,654 1,007

$14,000 and above 7,220 4,991 3,797 3,753 3,011




. ______ Model 6 o
Mean Contribution by Income Level
and Family Size

Total Twelve-Month  ------= Family Members (Including Student) ———-—-

. Academic Year Income _ 1 2 3 4 5 or More

Under $1;000 (33;226) (52;989) ($3;340) ($3;853) ($5; 449)
$1,000 to $1,999 - (2,297)  (2,274)  (2,700) (3,534)  (5,192)
$2,000" ts $2,999 (1,528)  (1;914) (2,494)  (2,902)  (5,082)
$3,000 to $3;999 (873) éi;sgz) © (2,099)  (2,665)  (4,184)
$4,000 to $4,999 (136)  (1,084) (1,586) (2,241)  (3,989)

$5,000 to $5,999 483 (691)  (1,046)  (1,866)  (3,972)
$6,000 to $6,999 1,183 (493)  (1,025) (1,567)  (3,485)
$7,000 to $7,999 1,768 42 (482)  (1;312)  (2;795)
$8,000 o $8,999 2,857 42 (366 (916)  (2,833)
$9,000 to $9,999 2,401 524 132 (503)  (2,041)
$10,000 to $107999 3,00 1,077 - 197 (43)  (2,145)
$11,000 to $11;999 3,055 1,574 721 113 (1;570)
$12,000 £o §12;999 4,185 . 1,713 843 948  (1;382)
$13;000 to $13,999 4,426 2,119 1,137 59 (614)

~ $14,000 and above 6,422 3,979 2,836 2,727 1,332
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Mean Contribution by Income Level

Alternative Contribution Calculation Models

Total Twelve-Month S

Academic Year Income . > 1 _ 2 3 & .5 6

Under $1,000 ($3;512)  ($4;943) ($735) ($659) (§2;346) (§3;262)

$1,000 to $1,999 (2;172)  (3,625)  (429) (377) (igiéi) (2,384)

$2,000 to $2,999 (1,110)  (2,552) - (187) (156} (773)  (1,695)

$3,000 to $3,999 (530) (2,084)  (67)  (48) (278)  (1,198)

$4,000 to $4,999 234 (1;464) 127 135 192 (743)
$5,000 to $5,999 573 . (1,334) 219 222 %9 (564)
$6,000 to $6,999 1,068 - (958) 323 317 684 (314)
$7,000 to $7,999 2,089 . 69 570 546, 1,148 163

$8,000 to $8,999 1,716 (596) 454 432 950  (95)

$9,000 to $9,999 2,847 854 711 669 1,503 - 483
$10,000 to $10;999 3,479 1,106 904 857 1,657 | 595
'$11,000 to $11,999 4,123 1,762 1,035 974 1,875 836
$12,000 to $12,999 52 2,920 L,3%2 L2713 2402 1,13
$13,000 to $13,999 5,600 2,912 1,366 1,292 2,532 1,432

$14,000 and above 9,85 7,136 2,937 2,608 4,198 3,043
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