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1. Introduction

Th1s paper is an 1nqu1ry into the second of the approximately 25 indicators to be
examined in ,the Higher Education Indicators project supported by the Nat10na1
Institute of Education (NIE). The first.study dealt with college-going costs:
tuition and fees, room and board, books and'supplies, transportation, and other
expenses. nThis second study considers the other side of the proB]em: how students
(or students and their families) finance these costs. 1 |
- The background for this paper--as for many other studies in the IndicatdrS'

series--relates closely to the Co]]ege-Going Cost Study: prices for postsecondary»
~attendance appears to have. risen sharp]y in'reeent years and no let up is anticipated;
fmn11y d1scret1onary 1ncomes (resourEes remaining after normal 1iving expenses are
met ) are increasing at a slower rate than postsecondary prices, the result is that

parents are ‘presumed to be ]ess able (and in many cases less W1]11ng) to conLr1bute to
their‘cnildren'a postseqondary education. Recent stud1es suggest that among
student-aid app]ieants, both anticipated and actua],(reported after the fact) family
contributions decrease yearly. Loss of postsecondary opportuntty, therefore, can be

expected to increase.’

But do not postsecondary.students find ways of meeting higher costs? If so, how

: . . R . ) ! : .
have these ways of financing angedv1n recent years? How ¢an assessments be made? A

search for answers to these qu tions has prompted th1s study—-to compose a sens1t1ve
and accurate measure of hdyg/gver t1me students have met their postsecondary

education expenses.

For the purposes of publlc p011cy, it-is 1mportant to know to what extent r151ng
fpostsecondary prices resuIt in 1ncreased student emp1oyment borrowing, pub11c

subs1d1e$ family contributicns, and other actiens or ass1stance It is also
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important to know how these requirements vary by type of student and nstitution. 1If
any of these categories of student support decline, what substitution is made to
compensate?—-What periodic public policy changes are required to meet public policy

goals? Or, in light of changes in student financing, should those goals themselues be

altered?

More particularly, indicators are needed that show the relative shares of
expenses p;id by students and others and how these shares have shifted ove& time. The
need“takes several forms. For examrle, to what extent, if at all, have parents‘
‘sh1fted the f1nanc1ng burden to the:ir th\]dren7 Hou does this shift, if it exists,

' 1mpact on students' calculus as to the1r pf1vate rate of return? What is the 11ke1y
impact on soc1a] returns? How are overa]l enrollment rates be1ng affected? How are
enro]]ment rates in particular types of institutions changed--part1cu1ar]y the cho1ce
. between pub]1c and private 1n§t1tut|n4L? What student shifts are ev1dent in various
curricula within instttetions, and in 1@ student's choice of full-time versus
.partetime‘attendance? .an these changes be tied to changes in support? To what extent
has the student'srattentibn shifted‘from 1ist prices to net prices? . inally, whet'

impact has this shift had on attendance patterns?

Ultimately, a change-in the;socia] order ma; be the result of these trends.. The
reader will be left to his own means in addressing this and dther questions. Do
student aid subsidies act as ﬁncent1ves to.alter 1ongstand1ng family re]at1onsh1ps7

For example, w111 the tendency for many >out% to maintain c]ose family -ties change7_
Does’ the ava1]ab111ty of student loans break the chain of 1ntergenerat1ona] transfer
'_whereby the present student generat1on rece1ves fjnancial support from the prev1ous
generat1on and in turn supoorts the hlgher edutac1on of the next qenerat1on7 In

' o ?
‘short, has. government assumed the traditional finan c1a1ﬁrgl of parents Are )outh



left to assume a good part of the remainder? Is the pattern soon to be revised once

again? There may be 1mportant secondary, social impacts that have not yet surfaced,
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2. Conceptuaifzing Student Financing

The conceptual -issue basic to this study concerns the process of student or student
and family decisionmaking. Assume that ‘student cest 1s a given. For each student,
there is a hypothetical starting point, that is a specified (though not identical)

cost of education.

This avoids enormous prob]ems that are beyond the purview of this study. )We
assume that a given student arr1ves at a g1ven campus with a given cost or expensex”
budget. Our task then is to determ1ne how th1s cost is met. If we were to begin with
a student who is st111 at the stage of selecting from among 1nst1tut10ns -each with
its own costs, then we have several student flnanC|ng configurations to be considered.
This contingency is beyond our purpose. Instead, we assume that the-Student Cost
- Series delivers a set of cost figures; we“determine how those costs are,met. This is

.

our assignment. and purpose.

The task then becomes to determ1ne from among the. ava11ab1e choices, which
financing options--and the amountsdof each--will be selected by g1ven students or by
the students and their families« (Both dec1s1onmak1ng units must be considered
‘because both exist in rea]ity. For example, one would expect that 1ega]]y c]ass1f1ed
independent students would Ye more likely to make their own student-financing
decisions than would dependent students.) The process is similer, conceptually, to
student dec1s10nmak1ng models formu1ated over the past decade. These models were

constructed to identify the order of factors cons1dered in deciding whether to enroll
(access)‘ and where to enroll (cho1ce) (for example, Kohn, Manski, and Mundel : 1972
_Sp1es 1973 Hoenack 1967 ; Corazzini, et al 1972 ) of course, it should be.noted
"that not all student- f1nanc1ng decisions are free cho1ces The choice to work assumes

available jobs. The choice to increase family contributions assumes additional family

financial cdpagility. “The cnoice to select an additional aid instrument assumes that

o
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the studed& and not the institution composes aid packages--an assumption that clearly

often is unrealistic,

B a o

Economic man makes decisions or selections that will provide the greatest
satisfaction from his porchases. Potential students deciding whether to attend
college and determining the kind of institution to attend, usually make the decision
" partly on human capital consideration. Does college attendance produce the best
"return 1n,comparison to a]ternat1ve investments? Considering personal tastes or
preferences, and taking into account various consumpticn benefits, what kind of
co]1ege will yield the.greateét return? In other words, one assumes that potential
students generally make rational, economic deciéions, though other factors impact on

‘the decision as well. 2 Indeed, one could argue even at “this stage for a less

confining decisionmaking model, such as Simon's Model of Ratiohal Choice. (Simon 1955)

The economic man and human capitdl models probably cease to be of major utility
once the decision to attend is made. Students usually select a fairly small group of
s1m11ar institutions first. 3 At the point of making a final se]ect1on from among .
_this group'of institutions, the more flexible rat1ona1 choice mode] is most -
appropr1ate. The potential student chooses the 1nst1tut1on with the.lowest net price.
The rate of return issue has for the most part, already been settled by reducing the
| institutional choices to a small group. In a sense, at the 1nst1tut1on-se1ect1on
etage,'the economic man and\the'homan capital constructs could be said still to apply
because the 1owest net price, other th1ngs being equal, will yield the highest rate of
' return. It seems unlikely, however, that at this stage the student's thinking goes
. beyond the net-price con51derat1r" because the more fundamenta] dec1s1ons bear1ng on

the rate of return were made much Cer.,



‘When the student or the student and his family organize their resources to pay
for college, they will try, within the limits of their social, familial, and va]ue“
. structures, to select those plans that will provide the lowest possible net price. 4
That is, the decisionmaker, for example, may choose--due to debt avoidance values--not
to borrow, or may avold accepting family assistance that would increase dependence.
In short, the ideal net price reduction vehicle is the one for which there is little

or no oufﬁay of money on the student's part in exchange for his education.

- In short, the favored choice'w1]1 be to gain a resource at little or no cost
(what is yieided to obtain something of value). For students there are, in varying
degrees, some free or nearly free lunches to be had., Possible amcng these are family
support if those family resources are indeed independent of the student's own
resources; 5 work that has high human capital investment value; 6 grants (at least
those that require only a modest application effort); “loans" that a]],.or in part, |
need not be fepaid or may be deferred, or at least that portion of Fhek1oan‘subsidy
that is below the market value; and various other entitlements such as VA and Soc1aJ°
Security benefits, If thé&decisionmaking unit is viewed as the student and the

student's family, parental contributions, however, cannot be considered as net price

reductions.

.Again, it is signifiqant that by selecting those financing optfons yielding the

N 10Qest~péssibTe net price, the student will be maximizing the fe;urn on the human
'bapita1 investment. Simply put, in the hn]ike]y event that the student cén arrange'aﬂ
net price of zero, the return is all profit. It js 1ike1y that the student whose
total college expenées are met by a package of state and federal grants and
entitlements, from one pefspecéive, pas achieved the ideal investment position. From:
a human capital perspective, achjeving the lowest possible net price is the ultimate -

goal in selecting from among the resource alternatives. 7



Because this 1s true, the task becomes specifying alternatives in terms ok dollar
values, and ordering the alternatives by net price to the student or the student and
fanily. Of course, there are many choices when doilar values are included, and there
are many options when individual va]ueg and conditions impact the alternatives. The
degree of willingness to borrow or to accept aid from one's family is an example of

1}

this personal factor.

‘ Oni cannot construct a single hierarchy of financing choices. Instead; what can
be constfucted theoretically is a series of probability statements--that is, numerical
coefficients for each resource alternative for a given eclectic stuaent typology at a
part}cu1ar time for some postsecondary cost figure. Fully aggregated, in theory,
these'probability statements would describe financing behavior for‘the postsecondary
studéﬁ£ 55pu1ation. In actuality, data and human capabilities are inadequate to this

task. The task also is beyond the purpose oszhﬂs paper. This section of the paper

- is merely to provide 4 framework for viewing the student financing question. It is to

provide some analytical clar1tyvfotvqnqgr§tgannglmwhere freedom of choice exists, why .

students choose particular finqncing alternatives in particular dollar amounts.
Literature on Student Financing Profiles

A carefd] search indicates that to date no one has attempted to cons;huct student
financing profiles; the related studies that have been done. bear on .this report only
inﬁirect]y. Most of these examine student subgroups, but essentially none of them

consider the student as the unit of analysis.

Studies related to the topic of student financing in the }iterature may be

grouped as follows: (1) those that focus on aid recipients; (2) those that focus upon

-particular groups, such as minorities or women; (3) those that consider policy

2
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questions, such as loan default rates, net prices charged, or institutions' methods of

awarding student aid.

Investigations of characteristics of aid recipients are common. These studies
are prompted by public policy interests. There is a need to know whether the intent
of the law has been realized. Who receives aid? How much is received? What portion

/)

of various groups receive it? “These are the quest1ons commonly examined. One such

study was conducted by Applied Management Sc1ence/(AMa) (1980) under a contract from

the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEN){’ It examined the student »
budgets of aid applicants and reported the average awards and the percent receiving

awards under var1ous a1d programs It is possible from this study to discern who is

e

\\rec;1v1ng aid.and how much but it is not poss1b1e to construct student profl]es

sho 1ng how students--a1d rec1p1ents or not--are financing the1r h1gher educat1on

1

because the data base is not for individual students Generally less extensive
\

ana]yses can be g]eaned from other stud1es of aid recipients. Periodic federal

reports, such as the annua] Digest of Education Stat1st1cs (e.g., Grant and Lind,
"

1978), prov1de data s1m11ar to that of the AMS study but at a h1gh]y aggregated level,

Another federa] report Carroll's technical .paper on the distribution of- federal aid - |

to f1rst t1me fu]] time freshmen, prov1des average award and percent rec1p1ent data R
d1saggregated by race family 1ncome 1nst1tut1ona1 1eve1 and sector of control
(pub]1c and pr1vate) Perhaps the most d1rect1y relevant federa] publication is
Wagner and Tab]er s (1977) brjief report for the National Center for ‘Education

: Stat1st1cs (NCES) on the d1st[1but1on and packaging of student financial aid.

| Numerous reports .of aid app11cants are published by the Co]]ege Scho]arsh1p Serv1ce

(CSS) and the_Amer1can Co]]ege Testing (ACT) Program. These reports often prov1de

1nformat1on on the amount of parenta] and self- he1p expected and what the student'

- expend1tures (student budget) will be.

—




Studies focused pr1mar11y on a part1cu1ar student group are fairly common. They |

arg\.however,‘of limited value for this report. Examples of such studies are Davis'
¢ (1979).analysis show1ng that men réceive more total aid than women or Bob's (1977)

report finding that women rece1ve more family support than men, Perhaps more from the
u1nst1tut1ona1 than the student perspect1ve some studies have attempted to show how
students enrolled at var1ous k1nds """ of 1nst1tut1ons fare under student aid programs.
Of major note is Breneman and Nelson's (1981) book on financing community colleges; a
more modest effort is Leslie's (i978) assessment of the importance ofvgovernment.

student aid to private institutions.

The th1rd category of re]ated stud1es addresses pol1cy 1ssues. Astin (1975)
1nc1uded--but went beyond—-the role of student aid in exp1a1n1ng why - students drop
- out. H1s ACE-CIRP files.were the same.as those used in this study Astin also
conducted a fo]]ow-up survey of the base line samp1e. Peng, Ba11ey, and Eckland
(1977)- cons1dered the s1gn1f1cance of student a1d and fam11y income on attendance ','
rates of students’of high and low soc1oeconom1c status and Bunnett (1975) assessed

the 1mportance of - parenta] income on student patterns of attendance. Gomberg and

Atelsek (1979) devoted their attention to the role p]ayed by institutional student aid

in financing students, and Tombaugh,(1972) and Troutman (1972) wrote about the
borrowing attitudes of National Defense Student Loan (NDSL) recipients. In examining
the accomp11shments of the need based student aid programs overa11 Leslie (1977).
composed (again® from CIRP data) net price ca1cu1at1ons. These ca1cu1at1ons compared‘
the amounts that students in various categories pay for higher educat1on as opposed

to the share contributed- by government and others.

~The stud1es cited- above were se1ected as representat1ve o?'recentrrelated works,

rather than as necessar11y the most 1mportant cnes. The reason for th1s approach is

L -

g that such stud1es provide 11tt1e usable 1nformat1on for the prob]em here. A rev1ew

1
c -
t
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suggeéts that no one has constructed a complete prdfi]e of how students finance their

higher education, using the student as the unit of analysis.
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3. The Study Plan .

As a potnt of reference, let us begin with the tdea]--from a public policy
perspect1ve What would be the optimum'student financing indicator information? The
pract1ca1 question that immediately follows 1s what would be the character1st1cs of*
- the 1dea1 ‘data source that would yield this 1nformat1on? Idea]]y, a s1ng1e d-'a source
“that supplied a workable random sample appropriately strat1f1ed with 1ong1tud1na1
q:cross -sectional data for the entire popu1at1on w1th adequate f1nanc1a1 and .
demograph1c 1nformat1on wou1d perm1t prec1se results for a study of this k1nd

-

Unfortunately, no such source exists.
Available Dafa Sources‘and Their Linitations

Table 3-1 lists the maJor potent1a1 data sources that were identified and their

data capab111t1es and limitations. No data source approaches the ideal descr1bed
above. 0ne of the best sources is the Nat1ona] Lon trudinal Study.(NLS). The NLS

i

. 'surveys prov1de perhaps the “best. student f1nanc1ng data. Its demograph1c or
1ndependent var1ab]e ‘data are exce]]ent Further f1nanc1ng data are actua] (reporeed

- after the -fact) as well as expected (antnc1pated) Some nonstudent data are available
o o® it - . . .
as well. Unfortunately for our purposes, NLS sample size is margina]. The focus on
- high schoo] students exc1udes older students : Although a new cohort has recently been

“drawn, the only cohort for wh1ch 1ong1tud1na1 data are ava11ab1e current]y is the 1972

cohort. e

The Cooperat1ve Inst1tut1ona1 Research Program (CIRP) annual survey is another"
_ source that is sound and re11ab1e.: The maJor strengths of CIRP are that it prov1des
t1me ser1es data and deta11ed student- demographic and f1nanc1ng data. Its 11m1tat1ons
are that it samp]es on]y f1rst t1me fu]] time freshmen, the f1nanc1ng data are’

'expected or ant1C1pated sources of support rather than actual or rea11zed f1nanc1ng




Table 3-1

Potential Data Sources, Capabilities and Limitations
~ Student Financinq Study

o

CapabiTities and Limitations

Sample Size

Sample

" Degree of Independent

Deqree of Student

il Finanes ve.

Stratification, Time Series Financial Data Fxpected Sources
- Randoniness Sanple Breadth { Variable Disaggreqation Detail _0f Tynding Nata
AMSl Institutional One repli- Probably for Most data is institutiomal based. Need, aid by major cate- Prohably
sample probably - | cation aid applicants | Student data by sex, dependency, gories, parents' contri- actual
"adequate. Student | 1978-79 only rare, age, handicap, income, butfon, student assets
sample 1imited, . high school rank, ACT/SAT scores,
) credits earned, GPA, discipline.
CSS2 Large sanple, Yes Aid applicants | Age, sex, address, resident status, ' | Social Security, earnings, | Both oo
see col. 3 - 1965-present | only marital status, class,’ 1nst1tution, _family support, VA, assets
. residence, dependency, parents’ -
. . income and expense, siblings en- .
" rolled, students income and expenses ‘
~Census, CPS3 45,000; multi- 1973, ? Household with | Institution, residency, dependency, Earnings, savinas, spouse,. | Expected .
- {Income and - size proba- . P-S students earnings, age, race, marriage, - parents, AWS, NDSL, FRSL, | - - ;
Experisgs 1973) bility sample over 16 ‘ full -time, part-time family income .| EOR, BEOG, VA, personal- e
. S . loan, other arant, Social ‘
Security, we]fare eleoyer.
other :
" - Census, SIE Every 3 years | Household A Age, married, race, sex, veteran, Data~aye not in forms Actual

400,000

since 1969 member 14 yrs, 1| work qeneratiy\applicable to
: or older students
CIRP Large sample, Yes. - First-time, Institutional, age; race, high - . | Cateaorical parental aid, Exnected althnunh
: institutional . 1966-present | full-time schoal GPA. and.rank, income, siblings | BEOG, SEOG, state grant, | data are.created
stratification, freshmen enrolled, residence, dependency, fnstitutional grant, other | during orfentation
‘institutions , married, high school proqram, private grant, FGSL, WDSL, | week when mich
weighted handicap, reason for attendance and | college loan, other Toany | student aid.infor-
T for college selection, degree aspi- | CWS, part-time work, full- |mation is known. o
ration, veteran, discipline, time work, savings, spouse, | -
financial concern, commuting dis- VA ,Social Security, other
tance, parents' occupation and .
education )
L s rast! | 6raduate
. . students,
3 17 . aid A =
. N applicants !

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 3-1
o (continued)

Potential Data Soirces, Capabilities and Limitations
Student Financing Study -

v Capabilities and Limitations .

Sample Size : ‘ , Degree of Stident fctual Finance ve.
Stratification, Time Series |- Sample ’ Degree of Independent . Financial Pata Expected Sources
Randoningss Sanple -_Breadth Variable Disagqregation Detail " hf Fupdino Mata__
i Naven-Horch! | A classes 1968 data Aid applicants S
NLS Marginal sampie 1972 cohort | High schoel | Institutional, race, high school- Savinas or sumer work fath
size, high school | followed ~ | class of 1972 | performance, parents’ income, - (uS, other work, narental,
stratification | several yearss only. ) residence, commuting: distance, class, | spouse, other, family
NLS 'BO will | Includes ron-= | high school program, GPA, dependency, support; BENGs, SFOfs,
- provide students .| part-time, full-time. . colleae qrant, ROTC, : ;
- additional B nursing, health, state, . e
information. | : other grants; FASL, NOSL, '
. ' i bank, state, health,
-| nursing loans; LEEP, VA, -
SS, rehab.- "
parnes 5,000 per cohort; | Various yrs. |Men 14-24 and Married, address, full-time, part- "| schoTarship, fellowshin, Actual
' blacks over- , -~ { for éach 45-59; women time, discipline, institution, " | assistantship, loan, other -
sampled, multi- . { cohort 1966- | 14-24 and 30- degree goal, work, income, amount ; pavental assis-
T size probability [ 378 % . residence i tance, earnings, form of.
sauple _ o . . - dollar amounts
SISFAP AL " 115,000 | 1978 Aid appli- S /
| freshmen | cants.only - ’ _
SFAP B - 5,000 | One © 1 Aid appli- . : o : o
. i replication | cants only . . - o
B " 1973-76
_]Awaiting documentation )
. ' ] ZData may not be » ailable
»‘JI'n.complevte infomation = .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



sources. A further 11m1tat1on 14 that these data are in . ordinal rather than nom1na1

~form. In the former case a raspondent checks a category (for example $0- 200), in the

latter a specifit quantity (for example, $152) is provided.

[ Ct

The other broad-based data sets prove to be of little use. The Census-CPS
surveys broadly sampTe aTT households having postsecondary students. While the
'denograph1c var1ab1es are fairly deta11ed and the student financial d1saggregat1ons
.'are fa1r1y good the f1nanc1ng data are expected rather than actuaT, and the per1od of .

tige represented 1s 1nadequate. ’ E ‘ - .' -

The Parnes surveys prov1de a fairly broad sample by age and the demograph1c

L oreakdowns are reasonab]y good however the student f1nanc1ng ‘data, particularly for

student a1d “are poor and the student samp]e is small, The Census-SIE surveys are

done every three years but the data ref]ect 11tt1e about students, per se.

The other surveys are severeTy fau]ted as pr1mary sources. The App]ied ."
Management Sc1ences (AMS) Collegf Scho]arsh1p Serv1ce (CSS) GAPS-FAST,_Haven- Horch
and SISFAP A and B surveys are for a1d app11cants or rec1p1ents only and, therefore
are of very, 11m1ted use because they cannot be genera11zed to the u.s. student
. popu]atlon. The CSS data coqu be useful when aid app11cant and recipient student
| categor1es are exam1ned because the qua11ty of CSS data genera11y is quite good and
'these data are time- ser1es, nowever NLS and CIRP data are adequate to th1s ‘task.
(Also, a third data set woqu be confound1ng )  GAPS- FAST data are the most complete
for graduate student aid app11cants, but this paper w111 not examine graduate ’

'~students.
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- The Ana]ysis Plan

The or1g1na1 p1an ant1c1pated cons1derab1e f1tt1ng together and cross- referenc1ng

of - ava11ab1e data. It was hoped that the ana]ys1s plan wou]d yield a student

' f1nanc1ng mosaic in which & few p1eces could be fitted d1rect]y and a somewhat 1arger

.number of p1eces ‘could be 1mputed leaving only a moderate number of spaces unfilled.
Upon attempts to cross- check and va11date data, it became clear that the mosaic 1dea
largely was impractical. The major problem was that few, if any, data sources were
even roughly analogous. The most defensible approach is s1mp1y to treat the f1nd1ngs'
from separate surveys of distinctly different populations as separate and distinct

information,

4

Thus, table 3-1 defines the parameters of the study. | It was possible, for
_examp]e to compose from CIRP a 1ong1tud1na1 statement of how first-time, full-time 7'
freshmen expect to f1nance the1r education. Seen as a discrete study, it becomes 1essA
' 1mportant to convert the ordinal data to nominal form, a]though by do|ng so the -

reader's task is great]y simplified. Further, 1t was possible, from numerous S

‘; d1saggregat1ons of the financing data by the 1ndependent (demograph1c) var1ab1es, to

assess these Chapges for various student subgroups. . LT

As a second examp]e the NLS data prov1de detailed f1nanc1ng 1nformat1on, again
"‘d1saggregated by 1ndependent var1ab1es for a single, continuous, albeit 11m1ted
cohort. 8 Thus, new-and different ﬁnformat1on was ga1ned (such as changes in

,f1nanc1ng patterns as a single student cohort progreses through co]lege)

In the final anatysis,'tt was possib]e to genera]tze.about how-student financing -
is chang1ng for the U. S stﬁdent~popu1at1on. Thﬁs was possib]e when the various v
substud1es were examined for trends. It was poss1b1e as we]] to. show how f1nanc1ng is |
“chang1ng for ‘a few:d1screte groups to. estab11sh a base line data set to detect future

changes and to specify how f1n1te groups f1nanced the1r education at some po1nt 1n

" the past. . : o »
17
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A major observat1on from th1s student financing study was that a new data

———

--col]ection effort 1§’Hééaed. The .specifics of that effort probably are stated fa1r1y

accurately in the earlier described scenario of the ideal sample.

Analysis Format

Because of the amount of data presented, an outline of the order and format of
~ the f1nd1ngs is presented below. 9 In all cases where data are available, the
sequence is to present the NLS and then the CIRP findings, or where appropr1ate to

integrate the two.

We begin with a spec1f1catlon of each populat1on NLS and CIRP, and then present
" in table and f1gure form the most aggregated results: .dollar and percentage va1ues ”
for all students, and for the four maJor categories of student f1nanc1ng

»(se]f support,. family suppert, scho]arsh1ps and grants, and 1oans--the CIRP f11es add
.an Other category). This is followed by breakdowns of the four major f1nanc1ng .

categor1es--for example, scho]arsh1ps and grants are broken down into BEOGs, SEOG

”‘;.etc. From this po1nt data are presented only for those students who report some

f1nanc1ng by particular ffnanc1ng category (zero values are e<c1uded) Th1s
presentation is of major_po1ic;:interest'because it provides average,va]ues for those
students who receive specific forms of support such as BEOGs and SEOGs. Next (where
appropr1ate) the same sequence is fo]]owed for full- and then for part t1me students
'tables and f1gures for the four major categorles, and data for those who report :

" non-zero values by particular financing category. The aggregated part of the chapter-

on findings concludes with net price ca1culations.

The ana1ys1s turns- next to the d1saggregated analysis. Thé student finanoing
data are broken down by sex, ‘race, soc1oeconom1c status, etc., fo]]ow1ng the genera]

format above. do]]ar and percentage values in tabular and f1gure form for the four
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major financing categories; (se]ected)'breakdowns of these four categories'(such as
sC olarsh1ps and grants 1nto BEOGs and SEOGs; net price data;ﬂand concluding with '
f1nd1ngs for those report1ng non-zerao va]ues by part1cu]ar f1nanc1ng category). (Not
~all|variable disaggregations include all of these tables.) ‘
2
; One value in the net pr1ce tables requires special exp]anat1on The allocation
of loan costs to the government and to the student js the most d1ff1cu1t to obta1n
W"”Et 15‘25iéﬂf32éd by (1) computwng the total repayment amount, (2) d1scount1ng this
" amount (average six- month Treasury Bill rates are used), and (3) subtracting the
d1scounted present va}ue of the loan from the 1oan pr1nc1pa1 _This yields the public
/// subs1dy, and the ‘remainder 1s the student s cost. B

" Finally, corre]ation_and'mu1tip1e regression analyses are performed. These
d”znalyses were'added later. After the scores of tables were analyzed presented, and
| disussed, two difficulties became apparent F1rst there was so much data that it was -
d1ff1cu1t to synthes1ze--1t needed to be s1mp11f1ed and condensed, The second need
was to separate out the impact of the contr1but1ons of the several 1ndependent
variables to exp1a1n1ng student f1nanc1ng amounts. Does one var1ab1e such as sex,
seem to exp1a1n differences in- amounts f1nanced from-the var1ous sources just because

-0

that variable is re1ated to another such as institutional sector attended? For
4
-exmnp]e and more spec1f1ca]1y, do men rece1ve more - scho]arsh1p or grant aid because

they are men, suggesting some b1as 1n the awards process or is it becaues they are

e e o

v e st 2 om ——— e e

W “more 11ke1y to attend more expensive, pr1vate col]eges? These are distinctions ‘worth
making a1though certain fundamental realities of po]1cy analysis must-be kept in.mind.
" Public p011cy in the determination of who will pay for “higher educat1on and what the
modes will be is based overwhe1m1ng1y on equity cons1derat1ons among var1ous groups
men and women; rich . and poor; m1nor1t1es and wh1te etc. In th1s, the descr1pt1ve

data'are~most jmportant. Th1s is probab]y true. regard]ess of whether apparent




€ .

inequities .are artifacts or realities. Results of regressfoﬁ analyses will qid in -
interpreting relationships, but from a policy standpoint, it is most likely that they

will bé given secondary consideration.
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4, Findings from the NLS and CIRP
Introducfion ' .

The National Longitudinal Surveys of 1972-76 were examined first. The NS dataare

for one cohort, followed in timé from theif high school graduation in 1972 through,

‘potentially, four years of college.

The 1972-76 NLS data are probably the highest quality data available. The

student financing data ére fully detaj]ed (that is, disaggregated to all categories of
‘policy jnterest) and the independent variable categories aVai]able.permit “
disaggregatioﬁ of the student financfng?information to a level that allows the
answering of most of the importangthestions (such as how do students--grouped by
family income-efinance their higher educatio;?). Further, the NLS files allow
comparison of students and non-students, thus permitting calcu1ation§ of foregone
“earnings (which js beyond the scope of tﬁis“paper). Finally, numerous othef data on
student p]énnin93 studenf pgychologiéa1 characteristics, and sfqdent soéid]ogf§51 '

- characteristics are provided in the files,

yUnfortunate1y,.the NLS does haQe important data limitations as already noted. At
fhe time of the analysis, the daté did not continuedbéyond 1976_a]though “NLS '80 is
now avai]aﬁle'for two new. groups: _the high school soéﬁaﬁaré and senior classes of
1980. Thus, eventually it will be boSsib]e to extend the 1972-76 series through later
yéars. Overall, the NLS makes impoftanf cbntriputions to what may bé learned about

student financing. ' _ . | : v -

Of ‘course,_the CIRP results would be expected to differ from those of the NLS
’ sinde each survey sampTes somewhat different populations. Whereas the NLS follows éﬁe
UJCohbrt-through the freshmen, sophomore, junior, and senior college years, CIRP data

(“ }are.eqch,year for freshmen only. Further, CIRP data essentially are limited to
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first-time, full-time freshmen whereas the NLS reports on part- as well as full-time

“ students and is not 11m1ted to f1rst time enrollees. Further, CIRP excludes students

attending proprietary, special vocational, and sem1profess1ona1 institutions, whereas

the NLS includes all postsecondary students. A less significant difference is that
: . N ;

CIRP excludes students from very small institutions.

‘Finally, the reader is rem1nded that the NLS data for the most part represent

"actual values whereasCIRP data ref]ect student expectations and that NLS data are

nominal whereas CIRP data are converted from: .ordinal to nom1na1 form through

‘ estimating procedures described in general terms in append1x A. Because of these

differences, there can be Tittle surprise that the results of the two surveys are not

identical or even always similar..

The findings presented in this chapter (1) describe'the_total population in terms

of student nonstudent, nonresponse, missing data, and invalid data categories; (2}
. prov1de a t1me series profile of how selected students have financed the1r education;

| and (3) deta11 student net prices using two ca]culat1on methods . Four maJor and up to

25 subordwnate categor1es of student f1nanc1ng data are presented The four major

categor1es are student sav1ngs and earn1ngs, family support, scho]arsh1ps/grants, and

v 1oans (CIRP categor1es include "other" sources ) © (See table 4-2 for subordinate NLS

| categor1es and €-4-4 for subord1nate CIRP categor1es )' In the case of NLS' these data

are prov1ded for an average or hybr1d 'student (a nonex1stent student whose f1nanc1ng

js a mathemat1ca1 compos1te of fu11 t1me and part- t1me) _an average full-time

‘student and an average part- t1me student In the case of CIRP data are on]y for

first- t1me fu11 -time students F1na11y, a modest attempt is made to va11date the

student financing totals aga1nst Col]ege Scho]arsh1p Serv1ce est1mates of total

(student) co]lege budgets, and some conclusions are offered.

t
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C - ) : . The Aggregated Results o

An examination of tables 4-1 and C- 4 1 shows how the NLS and CIRP samples break
~ - down, For examp]e NLS shows that in 1972 73, 43.6 percent of the 22 652 graduates of
the h1gh school class of 1972 clearly could be c]as1f1ed as nonstudents, f1fty-n1ne

' youth could not be classified as either students or nonstudents there were 1 302
nonrespondents to the survey; and 588 either did not spec1fy whether they were
students or gave conflicting answers in dlfferent parts of the quest1onna1re. This
left 10,853 persons who could be ident1f1ed def1n1te1y as students. Thus, 47.8
percent of the:sample were known to be students; of all in the sample for whom valid
data were availableg 52.2 percent were students and 47.8 percent\were.non-students'in

»1972-73. Table C-4-1 1s the comparable CIRP table. A few respondents actually were
; not full-time studentsvand from five to seven percent of those surveyed ‘did not

provide usable responses.

» The bottom half of table 4 1 and figure 4-1 probab]y are of use pr1mar11y for .

~ broad po]1cy purposes.’ This portion of the tab]e presents the student financing data .
for all NLS students nat1ona11y for 1972 73 through 1975 76 (Note that the’ CIRP
samp]e of first<time, full- t1me students does not perm1t these ana1yses ) There

" exists; of'course, no such th1ng as a student who 1s part1a11y fu]] t1me and part1a11y.'

part- t1me. Therefore, the table 1s of little practical va]ue one cannot f1nd in

N

this table the data for any part1cu1ar type of student. However, ‘as a basic reference
point, the tab]e has cons1derab1e_ut11jty. The. data, which represent financing by a
hybrid student demonstrate the aggregated relationships among student f1nanc1ng and _7'
releyant student f1nanc1ng_pol1c1es. From this base we may trace the overa11 pattern

of student financing over time.
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Table 4

NLS Student Financing Sources
AN Students, Major Categories
1972-73 through 1975-76

A
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- .Table C-4-1

CIRP Sample Information -
ol | W | W omm
DU T B R T I R ' L B T

NorofT Students 103 3. 19 S| U5 ) 10 M I T IR

!

it 200 580 LED 508 480 5| 2027 69% 287 14 208 58 260 T
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~* Did not respond or responded "none" to all income .source questions. . -
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Figure 4-1

NLS Students Financing Sources
A1l Students, Major Financing Categories
1972-73 through 1975-76

4

P . 1972-73 - 1973-74 , 1974-75 1975-76

Own Savingsy =
Earnings. -

S

Support of
" Family or
Friends -

&

"Scholarships/
~Grants

Loans

27




The 1972-73 NLS h1gh school class members who went on to h1gher educat1on
financed their education during the freshman year pr1mar11y through. the support of
family and fr1ends (see bottom half of table 4-1 and figure 4-1). This category of

support accounted for almost ha]f of the average total of $1463. 38 while the

students' own -means met almost one-quarter of the total and the rema1nder was split

between scho]arsh1ps/grants and 1oans on roughly a 3 to 2 basis.

Duringy]ater years, however, the balance shifts to a more even distribution
between self and family support. Apparently, families assume a 1arge share of the
burden in gett1ng their dependents started in -college, but. thereafter they expect the
students to sustain a 1arger share of costs. In the sophomore year, the self-support
category c11mbs to 31.5 percent and remains at about one-th1rd for the last two years.
Meanwh11e family support déeclines to around 40 percent. The role of

_u—' .

scholarsh1ps/grants and 1oans remains quite stable 1n percentage terms.
Tota] costs rise dramat1ca11y between the sophomore and junior years. This

reflects in part the comp1et1on of the f1rst two years in 1ower-pr1ced community and »

junior co]]eges.

/

The fu]] d1saggregatlon of the NLS student f1nanc1ng data for 1972-73, 1974- 75

and 1975- 76 are presented in table 4-2.. (Data for 1973 74 were not col]ected by NLS

'researchers in: th1s detail.) Of particular public- po]1cy 1nterest is the compos1tlon .
' of student aid. Co]1ege work study, though ‘small in do]]ars, 1ncreased in 1974~ 75
BEOGS grew too, a\though not as‘rap1d1y~as -SE0Gs, ‘the. colleges' own grant programs, or -

) Soc1a1 Security benefits. ~State grant programs grew re]at1ve1y modest]y and VA

benef1ts were m1nor due to the NLS sample of very recent h1gh schoo] graduates For

- this sample, the 1argest grant/scholarsh1p amounts do not come from the hera]ded

federa1 progranms., but from (1) 1nst1tut1ona1 funds, and (2) state scho1arsh1ps and

otherlscholarships.




Growth in the Federal Guaranteed Student Loan Program (FGSL) is modest although
this category is the largest of all loan efforts. The next largest loan category is
the National Defense Student Loan Program (NDSL), which has grown in rough
approximation to the FGSL. ATl in all, there is little evidence, atlleast for this
time, that public funds are replacing private funds in the financing of students' ,
higher‘education. The share of total budgets met by government has been essentidlly
stable. The growth of student-aid programs, though major,.appears barely to have kept

pace wWith rising college costs, or at least expenditures for NLS students.

Table 4-2a provides another perspective for viewing the NLS data for all

‘students: presented here are do]]ar values for only those who report some student

financing by particular category of support; that is, zero values are exc luded. To

illustrate, 1n 1972 73, of those students reporting some re1iance on their own savings
or earn1ngs, the average amount so reported was $607 36 This conpares with a value
"of $348.66 when those report1ng no 1ncome from this source are included in the
"ca]cu]at1on of averages (table 4-1). Thus, it is seen for examp]e, that the average
award rece1ved by 8E0G rec1p1ents was $656. 91 in 197? 73 and that the average 8EOG
award incréased only modest]ygln subsequent years. (It should be-noted thit th1s
average is inexplicably higher than the maxinum'award possib]e according to Unlted
States 0ff1ce of Educat1on (USOE) sources ) Further: 1t can be seen that average SEO0G.
awards dec11ned modest]y, wh11e 1nst1tut1ona1 grants/scho]arsh1ps increased. Of those
who rece1ved some fgrm or forms of grant/scho1arsh1p a1d -the average amount was
$796 94 in 1972-73 and about $1200 by the fourth year. Tota] amounts for those who
- borrowed 1ncreased from- $960.00 in 1972 73 to $1180 71 in 1975 76. It should be noted
‘vthat the va=t amount of scho]arsh1ps/grants are need based espec1a11y those that

. orlglnate w1than government.
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Table 4-2a.

’ AT HLS Afd Reciplents* Financing Sources,

{’ | .Selected Categories of Disaggregation, 1972-73, 1974-75, 1975-76
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"vvpercent--from justiunder $1900 to just under $3000. (This compares to a ConEEHE?

Because most NLS students are full-time, the data for this group compare closely
with those already seen for all students (see table 4-3). Total financing amounts are
somewhat larger than for all students since part-time students are not included.
Overall, again, family support is highest during the freshman year; thereafter
self-help categories increase. In absolute doilar terms, all categories increase each
year, Similarly, the disaggregated full-time student data (table 4-4) differ only
slightly from the disaggregated, all-student figures in table 4-2. In most categories
the full«time student dollar amounts are moderate]y higher than the amounts for all

students. L ‘ .

Here we have eomparable CIRP data (see table C-4-3 and figure C4-1). Given ‘the
differences in samples, the NLS and CIRP data (tab1es 4 3 and C- 4 3) appear to be
fa1r1y consistent. Disparities could easily be attributable to sample and data form ,
d1fferences. Whereas NLS total financing, for examp]e, increases markedly between
1973-74 and 1974-75 (table 1-3), the jump is small for the CIRP samp]e (tab]e C-4-3).
This is at least in part due to the fact that some of the NLS sample moves from
two- year to more expens1ve four-year colleges for the junior year of study. Still
other students comp1ete their: two-year courses of study and do not continue to a
four-year college. In both years the CIRP data are for freshmen. mln eva1uating the

'resu1tslfrom the NLS and CIRP, it is 1mportant to keep in mind that the two surveys

—

The CIRP data show several 1nterest1ng~chaqg~§ over time (table C-4-3 and f1gure

C4-1). First, over the seven years total f1nancing of CIRP fre§hmenﬁlngreased 57.9 e

Price Index (CPI) inErease of 63.3 percent over the same period.) L1ke the NLS..
students, support. of famjly and friends is the major financing source for ‘CIRP

students growing from somewhat more than 40 percent of -all financing to almost 50




- Table 4-3

)
LS Full-Tine Student Financing Sources

1‘] !

OTOTAL

L,

or non- students and missing data;

MaJdr Categorses, 197273 through 1975-76 s
AL BSOS 5 N o
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NLS Student Financing Sources
M1 Categories of Disaggregation
1972-73, 1974-75, 1975-76 .
(Full-Tine Students) a

4
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o, Source o phal Tl - ho, Soree $ Tl Ttal| § ol Tota)

| Onswins oreamings 210 82| |1 Onsaigroreamings  S943 208 50y 2l
2 College H-5 Coues 23 | 2 HSorhopkd % 3 0w !
3 Gt eumings Rl | CITorM LT X!
TOTAL SAVINGS OR EARNINGS 36850 2347 . | A S ) S X
I Parents RN | TOM SIS R RS 8022 08| AT
5 Histnd or vife s | Sohrets BN 0.8 Wy
O Other relate 143 LW | |6 tsdorkite w0 LM s 2
SUPPORT OF FANILY & FRIENDS 753,97 48,36 - 17 relatives-frienss - 80 L] 06 L
BT T COMIE 22U | SuRT OF FAGILY & it 10787 12,08 | 1066.66
S I S R o e w L) e 2
9 tol Schel-Grant g am | - | sse o ab | de
0T School Bz & | |10 Gl Schol-grang R (AU R N
A1 Hursing School S e 10 ROTC Sehoal -, SR LI} A
12 Hlth Prf Schol S ou | \1Mmem’ R
13 State Schol B0 2.9 - ©O13 S SBenefits 5,8 2.22] 5.1
4 Otfer Schol CRR S S| 1 wortey, Cal oo
15 LEEP R I v |15 Vet Admin B | Y U N R
16 VAWD or SBP XTI , 16 State Sthal 609 .40) B
0oVetawn 0 92 - 17 Other Schal | 506 2.28) 6.1
18 Vot Rehab SR K R | TOTAL SCHOL-GRANT 365,26 15,3 | 426.81
19SS Benefits Y A B 1 B3 305|860
CWmSHLGT s e | |19 Sutelwn Wi | o4
0 ofe S ae B T SR 1 (40 X
2 State Loan Cwesls | P . g2 a6
2 feg bank Loan n3 15 © |2 tursing§ yoan NV N ]
R X - S Schorl-ioniege TLXR R R
M Mt Prof Loan 80 | Sl Relativesafrignds L] R RV
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Table C-4-3 Lo : £

CIR® First-Tine, Full-Tine Student Financing |
4 Sources, Major Cat:gorles, 1973-74 through 1979-80
- ,_;”,_ﬂw—f"”“‘”’fd“,' :

e | wnews | wsage | wewi | wmege o | wmesn | 1w )

Total W insample | 147,664 - ‘»1.538,47'4: 1,459,985 LB [ L6 | LS | 1,695,746
Mior tese datsl | 6| BE | B |oomm | B | W] B0,
Finaucetateg(‘iry‘ s 1 v 8 %fri RE SH- ' $ s § ‘.%.‘ T
o SavingfEaraings | 505 | 287 | st | 8.2 | 526 | 5.8 | 800 '8 | 6655 a5 | 6eneo | 2.0, | s | 188
tof fanly | |- SN I R R IO Y A
e | @878 | @6 | 8831 | 41| 889 | 08| 908|425, 913,50 | 2.1 [ 162500 | 496 | 142600 | 47.6

_S‘cliql:anshibslﬁrénts' B0 | 156 ‘36‘6.49-‘ 166 |z | 07 467..92' 24| B a1 3.0 | 186 602.49 'zn.llf,
s | | 0 | e | e | e e | g zim | 00| w2 | 99 | B | N8 .
we .| wa| e ues || e | 2| | e g | 16| | w | a0l
o] e '100.(')_1959”.16 (1000 o503 1000 218961000 | 23139 m‘q.o W23 100 | 2965 100

1, Represents a 204 unweighted sample of the mational first-tine, full-tine higher éducation enrollmeritu Data are wefghtéd.values. CL
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Figure C4-1

CIRP Major Student Findnciﬁg Categories -
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percent of ‘all f1nanc1ng dur1ng the seven years. The category that. correspond1ng1y

i

1essens in importance is the category, own savings- “and earn1ngs, wh1ch notes a dec]1ne '

from about 28 percent of total f1nanc1ng in 1973- 74 to 1ess than 18 percent in °
l979180. This source 1ncreases in 1mportance as NLS students move through the
sophomore Jun1or and sen1or years, The percentage f1gures for Scho]arsh1ps/Grants
: and Loans after 1973-74, are much more stable. at around 18 20 percent for-the former

and seven to e1even percent for the: 1atter In 1973 74 the CIRP survey did not ask

the student for detailed 1nformat1on on scholarsh1p/grant categorles. It is suspected

that th1s resu]ted 1n some understatement of scho]arshlp and grant awards. Overall'
. the CIRP data suggest somewhat h1gher Scho]arsh1p/Grant percentages than do the NLS
data. o

o

- When the absolute do]]ar amounts are viewed, the CIRP freshmen arekseen to |
cont1nue to earn about the same amount over the seren/years even though 1nf1at1on cuts”
1nto the value of these dollars. In all other categor1es, absolute dollar va1ues
1ncrease. This is espec1a11y true -of support from fam11y and fr1ends. Indeed it‘
-wou]d appear that the r1s1ng costs. of co]lege attendance are picked up ma1n1y by the
: fam1]y, with some help from grants_and‘scho1arsh1ps and, in later years, help from
1oans._‘> | ' )

/,
/

The full d1saggregatlon of CIRP data is in table C 4 4, Focustng.on_some'of/the,

_key pol1cy 1tems in 1975-76 (a common data year for CIRP and NLS) the average“BEOGv'
_ for the NLS students was on1y $52.18 (table 4-4) compared to $167 89 for CIRP students
(tab]e C-4-4). The inference seems to be that freshmen start1ng co]lege in 1975- 76
v(CIRP survey) were better 1nformed and poss1b1y g1ven a h1gher pr1or1ty in BEOG

v a]]ocat1ons than NLS’sen1ors. NLS seniors, on the other hand exp]o1ted 1nst1tut1ona1

and state awards more: fu]]y and recelved greater soc1a1 secur1ty benefits than did.

CIRR freshmen. Interest1ng1y, total Scho]arsh1ps/Grants are a]most 1dent1ca1 for the

a4




Table C~4-4

[3

CIRR’First-Time, Full-Time Student Financing Sources
A1 Categories of Disaggregation

1979- 1980

R

1973-194 1974-1975 1975-1976 1976-1977 1977-1918 1978-1979 .
Nl 35,405 35,352 33,101 38,726 35,939 3,304 15,18
Finance Category B3 ' 3 2 ! $ 1 } 1 U § "
1'Part-Tine Work ™ f 0.0 /fO 0.0 0 00| 0 0.0 0. 0.0 1444 40} 147 38
2 Tull-Tine Work 6050 . 3.2 (/%036 2.6 | 4104 20| 4575 1] 993 LY 14 06| 1B 06
3 Part-Tine/Sumer Work| 28127 14.8 | 250,59 - 13.2 | 2941 117 63,0 IL6| 25791 M2 0 0.0 00
4 Other Savings 023 107, 20280 103 | 1943 9.5 | 20655 9.4 | 20420 8.8 | 11812 38| ML 34
CShork-Study 0 00p 0 o0 BA0 24| me 24| BS 26 605 21| G.u 2
6 Sumer Savings 0 0.0 0 0.0 { 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20743 - 9.7 26815 8.9}
¢ 7 0m Savings/Earnings | 544.15 287 | 654.91 28,2 | 523.26 2.5 | 567,13 25.4 | 56555 24.5 | 621.60 20.2| 564.92 188
§ Parent/Family Aid - | 792.64 AL7 | 867.84 43.6 | 890.45 . 43.3 | 923.22 2.2 | 966.56¢ 41,0 | 151861 493 | 11885 413
9 Spouse. . 16 14 ,50.8 <1046 05 B 04 78 03| 695 03f 680 02) 7.4 02
10 Support of Family/ - L ‘ R
© . Friends : mm ue'mm 4.1 1 898,79 438 | 930.81¢ 42.5| 973.50 42.1 | 152541 496 | 1426.08  41.6-
‘ ‘ 0./ .00 [ 16 60 | 16789 8.2 181,90 83| 1993 8.6 19850 64| 20.00 %0
CRSEG L 0% 00| B0 12| %8 13| %8 L&| B34 BRLLI| 08 14
~ 13College Grants 0/ 00| 7940 - 40| 7806 3.8] 7061 - 32 687 38| 11068 39| 8952 3.0 |
1 Social Security BAOL8 | 42 1) B9 19 . L9 458 TL8| 46 15| 7 14
1561 Benefits-Parents | 22,10 1.2 | 971 05 ( 10.87 05| 109 05| 905 .04 94 03[ 83 03
. 1661 Denefits-Self 1950 L0 W17 07 | 28 L1) 1390 06 1148 05 815 03| 103 04
" 17State Scholarships/ - | /T ' o R Co
~ firants AL 17| 8Ly AL 7963 3.9 7963 36 822 0 3.8(. 10555 34| 9H 13
160ther Private Grants | 0~ 0.0 | 0 001 0 0.0 37 L8| 000 LY 0% LT[ 467 LS,
19 Scholarships/Grants / 297.00 15.6 | 366,49 16:6 | 42422 207 | d67.92 214 |511.d2 221 | 51321 18,6 [ 602.49  20.]
WF6SL 1819 80| 6329 32 71 5 35 7989 36 10022 4.4 15093 - 4.9 [ 19941 6.6
2L 0 00| 8555 23| %6 LT 886 7| 96.95 w24 s 2
« 220ther Loans ol sk A w8 LY N0 1.9 0.8 L9 4140 A6 L4 MM 15
23 0ther College Loans 0 gO.U 0 001 0 0.0 2356 11f AR K WA O X I
Aloans ./ 204.43 ;0.8 641 74 [ 16030 8.0 2034, 9.3 223.88 305,23 9.9 | B8 1.8
2)0ther M 23| B0 L7055 20 6 L4} M2 Le| 8. LT SLR L7
26 T0TAL 1898.59 . 100.0 1969.16  100.0 | 2054.13 100.0 | 2189.76 100.0 | 2311.47 100.0 |-3078.23 100.0 | 29%8.65 100.0

1

50 values 1nd1cate that data were not collected for these sources

L

(.

Represents 2 20% unweighted snnnle of the national first ttme. full- time htgher educatton enrollment Nata are weiqhted values.




two surveys in this year. Regard1ng 1oans, in 1975~ 76 the NLS students were heav1er

borrowers than the CIRP freshmen in a]] comparab]e 1oan categor1es. ; : o _ : ff

k : <
Over the years, severa] notable changes occurred in the detailed financing of '“ '

CIRP freshmen (table C-4- 4) There was great growth in BEOGs, wh1}g‘\ost other grant

- .and scholarship programs grew s]ow]y when measured on a per student basis. It is - !
especially noteworthy that the average award out of the institutions' own funds - o |
-increased,on1y $10 between 1974-75 and 1979-80,ﬁand similar state awards grew by an

.average of -about $16--amounts c1ear1y 1ess than inflation. '0bvious1y,ithese programs

grew only s11ght1y faster than enrollments, and the 1ncreas1ng costs of college

Lo
\
'

\

'attendance were: hardly offset at all by these aid- programs.

‘In the category of those who- report some student f1nanc1ng by part1cu1ar category

(8 L. of. supgort the NLS data (table 4-4a) reveal that NLS full-time "aid recipients" (se2. '-.9@

"f rec1p1ents grew from: 6667 to 11, 320 The growth in average amounts awarded through

g SEOG has been much less than the growth in awards granted by BEOG." The number of~5EOG

note, tab]e 4-4-3) do not d1ffer 1mportant1y from a]] NLS "aid rec1p1ents" (tab]e %ﬂ - ~’ih
4- 2a) This is because there are few part-time NLS students, therefore, the “a]] a1d

rec1p1ent" category essent1a11y is composed. of fu11 time "aid rec1p1ents."

The comparab]e CIRP data for all students are presented in table C- 4 4a. .The
| : stab111ty in self- support reported in table C 4-3 is exp1a1ned by a dec11ne in numbers '
-of students who report f1nanc1ng from th1s source-’ average se1f support amounts

1nCrease by about $250 for those who report financing in this category On the other -

hand, the number of those report1ng ‘some fam11y/fr1end support is essent1a11y the same

in 1979- 80 as it was in 1973 74; average support is up a]most $1 000. BEOG rec1p1ents
. ~received an average of $582 10-in 1974- 75 and $855 20 in 1979 80 but the number of -

rec1p1ents has remained relatively constant, "The number of college- awarded grants has ‘

grown modest1y although award amounts have increased quite sharply. _Turn1ng to loans,



hMe44a | g ‘ ‘ .' SR
A]] WS Aid REClptentS* Financing Sources, | “

“‘; B ‘ Selected Categories of Disagqregation, 1972-73, 1974-75, 1975 76
A > (Full-Time Students)

| 197273 hverages 197374 Averages  1974-T5 Merages  1975-76 Averages

_ Avg. Amount Avg. Anount vy, Amount‘ - hvg. Anount
§ Total N Total N § Total N $Total o N

Total Oun Savings or farmings 6279 5161 967.% P I R U

-~ Total Support fro Frtends | L o N . |
‘~‘ and Relatives ' 12806 6159 1583.60 3M9  1897.97 . 302 198495 303

" Bi0e s e B MLl 4
R - ¥ N S LA S sl
College Scholarshtps/Grants KRV 977 o 872,86 133 886. 20 733,1‘*‘
State Scholarships .9 7 LR S 669 M
Other Grants’ we U3 % 9 om
e’ Msistration GRS BT B 50 - 170666
Socia] Security Benefits me w Cns ® s

 Total Scholarships/Grants w60 W 6L 18 leM2 wgk WM an
ML sy ktmtm..w5 e
o Yatelows 0 load M8 Yousms om omm% 1m0
ComsL e XTI O N R £
o oterlws N B ms o - W
~ Total Loans. "' [N R U T A s e 1mS 1

S Data tabled - for on]y those students who repgrted some supp0rt in the parttcular categortes 1isted.




Table C-4-d4

*{1P Aid Recipients* Financing Sources for all Students

Selected Financing

(ateqories

e

1973-14 through 1979-80
o 710 1974-T5 1975-T6 1976-77 1977-18 1&639_____.1w9n0__w
Finance Category s it Mverage | N Average| N Aiérage N Average| N Average ‘__-ﬁ fverage ‘--i;—l Averéq;
UJQQG&ﬁJ;ws A al|ss6 6.0 |0 e {2,957 7609 |25, BIGSS 23,40 91947 261 96,11
support of FanilyfFriends |2, 105,06 28,950 1106.67 |27,184 115346 (30,067 1190.21 | 29,126 A | 104375 |28, 10 6.0 |
F T &mi 59200 | 6,86 79033 | 8,148 0.0 | 88 7803 Tl 862,18 W B2
SL06 M0 e S8 1885 ST | 2387 3 2 ST | 20 I3 | 308 S
(ollege Grants Colmoo0 |6 m&u’ 00 5113 | S8 10306 | 6,08 MLEY | 6.6 8L | 6,38 B1A.92
sémsmmMmmymwu 13,00 666,96 | 574 5813 | 5,409 56902 amv 518.07 | 6,41 577,10 &w? 622,51 | 6,515 619.50
Other Private Grants M0 Lm0 | oMb | 3885043 | 39 B.I5 | 331 62487 335 6.6
Scholarships/Grants f4,995 o0 15,670 855,61 10000 995.80 | 17,757 104378 {17,502 090,09 | 16,882 12315 {18,037 102,35
FosL e o | 2887 LI | 2,5 10945 3400 102873 | 3473 1155 | 4,000 136300 6,2 109183 |
st W ,awf=w1m 3,404 750.3) LM4 7670 | 3,509 768.25 | 3,506 862.09 | 3,965 906,88
ot Lo | 8RY Lw7,m§% L5 8006 R AR LH31MLM..L693H¢M
o | 8,202 1006.69 | 7,11 ﬁf&“*huz 31,60 9,317 8l 801 1079.50.| 9,125 177,13 | 11,68 11622

' lata tabled are for only those students who reported sone’ support in the particular~~ategories listed

u

Data e werghted values

: s are unweighted Ns for the 20% subsample of the CIRP sample.
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the Guaranteed Student Loan Program has experienced more than a doubling in reoipients

and an inorease of some 62 percent in average amounts. 10 NDSLs have grown in number

" by about one-third and 1ooh amounts have increased by a little less. Total number of

loan recipients is up by'4l percent and overage amounts borrowed is up by the same
amount . C]ear]ifdﬁany differences are noted when comparing a group of students

followed over four years-(NLS) to separate grouos.of first-time, fullftime freshmen

(CIRP).

.

Data for part-time students (NLS) are quite different (table 4-5 and figure 4-2).

it was noted earlier that full-time students utilized parental support most heavily.

" The situation is quite different for part-time students. After the first year, their

major financing source by far was self-help. Indeed by-the foUrth year of the survey,

'over three- fourths of a]] part-time student financing fe]] into this category.

Converse1y, other categor1es had declined. Fam11y 'support had dropped from 43.1
percent in the first year to 14.2 percent in the fourth scho]arships/grants had
dec]ined from 8.8 percent ‘to 5.9 percent; and loans had dropped from 5.5'percent to

2. SIpercent The decline ﬁn 1oans.moy indicate that part-time students are not as
pressed f1nanc1a]1y as some ana]ysts have claimed. It may indicote.insteéd that these

students f1nd it. d1ff1cu1t to. get loans. Another possibility is that part-time
{ . .
students arelunw1111ng to borrow
L4
\

Other observations are noteworthy for part -time studeﬂts. The number of “such

L

'students near]y doub]ed between the first and fourth years. Total student financing

-

had more than doubled. No doubt this reflects in part a heavier class load and

therefore higher costs. As students grow older,. it would appear that they become more
serious as part-time learpers, or many who had been full-time students may change

their status to part-time.

<



Tab1e|4-5
LS Part-Tfme Student Financing Sources

Major Cateqories
1972-73 through 1975-76

W2- 93 WB-WW o Wh-W5 0519

Tot) WinSawle @6 26 T X
N for This Sanple -~ 63 462 Mo 1’
) 4 8 § A R "  o
Owh‘Savings or . R | o - o
famnings 19201 4.6 7260 0.1 W05 04 . BEET TIL
Support, of Family/ - S - ) | | | ~
Friends 9031 C B0 19279 175 M50 - 192 1652 W2

| Scholarships/Grants . 39.63 " ,8.8 ' 92.34‘ | 8,4. 128 56 '68}75 l\ 5.9
Loans CoomB. 55 4m 40 R4 49 Rm
TOTAL B9 W9 IOLB 100 1R 1001 l6n6s 100
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"Figure 4-2

NLS Student Financing Sources '
Part-Time Students, Major Financing Categories,
‘ 1972-73 through 1975-76: '

. 1972-73 -

a

10 g8y,

. 1973-74

17.5%

. 8.4% .
“i\" Sy 4.0%

1974

-75

. 1975-76

Y




The detailed data (tab]e 4- 6) show that part-time students receive very 11tt1e 1n
BEOG or any other grant a1d w1th other scholarshlps prov1d1ng the major sources of
grant support overall for the threg years tab]ed A]so 1oan amounts for the various
loan programs are small, In comparison to full-time students, part-time students -
begin college by f1nanc1ng roughly half ‘as large a share of total expenses from
scholarships and grants and this share gradually decreases. Essentia11y‘the same
pattern prevails in the case of loans. Clearly, part‘t1me students are much more on
their own financially than are fu]] time students. Thus, the data appear to support
the claim of those who insist that part -time students fail to be treated equ1tab1y
under student a1d po11r1es a]though the issue is 1mposs1b1e to resolve with’ certa1nty
in the absence of data as to f1nanc1a1 need. Such c1a1ms did result nevertheless, in

' maJor changes in the law as represented in the Education Amendments of 1980.

Viewing the data for on]y those part-time students who report some student

bf1nanc1ng by part1cu]ar support category, one observes greatly 1ncreased re11ance on

the categor1es own savings. or earnings and support of fam11y and fr1ends (table 4-5a).
Scholarsh1p/grant amounts actually decrease although N s are sma]l--espec1a]1y in

1ater years, suggest1ng that a few anomalous cases we]] may produce a data b1as.

One of the 1ssues most fundamenta] to national and state student aid po]1c1es is
the issue of student net pr1ce--that is the co]]eg1ate expenses pa1d net of subsidies
' from others. The pub11c po11cy issue can be v1ewed in at least two ways (1) for |

reasons of equity, prices shou]d be set so that the respect1ve benefit shares between
vsoc1ety and the 1nd1v1dua] equa] the respective cost shares or (2) prices should be
set s0 that students will- consume higher educatlon in amounts that opt1m12e the return

to soc1etykon its 1nvestment.

60"", | o



Table 4-5a . ,, o

» : AT NLS Aid Recipients* Financing Sources,
AR Selected Categories of Disaggregation, 1972-73, 1974-75, 1975-76
v . : ?Part-Time) ‘

+1972-73 Averages 1973-74 Averages 1974-75 Averages 1975-76 Averages.

A
4]

8913 28

Avg. Amount Avg. Amount ° Avg. Amount Avg. Amouht
$ Total N $ Total N % Total - N.- § Total N
Own Savings or Earnings 360.03 336 1214.2) 301 .1316.60 a9 1454.74 723
Support of Fanfly & Friends 49272 201 690.23 131 1109.68 47 93738 193
BEOG 5.2 13 645.66 14 625.44 25
SEQG | . 426.28 3 589.98 10 428,29 9
College Scholarships/Grants 43484 16 622.28 - 10 696.87 . 12
Stafe Scholarships 1467.75 2 503.47 6 28800 . 8
Other Grants 1.3 29 533.95 55 Coons
Veterans' Administration 120.00 1 84174 14 51434
Social Security Benefits _615.43' 4 121876 3 1449.55
Total Scholarships/Grants 1196.65 55 919.33 50 °  602.62 8 581,30 152
FGSL ' | 101235 . 12 B34.20. ~ 15 . 117938 13
State Loans 423.14 2 1950.95 3 1Me.22. 3 .
. NDSL . 557.84 5 298.07° 17 767.91 17
* Other Loans ~500.00 1 628.81 23 25
Total Loans 79%.%8 20 807 5 92637 61

* Data tabled are for only those

: o

students who reported some sdpport in the particular categoriés listed.




Table 4-6

t NLS Part-Time Student Financing Sources
! M1 Catenordes of Nisangresation .
: 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1975-76 '

* ' | 107475 RUBE
. 1972-73 Averages . 1973-74 Averages i . Averages | Averaoes
T Mg Rt & of ‘ ‘ Ao Rt~ 7 of 7| AV At of
o, Source § Total Total Ho. Source $ Total Total | STotal Total
1 Uwn savings or earnings 140,45 131.15 1 Mwn savinqg or eaninns ant. s aLm WL Wmian
2 College H-S 9.3 2.08 ' 2 WS or Coon £d 56104 9.1
3 Other earnings h2.36  9.39 3 ThorM ‘ 2% N K 12w L
JOIAL NN SAVINGS OR EARNINGS 192,21 42.63 ' 4. Nther earnings ARA,0R 17,92 a76,°8 41,00
4 Pavents ) 182,31 4043 TOTAL OWN SAVINGS OR EARNINGS — am,15 70,38 | 905,m0 77,05
5 lusband or wife 2.4 .5 - 5 Parents LMD 18A | 138G 11,9 )
6 Other relative Cas6 2w L 6 Husband or wife WA 247 | 2LE L E
SUPPORT OF FAMILY & FRIENDS 134.31 43.09 -7 Relatives-Friends 001 .45 .92 .51
7 BEOS 5.6 1.22 SUPPORT OF FAMILY & FRIENDS 25,00 19,16 165.23 14,71
8 StoG \ 86 .19 . ‘ B BENR .96 . .R6 AR .M
9- (ol Schol-Grant 7.5 167 | . : 9 SFOR : 0RR 76 | A 20t
10 fOTC Schot 00 .00 : 10 Col Schol-frant AR A6 | - R0 A
11 frsing Schol SV 11 ROTC Schal S oM om :
12t e Schol 00 .00 - 12 Nursing Schol S .m noomE
13 State Schol 3.8 .73 o 13 -SS Renefits RN R I A
. 4. Other Schol ) 6,46 1.43 ' " 14 Vawd or SBP 1,78 f NN S
. 15 LEep 5 R 3 A 15 Vet Adnin 12 L ERURNE i
‘ 16 VD or SBP 141,58 ' S ‘{16 State Schol 167 .20 1Len o n
17 Vet Aduin : Q0.0 ' 17" Other Schol CAMR 16 | B 290
18 Voc Rehab 191 a2 ) _ TOTAL SCHOL-GRANT - MR 557 M35, 501
19° S5 Benefits a8 .9 : a | 8, st g w16 | 1273 0
. TOTAL SCIOL-GRANT 39.63 8.19 . : *19 ° State Loan - B N Y 2,08 IR :
o 20, fGSL 1831 406 |- | . 20 . Reg Bank Loan R I E 8 '
‘ 2l State Loan 229 .51 L 2 st . 1052 106 7R AR
2 feg bank Loan & | : 22 NursingS Loan - ST R R :
23 fwst R VT B 1 L - 23 School-Colleqe oam | A% :
20 1llth Prof Loan w0 " | 2 Remstives-Frionds 0 am om | Tum
25 Hursing S Loan N R | 25 Other Loan B LR IR W
TOTAL LORKS - _ 20.75 5.9 o - TOTAL LOWNS AR ».m
oL . 450,90 B ST o L 1m.en 116,66

O
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There is much debate in the literature whether equity exists between society and
the individual. Who benefits from higher education and who pays? 11 Are students
peying a fair share of their collegiate expenses? Does vertical equity (equity among
persons of different financial means) exist? Does horjzontal equity (equity among

persons of similar financial means) exist?

Or, viewed from the second perspective, does the present distribution of costs
result in over- or under-consumption of higher education? This is a most difficult
issue, for it extends far beyond whether the number of trained professionals is

- adequate to society's needs. Optimum higher-education consumption must consider such -

‘benefits as a better educated electorate and the nurture of_desired social values.

1t appears self- ev1dent that Judqment on the share of higher education expenses
that society and the 1nd1v1dua] shou]d bear is at least partially a function of
»'personal values. Further, from the standpo1nt of equity, benefit shares cannot really
“be estimated accurately, nor can the optimum level of higher- educatlon consumption be
specified. Clearly, ;uch_determinations'shou]d extend beyond manpower needs, but how
far end for whom? The data in table 4-§a and C-4-6a will be us:fu’ when policymakers

have established target shares of society's and individual's costs J If it were
ldec1ded for example, that society and the individual should share equa]]y in meet1ng
the f1nanc1a] burdens of h1gher educat1on, then student assistance could be adJusted

to implement this decision.

The data tn tables 4-6a and C-4-6a are presented in.two forms because
ebecification of the deeisionmaking unit is itself open to debate. Method A considers
the decisionmaking un1t to be the student and family. This method is consistent with

- law, wh1ch.1s based upon the assumpt1on that except for tru]y 1ndependent students,
paylng for higher education is a shared responsibility of students and parents or

spouse. Method B takes the more narrow perspective tnat net prices should be conf ined
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Table 4-6a | - “x.‘
hat Price Pald by ATT NLS Students o
According to Two Calculation Methods
197273 through 1975-76
Method A ‘

Cunn Lo s 196

Se1f and Family ~ Own Earnings or

Support, (Student  Savings et gl ¢ e 02,61
et Price) Support of Family 1 | s
or Friends 120,67 NI UNEE 998,83 1048.68
Unsubsdfzed o \
Loan Amount 113,35 94.90 130,21 186.48
Total - 1182,68 (60.8%) 1436.75 (80.4%) 1945,32 (81.5%) 2077.76 (82,08)
~ Pubic Support  Scholarships/ |
. Grants 241.39 8L - 355,02 391.26
Sibsdized i ' o
Loan Amount 3932 67,46 8.3 63,33
Total 200,70 (19.28) 348,99 (19.6%) 442,37 (18.5%) 454,59 {18.0%)
| Method B |
Student Net Price | | | 162,01 (31, 6%)' 722,00 (40, 4%)' 946,49 (39.6%) 1029.00 (40.6%)
Public Support 100138 (68 ) 10 63 T (%9, 6%) 1441,20 (60 i) 1503.27 (59 1)

NOTE: Method A assumes. that the decision- making unit-for-policy purposes is the student and his/her- fantly, “Q

whereas Method B assumes that this unit is onty the student. The former: conforms ‘to dependent student
status and the Tatter to 1ndependent status

]

See Analy51s Plan section for calculation of Toan subsidtes - | 87
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Vet rfe P by P Saets
According to To Calculation Methods:
1973-74 thrgugh 1979-80

“Hethod A
T | s | e | l9r | 178 197619 | 197580

Self and Fanily Support
(Student Net ‘Price) " ” .
O Swingsfamings | S M5 | SEMOL | S50 | SELL | BESSE {62060 | 8609

: Sﬁpport-of Family/ Lo _ . | |
Friends > -g08.78. | 86831, | 8879 030,81 | 973.50 | 1526.41 | 1426.08
. Unsubsidized Loan - | |
. Anounts | 001 | 6300 97.04 9.08 | %679 | " 115.08 117.67
ol . | 16 | ueeg | 151909 | 15802 1635.80 | 226209 | 2108.67
: ' (7F'.6%) (15.50) | (w0 | [(28) (f0.85) | (73.8%) | (70.3) |
b Py 1 0@ . - R | ’
Public Support : i N o .
; b . : “ .
- Scholarships/Grants: 291.00 | 649 | 424,22 fr.92 | .42 | 6732l 602.49
Subsidized Loan R B o ‘ | N o BRI Rt
Anount | 3.1 P65l | 028 | 1306 | 12709 1 190.15 | 2341 o

O ¥ LD P GBSl | 6% | B
S oL | (o) | e | s | (e | (e | B0

- Other R b RE SR o
ey [ (2 | s | ] (1) ] (V)
S Helhd "

ot fet price | o6’ | owel | 6030 | 6420 .30 | 7%.68 | 6853
: | ) | 0Le) | (02 | (e | (8E) | @) ) @8]

Topblic Suport 109,49 | 131731, o | s | e |oaeeap | 268
|t | st | (o) | (6908 | {682 () | (5.5)

)

Otper” - ol AL -
o o) | (LE (200 | (148 | (18) | (L7G) (IR N

W(TE; Method A assumes that the decision-making uriit for policy purposes is- the student arid his/her f%i;mi'ly(\ﬁ ; o
whereas Hethod B assunes that this nit 1s only the ctudent. The fomer conforns to dependent student . -~

. g” status and the Tatter to independent status.. : :
o . e Analysis PTan sec'tidn for calculation of Toan subsidies. " o b

. ‘
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to students, and that the important issue -is the amount students must contribute from
their own means. The former method gppears to be most consistent with present'public

policy, but Method B is included in recognition that viewpoints vary.

Both methods show little change in net price share distributions over a period of

time for the NLS students taken as a whole. (See the section entitled "Analysis

Plan" and append1x C for discussion of ‘net pr1ce calculation--espectal]y loan cost
a]]ocat1ons to students and -to governments. ) when students and their families are
consaderedm(Method»A) .the private- share As-seen- to -range—between 80:4 percent“and
82.0 percent. when the student a]one is cons1dered (Method B), the pr1vate share
ranges between 39.6 percent and 40 6 percent except for the freshman year. Regard]ess

of the bas1s for calcu]atlon net pr1ce shares between the 1nd1v1dua1 (private) and

society (public) are quite stab1e " cost 1ncreases are shared fa1r1y equally between o

society and the individual. These observations reflect the study of one group.forﬂ :

" four years.

. _ | . | ) _
When first-time, fu]]-time)students (CIRP) are compared over a period of time,

however, another pattern emerges (tab]e C-4-6a). It"soon becomes clear that the

student's share of total expenses is decreas1ng under both Methods A and B “.Not only"

"1s the CIRP student's” net pr1ce share 1ower ‘than that of the NLS student s, but it has

dropped cons1derab1y in the Tast several years. Under Method B, the CIRP student'

share of. total expenses has dec11ned from 34 0 percent 1n 1973~ 74 to 22.8 percent in

- 1979-80. Under Method A the decline 1s a 1esser 6.3 percentage po1nts. There are two

reasons for these dec11nes CIRP students have not 1ncreased their own savings and

: "earn1ngs and government's share of loan subs1d1es has grown as 1nterest rates have

..increased.




Summary and Conclusions

The average tota]ido]]ar amounts.per student obtained from the NLS student:
financing data for‘1972-23 are surprisingly sma]], but thereafter seem to become more
consistent with the estimates'of other agencies. In 1972-73 the College Schoiarship.
Serv1ce (CSS) est1mated tota] co]]ege expenses ranged from $l 635 for a commuter
~ student at -a public community co]]ege to $3 180 for a res1dent student at a pr1va e
four-year school. Even the 1owest f1gure is 1ess than the average of $1,463 for all »
students or $1,527 for fu]] t1me students as revealed by the NLS. In 1975 -76_the e
comparab]e a]] student and fu]] t1me NLS f1gures were $2,532 and $2 572 whereas the
»CIRP average was $2,054. 13 the range of CSS est1mates which are provided by the
1nst1tut1ons are $2, 058 to $4 391 h1ven the preponderance of enrolliments-in 1ower =
priced 1nst1tut1ons but the counterba]anc1ng preponderance of fourth-year NLS students
“in more expens1ve'four-year’colleges the NLS data appear to be somewhat 1ow. (It
must be remembened that the NLS students are one cohort on]y, whereas CSS data are for
a]] students” ) “CIRP va]ues appear 1ow-too ref1ect1ng that 1nst1tut1ona1 estimates
are a good dea1 h1gher than student estimates. It would appear that the ‘concern

expressed/about the h1gh costs of h1gher educat1on ‘may be exaggerated.

b o ' |
Thé NLS data show that full-time students f1nance their educat1on most]y through I

| fam1]y/and fr1ends a]though se]f help rep]aces a port1on of fam1]y support after the
. freshman year. The CIRP- data show 1ncreas1ng re]1ance by freshmen upon faml]y and
-fr1ends and reduced re11ance upon se]f he]p Grant and 1oan aid is re]atwve]y smal]
.averag1ng about 15 percent and 10 percent respect1ve1y, for each of the four years of
) NLS; comparab]e CIRP va]ues f1uctuate around 18- 20 percent and 7- 11 percent : v

respectJve1y Tota] amounts f1nanced Jump between the .sophomore and Junlor years of

NLS, probably ref]ect1ng the decline 1n the port1on ‘of the NLS sample attending less
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——expensive community colleges, For CIRP freshmen the increase is $1,100 and is aimost

£

o o N _ . .
60 percent over the seven years, oOr just slightly less than inflation.

Though the NLS part -time student sample is small, data for these students reveal
qu1te a d1st1nct1ve pattern. Here, after the freshman year, se]f—he]p is by far the
‘major f1nanc1ng source Fam11y support dec11nes from a begining 43.1 percent of tota] B
f1nanc1ng to 14.2 percent: by the fourth year. Scholarshlps, grants, and loans decline
, over_the four years, as we]] so that by the fourth year. the comb1ned percentage from

.these'two sources is only‘8,7 percent.

There is. support for those who have maintained that part-time students fa1] to
receive an equ1tab1e share of student aid a1though of course, the question of

f1nanc1a1 need is not addressed by these data. F1na11y, one might. conc]ude that for

' S all students samp]ed the ro]e of government 1n student f1nanc1ng d1d not’ 1ncrease o

1mportant1y between 1972 and 1976,,however for ‘the CIRP freshmen, the 1ncreas1ng ro]e

:‘ of fam11y/fr1end support was almost matched by combined scho]arshlp/grant and oan - .

‘ ass1stance.

Interpretat1on of the net price data can be done only from some policy - - Y
-—ﬁmperspect1ve | Is the. 80 percent of expenditures paid by NLS students and the1r

» fam1]1es tooA!iih or too 1ow?' Ts™ a“40 percent share pa1d by the NLS student (on]y

't22 8 percent for CIRP freshmen in 1979 80) consistent or 1ncons1stent w1th some po]1cy
jgu1de11ne? From scattered 11terature and po]1cy statements one ga1ns the 1mpress1on :

that the shares pa1d by NLS students and their fam111es are h1gher than expected or

desired a]though th1s conc1u51on is not un1versa11y accepted

,Disaggregated Findings

" By-Sex PR ' .



VA

After start1ng about even in the freshman year, NLS males f1nance a greater tota] '
dollar” amount for htgher edusstion than do femaies (see tab]e 4- 7) For full- t1me
students, male financing aapunts to $2, 046 62 compared to $1 715.49 for fema]es in the
sophomore yan., By the senior year the gap is st171 almost $260 For part- -time

students, wh? number only in the few hundreds, ‘the pattern pers1sts and the gap

expands to rough]y $400 by the Jun1or and senior years. Male part t1me students
. finance over 40 percent more than do fema]e part- t me students. Probably a major

'-explanation for these total dollar differences is the fact that men attend more

expensive inStitutions, and they may register'for more oredits.

The CIRP data show much less d1spar1ty in tota] amounts f1nanced by sex. (table ’

" C-4-7). The male- fema]e financing gap averages 1ess than $100 for the seven years’ and _

is never more than $130. As in the NLS data, however ma1es do f1nance more than

females.

When viewing sources of financial support one observes that both NLS and CIRP

males se]f finance -a substant1a1]y greater do11ar amount than do fema]es (tables 4 7 |

and C 4-7 and figures 4-3 and C-4- 3) The gap’ 1s cons1derab1y greater for (VLS)

part-time than fu]] t1me students. On the other hand fema]es enJoy cons1derab1y more‘m

support from fam11y or friends than do males, whether fu]]- or part- t1me, Fu]] t1me

ma]e students rece1ve sl1ght1y 1arger grant/scholarsh1p awards than do comparab]e

'fema1es (both NLS and CIRP except for 1979 80), whereas for NLS part-time students the

_pattern var1es by year, . Cons1der1ng 1oans, NLS fu]] t1me male. studegks borrow 1ess

N

" - than NLS full-time female students, and aga1n the pattern for part -time students is

m1xed by year, w1th fema]es borrow1ng more 1n the~f1rst two years and ma]es borrow1ng -

more thereafter. From CIRP females borrowed more in the: ear11er years, but genera]]y

less in 1ater years perhaps s1gna]1ng a. trend
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o Table
LS Student Finencing Soirces, by Sex
Major Financing Cateqories,
1972-3 through 1975-76
1972-13 1973-14 1974-75 197516
Toled 1l for Sample ‘H.-..‘.‘F..Z,z.t.ﬁ.srz,...___.-,-.._ N 22,65 - [-22'652 e .]_”2.21()..»(“ -
| i soe | 513 T W1 | 30 2| e
H for These D |
R o L IR S
o I T AR A A ' A g :
Stdent Financial Jata |~ W [ "F| W [ F[ M FL W[ F] K1 F TN Y L L
o Savings a0l mearl .0 10.8] 78a.26| 49| 383 |.25.8| .35 60604 | 34| 53] %65 LK | 6.0\ WO
or Carings Nt o ‘ - 0 | o
T L] wem| 80 | aL3| udo| 62| 2| 614\ 166.95| 6326 | 783 | 88| 108622) 6180 | 196 ) 02
~ ot | esmas] a0 456 52| 766.d| 810.96| 3.5 | 47.5(1010.26) 1156.26 | 38.8 18,3 | 100,65 120,36 | 319 | 86,1
Support of Family Tl . b _ . Xl
or Frieds” ‘ i | N .
o | 60| 2| | s7 19.0) 20k 1 | 207) 169.30) BT | U4 | 0.5 86| 20| 35 28
Ciolstipy 1 | G| 27| 169 | 163 W2 | AL 162 | 16.3) 1L 3 | 152|166 W\ ALY ) 16 69 ' -
Grants 1 I T N R : s
| | ma| 0| 83| 93| S\ 14%| 48| 123 w02 G2\ B4 ) 8S) 01 0|14 e
| o0 Dl il w0107 s | man| a0 | 0] 2z me| e 108 26006 %649 | 9.8 | 110
- Loans U N 1o N |
ot o] | EY| 67| 8| 67 34| 46| M| S| 49| LG )83 DS 16|
R (153020 152, 16| 100.0 | 000204662 | 170509 10.0 | 100.0 2600, 67| 2384.52 | 100.0 |100.0) 260,111 240.B5 | 1000 1000
| l o ke jatid Ko o
TOTAL . | S R R S I I
v 4051 | 491.28 [ 100.0°| 10000 116547 | 1014.05 | 100:0 | 100,01 149,45 | 106055 { 100.0-(100.0 | 1306.21 | $41.66.  100.0 10,0




 Table (-4

CIRP First-Tine, Full-Tine Student Financing Sources,
By: Sex, Major Categories, 1973-74 through 1979-80

W | s | W6 | weden | | wmawy | s

R A A A [

A for these et | 18,30 1,095 | 17,987 | 1,365 16,600 |16,093 19,980 | 19,39 17,427 | 18,51 16,69 [17,667| 17,35 [ 17,80

CFinance Category | ST 8 4 | 88 00 A T A T S T S T I T A T IR

O Savings/Eamings [N 66,42 | 332 |- 63,58 | 307 | S97.03 | 288 | 63830 | 285 | 684 | 203 | 0207 | 226 | 602 | 0.6
S Foamas | o | 603 | s | H0R |27 | W02 |20 | 483 | 215 | SIS | 1.8 | 006 7.1

Suportof Familyl (W 7208 | 0.1 | 79060 |38 | wesl | %7 | g5 | 07 | %5 | B2 e | as) 18U | 183
riends e o | 4.0 | 90378 | 0.8 | 98002 | 484 | OTAGE | 4.6 |1015.46 | 45.2 | 16980 | 5.3 16002 | 49,8

Scholarshipsforants (M 3018 165 | | 10| e | b | g | 20 | S | 26 | S0 | 18T | 60 | 1
o U LEo50.86 | 106 | 35008 | 1.1 | a20.50 | 207 | 463.09 | 207 | 50884 | 22,7 | 668.22 | 186+ | 603.58 | 20.5

s |MsAL | 100 | 1250 | 11| 16638 | 8.0 | 20024 | 91| 20089 | 100 30208 | 98 | 7.9 2.0
} Fois | 116 | 15070 | 7.8 ] 16838 | 8.3 [ 20097 | 9.5 | 20.0¢ | 93| W75 | 0.1 | MLEH | 116
ower W o6LI | 2| .eE | 22| S| 29| B8 | 16 g | 19| s | 22| e | |
| g BT N R I A N 0 0 VN N P O A R 0 4 O
WML - (W60 |100.0 | 200256 | 1000 20310 {100.0°| 24102 |100:0 (287554 | 100.0 | 3100.12 | 100.0°|3088.32 100.0 | .

|F o500 | 1000 | 1900 {100 |20 1000 | 21366 1000 | 22675 | 1000 |957.58 | 1000 |255L16 1m0 |

* Dapresents a 204 umeighted sanple of the natfonal First-tine, ful)-tine higher education enrolInent, Data-are weighted values.
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T S ~'NLS Ful1-Time Student Financing Sources, by .Sex
- . Major Financing Categories, 1972-73 through 1975-76 |
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- . Figure C4-3
CIRP Major Student Findﬁcing Categories
| 1973—79 Averages by Sex
Male ) _Female i

Percent of Total Studént income
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~_students assume larger 1oWer-interest-rate NDSLs. .On ba]ance from NLS, it wou]d“ e

[

The’shares of total financing borne by .each financing category likewise vary by

sex. The major-share- d1fferences are noted in the f1rst two categor1es in tables 4-7

and C-4-7; fu]] time NLS men f1nance about 10 percent more of their co]]ege expenses -
through savings and earn1ngs than do women and the reverse essent1a]1y is true when
one views the family/friend support category. For CIRP freshmen, the gap has been
reduced in both categories. The other notable difference is that NLS full-time women

finance about 2 percent more of their education through loans; this difference has

’d1sappeared in the CIRP data over t1me.

Examination of NLS student aid subcategories (table 4-7a) reveals that, on the
average, full-time women receive larger amounts from BEOGs, SEOGs, and state

scho]arships than do males, whereas fu11-time male students receive larger

.institutional grants. For part- -time students the grant/scholarsh1p data are m1xed

Regarding loans, full-time male students assume larger FGSLs and full-time women'

appear that fema]es fare cons1derab1y better under student aid programs than do men,

in- that the form of aid rece1ved is the more desirable grant or 1ow-1nterest 1oan.

The patterns are 1ess c1ear when CIRP subcategor1es are cons1dered (table

C-4-7a). A]though CIRP women rece1ve 1arger BEOGs, the advantage does not ho]d for .

~ SEQGs and state scho]arshlps and grants. Men do rea112e 1arger 1nst1tut1ona1

.Scho1arsh1p/Grant support and the 1oan patterns d1scerned from NLS do seem, however,

“to be cons1stent with CIRP Cons1der1ng both surveys, women probably . have on]y a

~slight edge over men in regard to the form of grants and 1oans rece1ved

It is, therefore,_not‘surprising that NLS student net'prices vary only s]ightly

under Method ‘A calculations (the student and fam1]y are cons1dered to be the

~decisionmaking unit), but vary cons1derab]y under Method B ca]cu]at1ons (the student

is cons1dered the dec1s1onmak1ng un1t) (See table 4-7b.) Under Method B, men are

et




Tab]e 4- 7a

NLS Student Financing Sources, by Sex
Se]ected Financing Categories, 1972-73 through-1975-76 .

1972-73 ° 1974-75 |
1 N T 5048 | 5138 N1 3251 | 3004 VT L
_ - N pT|T313 371 {PT = 379 PT
“ M F o M F M
3E0G FT 30.44 37.93 36.54  43.23 45.
PT 4.44  6.61 13.42  8.42 13.
SEQG FT 6.57  9.45 18.13  26.66 16.
;- PT 1.35 .36 18.59  10.86 3.
College Schol/ FT . 71.84 62.24 113.63  86.21 117.1
Grant- - — pr 227 12.81 8.25  4.66 1.
State -~ FT . 42.65 48.81 . 56.93 68.35 60.
Scholarship PT L0 6.57 1.08  6.36 2.
| FT 70.22 " 72.62 85.28  73.90 91.91 8l
PT 12.27  24.34 20.83  16:47 20.11"
tate Loar FT. 12:720 19.42 24.00 26.94 29.45
ST PT 4.58 .00 18.86 .00 3.

FT - 42.80  50.80
PT 3.3 3.62

55.73
18.417

81.63

57.50 7
12.)

FT

99

107.96 .~ 90.53

179.73

157.85

210.44 17
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Table C4-Ta

" CIRD First-Tine, Full-Tine Student Financing Sources, y
. Dy Sex, Selected Categories, 1973-74 through 1979-80
_ 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-18 1978-79 1973-60
ab | 1830|1700 | 12967 | 17365 | 16608 | 16493 | 1937 | 19359 | 17425 | 18514 | 16637 | 17667 | 17333 17850
Mverage hverage ihverage hverage © Mverage Average hveraqe
Finance Category Male Fenale | Male fFemile Ma{e Fenale | Mal¢  Female Kale Female | Male fFemale | Male [emale

B0: §0 " $128.03 11167 B64.20 817199

SEQ 00 | mie nafme 20| AN WA B BE | BE B | 280
(ollege Scholarshipsfrants | 0 0 | 7659 6249 | T8 0.83 | 7335 6171 | M55 8L 26,61 11113 1 91,2 |
Suate Seholarshipsfrants | 2040 2035 | 06 T4 | B0 048 | 16 el 62 B 105,89 105,29 /ée.qa 97,06
s, | 149.93 167.86 |-63.78 6274 | BLY 697 | 849 7600 |18 84,28”1’5;:_.‘93 650 | 216,07 1648
s o0 0 e 83| 909 6T | BB 816 | 5651 9.9 | 10 N | 68.48 6.1
Other Grants 3.3 551 | 7308 5555 | %98 5.7 1408 G 109.55 9474 [120.20 342 11249 S0
omerloani g 5643 | 50 a6 | B a0 | 6 ‘66.74 63:09 68.3 - 57.14 g0 ‘82.55 .68 |

g ¢t

178,26 $185.77

$169.80 $210.16

$191.91 $204.75

56,78 1262.70

mewuamuwmmwmthtMMmmbeNmNHMmM%meHmmMMmLDm}mmedmm&

t 0 values indicate that data were not collected for these sources,
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Table 4-7b

Net Price Paid by Full-Time NS Students, by Sex
According to Two Calculation Methods
(Percentages)

1972-73 through‘1975-76

s Method A

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 !
. s - - I
“Self and Family Own Earnings M 28.1 38.3 37.4 i 36.0 H
‘Support (Student  or Savings F 18.8 25.8 25.3 : 26.0 !
. Net Price) ' : g . '
B Support of Family M 45.6 Lo 37.5 © 38.3 37.9
or Friends F 53.2 ‘ 47.5 48.3 | 46.1
- Unsubsidized Loan M | 7.0 " 4.7 5.2 7.3
Amount oo - F . 8.7 6.1 6.5 8.2
TOTAL M . 80.7 . BL.S 80.4 . 81.2
F 80.7 . . 79.4 el 80.1 80.3
Schelarships/ . M 16.9 .2 15.2 16.3
St Grants F 16.3 6.3 . 15.6 16.9
- " Subsidized Loan M T 2.4 3.3 3.4 2.5
o Amount . F 3.0 4.3, 4.3 2.8
g ' TOTAL R T 19.5 18.6 18.8 -
g F 9.3 20.7. 19.9 19.7
R " R | Method B .
Student Net Price \ M- 35.1 43. 43.1 43.3
F 27.5 . 31.8 31.8 34.2
public Suppdrt M |- 64.9 B 57,0 ; 56.9 . s6.7 T
P 725 68.2 | 68.2 65.8

ng unit for policy purposes, is the student and his/her family, whereas
The former conforms to dependent student status and. the latter to

-

: Method A assumes that the decision maki
:Method ‘B assumes the unit to be the student.
ndependent status. i

See Anaivsis Plan section for calculation of loan subsidies.

0] J : For.th1$_disaggregation estimates were based upon
‘loan relationships jidentified for all students. ' ' o
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seen to be responsible for from e1ght to nine percent more -f their collegiate
expenses than are women. Except for the freshman year, pub11c support under Methed B
is about 57 percent of expenditures for men and about 66-68 percent for women; under

Method A, public support-is about zo‘percent for both sexes.

Most of the net price data from CIRP (table C-4-7b) are consistent with those of
NLS. The CIRP data do show, however, a s]1ght narrow1ng of the male-female net price
gap (Method B) and a substant1a11y reduced net price over a per1od of time for both
sexes s0 that under Method B pub11c support is rough]y 75 percent by 1979 80.

The final table for this dfsaggregation presents the student financing averages

o . S . ; )
for only those students who report some (other than zero) financing by a particular

categorx.' For:fu]]etime male NLS studentsbreporting some financing from their own:
savings or earnings, in 1972-73 the averagedreported'was $650.27 (table 4-7¢); for ail
'i male full-time students (table 4~ 7) the average was $429.60. Most notewortby for the
NLS d1saggregat1on by sex, ma]e scho]arsh1p/grant rec1p1entx raceive 0.2  $200 mOre, |
on average, than do fema]e reC1p1ents, “and they borrow somewhat nore 2s well. For the
scholarships/grants, the exp]anat1on is found pr1mar11y in institutional
scholarships/grants; for 1oans, no clear exp]anat1on exists. Comparab]e.CIRP gata
(tab]e C-4- 7c).shou that nale recipients self-finance about $260'more than females and
receive on average about $100 less from fam11y/tr1ends, BEOGS are abeu: equal, as are
SEOGs and state awards, whereas ma]es receive about $100 more in av'rage grants.

0vera11, males have about a $100 adyantage in the;Scho]arsh1p/Grants»catrgory. Males

also borrow about $50 more on the average.

3y Race

In all four years of the NLS wh1te students f1nance a 1arger tota] dollar

expend1 ure for co]]ege than do other ethnic groops (tab]n 4-8). Th1s may ref flect in

62



Tible C-4-7b

Nel Price “wid by CIAP Students, : : ’ o
iy Sex According 19 Tao Calculation Melhods :

1973-14 through 1979-80

~ tlbod A - o o ' |
197314 1974-75 1975-T6 1976-17 19778 1976-19 197910
Male Tenale | Male Fomle | Hale Femole Male Femle | Male Fomale | Male [ Temale | Male  Temle
e e ' : ‘ ‘ I - _j I SRR
b and Tamily Support o : ' ' o I
(Student Nt Pricg) L o , , B Z '_ .
(i Savings/Earnings 024 |7 we |88 ar | ws 20 |2l ns | R R R
Suppurd af Tanfly/Friends W90 | 109 4688 | 00 484 | BT 456 W2 o452 |67 83 | s 08
: nsubsdized tuanlhmounts P50 58 | L1 34 [ AE 4B 0 42 [ 43 40 | AT 38 A
lotal | B3 2 [ w1 s [0 M9 | me ms | ma oo |0 By | es
Public Sﬁppof[ ; ‘ 1 | | /
Schi larships/Grants 65 1.6 | 190 181 |26 27 |l 2T f a6 22.‘7/ 187 186 | 100 05
Subsidized Loan Anount {50 58 [ 00 a4 |34 U35 [ sl 83 [ a1 83 L6l B3RO0 T
fota) - 25 WA |00 25 | W0 W2 |2 20| 1] 2/34'0‘ we w9 Lt owy oo
T A R I A R L
' Hethiod B
Student flet brice B2 B2 WA 26 1'33.4 %5 w5 w2 | W6 B5 | %3 6 | a6 w3
mblic Support e 6.4 629 T LT a6 | 659 26 | 665 m2 | s ma | e om
Oer | R R R R

" Wi Method A assunes that the decision-naking unit for poticy purposes 15 the student and hisfher fanily, hereas Hethod B aSsumes that this unit is’
only the student. The former confhrms to dependent student status and the latter to tndependeni status. ‘ ' |

See Analysis Plan section for calculation of loan subsides,

‘«
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Tatile 4-7¢

4LS Tull-Time and Recipient® Finuncing Sources,
By “ateunries of, Disangrecation, 1972-73, 1974-75, 1075-76

1972-73 Averages 1973-74 Averanes 1974-75 Averaaes 1975-76 ‘Averaaes
Avq. Amount . ‘Avg. Amount Avg. Amount Avg. Amount
$ Total N S Total SN $ Total il S Total
Own Savings or Earrings M 690,27 3107 1127.12 2354 1387.03 2251 1422.14 21
F540.82 2644 764.20 | 1919 -1029.9¢ 1715 1073.75 ‘164¢
Support of Family/Friends , | M 1211.42 2862 1579.54 1686 | .. 1877.23 1710 | 1991.65 1655
F 1243.29 |- 3296 1587.68 1703 | - 1919.44 1792 1969.23 1€3¢
BEOG - | ¥ 638.46 . 265 724.26 172 749.30 207
F 682,29 321 ’ 668,481 214 733.44 272
SEOG - : ‘M 663.95 - 56 : _ 651.91 105 550.10 1:C.
. o | F 642.60 80 , - 643,69 149 615.79 - 182
College Scholarships/Grants | M '783.48 B Y- T . 988,71 383 1008.72 36
F 645.66 499 | ) 740,73 /O |[° .737.85 33t
"? State Scholarships | M 595.47 | 336 S 644.12 | 269 | = 703.90 262
F' 546.12 403 R A 639.20 293 " 664.01 28:
Other Grants M 843.80 . 669 . 1272.59 464 210.44 | 522
F 596.17 794 ‘ . 1026.75 443 172.00 4ez
" Totel Scholarships/Grants M 1792.31 1283 1210.80 957 1275.07 | 1051 | 1343.91 1¢-
F 1590.57 1472 918.77 1030 | 1079.63 1043 1126.23° 1063
FGSL M1112.43 . |- 324 - 4 1203.19 | 227 1289.83 | 2%¢
_ F 1079.44 " 34 o 1167.40 190 |- 1291.25 82
Stats .vans - "M 1001.47 66 1381.12 57 1325.91 7z
F 1006.92 82 o ‘ 1204.51. 56 1321.33 :
_KDSL M 683.75 343 : 762.94 254 772.04 228
F 630.81 456 o 759.89 339 695.48 3z
Other Loans M 1016.03 6 1193.39 155 © 84.87 22
F 1130.98 154 . o ' .~ 1035.40 238 87.82 e
Total Loans M 980.98 779 1041.06 £50 1159.61 < 624 1254.22 e
1 F 946.90 989 - 970.28 - 644 1090.27 743 . 1119.68 s

* Data tabled are for only those students who redorted'some support in the particular categories 1isted.
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falle CA- e

T Ittﬁlph*ulﬁ' Financing Souecs by Sex
Salected Financing Categorles
197314 through 1979-80

107576

1976-11

19731 1974-75 1977.78 1978-19

hverage Avuragd Mverage Average Mverage hverage

Fanince Category tle Fuwale | Male Fomale | Hale  Female Hale Female | ‘Male: Female | Male Temale

Oun Sovings/Earnings | 81, 13 519,46 | 857,33 65101 | RI6.33 64579 | 00,90 672,07 | 91343 7105 105,72 816,41

‘ (1491) 2 (164) (1080) (12420) [(11752) (11443) | (14225) (13732) [(123%0) (12;48) |{11366) (12035)

Sugport of Family/ 073,94 113094 | 106500 147,65 [1097.20 120048 | 11651 120845 | 1250.78 1305,14 | 1689.27- 1993,01

Friends (13272) (12086) |(14080) (14062) {(10191) (13963) |{15m3) {1g3sd) | (13752) (15304) | (13193) "(14901)

bLuG 030 | s s | mew 70005 | 18609 1010 s s | e 860l

WA M| (3584 (303) | (om2) (Mea) | (9g5) (4169) | (3661) (aa0n) | (3678) (4039)

5L06 0 0 | 820 532.39,590'.17 BA70 [ 536,50 512,03 | 53049 532:06 | 586,16 56500

Mo W () (o) (e Qo) | (1) (R76) | (1235) (1397) | (1z)  (1219)

College Grants 00 | 67622 464,84 | 657,05 505,69 | 742,36 663,04 19078 68652 | L1 84,53

. Mo N[ (JmB) (3619) |- (2623) (3219) 1 (2%24) (28%4) | (3mz) (3367) (3138)  (3544)

State Scholarships/ | 731,89 604.41 | 63119 GG | 665 516,00 | 50949 S26.00 | 15.00 51006 | 63016 612,70

Grants C(6715)  (6614) | '(2936) (2638) | (2678) (28m) | (312) (3195) | (2951) (3290) | (3084) (3318)

Guier Private Grants 0 0 0 0 0 0| . 100,53 | 593,99 40,61 685,40, 600:1

L MM oM Wi | (o) (0ea) | (1477)  (aere) | (1817) (1680)

Schnlarships/Grants BILES 665,96 | 0079 0051 |10%.66 95512 [1087.00 1000.60 | 1128.64 105,20 281,60 1186.07

(%641} (7364) | (7056) ~(1mi8) | (7200)  (7991) (709) (9040) | (8303) 239) | (8012} (R70)

sl 972,50 901,68 | 894.34 950,83 |1028.31 962.5) | 1010.74 1050.56 |1154.53 1108.38 |1333.90 1372.91

(3003) (323) | (1607) (1360) | (1486) (1e69) | (1607) ~(1583) | (1899} (1634) | (21:4) ~(2166)

st 0 - 0 | 70087 68546 | 75190 7493 | 779.61 714.93 | 799.50 770,20 | 868.97 89355

: Mo W | {4e) (1520) | (1565) (18) | (1776) (1969) | (1634) (1873) (1609) ~ {1807)

 Otber Loans 2.6 071 | 766 8.6 | 0020 80149 W21 9603 | MBS0 9751 | 1082.10 10gs.A1

‘ (l0s2) {18) | (910) (90) | (o8 {gm){ (7s2) (er9) | (7ez) ({eee) | (608) (Ti8)

Tutal Loans 3.8 96108 | 900.86 697,19 | 08581 936.20 |1007.29. 90990 [1114.95 104175 | 1283.90 1270.89
(40M) (at60) | (3560) (307)  (3065) | (4572) (d00s) | (4a267)  (4634)

l‘)?q *n ].

Averatns

Male

o b8 e

1
(1140

an.a
(13457)

B0, 1
(5423)

52,50
(1617)

B9.b0

| (305¢)

64,1}
(3154)

103,26

(1m)

135648
(#647)

199320

- {3248)

95.04
(1%2)

145,10
[ 653)

1452.3)

(423)  (4902) I (5694)

|

T

Jetwt 0.

w01
(2123

oY

P, 4]
(5491) -
B
(1694

KL
(3300}

91!
(3391)
war
(100

1359, 16
(940) |

440,31 |
(i3]

900, 0}
(210

il |
| Bu)

30,01
(404}

(3561

i

* it !nblcd are for only hose sludents who reported soue supporl in the partlculdr categories llsted

l laly e uvlthud values,

s e uaeighted fis for the 208 subsample of the CUIP sample,

J O yelues indicate that data were not collected for these SOUFCeS,

WA = not appiicable,




part their attendance at more expensive colleges. In the freshman year Hispanics
f1nance by far the lowest amount, followed by American Indians, blacks, and Asian
Americans. Except for the sophomore year,. H1span1cs remain as the group financing the

lowest amount. By the senior year blacks are second lowest.

'Again, CIRP findings are more mixed (table C-4-8). Although on balance whites
finance larger amounts than other groups, the difference is especially apparent in the
case of the NLS data. It ts interesting to note, however, that their pattern does not
always hold true: in several years, some group--most typically American Indians or
Asians--finance more. Probably the cleardst pattern is in the low amount oonsistently

financed by Hispanics.

By category of support, whites and Asﬁan Americans in both the NLS and CIRP
surveys rely relatively heavily (absolute amounts) on their own savings and earnings
(tables 4 8 and C-4-8 and figures 4-4 and C4-4). From the NLS, whites are far in the
forefront in the dollar amount of family suppori received, fo]]owed by Asian

‘Amer1cans, w1th blacks generally br1ng1ng up the rear; CIRP shows Asian Amer1cans to
rival whites in the dollar amount of Ffamily support received with 11tt1e to separate
the other minority groups. Minority groups rece1ve a d1sproport1onate amount of
scho]arsh1ps and grants, According to the NLS, Amer1can Indians and then blacks nead
in this category; Hispanics place a close th1rdJespec1a11y in the freshman year.
Blacks are the largest borrowers; fndians borrow very little unt11 the senior year.
Whites and Hispanics also are major borrowers.’' CIRP data suggest tﬁat American
"Indians and blacks appear to benefit most from Scholarship/Grant programs,valthouoh

Hispanics have been gaining in recent years.

When the financing sources are viewed #or the share that each contributes to
total student financing (tab]es 4-8 and C-4-8 and figures 4-4 and C4-4), the relative -
re11ance of most minority groups on student aid and the re11ance of whites and Asian
66
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Table 4-8

HLS Full-Time Student Financing, by Race,
Major Financing Categories, 1972-73 through 1975-70

o A o

4

1975.76

Othie

O
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. 1972-73 ° 1973-74 1974-75
Finance Catlegory N $ % N 3 b1 N ) \\‘”X. N $ ¥
Own Savings o Farnings a l s ;
Amer, Indian 064" 274,63 22.5 34 288.45 22,7 | 25 A4J2.86 20.5. 33 389,92 18,1
. Black 1169 233.49 18.4 640 324,02 20,2 666 421.15 21.0 705 406.47 21.6
Asian American 185 350.79 27.3 147 548.74 35,2 137 882.30 41.0 126 901.42 38.1
White 8203 374.62 23.8 5608 651,24 33,7 5139 842.91 32.7 4931 863.80 32.3
Wispanic /9 227,21 23.0 209 463.01 32,2 167 502.?5 32.7 166 673.18 37.4
Other 178 337.48 22.0 115 503.200 27.7 119 796.12 32.9 114 672.32 28.4
Support of Camtiy/Friends /
© Amer. Indien 206,06 16.9 249,52, 19.6 603,05 ; 26.2 573.42 26.6
Biack 373.54 29.4 291.73 18.2 441,54 / 22.1 337.43  1%.0
Asian Ameriean 589.99 45.9 625,01 40.0 805.7¢ 37.3 973.33 41.2
White” 813.34 51.7 849.06 44.0 1164.06 45.2 1168.56 43.8
Hispanic 220.08 22.3 329.26 22.9 427.64 24.0 3J63.44  20.2
Other 647.77 42.1 697.89 38,4 82?.84 34.0 801.55 33.9
Scholarships/Grants : : .
Aper, Indian 695.36 57.0 687.56 54,0 1197.28 52.0 969.00 45.0
Black -420.20 33.1 641.26 40.0 748.46 37.4 786.26 41.8
ASian American 225.32 17.5 279.47  17.9 265.82 12.3 295.57 12.5
White 230.M1 14,7 271.28 14,0 344,13 13.4 379.54 14,2
Hispanic 356.85 36.2 451.49 31.4 a86.55 27.3 544,00 30.2
Other "389.84 25.4 476.00 26.2 576.04 23.8 668.24 28.2
Loans : ;
Amer, Tndian 43,44 1.6 46.72 3.7 :30.09 1.3 221.34¢  10.3
Black 242,11 19.1 347,04 21.6 391.04 19,5 349.06 ° 18.6
Asian American 119.11 9.3 107.88 6.9 203.64 9.4 192.59 8.2
White ' 154.09 9.8 159.46 8.3 226.30 8.7 259,34 9.7
Hispanic 181.63 18.5 196.31 13,5 1282.85  16.0 217.05 12.2
“(ther 161.22 - 10.5 142.53 1.7 £227.5_9 9.3 225.53 9.5
i Total ‘ i
Aer, Todian 1219.49 100.0 1272.24 100.0 2303.27 100.0 2153.68 100.0
. Black 1269.33 100.0 1604.04 100.0 7‘2002.]8 100.0 1879.22 100.0
C Asian Ameyican 1285.21 -100.0 1561.11 100.0 :2157.51 100.0 2362.92 100.0
Whi Ly 1672.45 100.0 1931.03 100.0 /2577.40 100.0 2671.24 100.0
Hispanic 935.76 100.0 1440.06 100.0 l 1779.39  100.0 1798.67 100.0
1536.31 100.0 1819.63 100.0 2422.59, 100.0 2367.64 100.0

.o tll's are the same for all financing categories by year.
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Figure 4-4

NLS Full-Time Student Financing, by Race
Major Financing Categories,
1972-73 through 1975-76
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Figure C4-4
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Americans on self-support and family aid become clear. For example, for blacks (NLS)
the share contributed by student aid ranges from 52.2 percent to 61.6 percent over the
four years; for Hispanics the comparable figures are 42.4 percent and 54.7 percent.
Honever, for whites (NLS), the range for student aid is only 22.1 percent to 24.5

percent and for Asian Americans it is 20.7 percent to 26.8 percent. Conversely (NLS),

whites and Asian Amer1cans employ self-help and family “i5systance for roughly 75~
percent of their financing compared to roughly 40 percent to 50 percent for blacks and

45 percent to 55 percent for Hispanics. CIRP data show the same general pattern.

Tab]e 4-8a provides greater (VLS) grant and .loan detail. Blacks ard Hispanics
receive the largest average BEOG grants; ‘the average white and Asian American receives
very little of this aid. SEOGs are more evenly spread among_Ind1ans, blacks, and
" Hispanigs. In the first year American Indians receive very large institutional
scholarships but by the junior year, B]acks are first in this category. BlacKs lead
in amonnts borrowed under the FGSL program until the senjor year when Indians become
heavy borrowers. Asian Americans assume fhe cmallest FGSLs. Under the NDSL program,
blacks both begin and finish their college years as the heaviest borrowers; nhites and

Asian Americans borrow less.

Tab]e C-4-8a conta1ns the comparable CIRP data. Here American Indians are seen
to join blacks and Hispanics as the major BEOG beneficiaries; and in compar1son with
NLS, CfRP reports that whites and Asian Americans receive s1ight1y more BEOG grants.
SEOGs also are 1arge1y the domain of m{noraty groups although again Asian_Americans

“seem to compare more closely to whites. FGSLs do not show a significant cerrelation
" by race, and the neea-based NDSLs surprisingly do not seem to correlate strongly with

race either.
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Table 4-0a

NS Full-Time Student Financinq. by Race
selected Financing Categories,
1972-73 through 1975-76

in Dollars
R 197_2‘-7} 3 ] . [974°75" - T 1875 e
N6 1169 185‘ 8203 w17 % 666 17 61 (A VU X 05 126 4931 e 1
S ———— - SRUPUINEN PV S PR BILEL —
fer, fs fan fmer . Asian fwer. hsian

]
Auer | White| llispanic| Other | Indian| Black| Aner, nhj.te Hispanic| Other

indian! Black| Aner.| White | Mispanic| Other ** | Indian| Black

bt e

| e 0| nn) e | o) | ueTs) T ol L | 65,09 169.62(207.3] 0.3 |- 3008 17162 | 6193
| : ‘ .
5006 P18 26.08] 2.60| 5.33]! 316 24,35 137.28(112.75| 24,48 12.83 61,94 | 1,53 1129.23{103.98 w1091 672 8.36
Cotlege ‘ B : b “
(41,871 58,27 .93} 70.89 121.58 108,95{215.39| 86,40 89.43 74.33 199,251 .00{186.46| 81.70 94.56| £0.61240.80

SChUIdEShEIE 230.28

/ .
Clate /. :
Scll()\al'slf]"ips 19.55| 55.67| 45.09} 44.64 43,26 | 61,55 8,12 73.54] 82.93| 59.%4 90,00 | 83.57 {133.90{ 70.33 32.50 61,641 80.19| 76.82
[0S .yﬁ'ﬁ .| 15,171 95.481 96,70 69.48 79.68 | 77.51]. 00{127.811 49.43{ 76.60 52,45 |120.15°] 162,32 114,51 19.42 84.70| 56,15 108.35
[ l ‘ :
Stale l“;‘bdns 00| 23,091 20.18{ 15.71 9,18 | 16.56 00 20.!6‘:17.00 25950 49.93 | 6.42 00! 16.36] 20.13) 341 15.93] .23

.0 M| e 30,094198.00 41.32 6543 123,00 | 73.51| 45.23(149.33 62,32 65,61 85.78] £9.69

114.60| {645.05(210.31) 82.04 16331 13650 [235.23 | 578.02 228.03] 63,93(186.69 | 162.05 | 291.54
69.74| 58.59 | 28.51 LlS.Od 77.66| 86.64{ 89.67| %6.47} 25.98

sl | B.20| .93 0.6
e Grants | 78.0] 7808 208 B0 | B8

{

Wt Loans ol 7.6 1| | 25 | 00 0! 82,63 97.86
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Table (C-4-8a

" CIRP First-Time, Full-Time Student Financing Sources,
By Race, Selected Categories, »
1973-74 through 1979-80 ©

Y g ” )
. | 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977.78 1978-79 ll 1976-80 |
t —
Finance Category l ! ' Average N Average L] Average N Average N Average ] Averaae | N Averaa> |
BEOS T ' ' ' {
Arer. Indtan 88 - Q 53 328,33 46 ;430.30 90 432.73 18 229.68 59 655.49 55 451,57 ,
Blacr . 2821 0 2318 403.7 2524 543.8] 3155 587.05 3406 ° 608,73 2968 649.2) 3031 653,17
Astan 306 0 07 . 174,95 472 225.41 562 189,99 512 311.30 418 256.24 | , 449 294,70
dhite 31335 0 31728 *92.39 129103 123.76 | 33934 141.98 | 30909 150.17 | 29725 153.28 10439 225.8¢
Hiscanme 144 0 385 334,51 |- 339 416,15 157 401. 1+ 475 o 461.68 396 433,33 437 515.17
. Other 265 0 541 148.69 617 186.62 628 218.61 599 353.65 738 321.6% 752 255.80
. . : !
SEQu L : l .
- Arer. Indian - Q 108.82 244,81 27.99 50.32 59,10 \ 111.61
Black . 0 90.78 92.52 104.82 107,67 120.96 130.13 |
Astan 0 17.64 50.40 39.53 . B2.67 63.79 63.95 .
White 0 17.57 19.44 22.18 24.09 25.09 31,40
Hispanic 0 47.94 68.55 73.21 74,62 e 82.08 91.1¢
Other 0 37.26 35.41 43,95 59.92 56.87 41.72
v
College . .
Scholarships/Grants . . i
4mer. Indian 0 221.96 211.20 182.76 114.90 143.35 83.47
" Black 0 §5.06 78.93 , 110.€5 109.46 165.01 106.72 1§
Asian’ 0 b 131.38 114,88 83.00 144,69 318,55 155.6+
white 0 76.99 77.51 65,76 , #5.83 112.32 85.€7
Hispanic 0 109.43 68.81 124.97 88.61 133.19 129.20 ¢
Other 0 87.45 78.69 6577 101.21 145.97 75.85
State ' . ’ » |
Scnotarships/Grants . . , i
Amer. [ndian 616.91 Y 55.86 171.67 64.85 \125.42 285.91 152.5% ¢
Black 452,39 116,95 113.88 111.92 112.81 155.20 187.2¢
Asian 314,12 \ 104.01 147.40 83.42 185.67 178.69 115.2%" ¢
wWhite 200.57 . 76,38 75.42 76.25 . 81.83 99,28 91.39 !
Hispanic. 348.95 \ 214.88 £€5.02 124,380 - 167.61 . 148.59 149,55 !
Otner 246,16 78.84 97.30 76.6% " 96.06, 128.136 87.36 .
FosL o .
Amer. Inciian 190.64 136.57 25.72 50.28 26.13 54.55 265.76
Black ’ 251.72 80.59 68.68 73.06 94.19 132.27 118.70°"'
Asian 163.15 “ 58.79 36.86 47.97 n 95.30 199,94 160.65
white 145.73 61.39 73.09 81.78 103.10 153,44 212.01
Hisoanic : 132.47 85,18 33.78 48,61 ~62.23 87.90 81.6"
Gther 4 157.97 89.42 72.64 71.73, 89.16 141.52 141.79¢
NOSL © - 3 ¢ .
Amer. [ndian 0 ‘22.8] 34.10 a0.11 75.16 34,06
Black 0 102,78 87.52 97.62 " 84,10 104.88
Asian 0 57.97, .70.72 41.04 . 62.55 103.11
White 0 40.20 . 53.48 §6.17 54.65 71.93
Hisoanic 0 82.54 49,90 55.68 52.54 57.33
Other 0 . 5%.91 63.72 " 139,92, 35.46 66.12
Otner Grants L, ' .
Amer. lndian 51.43 314.49 \ . 54.98 164,77 267.27 592.4
Black 113.68 99.7% Y 94.07 109.76 126.56 119.74
Asian 43.04 64.06 i 40.41 106. 30 149,91 122,52
while . 12,18 62,23 8 69.77 105.74 100.05 114,25
Hiszanic 102.05 51.85 ¢ 99.4] ' 29.36 | o RARYS) 163.27
“Utner B1.64 69.25 \ 83.04 o » 64,94 83.34 £4.7}
. \ .
Other Loans . y .
srer. ipdian 37.09 37.50 \ 153.14 46.14 1872 |, 15.80
olack 71.14 44,33 \ .11 7116 85.06 ! £4.%1
s31a0 431.96 v 36.18 R 23,01 43.75 47,38 93.51
wntte 50.20 3.2z \ 19,82 64.61 61.92 gn.Fe
dinunic A 25.77 19.46 27.38- 251,59 37.16 37.03
Guner i 58.24 11.49 53.81| =~ 49,20 457 . 8991
1 “epresents 3 20° unwergnted saiml> of the mitional first-time. full-time higner efucaiicn errollment. Data are wetanted vaiue:
2 4 ,3ises fadicate that data were not collected for these sources. © N °
\
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-
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Consistent with the abnve observation, there are great differences in net prices
paid by students of the various racial and ethnic groups (see tables 4-8b and C-4-8b).
Under Method A the net price paid by Asian American and white students and families is
a far larger share of tota1 price than is the case for other groups. Whereas (NLS)

Asian Americans and‘whites paid from 80 percent to 85 nercent of total expenses over

. the four years studied, American Indians paid only 42 percent‘to 52 percent, blacks 51

percent to 62 percent, and H1Span1cs 59 percent to 67 percent. The gap for CIRP
students is somewhat less. Under Method B, which considers fam11y support as a pub11c
subsidy, the resu]ts look quite different at least for the NLS (table 4-8b). Now the
net price paid by the (NLS) student alone tends to be highest for H1spanics, foltowed
by ‘Asian Americans and whites. The lowest net prices are paid by American Ind1ans and -
then blacks. However, for tne CIRP students (C-4-8b), whites and Asian Americans i

\

usually pay higher net prices. Clearly, equity by racial or ethnic group does not

exist when the share of college expenses paid, or net price, is considered. This

finding may appear to be confounded by the’ fact that whites attend more expensive
institutions. Sections be]ow, however, show that students in. pub11c and two-year
institutions pay higher net price shares; minority students d1sproport1onate]y attend
these schools. A1l other factors‘equal this should lead to glgher net price shares

for minorities, but this is not’ the case.

Viewing the racial data for only those who report some financing by particular :

ategorz:(tables 4-8c and C-4-8c) one observes from the NLS less variation in

self- support than in support -of fam11y/fr1ends. For examp]e in 1975-76 the range in

~ the former category is about $4QO (blacks show the 1owest se]f support--$907 94-aand

whites show'the“host--$1305 70); and for the latter category the range is over $1700

($1232.94 for blacks and- $2904.85 for Amer1can Ind1ans) Total grant.anqwloan ~f‘~rwv~~“ -

categories vary too,. with average grants among rec1p1ents being 51071 75 for As1an

" Americans in the final year of the survey and $1881. 21 for Amer1can }nd1ans. Average |

~\
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Table 4-8b

Mot Mrce Pald by NLS Full=Thne Students,
wmmmummmmmwmmmmmw
(Percontes)

1972-73 through 1975-76
Hethod A

1972-13 ’ 19731 1978-75 |w%m

[e— - . L \
[

UL B A W M| AL BEOAA W Wsp [ALBEOAA W Hisp] AL M\,

Hh |HS|II

———— e

Selt and Fantly  Own Earnings - | | ' |
CSupport (Student or Savings 2.5 16,4 2.0 0.8 2.0 2.7 0.2 %2 BT R |0 2.0 410 R0 RI| 0L 2LE W R I

el brice) - Support of '

Fanfly or ‘ : ' .
Friends 6.9 200 45,9 5.7 2.3 1.6 102 0.0 M0 229 2.0 2.0 3.3 452 .00 26,6 W0 AL2 A% e

Unsubsidized
Lon Mt | 2.7 W2 6.9 1] W7 22 106 40 49 79 AU 57 53 9 1 B oAl 4
TOTAL 0.1 62.0 00.1 B2.8 5.0 4LSGL07&28L66l0 47,5 54,9 BA.0 832 6.4 VI Y T T 0 S T T A

fublic Support  Scholarship/
" Grants 1.0 9.0 105 47 36.2] 54,0 0.0 119 4.0 314 2.0 1.4 12,0 134 23] 5.0 48 15 12 02

Subs {dized

Loan Ant, 0040 <o 25 48] 15 9.0 29 34 BE[ 5 o1 a7 34 63 26 AT 1S A
T0TAL 7.0 1.0 9.9 17,2 41.0] 56.5 9.0 20.8 174 3.0 [82.5 5.1 16.0 16.8. 36| 5.6 1.5 WA 167 3.3
~ Method B | ,
Student Net Price .2 3.6 M2 L1 67| 209 3.8 3.2 3.6 4.1 2.3 38 467 0.0 A2 1&33a54maam54@5 
Public Support W8 614 65.8 6.9 63.3| 5.1 67.2 648 614 599 78,7 61.2 533 62.0 516 M2 65 9.0 605515

A1, - Amerfcan [ndian
Bl - Black

AA, - Aslan Anerican
Wi - White
flisp - Iispanic

WEmmﬂﬁmﬁmu&wammwnmmmwmwﬂnmMMMMMMMWMWMﬁMMBmmHWWHMMM
stLnmmmmmunwmmmmnmmuummummmnomwmmnmm.‘ '

See A lysis Plan section for calrulation of loan subsidies. 'For_this disaggregation estimates e based upon Toan relationships identified for all
students. ‘
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Tatle Ledent

het Froce Fate tv o185 Sayderte, by Race
hegorging to Two Cadoulatton Mithods
1973074t evugr 1970225

Metrod A
Comien Wit | ek | wier L e
Sttt famaly supiert ! ‘ |
LaLadert tet Trien . , | !
Lt b 4IP30 Larnings I
Spel ngtan ‘ 10,6 5.6 1.4 ' 1.4 ! l .
I ! il 0y 17,4 1.0 l . [
A5han H n.al 24, 09 25 . 10,4
avite ! 23,1 6.2 ! 261 : 1u,2
rbzanie | 24,5 20,4 i 24,9 I 19,7
Sunport of Famiyy/friends | l . ‘ .
Seer, {rdtan 18,1 18,0 2.5 I 18,9
Blach 2.8 [N 22.3 | 6.0
Astan 15,7 43.3 m.2 , 2.0
wnite 44.3 45.9 i4.6 i LK )
! nispanic 20,2 1.4 2.4 i 031
LAsuIeIdIIe S Loan ATounts | '
meer, lngian 6.9 2. 5.7 4.1 5.4 i
£lack 9.3 U 5.7 5.0 5.1 |
Asvan 5.4 IRy 3.4 3.2 1.4
wnite 5.0 3.1 4.6 4.0 4.1 |
tgpantc 5.6 4.9 4.1 3.7 37 )
. Total »
Ater, [ndian 44.6 4.3 42,5 45,0 45.1
Black 54.4 49,0 46.3 44,3 44.0
Asian 72.4 72.0 68,2 66.7 60,6
White 78.4 7.9 76,7 74.7 74.0
Hispani¢ 56.3 6.8 45,9 49.0 ¢ 4.9
Public Support
jenotarsnips/Grants .
Arer, [ndian 11,4 51.4 51.1 46.5 45,2 37.4
Black 332 41.6 47.9 48,1 47,5 47.4
a3idn 19.0 22.0 26.5 27,5 2.9 25.6
wiite 14,2 16.5 17.9 18.7 19.0 17.4,
Hispanic 32.8 44,8 a7.4 44.6 49.1 LEY
Subsraized Loan Amount
Arer, Indran 7.2 2.7 4,1 5.3 7.2 1.3
8lack . 9.6 6.6 4.2 6.4 6.7 1.0
Astan’ 5.6 3.8 2.6 4.1 4.4 7.3
wnite 5.2 4.0 3.4 5.2 5.5 8.0
Hispanic 5.9 6.2 3.0 4.8 . 4.9 6.1
Total * .

) kmer, ldnian 48.6 54,1 55,2 51.8 52.4 51.7
Biack 42.8 ag 52.1 54.5 54.2 54.4
Asian 24.6 25.8 29.1 31.6 37.3 J2.9
white 19.4 20.5 21.3 23.9 24.5 25.4
Hispanic 38.7 51.0 50.4 49.4 54.0 57.8

Other !
Arer. indian 6.8 4.5 2.4 3.2 2.5 | 3.6
3lack 2.8 2.8 1.6 1.1 1.8 ¢ 1.4
Agian 3.0 2.1 27 1.8 9 2.9
wnite 2.2 1.6 Zo 1.4 1.6 17
discanic 4.9 2.2 3.7 1.6 N i 1.1 2.3

~
Method 8

Stugent Net Price .

“xmer. inafan 26.5 27.7 24.5 23.5 17.1 16.2 29.8
8lack 30.6 25.6 23.2 22.0 22.7 20.3 18.2
asfan 36.7 28.7 24.3 28.5 21.1 20.4 20.1
Wwhite 3.1 31.9 J0.8 30,1 29.5 23.3 2.2
Miszanic 361 28.9 24.5 28.6 21,1 22.8 22.7

D \

2ublic Sussort
Aver. idnian 66.7 67.7 73.2 713.3 80.4 a1.5 66.6
Slack 66.6 71.6 75.2 76.8 75.5 T84 23.4
Astan 60.3 69.1 73.0 69.8 76.8 71,9 76.9
anite 63.7 66.5 67.2" 68.5 69.0 71.8 75.2

- . Hiscanic 60.9 68.9 71.8 69.8 77.8 75,4 72,9

Cther
Amar- ngian 6.8 4.5 2.4 3.2 2.5 2.3 3.6

© tlack 2.8 2.8 1.6 1.1 1.8 1.3 1.4
ngtan 3.0 2.1 2.7 1.8 1.9 1.8 2.9
whizte 2.2 1.6 2.0 1.4 1.6 1.7 1.7
discanic Lo H 4.9 v 3.7 1.6 1.1 i l.R 2.3

“dT{; watnod A assumes that snhe decision-rahing unit for policy purposes is the student and his/her fa=ily, wnereas
veurad B assumes tnat tmrs unit is only the student. The former caonforms to desendent student status and-the
N Jalter t& 1ncecencent status.

Se: ~nalysis Plar cection for caleulation cf loan subsiaies.
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_loans are $803.19 for Hispanics and $1240.40 for wh1tes CIRP‘findings are

interesting in several ways. (Note the small N' s in some categor1es, especially for
American Indians.) First, the proportion of m1nor1ty groups receiving
scholarship/grants js very high' for example,.of 3,031 b]ack CIRP students in 1979~ 80
2,471 or 81 5. percent recelved thls aid.Yet, thoseereceJang,Joans,are relatively .
few: only 31.5° percent of blacks, 32 3 percent of Hispanics, ‘and 27-3.percent of
“American Indians borrowed ‘in 1979—80 Viewing the average amounts from each source

over time, most scho]arship/grant awards tend to be lowest for wh1tes whereas 1oan

amounts for whites tend to be. high. -

" By Socio-Economic Status

The gap in amounts f1nanced by the NLS students, in'thehcase of the
disaggnegations by socioeconomic status (SES), is the 1argest noted to this point
(tab]e 4—9). 12 Th1s i as would be expected because of the known correspondence | |
between/hqgher SES ‘and attendance at more expens1ve, ‘more heavily. pr1vate, colleges/
and universities. In the freshman year "high SES students finance a]most 60 percent
more than low SESGStudents; medium SES students finance about 17 percent more. By the T
senior year these gaps are'$767 and $319, respectively, or, roughly 37. percent and 15
percent. Clearly the student budgets of the high SES: group deviate most from other'

.SES groups; low and med1um SES groups vary marked]y 1ess N R : »éﬁ
S | | .=

Alth)ugh NLS researchers constructed a senS1t1ve and comp]ex measure of SES, no
such composite index is -available for CIRP. In the p]ace of such an 1ndex was
substituted the commonly used proxy var1ab1e, mother's educat1ona1 1eve1 -Thek
results, although not truly equ1va1ent to NLS, neverthe]ess are. genera]]y comparable.

Clearly, the relationship between SES «and total amounts financed fo]]ows the'NLS

‘pattern (table C-4-9). Each year the rank order of total amounts f1nanced iR

. perfectly (and positively)’correlated with mother's educational level. The
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LS Full-Tine Stadent Financing Saurces, by SES,
Major Financing Categories,
1972:73 through 197576
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Major Categories by Mother's Educatlonal Level, 1973-74 through 1979-80

Todle €-1.9

CIRP flrst-Time, Full-Tipe Student Financing Sources,

. 1973-74 1973-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79

Finance Category 1 camee s

Hother's. [ducation N Average N Average Average Average N Averaqge Average
.. Ovin Savings/Carnings .

. Less-thap H.S. 4566 498,51 4257 $16.25 450.81 4248 502,15 1137 404,94 556.14 1.0
.S, Gradd 13069 562.75 13008 570.60 556,75 14069 577,52 13027 %19.03 631.45 22
Some College 8411 548.03 8415 566.85 $34.01 6 561.56 0036 591.49 632.61 - 19.4
Collaege Gradt . 9086 520.06 9287 544.56 $03.88 10944 557.79 10150 557.83 633.78 17.4

ToSuppect al Tamily/lrlemds

Doohess than LS, . 454.69 474.47 412,55 502.57 S 163.00 .
1.5 hi . 60,95 7M.76 5.0 nn. o 0.1 wrz.nl LR
S Lolleye 242.083 nin.a2 1025.15 1054,11 1132.02 166,247 Ll

. College Trads 1202.71 1325.% 1431.31 1381.16 1517.78 2256.43 61.9

Scholarships/Grants ! )

Less than 0LS, 87,65 $11.97 660.58 731,43 765.48 893.76 3.7

CH.S. Grad 292.43 362.32 418,16 458.12 496.80 $54.50 19.%
Some Colleye ™~ 284,75 337.44 192.76 424.8} 475.53 $36.22 16.%
ColtegeGradt 250.28 274.67 287.24 i 379.59 455,48 . 12.5
ans e . k3 -

Lens than 11LS, 21,73 T 161,58 185,80 212.02 1 213.42 . 287,74 11.3
0.5, Grad 222.13 159.96 8.7 77 186.64 211.28 1 . 248,49 L7 2.t
Some College 190.91 141.34 161.05 — 191.07 224.87 322.62 1.9

L Cnlleye Grage ISQ_.SS 112.02 122.79 157.94 187.54 2328 6.4

Otlier . g : -

Lnss than I,S. 38.49 31.10 36,49 31.45 27.68 . 3459 1.4
1.S. Grad 42.11 25.70 36.13¢ 25.78 31.61 42.49 1.5
Some College 46.55 40.91 ' 44.87 32.67 41.48 69.53 2.1
College Hrads ) © 49,39 41.65 $0.16 33.05 $1.51 67.25 1.8

Total ‘ .
Less than IS, 1618.07 1717.34 1816.23 - 1998.62 + 1991.86 2536.31 - 100.0
1.5, Grad ’ 818,17 1847.33 1947.71 2081.66 . 2177.65 ° 2019.86 1012.0
some College 2013.07 2104.95 2159.84 2266.22 2468.19 3257.21 104.0
Collene Grad¢ 2177.00 2298.25 2395.37 2486.66  2694.25

3648.22 100.0
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: 1nterest1ng finding is that the range of amounts f1nanced greatly 1ncreases over t1me. ‘

A range that was some $500 and rough]y 1:1.3 in 1973- 74 was some $1300 and we]] over

1:1.5 in 1979-80.

In dollar terms, NLS sources of financial support follow expectations (table 4-9

and figure 4- 5) Low SES freshman students'draw upon their own savings or earnings

~and support of family and friends the least, whereas high SE3 students draw upon these

sources the most. Converse]y, student aid is d1sproport1onate1y the domain of low SES -

-students. However, in later years, the pattern becomes a bit more m1xed By the

'sophomore year and thereafter med1um SES students draw upon sav1ngs and earn1ngs the

most; 1n the Jun1or year they borrow even more than 1ow-1ncome students.

N F\gures 4- 5 and C4- 5 show succ1nct1y the great dwsparities by.SES‘in shares_of
total student f1nanc1ng by family and fr1ends versus shares from student aid. Highh
SES youth overwhelming]y draw their support from the former, rece1v1ng_sma11 amounts

from grants and borrow1ng little. Low SES students receive relatively little he]p '

~ from family and fr1ends but large shares from student a1d Medium’ SES youth fall

between the Tow and h1gh SES groups on these d1mens1ons. CIRP data are qu1te
cons1stent w1th NLS but show one variation (tab]e C-4-9): reversal from the NLS is'

notedmfor own’ sav1ngs/earn1ngs. mothers at lower educational 1eve1s corre1ate w1th

- greater se]f;support for CIRP students. . . _ : '

‘A cons1derat1on of the var1ous student a1d categor1es (tab]es 4- 9a and C-4- 9a), o
pred1ctab1y revea1 that Tow SES students draw most heavily upon the need based _

programs. The federa] BEOGs and SEOGs go predom1nant1y to 1ow SES students as do the.

somet1mes reversed to favor higher SES students in the case-of. 1nst1tut1ona1 awards.

State scho]arsh1ps though st111 targeted on 1ow SES persons, a1so serve medium SES

_students quite well. 'The relatively h1gh 1nterest GSl.s are a favored 1nstrument of

112 3'2'
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NLS Full-Time Student Financing Categories, by SES
Major Financing Categories, 1972-73 through 1975-76

or Earnings

Family/Friends

N

.

Grants

Loans -




o = Figure C4-5
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o Crae i /
, Table 4-9a -+ ° ,
b T ¢
HLS Student Financing Sources, by SES —-
Selected .Financing Categories, i
1972-73 through 1975-76 ;
1972-73 e o475 1975-76 3
. Low  Med - liigh Low Med High Low Med ‘©  High
- W 1852 __ 4665 3654 T007 7989 7755 ' -
BEOG | 87.27  37.11 = 9.78 124.40  43.96  12.35 177.99  56.21  15.77
- SEQG . 2103 8.43 239 7470 2492  4.95  72.63 23.51 7.00 ©
Co]]egekScholar- ' ' ' . - ‘
ships/Grants 79.92  68.60  60.05 163.22 96.11 91.35  141.26 . 103.23
State , -' L ) . _
Scholarship | 72.35  50.57 = 29:34 102.46  76.81  .37.42 a7.81 - 79.31
FaSL 9402 . 85.35 45.20 76.05 10575 5672 . 102.59 . 106.87" -
State Loan 2095  17.97 11.79 . 26.57- 29.74  21.04 3248 32.18
NOSL 71.99  52.21  30.17 116.59"~ _84.30 ~ 38.60 124.26. 74.55° ~ 39.6
oOther Grant 12851  93.30 . 95.78 . 289.98 192.49 116.08 330.98 . 224.44  125.2
fbther Loan | 30.96 30.61  19.90 ' 68.75  81.19  59.81 69.69 96.08 - 82L55g
.\ /
\
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AREE
* Table C-4-9a
CIRP First-Th:';..:, Ful]-Timé Student Financing Sources, ] ’

Selected Cateyories, by Mother's Educational Level,
1973-74 through 1979-80 / N

Finance Category Nl 1973-74 f{ 1974-15 N 1975-76 | - - N 1976-77 N i 1977-78 H 1978-79 { 1979-5’.0H
BLiNG - : : - .
Luss than lligh Schoal 4566 0 4257 214.65] 3870 314.86] 4248 354.36( 4137 384.88{ 3529 402.83| 3603 445,78
High Suhwal Gradudte 13069 0 13028 114.74 ¢ 11924 } 165.52] 14069 - 181.10} 13027 194.70] 11980 203.61] 12416 2R7.200
Sinie Callege 8411 0 8415 96.12| 7456 144.41] 8856 148.871 8036 159.41} 7759 153.85| 7887 238.82
College Graduate ¥ 9046 0 9287 68.52| 9274 83.44 | 10944 95,94 | 10150 102.24 1 10446 108.25 ) 10560 159.80
St .
j.ess than High School 0 42.92 51.64 55.79 62.36 64.48 72.40
thgh School Graduate 0 21.66 24.19 29.20 31.60 . 31.36 42.97
Sone Colivge 0 19.74 23.53 25.26 28.27 29.59 36.71
Colleyge Lraduate ¢ 0 15.36 ©13.26 17.68 19.36 22.82 25.95
“College schularshiips/Grants Co
vans than igh School 0 71.18 62.47 70.95 79.59 112.07 | . 81.41
“thgh Schoot Graduate 0 71.57 76.601 - 65.85 81.37 105.60 70.22
Some College - . " 0 89.01 87.38| - 75.65 . 91.36 134.60 103.36 |,
Callege Graduaté ¢ 0 ’ §1.76 88.26 } 77.08 104.06 |- 133.54 107.50
State Schularships/Grants -
Less than High School 273.19 99.45 : 99.12 101.91 109.85 143.36 122.64
High Schuel Graduate 215.60}. 87.05] '84.66 86.78 87.63 106.87 104,49
Soiie Collige 221.76 | ~ 76.06 80.86 ' 75.81 94.46 - 110.16 | 97.30
“Colleye Graduate ¢ '196.55 61.24 58.38 ) 56.11 ) 65.36 ) 18.84'| 76.61
LOFGSL ° : : - ’ S
~Less: than lligh School . 184.48 62.91 . 81.75 79.22 96.03 135.39 154.11 ;
iligh Schoal Graduate 166.07 72.61| 78.67 95.07 114.23 175.09 -211.80 i
Some oelleue 146.02 59.65 69.25 - 72.47 - 95.79 154.42 212.42
1 College Graduate ¢ : 110.18 ) 46.84 52.51 61.22 87.53 116.55 203.13 g
- MDSL o ' ) ] : . Y
" Less than High School 0 67.59 65.64 73.72 53.23 |- 75.29 - 64.63 :
~ High School Graduate 0 44.93 . 62.51} 65.45 63.97 82.71} 80.31 :
Sune Culleye B 0 41.39 55.68 - 58.13| ¢ 61.68 . 81.81 N 76.41 -}
College Gradeate ¢ 0 32,714, 40.84 o 38.741. 43.51 '52.98 ' © 64.35 |
©Other Grants . : ' } B I . . - 1
Lias than High School 114.47 105.77 N 132.49 147.42 . 128.81 171.03 |- 127.27 )
ilign Schoul Graduate 76.83 ) 61.29{. - 66.59 95.19}, ©101.50 107.06 < 102.62 ;
Lore College 62.99 56.51 ’ 56.59 99.22 96.04 108.02 107.83 :
Cotlege fn'ddgate ¢ . 53.73} - 49.79 43.89 104.90 . 88.56 112.04 93.83
ytier Loans . ) : - '
Less than Hich School 54.25 31.05 38.41 . 59.08 64.17) - 77.06| " 61.91
Hign Schoul Graduate . 56.26 42.42 o 45.46 \ 710.76 70.29 87.911 . 88.30
Sone Calleye B 44.89 -00.29 | 38.12 62.46- 67.40 © 86.40 84,91
“ U gnllege Lraduate t o : 44.381 - 32.46 29.44 " . 57.97 56.49 . 65.75{ . A5.44

e e

Repriatnts a 2u. unveiohted sgaple of the aational first-time, fuil-time higher education enrollment. Data are weighted values

-
s

J walues indicate that data were not collected for these sources. 116 ;
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med1um SES students,’ especfa]ly in later years, and state loan programs (NLS) seem to
pe fa1r]y_even1y baTanced by level of SES. The cons1stency between NLS and CIRP is a

striking qua]Tty in these data.

The net pr1ce data by SES are 1nterest1ng and somewhat surprising (see tables
4-9b and C-4-9b). F1rst net pr1ces (as percentages of total amounts f1nanced) are
d1rect1y related to SES under Method A low SES students‘(and their families) p %y the
Towest net prices, medium SES students pay the medium amount and h1gh SES students pay |

’the highest amounts. However, under Method B, NLS Tow and medium SES students pay
near]y 1dent1caT net prices and h1gh SES students pay s1gn1f1cant1y less. CIRP data
vary sT1ght1y Generally, students from the Towest two SES TeveTs pay a higher met
price; . those from the second highest SES Tevel pay the second Towest and those from_

the h1ghest SES pay the least.

k)

‘The SES data tab]ed for those who report some financing by particular categogx I

are. from CIRP (tab]e C 4 9c). The propens1ty to borrow (port1on of each group that

”Wand the T1ke]1hood of rece1v1ng schoTarsh1p/grant support is a 11near and negat1ve

" function of SES (that is, the lower the SES the greater ]1ke11hood of receiving th1s )
- aid). Average amounts rece1ved by source are aTmost perfectTy (and positively) ’

| correTated (rank orders) for self support ‘and family/friend support and are h1gh]y
and positively correlated for amounts borrowed. Grant/ scho]arsh1p average amounts .

‘are mixed over time.

By Parental Income

o

The formation of income categories is most difficult; in retrospect it probably
would have been preferable to sort studentslinto_parentaT income quartiles. The

categories chosen are greatly skewed to the right. The major "reasons such low
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Table 4-9b

et Price Paid by Full<Tine M. Students, -
by SES According to Two Calculation Methods
~ (Percentages)
1972-73 through 1975-76.

s fethod A |
‘ " ‘ —
,1972-73‘ I (TR L 1974-15 - 1975-76
Low .| Med High Low | Med |Hioh | Low | Med Highd Low | Med Hiqhv | xf;
Sel1f and Family — Own Earhinéﬁ _ ' |
Support (Student or Savings 26.8 124.6 ‘19.8 08 |39 |28.1 [33.4 |38 28.8 |31.7 |35.3 [28.9
et Price] Support of Family
or Friends 1.4 38,4 1639 |16.5 3.7 5.9 |18.5 [33.5 |55.6 |14.7 2.3 |50
Unsubsidizéd Loan | *7| | |
faount Liag | o4 | o2 |89 |68 | 33| 82|76 )38 NE) 83 54|
o |60 e |on 62 {7 (8.3 (601|168 1882 0|70 |@3 S
Public Support o ScHo]arships/ ' ' | .
' | , Grants 13.7 [17.9 [10.6 |33.5 |17 1.4 34.5 }18.1 9.3 3.1 [19.6 | 9.8 |
Subsidized Loan g | 1 1 1
Amount 1813315 ] 6349 2.3 | 5.4 (5.0 251393319
TOTAL . 3.0 |21.2 |12 9.8 {22.6 |13.7 19.9 {23.1 |11.8 142.0 2.9 11.7‘J“ "
Method B
| - ' T !
C Student letPrice 0.6 |40.4 | 407|437 407|304 06 434 (36 |43 |48 w3 |
Cwesant R4 |ms [j0 |53 |3 86 B4 |56 O 6 |82 |65

- NOTE: mmMAaﬁmﬁtthemdﬁMmﬂmgwhprmkywmmmismenwwtmdMﬂMrhmw,mwws,
MWMBMmmmemtmmmMWMtTMMmmmmmm&MWMRMMﬂmﬁmHMMMrm

independent status. .

'%MMMHwaMmhr@mmmmHmmwmw&Fwﬁhﬂw@me&WMm%meMman' R
1 g{e]ationships identified for a1l students. S i : 119 -
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by Mother's Educat!onal Level. According to Two Calculation Methods

Tabte C-4-9b N

Net Price Paid by CXRP Students,

1973-74 through 1979-80 .

Method A
1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80
Self and Family Support -
(Student Net Price)
Own Savings/Earnings .
Less than High School 30.8 30.1 24.8 25.1 24.3 21.9 20.2
High School Graduate 31.3 30.9 28.6 27.7 27.0 . 22.3 20.6
Some College 27.2 26.9 24.7 24.8 24.0 19.4 18.7
College Graduate + 23.9 23.7 21.0 22.4 20.7 17.4 16.0
Support of Family/Friends
- Less than High School 28.1 27.6 26.6 26.1 25.1 30.1 30.0
High School Graduate 38.0 39.4 38.5 37.9 37.3 44,7 42,7
Some College 46.8 48.4 47.5 46.5 45.9 52.1 50.0
College Graduate + 55.2 57.7 59.8 55.5 56.3 61.9 59.7
Unsubsidized Loan Amounts :
Less than High School 7.3 4.1 5.9 4.7 4.6 4.3 4.0
High School Graduate 6.0 3.8 5.6 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.5
Some College © 4.7 2.9 4.4 3.7 3.9 3.8 3.8
. College Graduate + 3.5 2.2 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.4 3.2
Total ; ﬁ
Less than High School 66.2 61.8 57.3 55.9 54.0 56.3 54.2
High School Graduate 75.3 74,1 |- 72.7 70.5 69,2 71.6 67.8
Some College 78.7 78.2 76.6 75.0 73.8 » 75.3 72.5
College Graduate + 82.6 83.6 . 83.8 80.7 80.0 8l.7 78.9
Public Support o 7&f’
Scholarships/Grants . e Y
Less than High School 24.0 31.1- 36.4 36.5 384~ 35.2 36.4
High School Graduate 16.1 19.6 21.5 22.0 22.8 19,5 21.8
Some College 14.1 16.0 18.2 18.7 19.3 16.5 18.0
College Graduate + 11,5 12.0 , 12.0 14.1 14,1 12.5 12.7
Subsidized Loa. Amount
Less than High School 7.5 5.3 4.3 5.9 6.1 7.0 8.0
High School Graduate - 6.2 4.9 4.0 6.2 6.5 7.5 9.0
Some College 4.8 3.8 3.1 4.8 5.2 6.1 7.7
College Graduate + 3.6 2.7 2.1 3.6 4.0 4.0 6.5
Total
Less than High School. 31.5 36.4 40.7 42.4 44.5 42.2 44.4
High School Graduate 22.3 24.5 ©25.5 28.2 29.3 27.0 30.8
Some College 18.9 19.8 21.3 23.5 24.5 22.6 25.7
College Graduate + 15.1 14.7 14.1 . 17,7 18.1 16.5 19.2
Other - .
Less than High School 2.4 1.8 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.4
High School Graduate 2.3 1.4 1.9 1.2 1.5 1.5 1.5
Some Collegé 2.3 1.9 2.1 1.4 1.9 2.1 1.8
College Graduate + 2.3 1.8 a 2.1 1.5 1.9 £ 1.8 2.0
) Method 8
Student Net Price
Less than High School 38.1 34,2 30.7 29.8 28.9 26.2 24.2
High School Graduate 37.3 34.7 34.2 32.6 31.9 26.9 25,1
Some College 31.9 29.8 29,1 .1~ 28.5 27.9 23.2 22.5
College Graduate + 27.4 25.3 24.0 25.2 23.7 19.8 19.2
Public Support “ a ' )
Less than High School 59,6 64.0 67.3 68.5 " 69.6 72.3 74.4
High School Graduate 60.3 63.9 64.0 66.1 66.6 71.7 73.5
Some College 65,7 68.2 68.8 70.0 70.4 74.7 75,7
College Graduate + 7913 72.4 73.9 73.2 74.4 78.4 78.9
Other " J K - .
Less than High School / 2.4 1.8 2.0 1.6 * 1.4 1.4 1.4
High School Graduate 2.3 1.4 1.9 1.2 1.5 ‘Tﬁ 1.5 1.5
.Some College (2.3 1.9 2.1 1.4 1.7 2.1 1.8
College Graduate + 2.3 1.8 2.1 1.5 1.9 1.8 2.0

HOTE :

Hethod 8 assumes that this unit is only the student.

latter to independent status.

See Analysis Plan'section for calculation of loan subsidies.

. - E
Method A assumes that the decision-making unit for policy purposes is the student and his7/her family,

whereas

The former conforms to dependent student status and the

1




Table C-4-9¢

CIRP Aid Recipients* Financing Sources by Mother's Education
Setected Financing Categories
1973-74 through 1979.80

Finance Category N Averagel]. N average| N 1o7s-76| % 1976-77 1 & 1977-78) A 1978-79 N 1979.30
Own Savings or Earnings : .
Less than High School 3383 654.51 042 714.52 26384 689.32 2988 741.81 2831 742.7a 2361 867.53 2375 851.7%
High School Graduate 10360 718.16 9815  756.37 8817 “753.13 | 10637 775.98 9629 817.80 gsg4  910.03 8720 931.33
Some College 6500 705.56 6105 775.30 §261  767.97 6451 778.22 5673 836.72 §321  926.80 5369 965.27
College Graduate ~ 6714  700.40 6331 793.63 6099 759.72 7508 798.61 6760  843.99 6808 959.87 6716 1007.29
. Supdort of Family/Friends
Less than High School 2802 757.00 2817  750.79 2563 766.82 2850 810.35 2656 834.28 2325 1185.92 2342 1281.51
High Scnool Graduate 9715 969.53 [10305 938.61 9449 - 979,01 | 11306 1021.38 |[l0175 1085.14 9461 1651.52 9561 1783.38
Some College 6846 1201.79 7166 1220.80 6338 1237.07 7543 1279.66 6792 1388.39 6505 2084.24 6492 2234.10
College Graduate * 7863. 1447.55 -.| 8406 1510.55 8407 1613.55 9904 1602.01 9093 1750.11 9183 2594.13 9306 2787.5S -
8EQG . -
Less than High School M 03 1552 608.88 1614 833.98 1887 847.83 1983 844.49 1644  940.99 2037 924.03
- High Scnool Graduate HA 0 2789  559.96 2754.~ 760.98 3382 756.34 3361 769.42 3065 823.19 4724 828.27
Scme College RA 0 1293 588.39 1353 803.95 1557 782.42 1524 767.13 1458 8139.76 2300 - 844.44
College Graduate ¢ NA "] 945  592.63 967 771.a% 1159 769.57 1208 729.00 1260 797.41 1973 828.41
SEOG | - .
o Less than High School RA 1} 415 499.55 474  608.0! §87 520.85 637 565.88 s16  599.54 640 595.96
High School Graduate HA 0 669  498.96 750  548.87 985 519.06 1036 505.17 941  549.65 1308 555.28
Some College NA 0 303 522.88 371 573.82 469 533.65 517 §48.42 481 568.98 694  592.47
College Graduate + NM 0 214 587.43 251 608.23 | 304 533.85 381 536.41 414  607.89 568 554.96
College Grants B ’
Less than High School NA 0 8431 460.76 723 479.43 724 651.14 753 701.11 786  797.03 702 , 750.18
o ""Migh School Graduate NA 0 2651  485.68 2227 539.96 2226 676.23 2497 688.33 2472 817.19 2235 732.02
Some College KA 0 1604 555.66 1391 598.04 1359 741,91 1662 743.45 1660 921.46 1522 841.70 .
Colleqge Graduate + - NA 0 1527 581.70 1445 688.35 1448 . 760.31 1636  880.86 1873 1004.88 1791 963.31
State Scholarships/Grants : }
Less than High School ~ 2265 687.38 941  604.45 895 623.14 969 554.03 995 602.86 924 653.98 949 637.R4
“ " High School Graduate 6275 636.38 2516 567.52 .} 2301  566.45 2783 515.99 2604 543.56 2596 591,49 2700 600.35
Some College 3021 691.59 1299  §89.20 1188  600.61 1375 563.7% 1390 605.84 1423  664.23 1836  612.20
College Graduate + 2667 689.43 967  628.17 1006 5§91.72 }114 §45.35 1167 605.72 1358 616.94 1381  663.93
Other Private Grants .
Less than Hign School - NA 0 N 0 NA 0. 3577 §25.19 344 546.238 349 675.15 339 547.06
High School Graduate NA 0 NA 0 " NA 0 1321  495.86 1281  506.22 1180 561.73 1190 598.56
Some College NA 0 NA 0 NA-. O 840 513.60 767  528.47 786 652.00 795 . 660.66
College Graduate * ‘T ONA 0 NA 0 . HA U 935 "~§77.32 917  587.52. 1018 671.18 1009 706.88
Scholarships/Grants
Less than Hignh School 2568  789.01 2649 913.63 2538 1105.13 2843 1175.89 2886 1190.31 -] 2458 1373.06 2611 1397.57
o High School Graduate §890 731.26 6259 829.97 5767 960.09 7097  998.47 6855 1048.34 6360 1165.58 6941 1267.03
Some College 3391, 765.61 3438 858.30 3211 989.89 815 1037.86 3707 1087.90 3851 1257.45 3940 1308.07
College Graduate ¢ 3007 763.18 3082 839.25 3045 931.79 3733 1011.15 3794 1062.25 4122 1203.51 4242 1280.06
FGSL
tass than High School 1245 902.74 409 810.51 369 990.93 |- 42t 999.26 434 1089.39 469 1265.89 5§60 1440.59
High School Graduate 2891 936.03 1290 956.16 1142° 996.66 1429 1043.10 1444 1151.84 1722 1370.91 2311 1247.89
Some College 1503 950.60 688 954.07 613 1048.29 712 1009.42 772 1105.95% 972 1396.51 1412 1509.91
College Graduate ¢+ 1128 964.35 566  948.91 §85 1032.59 72} 1031.23 776 1165.18 1079 1309.47 1821 1602.44
NOSL : :
. Less than High School NA 0 €81 707.06 . §66 707.38 638 723.55 §70 710.a5 §2) 769.62 438  789.89
¢ High School Graduate . RA 0 1261 671.27 | 14847 750.75 1645 739.41 1500 784.32 1501  876.07 1604 896.75
. Sore Colleqe . NA 0 658 698.85 764 - 746.43 828 768.86 760 832.97 808 956.32 932 924.85
Collgqe Graduate + HA 0 454  745.77 5§30  822.48 588 791.58 640 821.06 706 902.75 862 1009.79
Other Loans : .
127, 253 718.98 226 ©517.88 176  882.65 171 870.58 160 909.03 157 1126.36
;ﬁ;: ;::20’1‘12:1&::::2‘ ggg Biégg 800 782.18 694 906.13 693 946.77 651 977.01 519 1118.07 §52 1210.86
Some Collede - 486 812.30 456  B60.27 367 - 916.42 383. 993.37 389 940.83 303 1157.4% 320 1234.02
College Graduate ¢ 412 967.77 362 833.82 343 920.97 . 394° 982.78 370 1022.56 326 1111.80 397 1383.32
o7 Total- Loans ’
’ . . 1 " 905.57 1286 . 943.45 1182 1058.86 1117 1172.24 1134 1326.43
:%s: g:::oT'g:azzzgz‘ ;:’7)(1) 13333% ;é:; gﬁ:; Zggg 965.03 1994 . 974.83 3711 1080.16 3759 1279.77 4407 1385.42
So:?'.e College 1798 1024.23 1646  925.51 1606 981.12 | 2138 968.52 1985 1075.79 212 1337.52 2683 1422.46 |
College Gracuate + 1310 1059.79 1263 935.43 1409 998.30 | . 1841 -1055.09 1902 1104.77 2213 1267.70 3170 1537.37

ca
+ Data tabled are for only those students who reported some support in the particular categories listed.
i ! Data are weighted values.. - .

2 tis are unweighted Ns for the 20% subsample of the CIRP sample.

3 g values indicate that data were not collected for these sources. MA = not applicable. 1 21




categor1es were chosen for low- and middle-income were (1) public policy is focused on
the low end of the income distribution and (2) previous ana]yses generally have used
similar categories. | i | ' : - o
Surprisingly,. there ex1sts less var1ab111ty in tota] student f1nanc1ng by
parental income than by SES (NLS). Compar1son of ranges 1n table 4-9 versus those in
‘tab1e 4-10 shows that the.gap between ]ow and.high SES students is greater than the
gap.between low and high parenta] income groups. This probably means that the,
f se]ect1on of high cost institutions is more a function of soc1a1 class than fam11y
~income. (The form of CIRP data for SES ‘makes thlS kind of compar1son difficult. )
.Nevertheless the relationship between fam11y income and student f1nanc1ng totals 1s
great (table 4-10). In the freshman’ year full-time NLS students from h1gh-1ncome
families finance about 42 percent more than do 1ow-1ncome, fu]]-t1me studentSA!hd

about 28 percent more than midd]e-incomeéstudents. By the fourth year of the NLS

B

these percentages are 25 percent and 14 percent respect1ve1y o )

A]though income categor1es are-not str1ct1y comparab]e to those of NLS CIRP data'

e

(table C-4-10) .follow a generally similar pattern. there is a cons1stent poswtlve

.correlation between amounts financed and family 1ncome. However, two additional

.findings from CIRP are noteworthy:- (1) the differences between TowAtand midd]eeinccme‘

~groups in amounts financed are tr?Vial; (2) the range between the low group and the
high-income group has nidened significant]y cver time. The range 1n 1979-80 was $1159
lcompared to $423 in 1973-74, representing a 1ow to high. ratio expan51on of 1:1. 25 to
1:1.48. These data cou]d mean that the h1gher educat1fn opportunity gap has widened,

-not narrowed,zdur1ng a period when governmental p011c1e§ have.sought to equalize

.college access and choice. Equity- improvements appear to.have_geen_pyre1y_§etgeenﬁ_m;;

low- and middie-income persons.
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Table 4-10
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Major Financing Categorles, 1972-73 through 1975-76
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Table C-de10

C1RP FhrsteTine, Fuld<Tine Student Financing Sources,
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By financing category the NLS patterns are not as clear as they were by SES. In
three of the four years, midd]e-income students finance the largest amount of any of
the three groups from the category Own Savings or Earnings. Also in three of four
years high-income students realize the largest amounts from family and friends. In
each year low-income students are the recipients of the 1argest grants and are the
largest borrowers (table 4-10a). Return1ng aga1n to table 4-9, there exists less
variability in scholarships/grants by income than by SES. This 1esser variability
seems to show that student aid follows social c1ass more than it does the ostens1b1e

aid base, which is family income. The p1aus1b1e exp]anat1on can be found in the

' need-~ based nature of most student aid programs, the determination of need partially on

the basis of student expenses, and. the apparent higher correlation of SES than family

income with total student f1nanc1ng

Ana1ysis'of shares of total financing contributed by each support'category is
possible from table 4-10 and figure 4-6 (NLS). For full-time students, self-support
percentages generally are the greatest. for the middle- 1ncome group and fam11y/fr1end
support generally is greatest\~or the high-income group. The shares contr1buted by .

grants and scho]arsh1ps are far greater for low-income students, and loan ut111zat1on

also is 1nverse1y related to 1nco;e\group.

CIRP patterns are quite cons1stent over the seven years (table C-4-10 and figure .

M1dd1e and high- income students self-finance rough]y equal mnounts, while
low-income students self finance 1esser amounts ' Fam11y/fr1end support is very

strong]y re1ated to fam11y 1ncome, as is scho]arsh1p/grant support but the former is

_ﬁpos1t1ve1y associated and the latter is negatively associated. Especially in Tater .
: years, middle~income yOuth‘and eyen highéincome students have become, heavier borrowers

than low-incorme students.

r



Table 4-10a

NLS Full-Tine Student Financing Sources, by Parental Income ”
selected Financing Categories, 1972-73 through 1976-76
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Fiqure 4-6

: NLS Full-Time Student Financing Sources,
S by Parental Income
: » Major Financing Categories,
. 1972-73 through 1975-76
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., Figure C4-6

CIRP Major Student Financing Categories
1973—79 Averages by Parental Income
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The major reason for this develoment probably rests

with the Middle Income

Student Assistance Act (MISAA). Growth in borrowing by middle- and high-income groups

is clearest in the case of the FGSL program; MISAA remove

limit. The need-based loan program -continues to be more

students, but as incomes have grown with inflation the §$1

d the income eligibility
the domain of low-income

0,000-14,999 group's share of

NDSLs has increased. The need-based grant brograms; on the other hand, remain

strongly associated with low income.

Since family 1ncome is the maJor determ1nant of need-

based student aid awards,

expectations are that such awards might have achieved near parity in net pr1ces pa1d

(tab]es 4-10b and C-4-10b). Under Method A the share of

expenses paid by NLS students

and their fam111es is stable by income group, and net prices paid are about two-thirds -

of total costs for 1ow-1ncome fam1]1es, about four-fifths

Y

for middle-income families,

and nine-tenths for high-income families; that is,:midd]eQ and high-income students

and their families pay a higher share of student costs than do those of low income.

For the CIRP students, re1ative net prices are stable but the port1ons paid by

students and fFamilies (Method A) is deereasing,across‘all

far the 1owest net price. ’

income groups. By this

_ criterion; equity has been more than achieved; that is, low-income students have by

The philosophy of need- based student aid programs, however, would seem to be more

~consistent w1th Method B. After a]] subs1d1es from a]] sources are removed, how much

_does each student have to pay out of pocket?' ‘Under Method B--when parental subs1d1es

are removed from the net pr1ce--greater equity appears to have been ach1eved, at 1east

between low and middle-income NLS students. During the first, th1rd and fourth years

of the NLS, net prices (shares) paid by these students are rough]y equal; in.ail but

the second year, the net price pa1d (share) by high-income students is marredly less.
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Table A-10b . ©

et Price Paid by NLS Students, by Parental [ncame
According to Two Calculation Methods
 (Percentages)
197273 through 1975-76

Method A -

i T
oo o b 7S
Low Middle Mgh Low MNiddle Igh . Low Middle figh  Low Middle High

b

'

Self and Family  Oun Earnings or |
2.7 1917215 3.1 2.7 134.6 7.5 2.3 %5 WL 09

o
Support (Student  Savings 1269
Net Price) Support, of Fanily | 1 |
~or Friends 2.4 4.2 6.8 6.6 39.0 58.6i2.7 36.6 60,0 21.8 3.0 5.8
Unsubs 1dized | | Lo ‘ :
loan Aot 121 9.3 371 82 60 3.0 8.7 64 337110 8.9 4.9
TOTAL 664 80.2 790.6165.5 8L 88.3 66.0 805 90.7 65.3 g1l 90.6
ublic Support © Scholarships/- - ,
. Grants . . "o 1650 8.0(28.7 147 96 283 153 1.1 10,9 159 17
Subsidized Loan | - : ¥ w; o
Amount 1.0 33 L4568 42 2.1 8] 1,0 2238 30 L7
TOTAL 1.6 198 941345 18.9‘ 0.7 %0 195 9.3 3.7 189 9.4
~ MNethod B
Student Nt Price | wo %0 @41 @1 B8] B3 09 W w5 w1 %
licsuprt 0 | 610 6h0 TI2[I03 81 10 %7 1 694865 539 6.2
- - ! N . v ‘.‘, - :

Low = $0-10,499
Middle = §$10,500-14,999
High = Over-$15,000

MTE‘MemodAasme that t
assumes the unit to be the student. The forner confoms 10 dependent student sta

SwMMhMmMWMMWNMMHWQMM&%ﬁmMWWWMﬁMMWmmmMMm
relationships identified for all students, : | - ‘ “

7

he decision-naking unit for policy purposes is the student and his/her fanily, whereas Method B
tus and the latter to independent status,




¥ ‘ ;
Table C-4 1004
!
CIRP Fhrst=Thne, Tudl=Timo Stadont Tinaneing Sources,
Gelected Cateyories by Pavental Incomn
1973-74 through 1979-80
Iumruﬂ!Cntuuury N! 1973-74 N 1974~75 N 1976-76 N 1976-77 N 1977-78| + N 1978-79 N 19/0-80
UG 9
$0 - 9,999 1216 0" 6299 283,50 5043  479.04 6747 5H27.18 52680 573.90 4108 653.49 noe 622,17
10,000 - 14,999 uhy i} ge62 109,55 6609 170.02 7263 198,63 5796 230,56 4699 06,98 n944 349,33 O
Over 15,000 1 15944 ] 17417 43,49 | 17814 52.61 | 27072 63,07 | 2120 65.70 | 22114 72.40 | 19972 116,11
E.OU ’ ) L
$0 - 9,499 0 $9.08 67.82 76.06 $1.53 101.28 99.14.”u
10,000 - 14,999 ‘ 0 < 20,04 31,485 37,04 44,717 50.87 53,58
Svep 15,000 0 7.59 8.91 11,26 14.02 16.01 17.91
allege Schnlarships/
rants : ;
0 - 9,999 0 100,09 93.1% 87.80 104.48 138,02 L 106,92 @
10,000 - 14,999 0 $9.07 87.72 84.0% 104.83 142,72 104,36
(ver 145,000 0 65.66 -74.20 63.00 83).97 116,68 16,07
tate Scholarships/
rants .
40 - 9,999 367,34 145,19 ‘ 142.02 138.96 146.23 194,48 166.08
10,000 - 14,999 238,58 96.43 108.93 109.46 123.49 141,83 130.04
fiver 15,000 145.07 46.20 48.65 50.62 61.22 78.14 66,15
(1} ’
T80 - 9,499 22410 71.74 72.47 78.43 83.28 119,94 "129.01
10,000 - 14,999 182.08 79.96 95.70 99,33 123.08 172,22 226,21 -
Over 15,000 103.96 52.74 65.53 79,14 106.94 . j62L01 239.60 .
1DSL. ‘
30 - 9,999 . : 0 77.29 79,99 88.79 73.00 104,74 85.76
110,000 - 14,999 0 63.57 $80.87 89.41 08.4% 107,69 9.6
Over 15,000 0 22.03 36.73 39.56 45.53 62,49 66.46 : -
Jther Grants ' ‘ o
- $0 - 9,999 - 142,57 136.41 144.16 178.16 179.40 218,22 168.35
10,000 - 14,999 71.04 53.28 79.34 133.70 130.25 164.55 121.44
" Over 15,000 41.30 35.28 . 35.27 70.45 70.11 85.56 80.52 '
Other Loans - R =
40 - 9,999 52.21 39.23 ’ 39.72 ' 62.71 66.70 65.98 54.32
o 10,000 - 14,999 60.23 45.43 47.89 . 77.20 79.36 |- 76,94 14.44
“ Over 15,000 _ 14.86 35,93 . 3739 | - 63.82 : 63.47 88,75 100.47

:1 Represents o 205 unweighted sample of the natjonal first-time, full-time higher education onrollment. Jata are wefghted values

0 values indicate that data were not collected for these sources. 134
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Aecording to Two Calculati

« Table C-4100

mmeMWMMMWLWMmmmW

on Methads, 1973-74 through 1979-80

= r—sm

~ Hethod A , ~
, g | s | 1976-1 197-18 o | e |
; 4 .
I S : ; —— S0 IR
Finance Category - Low Med High Low Med High| Low Med High Loy Med High| Low Med Iiigh Loy Med High| Low Med Itigh
Self and Faunilf Support .I
©(Student Nt Price) : - . .o : e
Onn Savings/Earnings - 29:0 3.3 %.5|0.9 .2 8.7 n3 8.1 571234 9.7 %I 2.7 7.0 71193 20 1981198 217 .0
_mmemMMWsNﬁMﬂ%ANA%3WAM5NSM2UJHO%£MI%3%JWijMJWJnﬂwj
: Unsubsigizgq Loan Anounts | 8,0. 6.6 56l 0.5 45 2.3} 64 74 46] 45 5.1 1.8 T 5.8 384 42 51 36 3T A0 3.8
Total 58.6 73.8, 85.4 5.8 72.6 86.4]45.2 6.4 8051456 66.8 84.342.2 6LS. 8.2l 41,6 59.7 812|420 59.7 8.3
~ Public Suppirt . . “l |
scholarships/Grants [ .3 1.1 88| 3.4 200 ool s 59 0lt6s 26, 00[50.3 M0 11|00 W4 11|w2 AL
“oubsidized Loan Aount | 8.4 6.8 16] 57 57 2947 53 3] 57 6.5 3.6]59.76 5.0] 69 ﬁ@ 58] 7.5 102 0.6
ol B7 29 14|61 7 R0 02 WG WL BE)EL 196 17159 8.6 16.9]5.7 M5 19
Other 2.8 23 0.2 22 11 L5 16 14 L4 1e 2l 2l 1.5 16 L1 L5 LI 1916 19 1.8~
R \ - - g oot L e
Sludent Met Price \ 7.0 0.9 30.0[%R.4 %7 29.0]287 1.6 30,3029 w8 27781 0O 851035 0.2 BAAS 2.7 2.8
Pl ic. Support 00 58 66065 616 0568 61 B[ 81 10203 ls 698|750 69.1 7.7\75.0 N8 T6A |
iy bg 23 22|22 17 L8[ 16 14 14) 1 21 21} L6, LI 15 L1 19[ 16 19 LI

PR S

NOTE: Method A assumeg that the decis
mnmdﬁawmwsumttMSUMt
Jatter to independent status.

See Mnalysis Plan section for calculation of loan subsidies

on-neking unit for pol
{s only the student.

pem——— ey

fcy purposes 1 the student and his/her fanily, whereas
The forner conforms to dependent student status and the

\ .
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CIRP datd show a different pattern. Here, low- and high-inoome students have achﬁeved

near parity but middle-income students pay more.

Among those who report at least some financing: support in a particular category,

NLS patterns are as expected (table 4-10c); that 1s' NLS %tudentshfrom 1ow¥1ncome
families receive Tess support from their families and more need-based a1d than do
students from other 1ncome groups however they tend to earn 1ess, borrow 1ess, and
rece1ve roughly similar amounts from a1d programs not based on need in comparison to
other_students. (Part1cu1ar attent1on, however, should be pa1d to N's, wh1ch afe very
small for some categor1es especially for certain grants and scho]arsh1ps to “
high-income students.) Comparable CIRP data are in table C-4-10c. CIRP rec1p1ents of
loans and scho]arships/ghants tend not to come from the highest 1ncome category,-
whereas the reverse is true when fam11y/fr1end support is cons1dered.4 Average amounts
received are positively associated with family 1ncome for the categories of sejf

support, family/friend support, and loans. They ahe, of course, negatively associated

with grant/scholarship support.

By Academic Ability -

In each of the four years of the NLS -and CIRP, student ecedemic abi]ity is
positively assoc1ated with amounts f1nanced High ab111ty students f1nance the
largest amounts and low ability students finance the sma11est amounts (see table 4- 11
and table C-4-11 and ‘figures 4-7 and C=<4-7). Higher ability students tend to attend
more expensive institutions. - | o

’

Viewing the sources of support . high-ability students tend to earn more, receive
more from fam11y and friends, and borrow s11ght1y more than lower ab111ty students

One inconsistency between NLS and CIRP data is noted _whereas- NLS h1gh ab111ty
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Table 4-10c

ALS Ful-Tine Aid Recipient * Financing Sources,
By Parental Incone Categories of Disaggregation,
1972-13, 1974-75, 1975-76

1972-13 Averages -, 1973-74 Averages 1974-75 Averanes : 1975-76 Averaqes
hverage Amount Average Anount fverage Amount ‘ Average fmount T
§ Total . ~ $ Total § Total § Total SR
0- 10,500~ over | - [ -0- ° 10,500- Hver 0- 10,500 Over 0- 10,500 Qver

| 10,99 14,999 15000] N | 10,493 14,999 15,0004 N 10,499 14,999 15,000 N | 10,499 14,999 15,0001 #-

 Own Savings or Earnings 598,75 §33.71 642.83| 4594 688,63 1031.50 932.%0 12§ 1160.04 1290.41 1267.80 | 3127 1148.81 130,98 1321.86 | 2070
’ (1971) (1288) (319)) . | 136}) {9%2) (1089) (1221) (8%6) (1000) (1109) (852)" (1009)

supgort of Fanily/Friends |- 740,01 1026,45 1708.19 | 4623 | 981,02 1307.12 2068.72 | 2612 | 12308 1602.73 24,12 | 2670 | 132017 18,10 2.6ty |
(gis) (7)) | | () () (u)| | Ge) () (180)) (657) * (s66) -(1%)|

S T 64.89 652,64 983.90( 86| | 666,67 7813 721.29].298| 7%6.20 69,14 606.57) 378
T - ) W@ |- B () (@) () || ) () ()
e 59,99 100039, 662.37| 112 " om0 600 595.70] 24| o8 465,96 709 no|
N N I I - (165) - (4) (18) (1) () (18) *
College Scholarships/Grants | 763,53 73929 114.67| 802 Co| | o5 GILEY 915.03| 566) 904,45 BAOL65 96,35 | 5H0
(400) - (222) (176) o )| () ) (122
~ State Scholarships | o0 a6 %] 69 N N (1 5w305%96‘01-nau.M&n 602,67 48
A ‘ (1) (118) (93) ‘ (1) . (182) (7). (239) -(126) . (83)
COtherGramts | G60.08 7835 %281 161} 0 im0 10820 130961 | 725 | 118 VS0 132l T
o e sy ) S| o) (188 (13%) (430) - (180) (1%9) 1

Total Scholarships/Grants | 1425.25 1651.27 1925.75 | 263 062,40 933.32 507.44 {1633 | 126121 1071.26 1127, 5 1678, 1352,99 1098.31 1196.63{ 1715 »
' (1291) (548) (410) (934) ~(410) (269) (926)  -(a45) (307} (942) “(4}6) (331} |,

L 090,02 1158.38 167,68 | 57 T s v e 9| 33! hise.ss 1,53 180e.s1 ) 05
. | ) o O i ) N UV
State Loan | o157 06,07 0.2 128 206,39 178,06 477,74 | 9 | 1363.98 1273.06 135578 108
o B R ) B S T R R
WL .0 6055 648,37 661 ‘ I sy 70,90 93,68 470 730,46 12,40 85206 465
‘ (62) (18) (57) C (i) () () .| | () () ()
Other Loans 943,60 1056,67 10,94 197 - T w00 wse.2s| | w55 M w1q W,
oo | L) () (@) sy ) ()| ) () (58]
il | gz 0 170,07 ] 1| 09,76 1120, 119241 970 905,23 115,29 130067 | 107 10550 1606 WED.I3) 10" )
| | mw(m)um | () (1) (83) 65 (9) (9) | | e () )|

" *ata tab]ed are. for_only. thosestudents Who reported some support fn- the partlcum careqorles Hsted. . o
¥ lumbers in parentheses are N's. B R T ‘ s

e
\®)
(.‘u‘

“138;  




CIRP Ai{d Recipient
Se‘lected Financi

Table C-4+10¢

s* Financing Sourtes by Parental Income
ng Categories,’ 1973-74 through 1979 80

1977-78

N 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 197_5'-77 1978-79 1979-80
Finance Category uz Average R Average N Average ‘N Average N Average N Average N l’Averag_e .
Own Savings/Earnings . - ) . ' i
80 - 9,599 5455 635.07 4748 681.14 3527 682.22 4108 682.05 3674 704.58 2829 752.24 3909 809.22
10,000 - 14,999 ° 7185 712.44 6510 757.63 5185 755.71 §727 767.32 4524 789.34 3577 871.04 - 4379 88).64
\ . Qver 15,000 11898 7'40.55 12104 B816.36 12266 781.98 15721 822.79 14790 - 869.13 15049_ 967.90 13193 1038.97
Lo support of Family/Friends , ; ’ . s : : .
RN ’ .80 - 9,999 . 4182 645.69 ~3986. 607.82 2968 608.25 3352 609.21 3033 642,65 2392 8is.11 3330 911.61
. “10.000 - 14,999 6592 870.32 6578 839.25 5176 812.34 5736 849.39 4339 859.89 3462 1145.92 2490 1305.76
. Over 15,000 - 13810 1398.48 15619 1410.56 16043 1418.42 19927 1430.95 18794 1506.74 19432 2246,81 17548 2605.78
BEGG : - . . . ' S
$0 - 9,999 KA 0: 3086 627.827 3070 - 863.97 3690 875.88 -3590 894.72 2856 996.76 4103 l999.22
16,000 - 14,999 N -0 1840 513,23 1842 695.52 2211 703.05 2051 699.56 2005 779.11 2967 . 794.51
Over 15,800 RA 0 1317 553.21 | . 1356 721.32 | -1649 .672.59 ). 1969 641.81 2184 715.19 3366 -693.09
SEOG : : o S . Lo R
S0 -9, 999 NA 0 845 523.68 842 567.8% . 1094 524.35 1068 555.72 897 626.14 1364 587.86
10,000 - 14,999 NA 0 487 465.55 ~573 563,11 689 516.91 715 503,53 624 533.10 867 554.94
Over 15,000 HA 0 233 523.38 138 _586.86 463 522.74 671 §07.53 749" 555.61 867 _54.84
College Grants . ’ . ) . o . '
s0 - 9,999 NA 0. 1607 502.84 1206 500.63 1197 664.48 1202 °700.34 1110 803,34 1379 743.83
10,000 - 14,999 NA, 0 2006 490.84 1533 538.62 . 1497 672.19° 1450 710.75 1306 826.60 1418 783.27
Over 15,000 NA 0 2563 556,51 2698 632.53 2780 752.47 3429 775.78 . 4022 '933.44 3133 881.01
5tate Scho\arsnipslGnnts , ’ ' : : o
§0 - 9,999 4310 724.48 - 1890 626.35 1509 636.13 1725 * 556.18 1644 585.14 1382 677.49 - 1929 627.07
10,000 --14,999 4045 646.49 1927 559.35 1702 576.03 1837 523.61 1587 .576.77 1409 609.31 1657 - 590.50Q
Over 15,000 . 4005 625.58 1623 565.22 1879 556.71 . 2363 529.89 2636 .,561.03 3175 596.94 2504 631.16
Other Private Grants ' ' i . ’
$0 - 9,999 NA 0 NA (] NA 0 634 522.90 . 616 539.53 466 661.47 627 589.15
. 10,000 - 14,999 NA 0 NA ] NA 0 854 523.10 ' 701 510.58 . 624 §79.18 760 629.32
Over 15,000 ’ NA , A 0 NA 0 1778 519.24 1808 553.61 2028 642.80 1784 668.98
Scholarships/ﬁrlnts I B ) ) . X
$0 - 9,999 4907 832.84 4a51 1002.37 4171 1195,74 4816 1277.63 4488 1347.41 3557 1569.38 4854 1571.77
10,000 - 14,999 4453 730.71 4569 776.73 3982 939.28 4541 '1016.89 3933 1064.25 3346.1256.19 4129 1273.60
Over 15,000 4506 688,86 5057 749.44 5443 813.22 YARY] 8_57.87' 7759 903.98 8645 1059.70 7652 1109.29
" FESL ' ' o = o
50 - 9.999 ° 2411 870.26 730 797.94 543 877.63 642  874.82 557 977,98 547 1045.60 86l 1200.06
10,000 - 14,999 2207 931.05 973 912.61 775 1002,10 853 997.46 720-1140.99 756 1236.70 1189 1332.51
Over 15,000 1734 1038.16 1104 1039.71 - 1223 1095.67 1722 1118.10 1970 1188.05 2720 1466.90 3680 1617.45
HOSL ’ N . S B .
S0 - 9,999 HA [+ I 1181 635.20 1030 674.04 1072 671.99 926 714.00 ' 795 769.75 1050 770.12
10,000 - 14,999 HA [+] 1005 726.93 1100 741.17 1170 731.71 - 932 798.05 854 806.73 _1045 836.12.
Over 15,000 A - 0 682 758.93 1056 837.75 1295 . 835,79 1453 . 825.41 " 1721 967.38 1603 1056.13
Other Loans ; ' . A o ‘ ‘
$0 - 9,939 -634 654,35 420 681.74 308 765.86 231 . 784.09 232 878.03 © 185 A71.08 200 299.82
10,000 - 14, 999 : " 676 B870.74 613 778.20 435 819.29 389 B73.12 09 838.25 223 1023.83" 274 11495.75
L Qver 15,000 730 956.18 ©739 885.78 781 9590.67 929 1046, 16 930 - 998.07 843 1170.93 861- 1352.11
Total Loans .t o S ’ H
$0 - 9.993 2738 970.77 2005 793,15 1721 .R34.27 . 2080 B52.14 1726 0R2.20 1463 INTI.CO 2017 1122,33 H
10,000 - 14,999 2621 1006.22 2349 906,29 . 2116 942,78 - 2578 920.84 2171 '10€69. 19, 1819 1155.74 2218 121,26
Over 15,000 L 226571106.82 | 2273 1019.94 2618 1062.15 - 4180 116:6.56 4535 1130.€4 5-”? 1393,0% 6255 1533.21

'

—

2.,

'

Gata dre weighted values.

'

Cats tabled are for.only_those students_wno__r_gpqv:tedv_ some,

Hs are ul'.welghted Ns for the 208 subsamp‘le of the CIRP sample.

) values mdlr.ug that data wcre not collected for Lh-‘se saurges.

nh = not asplicable.

suppg};g__i’q_the p‘ilrv.ig:ular categories listed. '

o




o O Tletl
¢ NS Full-Time Studept Financing Sources,

By Academic Ability, Major Financing Categories
1972-73 through 197576

e

ounn 1973-1 1974-1 % |
Low Medium High | Low Mgaium High Low Mediﬁm, High wLow Medium High _}
_ u , ' ' l
ws ey W w3 609 17 ) 3 %5 g6 | 415 26 2!
Twiig] ¢ | 2 T A ¢ |
| R TV X wy | ses | ®I| B | B3 sg1.41 | 319
Own Savings or Earnings: | Hedium | 355,36 25.3 619.01 3.3 863}95 | .51 627.82 33.8
| I e K U I R R R 06928 | .3
o | | owew | me | @0 B8 oy | ma | s | 36
suport of Fanly/Friends | ediwn | 0282 | 800\ T 01| wn | w7 | see | s
" S (kg | oome | 6| mem | W) 140 g5 | wels | 48
| mes | 13| ass | BT W 9| W | Bl
* Scholarships/Grants g | 10065 | 136 | & | We | 3E B M0 | 185
hign |~ %0.0 | 190 w026 | 1.6 | w5 | 167 618 | I
To | e | we| mst | o ms | ) B2 DS
Loans. i | 7| m2| mem | l0| e | 987 B0E 0.3
dp | D | 95| s | a0 | ME | 59 WS|4
o Low 003,70 | 1000 | 159873 | 100.0 | 181383 w9 | % | 100
Total pegtin | 6. | 01 | mi3p | do00 | 2E ) 0D 9.6 | 0.1
g | ek | 000, | e |01 8D 0.3 | 28089 | 1000
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1973-

N Average

- ”
Table (-4-11
CIRP First-Tine, Full-Tine Student Financing Sources,
Major Calegories by High School GPA, 1973-14 through 1979-80
. 1913-14 1974-15 ! .lW&K ' 1976-11 . 1971-18 1978-78
- Tinance Category 1 A T -
by Nigh Schuol G'A N fverage 4 [N Bverage %, ‘N pverage & | N Merage % N hversge % | K Averdge &
| lhan S‘IV'II\IJS/IJI'II.iIII}.S _ . N ‘ ‘
Lo o0 5542 32,3 | 0833 59.30 29.5] 4l 490,30 2.7 | 4385 4%6.16 25.8 | 4 509,95 24.1 { 3687 547,15 21.0
“Hesl i 20270 56144 29.5 | 20059 567.94 29.3 10830 529,23 26.2 | 22024 567.59 2.5 | 20007 5083 2.3 | 18006 630.04 0.9
High- (o 515,50 2.4 10238 54036 23.9] 9693 50283 22,0 {12010 57,91 22.5 | 10405 604.10 22,6 1 11558 649.60 18.4
k Sul'hnl't of Tanily/ ‘ : e
[ iends : | ) ST ' 120150 46.1
Lo 616,50 38.2 M4.97 41.6 "679.83 3.3 Ws.42 W6 | - 63102 394 , ]525']2 50'6
Hoddfun g15.02 435 | c06e.00 M8 90782 45.0 926.85 43.4 g6 431} ]734'29 49’0
o ~ ligh %0.99 43.7 00975 Q7] 100651 M5 103,88 43.1 1116.60 41.8 DA
C Swlarships/Grants T ; oo R L ‘
c  low 27147 16,1 IR/ LNA 1825 W2 | 4G u.6 5040 251 %576 203
e f 59,58 13.9. 126.85 16.9] " 3153 189 417.50 19.8 458,08 20.3 604.86 16.8
A High Me.10 20.3 | . 496.04 2.0 53.01 22.3 §04.16 23.8 LY 2 A 45,01 211
Lk ¥ ,, 1 ‘ : ‘ -
‘ Low 192.22 11.4 131,96 7.4 145,67 8.2 185.62 9.6 AN 00| U206 |
Hedfur 205,93 110 184 7.6 165.06 8.2 0.7, 9.4 224.60 10,0 313.90 104
; . ligh 28200 9.7, 159.97° 1.1 192,55 7.9 225,46 B.8 RN 103.09 8.6
e S , ‘ Sl . ‘ ., ,
' | u 7.9 Al 2.6 1.8 0.8 L6 08 1) 0% n4| . BE LD
etk 0.0 21 26,79 1.4 BLS 5,03 1.2 ©Lo000 -1 1% 13
igh (.2 2.9 ‘ 5},71 23 .67 11 §1.92 2.0 69,73 2.6 1045 3.0
o C - | ‘ . ) | | .
a L 1693.30 100.0 | . 1791.73 100.0 1772.92 100.0 193011 100.0 1131000 | 26053 1000
fotiun 1672.89 100,07 1938.75 100.0 2005.78100.0 | . 2139.71100.0 225467 10.0 | 012,18 100.0
flinh 201757 100.0 2257.63 100.0 , 2439.58 100.0 26331000 | 26M.07100.0 | . 3638.16 100.0
%m@wﬁuwmmmmmmMMmmﬂmMMWWWMMNWMMwMMMnmeMMMMw

19834 580,04
10702 626.0

1141.68
14074
1668, 94

561,41

1.8
396. 18

2.5
.63
1207

UB.2
2912:91

e B —r

4414 483,48

53,67 21.9
8610 2.7

¥9.05 124

o de8.47 100.0

b e J——

19.0
19.4
1.2

46.9
1.6
45.4

1.0
LI
18]

100.0
100.0
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F1gure 4 7
NLS Full- T1me F1nanc1ng Sources,
" by Academic Ability, Major Financing Categories,
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Figure C4-7

CIRP Major Student Financing Categi:riés
197% -79 Averages by High School GPA
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lncon5|sTency beTween MNLS and ‘CIRP data is noted: whereas NLS high ability sTudenTs_
receive slighTIy smal ler scholarshlps/granfs, the CIRP hlGh abiliTy freshmen do

slightly better than lower abiiTy students in this regard. . -

Within The student aid subcategories (Tables 4~11a anc¢ C-4-113) some interesting
patterns energe. "'he fegeral need-based grant programs (BEOGs, SEQGs, etc.), in
.Tarcefnng on low income groups, actually reward lovwer abiliTy students more than

higher ability students. Perhaps in partial recognition of Thls, |nsT|TuT|onaI and
staTe granT programs Tdrgef their resources more on higher ability groups. Among loain .
programs, the oreaTesT variability is seen in the need- -based hDSL where high ability
students receive the highest loan amounts. Overezll, The ef fect of federal need=-basec
programs seems to be fo give grants to lower-2bility students and loans 1o higher

apility individuals.

When net prices are examined (Tables 4=11b an¢ C-4=11b), the results are somewhat
miked. Considering family subsidies‘as part of net price (Method A), low ability NLS
students pay 2 smaller share of_neT prfce_in the thirc yearsAThan do upper abi.lity
sTuoenTs, whereas the resuITc are the reverse for the first two.years. Middle ability
CIRP and NLS students conS|sTenTIy pay the highesT net price under MeThod A.

Excluding family subsidies from net price (Method B), low. abi ity hLS stugents
unuvercally assume a lower net price share. ‘Presumably, this is cohslsfenf wWiTh Thev

position thet lower ablllfy students need more time for study and thus are able to

%

. proviae less sel f-support. However, the CIRP patterns essential ly are reversed. Now,
low abil ity students tend To_péy the. highest net price, followed, closely by Those of

miadle ability.

Tables 4-11-c and C-4-11c examiné the! data for. those students who report some (other
then zerco) financing in a parT|cuIar cafegory. For The KLS it is seen that high

aoiIiTy student recupnenfs receive sllghTIy Iaroer BEQGs; for the CIRP ‘the reverse |s'
109
147

.l IN”




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

By Academic A

Jable 4-11a
LS Full-Time Student Financing Sources,

bility, Selected Financing Catenories,
197273 tnrough 1975-76

in Dollars
c 1972-73 § - 1974-75 1875-76 ;
Low 28.18 ' 88.86 117.53 ;
BEOG Mediun 31.25 39.52 51.36 !
: High 36.00 27.81 35.65 |
Low 6.22 31.55 20.58 i
SE06 Medium 6.66 24.29 25.40 [
High 7.63 20.43 19.41
- Low 18.73 / 67.68 68.69
College Scholarships/Grants Medium 42.11 77.26 75.36
High 104.23 133.12 140.17
Low 22.49 25.40 24.36
State Scholarships Medium 29.27 39.21 44.59
High 73.00 93.68 95.31
"Low 77.04 92,93 101.39
FGSL Medium 71.94 76.30 78.64
High 67.20 77.74 87.76
. Low 13.15 43,14 "39.80
State Loans Medium 16.24 27.31 33.20
High 16.12 24.21 30.30
Low 20.26 48.65 39.93 !
NDSL Medium 40.83 66.92 56.30
High 65.55 73.41 . 76.35 .
, Low 63.05 202.08 196.50 |
Other Grants Medium . - 81.37 158.98 182.99 1
' High 129.34 151.01 171.40 |
Low 27.76 56.93 74.15
Other Loans Medium 28.47 69.21 82.82 :
High 25.11 69.32 87.10 !
Low 897 370 215
N's Medium 4211 2365 2326
High 3406 2486 2343

P

———
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Table C-4-11a

CIRP Fivst-Tine, Full-Tine Student Financing Sources,
mmmumm%mwwwmmwmwwmmmmwmm

\

197374 194-15 1975-76 1976-17 - 1978-19 197900

Finance Category N1 Average N Average N Average N Average N Average N Average N Average
— { B
BL0G )

Low 4948 0 83 1877 | M2l 20493 | 435 2099 | AW 2%3.40 | 2607 -260.79 [, 4 2.0

Ned iun aan 0 2005 112,08 | 18830 162.56 |-22024 178.30 2007 196.49 | 18806 197.80 1983 270.81

Ifigh g4 0 10238 10045 | 9893 145.19 | 12017 156.03 |, 10005 147.02 | 11558 160.14 | 10702 266.06
SE0 . o

Low 0 21.5 0.1 | 3.3 39.60 39.48 15,23

Hediun 0 .75 20,57 21.51 0.2 32.36 .18
g 0 .22 30.86 30.64 36.09 N3 - 49,61
ColTege Scholarships/Grants ' :

Low 0 35.65 25.4 36.46 LK 50.36 10.48

Hed ium 0 59.08 56.82 5.54 66,15 86.20 66.51

High m 0 190.28 192.85 166,35 - 198,38 . 238,34 205.08
State Scholarships/Grants '

Low ‘ 138.78 48.87 54.33 50,62 58,3 13.64 63.9%

Hediun 193,88 75.70 v 70.19 .01 78.51 92.53 .57

High 400,24 135,62 13189 RV R T 139.60 156.02 - 152.86
FGSL -

Low 13.60 61.09 . 13.15 82,69 101,94 - 146.99 . 161,56

Hedium 154.09 63.93 70,5 80.73 104.18 . 1517 N INY

High - 168.23 64.71 1.3 75.13, 92.46 145.89 2.1
HDSI. . : B . ,

Low 0 3.2 40.96 15,63 45,64 58.73 46,76
. Medium , 0 45.08 53,58 55,68 63.24 7118 SVENY

High . 0 §9.63 19.60 79.16 8.2 90,83 94,59
Other Grants - . ' ' . , ‘

Low 130,08 102.39 114.28 130.09 123.75 131,50 104,76

Medium 65,69 - 58,24 67.40 4. 86.73 95,87 87,34

High 45,90 39.46 . 4136.72 130.2 156,01 151,74
Other Loans _
~Low 55,62 37.63 31,5 8.9 ‘6. 14 §9.54 63,52

Hedimn 5].83 39.13 40.9% 64,34 67.18 o BSS - 86.0)

Hligh 45.97 35.63 41.64 nan 61.54 TRV 79,15
1MMWMaN£WMWNQWMMtMmMmHWWWmfMdWthﬂmemmmMLDMMMWMMdMMs
?omemmmmnmwmmmmwmmNPmemﬁ. ;




Table 4-11b

Net Price Paid by Full-Tine NLS Students, -
by Academic AbiTity According to Two Calculation Methods
‘ (Percentages)
1972-73 throush 1975-76

| | " | Method A
- 1973-14 1974-75 : 1975-76 |

. 197273

Lo Medin figh Low Mediun  High i Lov Medim High Low Medim High

o and Farily Oon Eamings 249 B3 118 B3I w3 %5 0035 BE 03
ot (Student O Savings (697) (4220 (3406} (43 og) (2607) (37) (2365 (48] (415) (200 (233)

et Price) , | ‘ |
- Support of |
Family or .%

Friends 8.6 5.0 49.6 w6 0.0 #71BL 07 5.6 3.6 05 48

Unsubsidized - | o | .
ot i9g . 83 70 64 880 AT 81 60 55 103 17 13
Total w6 S w7 B2 By E B2 g1 134 R0 8L
Public Support Schqlarships/ " . , . !
gats 133 16 1.0 1T 1S 17.6i22.9 By BBl 185161
Subsidized Loan. o | S
Chont W29 25 RS A s Mg 388 2B
Total 7 65 25 183 188 20.'!28.1 78 182 66 11 188
. Hethod B
ot lettrice %7 Be s el B5i64 N5 %5 A8 A0S HE
public Support 1 4 Tl 58 9 g6 mE 6L 8L 5 62.4

student and his/her fanily, whereas

NOTE: Method A assures that the decisionmaking unit for policy purposes is the
tudent status and the latter to

Hothod B assunes ‘the unit to be the student. The forner conforms. to dependent §

independent status.

%eMMwuPhnwamnMrmMmumnﬁlmanMM& Mrwﬂdhwwwﬁhﬁ%ﬁm&§%wbaﬁumnbm- 152 t

1]:§5 ]- relationships: jdentified for all students.
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Table (-d-11b '

Nt Price Paid by CIRP Stitents, by High Schaw] GPA
- hecording to Two Calculation Hethads, 1973-74 through 1979-80

‘ . : Mgthod ﬁ
‘ : 1973-14 1974-75 197576 197677~ 1977-18 1978-19 wmmo_ )
Finance Category - Low Med Migh| Low Med High| Low Hed Mgh| Low Med Highy Low Med High | Low Mgd High [ Low Med High

Self and Fandly Support ‘ - ' ‘

(Student Net Price) C '

- O Savings/Earnings 0M2M2M2%2m2w2m2m2méw2mzm2mwmzmzmzm1m1wlm1m
WWWHWMMWSMJMJMJMﬁMﬁMJ%J%ﬂM&MﬁMAMJNAHJMﬁ%JM£WJ%3Mﬁ%M
mmwmmm&amm&amma&mmmzmmmammanmmajum

Tolal - 6.0 78.4 7L\ M4 174 10T 108 76.0 714 6.7 74.0 69.5)67.8 2.0 6.{11 85 10.7|69.6 ‘?2.1| 6.6

B et

: Public Suppart - , o
Scholarships/Grants 6.0 13.9 20.3|19.7 16.9 2.0 .2 109 2.3(206 195 23.6/%.]1 0.3 U4 213 16.8 2111219 Ins 220

 Gasidelomhiont | 51 56 43| 41 43 40[ 34 34 33} 54 83 4 g 51 50|66 64 5378 03 13| o

Tl iy 1 Bolons 2o 50|26 23 B0 18 15|08 %0 B4 DL BADA B DD |
we | el 23)18 14 23 Le L6 L M 20| 14 13 26| 10 13 30|10 LD 3

| fethod 8 . | :
Stadnt et Irice T w7l %8 6 20|05 0 BI[D1 N 54| A4 W5 BI|E NI LT NT IS NS
ublic Spor 01 60 89|64 660 107669 6.3 11|86 682 16|13 B 12|70 B8 A TED A TS
ter 2 ol 28|18 14 2316 16 3113 12 2014 13 26|10 b0 30D 13D

! 3 ¢ A——p—— e 4

posre

NOTE: - Method A sssunes that the decision-naking unit for palicy purposes Is the student and his/her family, whereas
Hethod B assuics that this unit is only the student. The former confoms to dependent student status and the

Jatter to independent status

SwhmhﬂsNmswﬁw}mcﬂwhﬂmofhmsWﬂM%.
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Table 4-11¢

S Ful1-Tine Md Recipent Financing!Sources,
ByMMmRAMHW&meHufmwwmmﬂm,

197213, 1974-75, 1975476

Mg, ut. § Total

-

\_ .
T herages Y 1T verages 197875 herages
| Mvg. Ant, § Total - \\AW.MLsTMM‘ : Mwhﬂ.ihﬁ] |
o] Med | Uigh | 8. Tow| Bed| Meh | M| lov | hed | lhoh | e
o Savings o [ornings | 550.88] 630.71] 626,75 | 4861 | 979,85 ion7. 7} 05529 | 3601 | 910,10 1337.65 | 103,30 | 3342 | 116773
. A (a)|(2310) |(213) (1) (1622 |(26) (a02) | (180) | {1652) (197)
Support of Family/Friends opt 451 110,721 133,68 | 5177 | 1047.20(1502,19{1662..3 |-2610 | 1572,28 | 1646.86 | 2012.5 | 2905 | 1765.69
| | | as). | (243) |(2280) (1413) |(1218) }{19) (109). | (1238) | (1518) |~ {(135)
BL0G 9. 19| 655,000 656.76| 81| | 706,61 | 671,03] 669.70 | 322 | 52,62
. (203) |(238) |{a0) (1) | (162} | (49) (125)
SE: 863,051 568.40( 657.86 | 110 608,00 | 662.10| 67153 | 210 | 50153
(45) |(s8) |(7) (8) [(w06) [() | |(o0)
Colloge Scholarship/beants .| 67197} 701,121.705.23 | ‘811 013,65 | 91142 | 22793 | 625 |1078.08
- (518) [(259) |(34) (406) | (193) | (26) ()
Stale Scholarships 652.26] 516.63|-5%9.66 619 | smos| 630591 676.49 | 468 | 711,49
| | (1) |(200) |(30) | o) L Ly | |
Other Granls 18,27 700,65 667,83 | 1227 1912.94 | 1191,5 | 100059 | 750 | 171,40
o | (654) (o) {(79) | (%9) |(m) |g) | . |(362)
Veterans Ministration | 548.61{ 528,23] 593,94 1520.72 | 1834.65 | 1019:91 166695
Social Security Denefits 506,97, 832.57) 756.95| 1315.87 [1270,05  1303.41 1723.03
Tolal Scholarships/Grants | 705.74] 727,95] 038.78 | 2687 | 1045,94) 1078 1910316 | 1660, 155,68 | 1203,23 117,89 731 128161
k (1) |(810) |(1284) () |(%) () | |(19) |(6e5) | (s3] (103)
RS 1233.991 1159, 18] 1024.22 | 556 094,38 | 1197.94 | 1198.46 | 350 | 1369.40
‘ (224) |(2m8) |(s7) |ss) | (17) - (32) (163)
State Loans 150,29} 056,81} 976.32 | 123 103,77 | 120968 | 192,36 | 1027 { 126130
(52 [(61) |(10) ) |60 () [ [0
HDSL 606.07| 674,46 838,03 684 707781 81112 | 729.92 | 494 | 764,56
o () [(201) {(31) (62) | (1) |{2) (255)
Olher Loans 1043,99| 1060..88| 1241.02 | 206 1062.24 | 1064.85 | 114253 | 338 | 87,10
| (15) () |(20)- (159) | (161) |(23) (181)
Total Loans 137,260 1006, 761 893.20 | 1490 | 1139, 18] 1037 45| 938.75 | 1018 | 1144.59 | 1140,21 { 1125 22 1148 |1208.35
(113) [(708) |{673) (492) |(163) |(63) (79) | (514) | {565) (m5)_ ¢

Hod

1310.49

(1431)

195699
(1152)

106,49
(205)

610.79
(115) -

f63.72
(29)

619,16

(1) !

182,99
(308)

175168
1.4

182,20
{793)

122036
(151

1420.63
5]

1.0
(195)

82,0
(164)

1195.61
(500)

High
1740 .1
+{160)

200,55
(137)

108,36
(65)

i75.15
(20)

156,60
()

T14.10
(19)

17140
(64)

1336.17
1735.60

1207.27
(507)

126,93
m)”

1798.91
(12)

121,66
(25)

14,15
(27)

1179.00

(465)

107576 Mreranes ]

[

5?34
i
;95< K
AN
626
454

o |

180
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Tabihi LeA-1le

CIW Afu Recipioots® llnmriclnl] Snurces by Wigh Schonl GI'A
Salectud financing Cateyuries, 1973-/4 through 1971900

7/7‘7"

1973.74 1974-75 19/5-76 1976-77 ] 1.9 pay

Finance Categury ne Avumoe‘ N Average N Average N . Average N Averane L} Averane fl Averane
Own Savings/Earnings ) : ) : :

Luw U4 739.74 3201 ]75.92 2560 774.m 2174 M1.25.| 2692 107.53 2102 90813 | 261 nrALR)

Med hum 16470 706,54 |14622 768,74 [13262 745,30 16047 774,05 | 14750  814.3) A7 920,65 | 1136 Wi, A2

Wigh Tou6  650.83 7548 717,32 7209 738.91 8949 77513 | 7618 83135 #2312 922.03 e, 77
Supporrt of Fambiy/Friends . ! '

i} . 3369 996,50 3649 1015.96 3017 964,60 3292 1060.04 3222 111,00 2747 141D Wy Al

Hed lum . 16489 1099.43 |16519 1096.20 15533 1151.07 10272 1171.20 | 16997 1266.80 - | 15447 191935 | 16650 2R 64

Hiyh 1265 1216.86 | 8636 1223.01 8352 1313.22 | 10330 133413 | 8707 1406.9} 9704 2155.0M B6IA 200007

' BEOG . . .

' Tow HA 0] 114 606,18 1166 619.99 1292 010,13 |- 1424 01972 169 920,18 (g PRER
Hediom . NA 0 1 382 572,40 | 3915 777.43 4769 . 701.84 4957 181,96 4161 BI1.I5 nald Bl
Hinh NA 0 1654 581,23 | 1607 781.63 | 2016 778.57 1706 761.40 2026 Rib.27 N1z nel.6n

sk 5 : S '
1w WA 0 297 AM.1z | 256 61504 | 30 5s0.a3| 3py 54900 | pia SO A4 1.
Mol WA O B Mo | a0as gse.as | 1am. soz.iz | aase  siz.er |09 B2 6330
Wigh NA 0 400 546.76 560 606,38 639 562,96 729 556.24 747 S19.1 Wea 0dh)
Cotlene Grants - .
iow : HA 0 350  540.68 255 497.11 1 657.45 30 661,77 my 72099 wy o L4,
Medium . NA 0 2943  456.00 | 2463 512.59 | 2485 643.62 2905 691.81 2001 ny250 | 2768 71605
Hiyh . NA 0 345 583.19 3093 650.89 | 2994 781.75 3195  820.01 3657 974,2 NFe 4634
'\Slalu scholarships/Grants : -
Low 1272 631.1] 455 621.68 440 619.00 46) 531,57 531 567.70 oS 631.00 0 637,02
Medbum 7231 620.1) 2994 573.83 214 569.76 3298 524,35 3260 566.06 093 EDVG6 17 0N 14
- High ) : 41713 717199 2301  602.37 2260 601.69 2502 565.26 | ~ 2414 598,00 2765 641,99 a4 61,71 ;
Othir Private Grants . /
fow HA 0 NA 0 A 0 15 510,76 1% 419,94 e ey e n?
Heed bum . NA 0 HA 0 HA ~0 1370 416.49 114 416.69 ‘IZ!:.‘! 654,91 [RUTEERAUN O]
High NA 0 HA 0 NA 0 1935 S68.02 | 1724 51,48 - |- 1921 676.51 1nny 722,40
schnlarships/Grants o . ' .
Luw 171y 83l.60 1A 912.73 1746 1056.72 1967 100,77 2092 1133.2) 1728 10T 22 1Fm Al
Medium . p228 103,71 folja 024,82 |, 1618 . 967.97 9172 . 1006, 15 9156 ‘1048,77 | R34 1174.0% a4
. thgh 4901 B819.16 5562 670.78 5332 1007.80 6479 1098,17 5949 1156;75 6721 1305.67 | .tA¥ 144042
FobL Co ) : :
tuw 493 9N 25 434 044,06 o 962,12 304 967.65 453 1034.28 als 1.l [ A VPR ]
Hedium . 4079 951,25 1655  940.07 1519 1013.46 1946 1037,08 2005 1151.63 2372 1706.3)0 LT I E P
IHagh 1826 . 092.38 803 965.18 835 1034.35 1047 1058:43 959 -1198.09 1R A onh T
KOLL- ’ 4 .
Low HA ] N4 622.% 4 701,94 N2 142.%2 KIS L1 P M2 R4S FEEI ) )
Hed iom HA 0 1650 697.95 1809° 753,12 191 740,19 1z 887 14065 .47 A w7
Wigh NA 0 1007 696.14 1237 764,39 |- 1398 754,48 1243 M. 1414 gm. 6y 1464 399,29
Other Luans ’
"Lows 365 866,29 T267 135,92 184 ,853.07 174 085,71 194 942279 137 91994 17 11044
Hed jum 1393 828,00 1066 809.90 954 *6067.30 1020 948,54 971 961.02 Ry 1109.48 n?2 o 1L
High . 471  846.95 525 807.49 505 929.49 460 1015,60 21 9NN 34 1127.53 433 1A
Tatal Loans ' o
Low . 1127 1029.48 891 878.42 804 945,19 911 993.67 -975 1131.084 096 1249.79 |- 1166 13000
Hedlum 4948 1015.77 969 916,14 3913 968.50 5200 967.M4 5074 1078.39 6ndh  1276.75 6919 141410
High 2130 950,45 2211 06l.68 2407 942,94 200 990.92 214 1044.64 RN 1741.59 man 141630

' * Data tabled are for only tase Students who reported some support in the particular categovies Visted,
A Dsta are weighted values, )

2 tis arc unighted Ns for the 20% subsample of the CIRP sawple,
. |

L values indicate that data were not collected for these sources. NA = not applicable.

. - . .. .
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students receive slightly smaller scholarships/grants, the CIRP high ability freshmen

receive slightly more such money than lower abiity students.

Within the student aid subcategories (tables 4-1la and C-4-11a) some noteworthy

patterns emerge. The federa] need-based grant programs (BEOGs, SEOGs, etc.), dispense.

more money to lower ab111ty students than to higher ability students. Perhaps in

~ partial recognition of th1s, institutional and state grant programs target their

resources more on higher ab111ty groups. Among loan programs, the greatest
var1ab111ty is seen in the need- based NDSLs, where h1gh -ability students receive the
highest loan amounts. Overall, the effect of federa] need-based programs seems to be

to give grants to lower abi]ity‘students and loans to higher ability individuals.

When net pr1ces are exam1ned (tables- 4 11b and C-4- 11b), the results are somewhat

mixed. C- .J1der1ng family subsidies as part of net price (Method A), Tow ability NLS

students pay a smaller share of net pr1ce in the third years than do upper ability

"students, whereas the same students pay a greater share for the f1rst two years.

Middle ab111ty CIRP and NLS students cons1stent1y pay the highest net pr1ce under

Method A. Excluding family subs1d1es from net pr1ce (Method B), low ability NLS

" students universally assume a lower net price 'share. Presumably, this is consistent

with‘the position that'lower ability students need more time for study and thus are
able to provide less self- support However, the CIRP patterns essentially are

reversed “Low ab111ty students tend to pay the highest net pr1ce, followed closely by

those of middle ability.
" Tables 4- 11 -¢ and C-4-1lc examine the data for those students who report some

(other than zero) f1nanc1ng 1n a part1cu1ar category. For the NLS it is seen that

high ability student rec1p1ents receive <11ght1y larger BEOGs; for the CIRP high

ability. students rece1ve sma]]er awards. NLS shows sma]]er SEOGs: and generally larger

institutional grants for h1gh ab111ty recipients but smaller state scho]arsh1ps "CIRP -
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shows the lowest SEOGs for middle-income students and largest institutional grants for

high ability students. Overall, however, the NLS patterns are less clear than in

other disaggregations. That is to say student aid is clearly more need-based than
merit based. (Again, the reader is warned about small N's in some of these
| | i

categories.)

By High School Program

College students who had been enrolled in general academic programs in high
ad been enrolled

" school expend more for higher education than do those students who h

in high school vocational-technical curriculums (table 4-12 and figure 4-8). This
e latter group to attend lower

probably reflects a greater tendency on the part of th
where their vocational-technical curriculums

cost community and techniqa] colleges,
s of support, full-time college students who had

can be pursued. Considering source
been enrolled in general academic curriculums in high school clearly receive more

money from every source, save one, than do former high school vocational-technical
students. The latter group tend to rely more heavily on loans. There are no CIRP

data by high school program.

By student aid subcategories (table 4-12a), former general academic high school
nts, whereas

~ students receﬁve smaller BEOGs but larger institutional and state gra
former vocational-technical high school students take out 1argef FGSLs and NDSLs after

Overall, students who had been in the general academic high' school

the first year.
~* programs rely more on grants, and former vocational-technical students rely more on

loans.

~ Net prices by high school program (tab]é 4-12b) are noteworthy when support of
" family or friends is excluded from the students' share (Method 8). When this -is-done,

students who had been enrolled in vocational-technical programs in high school are
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Table 4-12

NLS Full-Tine Student Financing Sources,
by Hgh Schoal Program Major Financing Categories

197213 through 197676
. 1972-13 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76
Gen-Acad  Voc-Tech |
8364 1052 | 5870 474 5439 %6 | 525 356
IR | ]
Prograi $ b | b | L ; x

- S Gen-
o Savings or Earntngs |yt | e | o2 [665 | %2 | 8802 | 3L 2.9 | 7

oo | g | o2 (s | B4 | BOK | M6 | EA& | D

Tech
Support of antly/ Gen- ‘
o b | | 0 oo | M8 | s |4 0% | AT
¥ggh ma | @ s | B | e | e 10,8
Scholarships/Grants g‘égd s | 16 |mes | 70| s | BT 6L 65 |
¥2§h o | ms |mss || B | W MY
. =
Loans ﬁﬁgd G |l s | 90 | ek | 08 w50 | 102 |
e g | 0|65 we | omale |18 | wLR | W ’
N i i I I e | 0.0 1849 | 000
| oo | g | 100 23t | 1000 | 198182 | 100.0 1,41 | 100.0
160 Tech | |
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Figure 4-8

NLS Full-Time Financing Sources,
by High School Program, Major Financing Categories,
1972-73 through 1975-76
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By Type of High Scho

Table 4-12a Q

NLS Student Financing Sources,’
ol Program, Selected Financing Categories,
1972-73 through 1975-76

1972-73 1974-75 - 1975-76 . °
-BEOG ' -
" Gen-Acad 35.da (8364) 3%.71 (5439) - 45.90 (5255)
Voc-Tech 33.60 (1052) 58.85 (356) 103.38 (356)
SEOG _ :
Gen-Acad 8.63 22.24 : 22.217
Voc-Tech 7.53 .23.87 «  20.93
College Scholarships
Gen-Acad 75.63 108.26 109.91
Voc-Tech 14.52 35.28 : 46.29
state Scholarships g
Gen-Acad s 52.14 66.80 68.59
Voc-Tech. 12.18 . 31.77 35.50
FesL -
Gen-Acad 68.38 80.03 84.28
© Voc-Tech 101.94 83.28 : . 117.53
© . State Loans’ /‘ . .o
o Gen-Acad 16.58 26.99 - 30.13
Voc-Tech 17.20 9.72 . ©29.59
NDsL
Gen-Acad '50.86 68.02 - 65.14
Voc-Tech 20.19 85.98 © 81.87
Other Grants
Gen-Acad 105.13 164.40 184.33
Voc-Tech 65.15 131.23 206.25
" Other Loans _
- Gen-Acad 27.62 67.32 87.04
~Voc-Tech 28.49 §5.42 : 52.53
NS -
: Gen-Acad 8364 5439 5255
1052

O
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| Table 412 3
Vet Price Paid by Full-Tie NS Students,
By High School Program According to Two Calculation Methods
; " (Percentages) :
1972-73 through 1975-76

, ., Method A |
o3 | 1973 oo | 18

Gen Acad | Voc-Tech | Gen Aéad Voc-Tech | Gen Acad | Voc-Tech | Gen Acad | Voc-Tech |-

SﬂfMMFmﬂy Oun Earnings
7] 3.9

upport (Student . or Savings B2 | %2 | R w4 |y | e oyl
Nt Price (W's) () | qose) | Clsen) [ lone) | (ses) | (36 (5 ﬁ) w) |
Suport of | | : | | o
Family or | - \ : |
Cfries 0 96 | 423 ng | %3 | 81 d ] 01 | s
msdsidied || I
oon foount 7.5 | 128 | 5.2 s 1.0 | 1.6 | 1.0
oL | w3 | eus | M2 | RS 0.6 - 8.0 | 8.0 | T
Public Supbort Scholarships/ | - | | -
| Grants TERYERIER R 21.6
‘ Subsidized : | | ) , s
' o bt | 26| 45 38| 487 18 | 46 | 26 | 37|
o |17 | w2 |, w8 | ms o185 | 168 9.0 | 5.3
AN |
' Method B ‘ ‘
Student Net Price 07| w0 | WA | e 75 | w6 | B3| B
: Public Support 0.3 | 60 | 626 | 838 | 625 | 04 1o | % ]

g unit for policy purposes 1§‘the student and his/her fami]y,‘whereas\u'
dent student status and the Jatter 10,

b

TE: Hethod A assunes that the decisionnakin
mmMMmmananﬂmmwmTmmmummmmmm

independent status.

y

see Analysis Plan section for calculation of loan subsidies.
loan relationships identified for all students.
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seen to pay a markedly greater share of their net costs than do former genera1

academic enrollees. For example, in 1975-76 the gap was more than 10 percentage

A .po1nts. Because fam11y subs1d1es are considerably 1ess for the 1atter group, much

less var1at1on occurs under Method A

By Siblings in Schaol

In the mid- 1970s the argument was made that the needs assessments of’ student a1d

programs shou]d take 1nto account the number of fam11y members enrolled in col]ege at

one t1me. This suggest1on gave r1se in this paper to an ana]ys1s that disaggregated

'student f1nanc1ng data by number of siblings in school

A]though tab]es 4-13 and C-4- 13 show little var1at1on'in tota] amounts_ financed,

a few patterns are noteworthy (see also figure 4 9). NLS data seem to 1nd1cate that

having more 'siblings enrol]ed js associated w1th more self-support. For examp]e, by -

/
~ the fourth year of the study students with two or more such siblings earned $1010 87

compared to only $799 30 for those with no s1b11ngs enrol]ed--presumab]y ref]ect1ng
the student S necféslty to work to help defray the fam11y,f1nanc1ng burden. On the

other hand, CIRi/data which are on1y for three years, do not support this pattern.

| Perhaps fami]ie@ $ee each offspring through the f1rst.year and expect greater -

self he]p the eafter. The data for support of fam1]y and friends . is even more
1nterest1ng There seems to be very little re]at1onsh1p between number of s1b]1ngs
and fam11y ab111ty to support the1r dependent ch11dren.' Regard1ng scho]arsh1ps ‘and

grants, there is on]y a- modest re]at1onsh1p between number of siblings enrolled and f

‘Aamounts awarded the patterns for loans are a]so weak.

‘Among selected grant and "loan categories, there is very little evidence from NLS

that aid off1cers take the number of s1b11ngs into account (table 4-13a). OnAthe ‘ ;

whole, NLS students_w1th siblings 1n col]ege do not receive more in BEOGS, SEOGS,
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| T Tledll
S Full-Tite Student; Flvancing Sowrces, -
By Siblings in School Major Financing Categories
, 1972-73 through 1975-76
T ;" ~ |
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leor Categories by Siblings in School, 1973-74, 1978-79, and 1979 80

Tabel C-4-13

CIRP First-Time; Full- Tiwe Student Financnng Sources,

7

.

1973-74% 1978-79 T Toress0
Finance Category 1 ) . 4
by S\bl\ngs tn School N Average % N Average 7 N Average %
OwniSavings/Earnings ' .
i None 15815 546.41 28.3 | 21214 624.81  20.6 21559 562.60  18.9 .
"1 One 8879 544.81  27.9 8815 626.29 19.5 9235 7585.41 18.7
More thdn 1 2342 658.77  28.6 3101 616.99 - 19.0 3497 573.18  18.4
Supporl of Family/ ; , : ‘
Friends . : ~
. None 818.67 42.3 1467.02  48.5 . 1401.80 47.1
One 867.65 44.4 1678.63 52.3 1554.50-  49.7
More than 1 794.09 = 40.6 1641.05 .~ 50.6 1478.46 47.5
Scholarships/Grants ’ N ' . o
tione " 308.90 16.0 569.34 18.8 602.84 20.2
One’ 289.33 14.8 548.80 17.1 580.42 18.6 .
. More than | 333.97 17.1 645.56 19.9 . 671.99 . 21.6-
Loans : R . ) B
& Hone 212.40 11.0 313.07 10.3 359.86. 12.1
- One 208.73 10.7 301.78 9.4 - 354.22 11.3 -
: More than 1 L217.44 111 286.51 8.8 339.98 .10.9
“Other ' o o
. Mone 46.97 2.4 52.43 1.7 .. 50.83 1.7
_ One ‘ 43.83 2.2 83.57 1.7 . 52.63 - 1.7
“More than .1 49.26 _ 2.5 50.43 1.6 49/12 1.6
S MNone’ . 1933.34 100.0 3026.68 100.0 2971.93  100.0
One ) T 1954.41 100.0 ~3209.07 100.0 /3127.18 100.0
Hore than, 1 - 1953J53 100.0 -"3240.54 . 100.0 - / 3112.73 100.0

:1Repvesents a 20” unweighted sample of the" national flrst-tlme. full time

“Data are weighted values.
,2 These data were collected only in the _three years tabled.

O
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Figure 4-9

NLS Full-Time Finahcing Sources,.

ing Categories,
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Table 4-13a
NLS Student. Financing Sources,

By Siblings in School, Selected Financing Catego'r'ies,
) 1972-73 through 1975-76 ’ ‘

1972-73 .. | 1974418 "~ 1975-76
BEOG .. '
" “No Sibiings . 31.78 (4948; 39.06 2894; 51.50 (2779)
1 Sibling i 31.84 (1949 v 28.37 (1317 40.83 (1274)
. 1+ Sipling 42.98 (609) | 33.67 (a20) 48.83 (422)
. SE0G : o
No Sibling 7.08 22.99 20.97
1 1 Sibling . 6.83 23.00 25.86
. 1+ sibling , 9.68 18.44 17.42
. College SchoTarships/Grants |~ = ——— | _ - .
No Siblings o 56.86 96763 — - ———{ . 93.05 .
1 Sibling 75.00 116.98 968
1+ Sibling. ot 84.23 : 123.32 119.47 A—
‘State Scholarships i :
© > No Sibling , 42.54 : 71.07 73.28
1 Sibling - 59.11 , ‘ 58.52 62.07
1+ Sibling 45.65 58.84 . 51.93 .
FGSL : - -
“No. Sibling 76.63 83.64 . 98.68
1-Sibling e 50.80 - 61.94 71.89
1+ sibling - 57.68 : 85.92 60.71
State Loans R s -
"NoSiblings 16.22 - » 24.11 27.33
.1 sibling , 19.88 35.32 45.04
-1+ 5ibling : 18.43 26.71 .48
NDSL . N - '
No ‘Sibling : 42.64 © 70.46 66.88
1 Sibling 58.33 72.41 ' 62.21 -
1+ Sibling 51.15 ' 56,36 4 66. 45 |
Other Grants : ~ ' : '
" No Siblings 103.25 170.09 , 188.77
,1 Sibling 92,18 S 138.00 .| 154.90
-'1+ Sibling = - ©119.14 _ 145.45 » 199.49 .
Other Loans BN ' o ’ ' ) -
No Siblings \ 27.36 73.25 ~|  86.65 °
1 Sibling ‘ 30.04 72.86 . 89.96
1+ Sibling \ 32.88 N 64.28 77.16
V'N‘,s ’ _ \ ‘ s ‘
No Siblings 4948 2804 ©.21719
"1 Sibling \ 1949 . 1317 1274
- 1+ Sibling - : . 609 1 1 420 o . 422

O
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- »state scho]arsh1ps FGSLs, state 1oans, or NDSLs than those w1thout s1b11ngs There

is some evidence, however, that 1nst1tut1ons may draw modestly upon the1r own funds in

adjusting aid awards for this factor.

On the other hand, CIRP data show some attention to sibling enrollment in

“awarding aid to freshmen (tab1e C-4-13a).. In all but one Scholarship/Grant category,

students having more than one sibling enrolled receive more assistance in the two

years for which. good data are available. \

\

\

As one would expect, net pr1ces do not vary much“oh‘th1s—d1mens1on. In the ‘last

two years of the NLS, students nav1ng two or more siblings enro]]ed pay a-

‘proportionately larger share of net pr1ce than do those wath one or no siblings

enrolled (Method B only) (table 4-13b). CIRP data, wh1ch are only for three years,

- show slightly higher net prices for students with more than ohe sibling enrolled.and

slightly 1ower net prices for those with only one s1b11ng enro;‘ed Method A) (tab]e
Ch4-l3b)o

CIRP data for those who report some supporf in a particular category are reported

for three years in tab]e C-4-13c. The proport1on of recipient 'students in each

(s1b11ng) category who rece1ve scho]arsh1ps/grants and loans is fully constant

Average total scho]arsh1p/grant awards in the most recent two 'years are about $100

'h1gher for students with more than one s1b11ng enro]]ed average loans are highest for

those without s1b11ngs enrolled, wh11e surpr1s1ng1y average fam11y/fr1ends support is

less for those without siblings. -

Y Institutional Level

It comes as little surprise that total amounts of co]1ege expenses financed by
students vary with the level of fnstitution attended (see tables 4-14 and C-4-14).

Four-year institutions, of course, witness students financing the largest amounts,
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Table C-4-13a : ( . /
CIRP First-Time, FuT]-Timﬁ Studént F%néncing Sources, ‘ ;
* Selected Categories, by Siblings in School,
1973-74, 1978-79, and 1979-80 °
T 1973-743 1978-79 1979-80 T
o nl| 15815 8879 2302 21214 8815 3101 21559 9}35 w97
T Average Average Averaqe T ‘
More More More o
inance Category None One than One Nene One than One Hone One than One e
we $02 $0 30 $191.80 $191.78  $253.79 | $268.94 $257.78  $315.67
(06 0 0 0 .10 3329  46.57 | 41.00 ~ 36.88 5015
ollege Scholarships/Grants 0 0 0 115.26 126.48  137.56 87.07 ‘k 94,73 107.14
tate Scholarships/Grants - | 228.41 231.00 ~ 273.39 103.32  107.67  120.64 96.00 ,"_ 100.09  111.71
St {60.17  156.68  169.56 157.59 1417987 13448 |- 205-15.,.!,,_11‘3?‘{15, 187.65
st 0 0. 0 72.89  18.82  82.80 1207 7281 RLS5. |
Jther Grants 80.48  58.38  60.59 126.76  89.57  87.00 108.93)  90.94  83.32 k
Other Loins 5223 52.06 47.87 82.59  80.98  69.23 81.70  88.69  70.77.
: _

P
'

Represents a 20 unweigpfgd sauple of the national first-time, full-time higher education enrollment. Data are wéiéhted values
L . ) | ' ‘ .
. . f

/
0 values indicaLe/fhat'data were not collected for these sources.

These data were collected only in lhe three years tabled.
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| Table 413
" Net Price Paid by Full-Tine NLS Students,
By Siblings in School
~ According to Two Calculation Methods

. (Percentages)
1972-13 through 1975-76

‘ Method A | _
e R I L% R N

e I

None One Onet ‘Noneﬁ One  One + iNone One One + [None One One t

GIf and Fanily O Earmings 1233 248 4.8 "o 12 36 3.6 24 35 31 30 3.6
Gupport, (Student or Savings | (4948) (1909 (608) (3264) (137) (4%) (289) (1317) (420) (e779) (1274} (422)

Net Price) S

Support of | ‘ i o | |
onds | 9.9 488 47.4 5 @2 A5 6 B4 WD LG S

f

Family or Fri
!
!

! :
Unsubsidized | x :
oan foount. | 80 73 71|55 A5 8516 59 56181 79 68
TOTAL B2 809 7 !80.6 99 6 0.3 817 8.2 0.6 8L 8L
7 public Support —Scholarships/ } { ;
Gants 16,0 165181185 168 114 B9 15 B 16 159 163

!

Subsidized ! | ' . SR
Loan Amount 2826 25 4.0 33 AD } 19 38 37 28 2] 23
. I . | . L] . N :

TOTAL - “ i18.8 9.1 20.6 '19.5 20:1 2.4 119.8 18.3 18.8 19.4 18.6 18.6

~ Hethod B RN

1

H . B B
A3 2.1 3.0 i 0.1 %7 3137 83 4l 0.0 389 M2 l‘]f

StUdént Net Price

 Public Support @1 6.9 6o 9 63 g B3 6L 5 0.8 611 5.8

ses 15 the student and his/her family, hereas

HOTE:  Method ) assunes that the decisiomaking unit for policy purpo
tudent status and the latter to

MMBMWHMWHWMMMMtmﬂmwmmmmMMMS
independent status.
For this disaggregation estimafes were based upon loan

o

See Analysis Plan section for calculation of loan subsidies.
relationships identified for all students.




Table C-4-13b’

et Prike Paid by CIAP Students, by Sibiings in Schoo!
‘AmwﬁmtmNOGMMMMnMWMS,

1973-74 through 1979-80. , \
Hethod A
1973-14 1070-75 | 1975-76 | 1976-77 | 1977-78 | 1978-T8 1979-80

Self andiFami1y Support More : Hore More
(Student flet Price) | lone One than One e None (Onethan Ong None One than One
~ Qwn Savings/farnings. | 28.3 7.9 2.6 20.6 19.5 19.0 [18.9 18.7 18.4

Support of Fanily/ S ’ | ‘

Friends, 1.3 48 06 | @.5 5.3 50.6 [47.1 497 475

Unsubéidized Loan. o -|

funts 5.4 52 54|, 39 16 33| 40 37- 36

R T 16.0 7.5 Th.6 1m0 4 29 [10.0 721 8.
) % Pubiic Support/ oY ’ |

. soldrshipsferants | 160 148 111 | 8.3 1.1 199 [20.2 1.6 216

! - ™
i Subsidized Loan faont | 5.6 5.5 8.7 64 58 55081 7.6 1.3
B A , i . :

Mot L | 16 03 28 50 09 5.4 B B2 B

3 :
der Tad 22 28 | 17 1] 16117 L7 L
o | = Hethod B ‘ )

ot e e | BRI Toe o1 2 |08 24 10,
Cpubtic Support | 63.9 647 634 e | B2, w4 TS 164
Other 24 20 25 | 17 11 16|11 1.6!‘\
_NOTE: Hethod A assunes that the decision-making unit for policy purposes is the student and his/her family, Whereas \\\'

. N mmwBaﬁW%tthuthuomymeummt Weh@wcmhmswﬁwaMsmeSmwsmdWR
| 17b* latter to independent status. ‘ | | -
‘ L 177

o S Mnalysis Plan section for calculation of Toan subsidies.




Table C-4-13¢

CIRP Aid Rec1pient*" Financing Sources
by Number of Siblings in College
Selected Financing Categories

A g i et PRt T W

| 1973-74 1978-79 1979-80
Average I . Average | Average
. More ) " Hore S Mot
Finance Category None One  than One None Ope  than One Hone One  than (ne
e e e ‘ " e et s i

~ Qwn Savings/Earnings $693. 002 $698.14  $703,73 §915.11 - $925.35" $931.26 | 3935.16 $962.41  §964.18
(12343)° * (6837)  (1799) (14599)  (5988)  (2081) (14530)  (6137)  (2376)

Support of Family/Friends | 1079.79 157,93 1169.44 1860.68 2083.85. 211832 | 2028.46 2206.77 2205.4
Cr | (wse0)  (6949)  (1728) (17309)  (7357)  (2514) (17260) * (7516)  (2789)
- BEOG o 0 §50.15 ~ 623.62  850.29 859.91  819.76 ~ 880.68
s ' Mo« N M (t542)  (1019) (es0) | (6818)  (2691) (1308)
©SEOG 0 0 0 573,20  553.54  639.47 573,81  547.23  597.18
o a NA NA HA (4s6) '596)  (20) | (1964) (813) ~ (431)
© (ollegd Grants 0 0 0 g4l 678,79 - 919.40 | 786.84  B7.20 304,11
M NN NA (4267)  (1772) ~ (658) (3010)  (1688) (695)

' statd Scholarships/Grants | 67214 665.61  693.54 609.71  623.57 682 50 605.60  633.35  668.26
1 | (6137)  (371)  (970) (3976)  (1647) (569). (4029)  (1694)  (674)
*Dther Private orants '_ 0 o 0 624,32 624,65  687.61 613,29 661.50  693.02
Lo HA N NA (2108)  (822)  (e66) | (2137) (885)  (324)
. Scholarships/Grants, 6050 7319 742,93 L6 1218.47 131877 | 1287.47- 128754 1388.24
o (693)  (3708)  (1063) (10513) . (8207) (152) | (1163) (4615)  (1889)
L FoSL | 040,54 921,69  885.41 o | 138862 1260.55 124033 [ 1633.00 1430.37 1370.61
: | ' (3s0)  (1737)  (508) | () (1049) - (3%) (3827)  (1625) . (640)
CONsL 0 0 0. 901,53  841.70  865.97 931,32 07043 81071
] - ; NA Mo NA (2186)  (929)  (368) (2370)  (1000) = (452)
* Other Loans 820.77 845,33 813.10 1108.46  1079.69. 1080.61 122215 1251,93  1155.64
(foa9) = (532)  (158) (g47)  {318)  (113) (o40) ~(%7)  (112)
| Total Loans 1006.55  1006.89 954,31 1308.80  1222.15 1210.24 | 149064 1364.82  1332.69
(812)  (2059)  (601) (5799)  (2359)  (80) (7097) (30d2)  (121y)

o ‘MData tabled are for only those ¥
1 Dnta are weighted values,
o HS’)IL‘UHWL]UNLLU JIs for the 20( subsample of the CIRP sample

3 0 inluus indicate that data were not collected for these sources. NA z not appl1cable

[t
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Table 4-14

NS Full-Tine Student Financing Saurces, by Ipstitutional Level
Hajor Financing Categortes, 1972-73 through 1975-76
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(|| - |- (4557) (5010) ‘ (2836) :
other | V808 122.37) 22.6] 411 | 1055 | 226.86 | 20.5) 26.6 | 679.81 | 130.56 | 3.3 .8 | 219,70 | 1500 | 27|45
(14) ) I (16) -1 (48) '

oot | sl | ] o | mean | e | ) oY | e | ey m2) 68 G 265 6
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o | sgs| ] ws| a4 [ | mao | vl s | s | S| Is2| BE B0 TIRIE) IS 10.7

e | ool 630 | mol 20| s | e | me] e | mey | wte ) A | 00| S8 25106

w sememenh

o S Sl
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pyar | 96| 102 74| 2| .80 | 295 | 63f 27 1M Pogs | 500 53] 0as | 7.00 690 0 .

Loans - :
sror | 1m09) 08| 103] 66| 19830 6L10 | 8.1) td | B3| 884 3 47| 09.9 | 63.00) 10.2] 5.7
oter | 0| e 61| 13| 96| o0 | 62| 08| Lt} 0 55 O WA | 1296) 63313
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Table {-1-14

CCIRP FArsteTime, Tull-Tine Studenl Finncing Sources,
ajor Categories by Institutional Lewel, 1973-74 through 1873-00

[ S P

) 1971 1974-7% 1975-76 | 1976-17 197-1 1976-11 197510
Finance Caleyory ‘.....l_.,.,u.“.-_._«.._ : ‘ ) o T [
by lostitutiona] level I Average K- Average., 1 N Aerage 4} N herage X N Mverage 1 N Merage 1 N hverage +o
" - Savings/tarnings : : » R ‘ ‘
N University 1A% 600.69 27,9 {14790 /.06 21,9 | 13698 S0.61 200 | 1600 6.2 24,4 13694 GO4.36 25.1 12619 719,92 104 | 1%l T6L2e 1
‘ §-Yuar 1797 505.65.23.7 | 15686 530.45 3.7 | 16253 519.8) %.0 16018 556.15 2050 1799 S64.47 .21 1765 620,92 164 | 10476 B7.20 16.2
Lt 5000 539.69 8.4 | 4076 504.99 35,0 | 4050 402,01 o] s si2.00 208 430 40064 20.9( 4028 560,16 “25.1 4756,, wal Bl
Syport of Family/ ‘ : .
Friends o . o . ‘ : ‘
_ University 1o 43.5 1175,96 19.9 122,85 62,5 138,20 49.5 1465.18 494 29,64 8.5 2000.02 55,9
fear 916,68 42.9 104,40 45,3 1025.51 43.4 106055 421 072,10 42.0 1636,21 483 1610.00 1.4
2-fear S 47.00 3.9 COBI39Y B 50093 M 60513 .91 - 60451 M8 o 2.5 | #0855 M
Ycholarships/Grants. o : ‘ ‘
- niverslty | 81,38 12.9 1 g2 189 376.68 15,4 7.8 11,1 468,39 16,91, 596,14 15,2 50,53 146
e tear ‘ im0 0.0 0.6 52,6 2. 576,61 23.2 605.83 23.8 699,97 20.7 740 27
2-Yuar C 2358 159 307.06 0.2 36,13 4.4 0920 2.4) . 4609 247 11,16 189 aar
oany : - ‘
University 184,53 0.4 WMo 1.2l 0 1% 67 250 81 LG 7.6 38,07 0.0 10,93 1.0
e LEs 12,81 0 183d6.4.2 28.00 9.7 Mi.3 9.0 254,63 10.0 Wk 4.6 ©OL0 1L
e, 13580 9.9 96,02 6.6 109.2 7.4 163.95 9. 195,85 11.3 200,03 12.6 < 20 130,
Nther ‘ ' : “ - | o ‘
University waLE 7.1 1.2 AT % 25 Ll 26.05 1.0 w09 o 08|
A-Y v 433 4945 2.2 65.20 2.8 295 1] .51 2.1 94,91 2.8 N o1
TV | 6.6 19 003 LS na L5 A LA .40 14 18,00 0.8 10609
0IAL N ‘ | | ;
Myivarsity 27899 100.0 25018 100.0 | . 413,23 100.0 2682.79 100.0 2766.04 100.07 305,42 100.0 A094; 3¢ 100.0
‘ A-Ywr T 3ae 0.0 227,69 100.0 2361,16 100.0-|, 2183.5 100,0 260,50 100,0] 334,76 100.0 Wi lcn.nl
1o 1405.80 100.0 1044.00 300.0 | . 148253 100.0 | 1683.56 100.01 1736.50 100.0 2239 100.0 2ll0.1 S Loy

lReprcseuts a2 unwéiqlllud sanple of the natlonal first-tine, full-tine hlgher education enrolTnent.  Data are welghted values.
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be1ng more than 130 percent higher than the amounts financed in two-year colleges in
the first year and more than 90 percent h1gher in the fourth year (NLS). CIRP data

for freshmen show smaller d1spar1t1es. Until the fourth year (NLS) the amounts

~financed for vocational and related 1nst1tutlons fall between the amounts financed at

two-year and four-year colleges.

Due to the great range:of total amounts. financed, disparities by category are
seen most clearly by compar1ng the share or percentage figures (tables 4-14 and C-4-14
and flgures 4-10 and C 4-10). 0vera11 students at two- year institutions self- f1nance
a larger portion of their total amounts than do stud°nts at un1vers\t1es and four- year £
orfvocational and related kinds .of 1nst1tutlons Not surpr151ng1y, students at |

universities and four-year institutions receive larger share support from family and

- friends. In viewing student aid, the disparate classification systems of NLS and CIRP

come 1nto play. NLS student aid'patternS‘are mixed a]though 1.ans are preponderently

the f1nanc1ng domain of students at vocational and related 1nst1tut1ons CIRP

~ patterns show clearly that un1ver51ty students finance lesser shares through

~schelarships/grants and loans than do students at four- and two-year col]eges.

Breakdowns of student aid categories suggest a few patterns (tab]eé 4-14a and
C-4-14a). Genspa]Ty, from NLS, the larger BEOG, SEOG, institutional awards, and state ;

scholarships and loans go to students attending four -year schools, which 1nc1udes

" wriversities. But CIRP shows that 1t is four-year co]!eges not universities, that

largely account_for this pattern. GSLs are most heav.]y used in the vocational and

" related schools. NDSLs are underut11lzed at two -year schools (CIRP)

The NLS net price data by institutional level (table 4-14b) show'a‘mixed pattern‘

.when the student and fam11y are conswd"a‘ : 3 dec1s1onmak1ng unit (Method A);

i

however when on]y the student is so considered’ (Method B),E‘hose attending four year

institutions pay the sma]]est net price share. The shar2 tne NLS four yvear co]]ege
‘134
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1975-76

1972-73 through 1975-76
1974-75

Figure 4-10
by Institutional Level
1973-74

NLS Full-Time Student Financing Sources,
Major Financing Categories,
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Figure C4-10

CIRP Major Student Financing Categories
1973~79 Averages by Type of College
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Tabla A«14a

NLS Full-Time Student Financing Sources,

fy Institutional Level

Selected Financing Categories
1972-73 through 1975-76

iy T g g

1975-76

1972-1 19747
Voc &! a Voc & : ﬂigzké
-~ Rel 2-Year | 4-Year Other Rel | 2-Year | 4-Year Other  Rel |?-Year|d-fear Other
Ws o (600) (957)| (1) (1) (9)| (789)| (S0u0) (76) (262 (3e2) %) (40
BEDG MG (B8 LS || RK 5 R 8005 o
e TR I A R R AL T
bol]ege L | | | e 4
Scholarships/ | | C
- Grants 009 2.3 |80 W8 L7523 0% 1.0 88 1.0 13750 157
State | ; | | L fv.
Scholarships 0.6 .69 W6 325 0|0 0L WU O8I BM B
FesL. W0 B0 |6 Ry 10| 38 (R4 L9y 198 501 7T LAl
 State o .83 1341441503 101 | 6.9 [30.50 .00 I
L G 3 L8 | 6B S| 6 006 1.4 TR
Other Grants  67.39 5.8 005 1591 1169|2176 .0 0191 1565 19628 16138 106
 ter Loas 5.4 0% | 801 002 7.9, 16.09 77.95[77.344_@39.43 9.0 .00
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Tablo (e+14o

CINP TrsteTime, FullsTimg Stident inanc ng Sourees
Slected Catugorfes by Tnstitutlonal Lovel
197374 thraugh 1979440

Re—— b Y T R T R T R

T | wws | wss | wen | owem o |owmn | e

[nance Lategory i Merge | 0 Mverage | N Mverage | N Mverage | B Merage | N Mverage | K Awerane
DL )

Wniversily s 0 W90 8,00 168 1120|1637 1243 13594 132,08 | 12619 149.72 | 11951 204,19
[T o 15606 152,87 | 15353 210,13 [1676 216,99 | 17992 219,06 | 17656 23090 | 1A476 32?,}1
=Yy b0 0 06 110,22 | Aos0 161,09 | S6rt 176,93 | 4363, 20004} 4029 193,05 | ATM6 2500
5L

tiversity ‘ 0 16,43 26,59 R 29 17,50 A1

b Yoy 0 1,16 36,90 10,40 1.1 13,51 0, Th

O-Yoay 0 19.99 16,59 20,12 23,62 Q.1 .l
Colfeqe Suholarships/Grants | ‘

University 0 97.06 9%.50 94,02 100,05 159,14 A
§-Year 0 106,19 107,01 107,30 128,18 nen 133,78
Y 0 1.4 33,9 20,10 .63 .50 .0
State Suhudavships/brants ‘

Infversity 200,19 .97 17,90 05,13 8. 14 120,40 1.1
A-Yoar 302,60 117,66 105,36 J07.42 no4o | 129.00 142

a0 1R 19.74 46,61 50,96 5.3 0.71 1.4 |
I | ‘ '
University 141,68 1.2 62,16 16,89 19,46 150,71 A
§Yiar L2 17.49 9.18 95,02 115,15 162.96 AL

2-fear .43 R 5.9 69,85 99.87 13,03 163,14
sl |

Iniversity ‘ 0 5,53 65,99 68,61 63,28 86.07 8400

1-Yugr ‘ 0 5.1 19,65 11,50 66,43 76.98 8.5

2-Year 0 24.% 26,80 . B 41,69 60.01 51,20
(SLher Grants

Miversity 58,50 5,687 16,49 103,27 | 114,26 129.5 124,

I-Year ' vORL0 53.01 R 100,10 106,43 120.19 101,03

2-Year 96.42 05,71 100,08 108,79 09,37 102.06 9.0
Other 1oans . g

University 12,85 1.1 36,75 70.29 68.52 76.28 91,56

f-foar ' 62.63 C6.3 51,17 71.00 73,05 80.80 .41

2-Youy 1.3 26.60 2,12 55.30 55,28 81,98 09,17

! Fuprosents 3 203 wiwelghled sample of the national first-tine, ‘full-time higher education enrollment, Data are weighted values 1
ZUNMHMMmmMmemummmemem. 89




Table 4-14b
Net Price Paid by NS Full-Tine Students,

0

By Institutional Level According to Two Calculation Hethods

(Percentages)
1972-7 thepugh 1975-76

Mothod A

M
\\

Sl and Fanily
Support (Student

Own Earnings
or Savings (N's)

9.9 312 21,3 4.2 468 .2
(600) (957) (1438) (545) (1615) (4557)

L TS 197576
Voo 2% A Voo 2Vr 4¥r | loc 21 4¥r Voo 2Yr 4 Yr
01 83 02 23 48 2T

| (369) (789) (5010 (262) (362) (2836)

Support of |
Family or N - o
Friends 159 4.0 5.5 0.0 N2 M4 1372 2T We 26.5 3.0 463
Unsubsidized " ? ' | '
Loan Anount 5 55 7.6 9.3 37 53, 82 37 59 107 51 7.6
TOTAL M3 8T 6.4 63.5. 83.7 7189 ‘84.8 9.7 8.9 79.5 7.0 816
public Support  Scholarships/ | | .
Grants 9.3 14 e 99 137 11398 180 15.2 6.8 21.2 15.8
Subsidized - R
Loan fout 64 19 27 66 L6 38 54 13 39 37 18 o
TOTAL 157 163 1.6 165 16.3 2.1 52 0.3 190 05 2.0 184 .
Method B 3
;38.4 37 8.9 635 0.5 w5 4.6 3.0 %.1 153.0 47.0 383 ;‘

Student Net Price

Public Support

1.6 6.3 L1 465 19.5 65.5 524 46.0 63.9 :47.0 h3.0  64.7

CNOTE: Method A assumes that the decisionnaking unit for palicy purpo
Hethod B assuies the unit to be the student.
independent status.

See Analysis Plan section for calculation: of loan subsidies.

The former conforms to

 relationships ‘identified for all students.

ses s the student énd his/her family, whereas
dependent student status and the latter to

For this disaggregation estimates were based upon 1oan
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student pays ranges from about 8 to aimost 20 percentage points less than the share |

paid -by studentsﬂgiiending vocational or two-year 1nst1£utions.

i

CIRP net price data (table C-4-14b) are not cbmparable‘to‘NLS data because of
category differences. CIRP data show that consistent1y the highest net prices aré
paid byfuniversity students and their families (Method A), but consistently the
highestinet prices are paid by two-year students when students are considered |
separately (Method B). It wdqu seém that two-year college students do not get much

parental support.
/

0

o

/ Among those who report at least some f1nanc1ng support 'in a particular categq_1

/
_”/ (table 4-14c), a few patterns from NLS are noteworthy. Aga1n NLS four-year college

students rely more upon support of family and friends and somewhat more upon

_scho]aréhips/grants'(that is, among those who receive such support), whereas attendees -

at vocational and related kinds of institutions rely more upon loans. Again, it-is

\
Y

necessary to point out that_sdme N's are very smail.

Comparable data for the distinctly different CIRP categor1es are in table
C-4-14c. “Students at four-year colleges are most 11ke1y to get scho]arsh1p/grant aid
and to borrow. The average amounts received at the_former are much larger than those
received at two-year colleges. Average amounts borrowed, however, are about as 'high

at two-year co]]egeé, as at either four-year co]]eges or universities.

e By Insfitutiona] Control

Students -attending private institutions naturally finance a larger student budget

_ than do those attending pub11c 1nst1tut1ons (tables 4-15 and C-4-15)' The NLS gap in

the freshman year is about $1200 and grows to roughly $1550 by the fourth year of the

NLS sur«ey, in part reflecting smaller enrollments in low-cost commun1ty co]]eges in -
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- | Table G-l ¢
et Price Paid by CIRP Students by Institutione) Level
~ fccording to Tuo Calculation Methods o
' 1973-74 through 1979-80

! aton

Method A
1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-18 1978-79 1979-0

.

Self and Family Support | Uniy_d-tr Z-fr Univ defr 2 [Univ A-te 2t [Unbv_d-tr 2-Yr |Uny_d-fr 2-fr Univ defr 2fr] Univ d-fr 2
(Student Bet Price) . i 3
Onn Savings/Earnings | 27,9 23.7 304 7.9 3.0 .0 |0 22,0 2.5 |24 2.5 9.8 251 :22:1 2.0 18,0 184 25.0] 1.6 16,2 2.2

Support of Family/

Friends 49,5 42.9 133.9 [49.9 45,3 35.6 |92.5 ‘ﬂ3.4 10.3 1495 42,7 3.9 [49.4 42.0 3.8 |57.5 48.5 42.5] 55.9 41.8 1.4

Unsubsidized ' ‘ o . .

Loan Amounts 12 63 49132736 2939 5.6 4336 17 43133 43 49(30 36 4.8 13 3.8 4.6
o Total . ‘ 81.6 72.9 77.2 8.0 2.6 73.5 1805 71.0 711 77.5‘ 69.5 70.0 |77.8 68.4 67.6 | 78.9 705 72.4| 7.8 6.8 61.2

Public Support . |
* Scholarships/rants | 12,9 17.3 159 | 139 20,6 213|154 2.0 204 110 232 4] 169 23.8 20.7 |15.2 2.7 1H.9} ‘0.6 217 2.7

Subsidized Loan

foount 03 65 50|40 46 37|28 41 %145 55 54|43 57 ¢4 50 60 78] 67 1.8 9.2
Total g me e (19 52 20 |82 262 715 |26 87 85 (212 85 I |0 BT B 213 25 39
Other | 12 33 19012 22 1513 28 15110 17 LA 0 21 L4 8an 8 o2l s
ethod B
Student Het Price w1 00 453 |31 2.3 3.9 {80 2.6 %8 |80 B8 U g 260 2.8 |20 2.0 1.9 2.9 2.0 2.8
Public Support 6.7 6.7 505 |58 105 606|707 6.6 618 TL1 TLA GhE \T0.6 715 658 77 152 6920 7.2 113 13
Other L2 33 19|12 22 15|13 28 15| L0 17 Wil 10 21 14| 9 28 B 827 9

e —————

HOTE: Method A assumes that the decision-naking unit for policy purposes fs the student and his/her family, whereas
MMMBmmmmﬁmhmnumwmuwm&TM%mrmhthmeHwthmwmme\

Tatter to.independent Status.

Sec Analysis Plan section“for calculation of Toan subsidies. | .
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NLS Full-Time Afd Reciplents* Financing Sources,

By Institution Level of Nisaggregation, 1972-73, 19M.15, 1975-16 .
v.ﬁ@anws o 1973-14 Averages 1974-75 Averages ‘ WWMMN@{MW-ﬁuh
Avy, Ant, § Total Mg, Mt §'Totel © kg, At § Total Mg, Aot 1 Tols]
Yuc b Voo b | Yoo 8 Yoo b
N Rel | ¥ | Astr oher{ N | mel | 2e | 4tr | -Other | N § Fel e | Alr Othee | W | Rel | 2% | 4vr | Other
i Savogs or arafngs | 1719 | 5151|4365 | 640,04 | 92,98 14202 112,00 a10,32| 900,05 569.3¢ | 2087 | 1345, 64 106,01 | 1239.6 | 126823 | 2227 |1279,50 | 140,19 | 1399.24 | 638,13 )
i) s | ey | (4s) {203) [ 103 | (eesa) | (12) (ug) | {0} | (ned) | (38) {18) | (19s). [ (ine2) | (45)
o of bantlyfhvends [ 10 | 900 | 670,20 | 146,56 | 93.24| 33471 1262.88 ‘916,60 ) 119361 | 93129 99| 153,66 | 1051,76 | 200089 § 1736.60 | 1072 | 1367,80 | 1702.96 | 210,42 | 140,16
5 ‘ () [som [ o) LN (20) | (se6) | (2} (1) {18)  {306) | (0e2) | (26) () {lan ) {25)
A 1| 665,36 529.611 630,05 .20 05 ] 6093 G104 | 72052 | 269,80 | 28 | BI6AL) 10.08| Ted.bd £00.00
(2) {(o) [ (oo} {8 Ay (s | on) (@) (6) (W)
ST 10 [ 1o, 15 | 626,58 469,64 | 100,00 . ‘ | sor02] esaza| ste.n| 700,80 | 199 w1999 | eSl.a3| Shs.6p| -
L L A A T @ e e Mo e .
: Colluge Scholarship/beants| 210 | 1169, 18| 463,22 658,48 6.9 ' o ] sean| saegs| aoo.89| 2691 | 453 f 83106 | 3158 | 095361 - a
(5) {00 Q) () e (%) [tea) | W e
T50ate Sehalarsinps e | 56,04 ] 482,26 S10.78 | 0843 , g6l gos.d40] 410.49] 648,07 | 930.14 | MO SBLIA| 550,681 ¢bd, /o BAG.57
‘ o fosr o) | 0) (T T R (o} pm o @)
! fuher Girants a0 | es08 | 43903 769,63 636,13 o051 879,55 | e, 17| 0202 | 146938 5| S69 | 156,56 196.26 | 181,08 100,62
(o0 |02 (e ) : o |ue) (o) |y 02 () |(68) |W2) (00
ntal Scholurshiys/Grants | 837 | 193559 | 1039,56 | 1863, 10 [ 1436.17 | 1986 | 949,67 70,06 150,67 | 74809 2000 | 901,19 118,69 | 1108,34 | 1201.8) | 1262 | 1150.09 | 100,67 | 1240,57 f LioA)
' (e) [(185) |{407) |{18) (9 %0) [(ases) | (@) {68) {18} | (o) | (23) (60) | (1093 {qrer8) | (o)
FGsl , a1 | neew.77 {roza.te | Jors 0 100,47 s ‘ 05 | 120056 | 992.71] 1190.68| 60,00 | 219 | 152834 | 1130.65 | 1266.06 | tou0.B0 -
. (2 |04 (el |4 . (36)- 10y |8 L ) | ey (W o
State Lowns .49 | 106289 | c07.00| b81.52| 622,99 13| 630,00 | 862,04 12051 - i sias| - | 163,00 100,00 ‘
‘ g |l oy e | (os) ) L |0
m | enaaf s;wery 6,83 20,9 ‘ | s rzso.as | esean| 2616 f1203.55 | 7 1800.00 ALI.OI 116,94 | 950,00
() (e e (4) 1 (23) | (564) {1) {9 (s g
ither Ludns 91 | 1215991 765,351 996,19 | 1242.69 %0 [ 115,80 | so2.17| 11ea.dn [1005.00 | 0| rbe| 33| ur0s| .00
(g |03 e (26) (@ [0 [ Sl {oe) [t H
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lable C-A-1hc

CLR Al uuclp1vnts' Figanchug Sources by Tnstitutonal Luvel
selected FinaneIng Categuries, 1973-74 through 1379-40

e e e i = A -

1973-74 1974-75 1 - 1975-76 1976-11 . 19171 . IUIH 70 : lﬂlﬂ Pn
flnnncu aleq0|y N2 Avuraqul 8 Aversge |, N Average N, hverage| N Mverage N Avvunqo ] Avlraqn
Own 'avtnqsltarnlngs ‘ 6n

Unty o061 74362 (112l g50.41 | 9871 611,63 12146 §13.67 {10046 930,76 | 4950 100,56 T PRI
4-r 12341 674,31 10654 752,83 | 10562 753,30 1820 /189,13 {1232 gle.a3 (e 90,2 nyn o 9.
2fr ) 103 | M 696 2762 697,76 | 3991 100,46+ 1 2065 733,81 287 MG 204 8552
Support of Fawily/f viends i :
~ Univ (0260 1324,00 12155 136,50 111925 1403,74 o0 1661,39 1610 1606,50 100 a2 | e FILERIR
A-Ye 13706 1215,07 12503 126616 112201 1295.49 13134 141,85 {14391 116,76 | 14139 2092.8) Wy 231,46
9 7300 1.1 | 3612 710,04 | 2046 - 717.60 4220 025,20 | 3085 75,00 | 2004 10712 mro1es
BEG ' .
Univ ‘ NA 03 2054 602.26 | 1908 802,34 | 2034 025,54 919 018,00 | 2004 13,23 | M6n neR.GR
4-fr . NA 0 3531 644,41 | 791 ps2,68 | 066 £29.59 | A6e] 19,00 | 443y 92L.58 (o1 0,36
2.\ BA 0 | 1082 509,64 | 1047 717.14 1444 13547 | WG 75,89 | 1090 750.08 g 76803
SLG ' ,

- Univ ‘ WA ] 199 M1 6] 602,75 B6 570,75 #3 5ha. 04 M6 LN IO LT
Ay WA 0 g57 50142 | 1077 e, 71 | 122 550,36 | 1580 5h9.50 s ey o1 AEAY
2y Wm0 966 414,02 | 117 502,54 a0 4404 | 269 466,85 6 a3 a2 | W e

(olbeqe Grants i . i ‘
CUniv A ] 2799 500,77 | 2264 670,22 | fo 62,70 12005 09,37 | 2185 100663 1926 996,18
-fr . .m0 215 507,54 ) 7 630,% « na.7s | el 180 4360 0un.2) | Aok 4,08
_ 2-\r Wm0 504 347,31 | 46) 362,67 W7 S04l 356 540,27 13 51.82 W amad

" §tate Scholarships/Grants
tafv | 076 743,52 | 2262 ou0.81 | 2201 609,92 2362 612,41 | 2006 Ghr.86 | 2277 69440 103 710
der . 7167 71564 | 284 740,84 | 2608 671,06 | e (2. 128 66,36 | 325 10,99, 761 608
2tr 1990 453,19 | 668 402.86 | 560 452.16 go7 410,38 137 406.96 00 a0 | 891 495,80

Other Private Grants '
Univ . HA 0. A 0 NA 0 1541 602,70 1470 590.57 14ae 70374 1307 16180
) JA 0 NA 0 1582 5311 15087 562.65 1678 637.64 1750 653,99
0

4-Yr : A 0
2-Yr . NA 0 HA NA 0 365 430,48 w4 4014 9 512,66 08 A9
scholarships/Grants ‘ , :
Uniy . adoz 816,57 | 700 gon,67 | 531 1028.67 gune 1157.22 | 5786 1181,98 | 5687 1364.30 | 4101 1466.3)
4-Yr 8515  B27.50 | 7655 874,17 | 7641 \1093.68 848 1138,93 | 9504 1212.09 R4 1831.75 | 10091 145747
r ‘ 198 608,69 | 2136 712.4] 1ges ' 86572 | 2814 700.97 | 2213 M0ddo | 19N 919,70 | 2645 1060.40
FasL
Unlv . 2017 e [ 173 96,20 910 1009,45 Qe 089,08 1069 106194 | 1801 1333,95 | 2163 1542.41
4-yr 468 979.98 | 1514 9X." 1587 043,39 | 1730 10%a.09 013 115678 | 201 179,59 3400 1407,7%
a\r g4l 066.57 00 057.. 258 953.93 43 ve22 91 1135.79 A8 1233.49 617 145139
HDSL ‘ ‘ ' '
. Univ NA 0 nio e | 118 753,15 | 1497 84,86 | 1234 7.4 1137 8e3IN ] 1Y N1,43
KB i 0 1600 A v | 1883 ;57.66 | 1940 7143 2011 71906 | 2005 g6.60 | fren 90610
2-\r HA 0 20 7ies | 206 15,11 07 763,16 264 62443 44 92 o9
Other Loans _ ‘ -
Univ 667 -803.080 MmNy 518 928.M 654  981.65 554 1001 2 A1 1620 BN !
4-¥r 1252 069.99°| 930 839.50 915 £95,68 750 99823 | 854 me. 73 PRI PER 79 e
2-¥r 3L 816 224 665,78 160  657.36 258 49,72 196 91028 o 974,54 1 114305 .
© o Total Loans :
N Univ, 261 962.16 | 2798 029,39 | 2578 450,14 3642 1010,20 | 3001 107364 | 3e66 125300 1 1476.8)
4-1r 4939 1049.56 | 3690 87,01 | 4018 979.90 4727 950,40 | 6072 1072 34| 5000 1295,60 | 6456 1407.02
21r - 40 961.64 633 874.80 576 > 937,52 | 1008 900,22 928 1124.6 g59 1284.08 1742 130074

R Y es——— e m gt -

; Data tabled are for only those Students who reported some support ‘{n the particular catﬂ@pv!xs st

! Data are welghted wlues.

t ﬂs are nnweighted fls for the 203, subsample of the CIRe sample,
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Table 4-15

NS Fuli-Time Student Financing Sources,
By Institutional Control Major Financing Categories,

142

1972-73 through 1975-76
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Tablo C-4+15

CLRF Frest-Ting? Full-Tiwe Student Financlg Sources,
Major Categorfos by Institutional Control, 1973«74 through 1979-40

QUTSY 1974-75 197576 " R 1977-08 e | wneew
Finance Categary | : . ' e T
‘hy lntltntlmml (untml N Average % N Average % i Average 1 N Merage % N Average ¥ i /\vmqp " o herage
nwn Suvmgs/rmntnqs T AR R
. fublic 10768 §38.01 32.4 | 20438 552,41 32.0 | 18321 506.9 29,0 |22112 530.81 28.4 | 18703 541,59 27,8 | 17707 596,29 22.08 17648 628,69 217
‘. I'rivate | 16617 s559.42 21.7 | 14914 563,48 20.1 | 14780 §75.50 19.0 16614 617,48 19.5 | 17236 634,60 18.9 | 16507 694,42 15.8 17535 676,90 14.7
) Suppart. ol Famity/
Frlemds ,
Pablic 81,14 4.0 10,61 42,9 745.34 42,6 00,38 41,2 792,17 40.6 202,84 40,0 154,97 46,4
Private 1175.09 45.6 1306.23 46,6 | | 1390.75 45.9 1427 13 45.2 1496.31 44,6 222398 50.% 2708,26 49,3
Scholarsiips/Grants ’ . ‘
Public 237,21 143 209.86 16.8 336,72 19.2 300.29 20,1 402,25 20.6 424,93 6.2 R R P AR U N
Prlvate . 468.61 18.2 629.26 22.4 707.96 23.4 757.04 24.0 826,19 24.6 1000,26  22.7 079,28 22.4
Loans \ L v
Public ) 158,18 9.5 111,25 6.4 122,00 7.0 166.59 8.0 17433 8.9 255.80 9.8 w147 113
Private kST RV 267,00 - 9.5 312,58 10,3 X 323.73 10.2 366.75. 10,9 447.59 10,2 570,52 12,6
Other ’ '
public 46.10 - 2.8 31,85 1.R 40,65 2.3 9.9 1.6 39.36 2.0 57,45 2.2 53.60 2.2
Privete 38,90 1.5 a7 13 40.23 13 3346 11 30.66 0,9 39.34 0.9 3.8 0.9
1oL v ‘ : 2617.30 190.0 C40%.09 100.0
Public 1661.44 100.0 1725.97 100.0 1750.68 100.0 1896.05 100.0 194969 16,0 “4 ‘.59 ‘C0.0 5”3:23 IFGO
Private 2579.18 100.0 203,15 106.0 3n26.99 100 © 3158.03-4¢0.0 334,50 100.0 .33 160, v
e e e e e  — AR BUSSE R
]chru'.ents 4 20% unweighted sample of the national first-time, full-time higher education enrallment. Data are welghted values.
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later years. CIRP shows a gap growing from $918 in 1973-74 to $2109 in 1979-80, a

ratio of 1.55:1 in the earlier year and an alarming 1.85:1 in the later year.

Public college students finance a substantially larger share of their expenses
through self-support than do private college students (figures 4-11 and C-4-11). This
finding partially results from the fact that private institutions tend to have much
higher total costs, and that their students have much less relative variability in the
abi]itynpo earn. Conversely, the latter rely more upon support of family, friends,
grants, écho]arships, and loans. The;e findings probably reflect also the greater
1ikelihood of public college students attending commuter colleges, working full- or

part-time, and coming from families that can offer less help.

Differences in student aid financing are specified in tables 4-15a and C-4-15a.

" Private institution students receive more aid than their public school counterparts in
essentially every aid category. Viewing the last two years of the NLS survey, it is
seen that the average private college enrollee reéeives almost twice a§ much BEOG aid,
surQrising]y only a little more SE0G aid, far more institutional aid, a great deal
more state aid, and borrows considerably more in ever} loan category. CIRP data show
Titt]e deviation from the overwhelming NLS pattern favoring private school enrollees.

This is hardly surprising given that student need is a composite of ability to pay and

costs of attending the institution selected.

- Net prices by institutjona]-controj are presented in tab]es‘4-15b qnd C-4-15b.
Students attending public institutions pay a sighificant]y larger share of net pﬁice
than do private_co]1ege enrollees under both Mefhods A and B although, again, this‘is
é at least in pért due to the artifact described above. In 1975-76 the gap for NLS is
almost’14 percentage points when family subsidie; are excluded frOm the student's

share of net price (Method B). The CIRP data show a somewhat smaller gap and one that

is’ decreasing.
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Figure 4-11

NLS Full-Time Financing Sources,
by Institutional Contral, Major Financing Categories,

1972-73 through 1975-76
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Figure C4-11

CIRP Major Student Financing —Categofies

' 1973—79 Averages by Control

Public ' " Private
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; Pearcent of Total Student Income
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Table 4-15a- .~ ~

NLS Full-Time Student Financing Sources,
By Institutional Control Selected Financing Categories,
1972 73 through 1975-76

1972-73 (N's) | . . . 1974-75 (N's) | 1975-76 (N's)

BEOG Public 21.56 (6844) 30.92 (4098) 37.61 (2161)
Private |- 32.64 (2235) 70.39 (1412) 60.76 (930) °

SEO6 Public 4.55 20.87 | 20.37
Private | - 2.16 - 29.24 | 24.98

College public |- 2139 o 26.00 . |- 39.72

Scholarships Private |  96.40 278.11 03.24

State Public 21.83 | 35.40 38.02

Scholarships Private 51.15.. 139.95 | s

FGSL ~ Public | . 65.76 . . 57.26 | 62.90
Private | 175.14 . | 135.30 107.33 .

State Loans " Public 7.67 ' 18.55 | 26.40
Private 24..43 _ 42.45 50.17-

NDSL - Public 23.94 | 3.0 | -e028

t ~ Private |’ 58.37 - 146.16 116.23

Other Grants - Public | 68.56 AT | 159.74

| Private | 127.49 178.04 196.55

Other Loans ~ Public |  20.73 ‘ | 49.72 | 65.66
Private- 58.11 : 118.34 | .132.42

f Public | - 6844 | a0e8 . o | 2161
Private | 2235 . 1412 1930
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Table €-4-1%
CIRP First-Tine, Full-Tine Student Financing Sources
Selected Categories by Institutional-Control
1973-74 through 1979-80
W | 1T 1975-76 1976-77 I 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80
N 18788 - 16617 |00 14914 |83 1780 |22112 16614 | 18703 2% |170r 16597 | 17648 17535
L ‘  verage | Average Average Average Average Average  fverage
Finance Category piblic Private | Public Private [Public Private Piblic  Private|Public Private | Public Private Public Private
BEOG - 02 0 | %970 179.06 [141.29 25314 160,60 230.23 | 18,52 24147 176.21 %6272 20,86 360,37
SE0G A 0 0| 1% ‘42.98 1801 5429 | 23.38 5L.28,) 2438 50.05 | 2257 65.87 | 9.7 100
ColTege Scholarships/Grants ‘90 N 19,26 182,70 | 5074 165.68 | 32.05 197.06 | 4478 21564 | 52.03 310.87 16.76 25571
State Scholarships/Grants | 156.97 40"8‘.25 054.28 .60 | 49.22 1.0 | 5151 152,60 | 53.67 183.93 | 67:5¢ 215,05 | 65.04 198.00 -
L s zs&n 0% 158 | 515 U6 | B0 1 | B Y Prst 2803 15661 370
o0 87 %072 | B3 1A% 44,65 '105.'7'5‘ 0.4 104,82 56,08 126,00 | 53.25 132,28
Other Grans 8.3 6.3 | 6.2 - 50,89 w6 570 (s 10| 08 1800 (10659 185 G500 1605
Other 0.3 7105 | 3143 60.00 | 3214 6LBA g2 95.00 | 52.85 10280 f 72.08 103,52 .60 105

1 Represents a 20% unveighted sample of the national flirst-time,

—t

el

‘ C oy
fui - ime higher education enrollment. Da‘ita are wefghted values.

1 0 valles 1nditate-that data were not collected for these sources.
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1pMe4 Hb '

Net Prtce Paid by Full-Time LS Students, -
By Institutional Control According to Two Calculation Methods
(Percentages)
1972-73 through 1975-76

Method A |
SSUTAE 75 /A U 5 - |9 S
Public  Private Public. Private Public  Private Public  Private
Self and Family ~ Own Earnings 26.9 B 17.3 RN | 315 2.0 W/ 203 i
Siport,(Studert  or Savings C(68M) (23%)  (s058)  (ls4)  (d0%8)  (1412) - (261) (%)
et Price) Support of Fanily ‘ . - . o "
| orFriends 417 BL6T M1 462 M0 46 AT S0l
- CUnsubsidied S Ll
A Loan Amount - 87 105 44 8T 4.8 1.2 6.9 19
[ (1 |3 R4 80 T4 83 T8 B0 Y
Pub]ic‘Suppuut Scholarships/ | n b' : _ | ,f ‘pt}
© O Grants B € NS COC NS ' RS (RS AT X L | U
Subsidized R |
Clowomt 30 37 a1 28 32 A6 b 2]
TOTAL o] 16 1m0 me o 167 B2 B9 A8
| | o - Method B -' | )
‘Student Nt Price . ke o8 WY N2 k3 B2 kI BD
. Publi Suppart ‘. 64’.4'\,”72‘.2"_ %1 @8 w1 M8 5 T8

NOTE: Method A assumes that the dectstonmaktng un1t for poltcy purposes is the student and hts/her family, whereas
Metfiod B assumes the unit to be the student The former conforns to dependent student status and the latter to

g 1ndependent status. -

.‘S%AMWﬂsNmswhmfwcﬂwhhmofhmstM% FwtmsMw%m®UMeRWN%wwedewmlmn,
- relattonshtps 1dent1f1ed for atl students | . |




Table C-4-15)

Net Pr1ce Paid by CIAP Students, by Institutional Control,
Aecording to Two Calculation Methods
1973-74 through 1979-80 -

Mathod A

1913-14 1974-75 1975-76, 1976-11 1871-18 1978-19 ]079 ﬂﬂ

| \
Se nnd tnnnty Support Pblic Private|Public Private|Pubdc Private [Public Private | Public Private | Public Private Pnhldc Prtvatn
(Student Nlet Price) _ B '
Own Savings/Earnings RAAT R0 WL | B0 1D 84 95 |78 18y |28 158 AT .

Suport of FanilyfFriends| 4.0 45,6 | @9 466 | M6 59 [ B2 | B6 W6 |00 505 )65 8T

~ Unsubsidized Loan : _ - o
* Mnounts 41 64| 28 42, ] 41 629f~\ KT T O N O A IV A Pl Al ':i?‘~

otnl Iy n7 [mr oy [ w1 w9 | Rs 6. R0 882 | 7m5 q02 |5 6

Publlc Snnpnrt | ‘ L . -
thdlnznhnpS/Grnnts 143 182 | 168 224 182 234 00wy |06 26 |62 27 |87 24

Gsidiedlon homt | 48 67 | 367 53 [ 28 3 f g D87 | 51 62 81 83 16

Tota W1 w9 | w4 ap | mlowl | me il |87 %8 |23 W | BI W
e - 20 15 18 13|83 13| we nilar | 90l
- t . - —
‘Hethod B ,
-——— - - . . : . // . . —
Studenttletl’nce T ma {we w3 [mposo | R3w0 |6 B 85 1 B0 1B
" hublic Suppdrt ' ' , S X :
e 28 15118 M2 e on o s 98

e 1+ e e B e T 4

OTE: Hothod A asswies that the dectsion- making unit for policy purposes 1s the student and hls/her family,. whereas
Hothod B assimies that this unit is only the student. The former confoms to dependent student status and the
fatter .to nndenendent status, -

TS nnntysls Plan saction vor catcutatinn of Toan snbsidies.
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Tables 4 15c and C- 4 15¢ conta1n data for those who report some (other tnan
zero) f1nanc1ng from a part1cu1ar source category Thus, of those who receive a BEOQG,
- the amounts rece1ved are substant1a]]y larger for those: attending pr1vate 1n
comparison to pub11c 1nst1tut1ons. Similarly, average institutional soho]arships and
grants are Jarger in private institutions, as are state scholarships, FGSLs, state
loans, NDSLs, and other loans. Also (from CIRP) private-tnstitution students are more
likely than public-institution etudents to receive scholarship/grant and loan | ‘

assistance.

Correlation and Regreésion Analysis

The purposes of the correlation and regression analyses were to aid in data
synthesis'and to separate out the effects of related variables upon-student financing.f
The major po]1Cy questions are answered by the foregoing descr1pt1ve analyses and

therefore, that th1s subsection is of secondary 1mportance. The analyses below are

for the 1979 80’CIRP data only

The ana]yses ut1]1zed tota] amount financed and percentages of the tota] coming

from each of the four maJor f1nanc1ng sources as the five dependent var1ab1es. Six of -
_ the student demograph1c var1ables and the two 1nst1tut10na1 var1ab1es were cons1dered
,1ndependent var1ab1es. Sex was treated as a dummy variable (females= O male=1); race .

also was dichotomized (white or Asian=0; other minorities=l); SES (mdther's |
'"edUCational Tevel) was set at less than high- schoo] 1, up’to college graduate or

more=4; fam11y 1ncome was spec1f1ed as 1 = 1ow 1ncome 2 = middle income, and 3 = high

1ncome;'h1gh schoo]lgrade point average was specified lzto 3 for low o high; sib]ingsl
.enrolled was speoffted~as none = 0, 1 =1, more than one = 2; institutional level was

treated in. two ways: not a_unfversity =_O; oniversity’= 1,_and not a four-year school

= 0, four-year school = 1. - . ' : N

i i '
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Table 4-15¢ .

NLS Full-Tine Aid Recipient Financing Sources,
By Institutional Control Categories of Digagqreqﬁtion,

1972-73, 1974-75, 1975-76

Own Savings or Earnings
Support of Family
or Friends

BEOG

SEQG

College Scholarships/
Grants

-State Scholarships

iOther Grants

Veterans Administration

“Social Security
‘Benefits

“Total Scholarships/
“Grants

Fost

tate Loans

Total Loans ép.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

C 212

© 1972-73 Averages 1973-7&'Averages 1974-75 ‘Averages 1975-76 Averaqes
Avg. Amt. $ Total Avg, Amt. $ Total| - Avg. Amt. $ Total Ava. Mmt. $ Totnﬁ
Public - Private N | Public Private N Public Private N Public Private | M
- § e
506.40 683.61 [5300 | 1124.20 927.64 4258 1198.11 1284.21 3549 | 1195.42 1199.47 |1076
(3949) (1351) (3235) (1023) (2642) (907) ‘ 13 (605)
851.48 1778.35 |[s5711 | 1497.17 1881.13 {3339 | 1563.66 2778.87 | 3146 | 1652.16 2381.03 | 1809
{4149)  (1562) (2452) (887) (2258)  (888) (1192) (617)
524.89 844,61 533 604.64  £59.91 353 | 657.61 813.53 7§ 201
(386) (147) . (239) (114) ‘ {134) (67)
TTo4e731.69 493.76 122 608.21 731.73 238 605.75 645.53 128
-1 (87) (35) (175) (63) - (85) (43)
493.46 770.14 906 - 633.55 1057.67 687 519,98 1071.37 ! 439
(459) (447) (324) (363) (170) (269)
486.76 725,57 694 482,27 842.10 503.| .477.09 856.43 | 320
(461) (233) {286) (217) : - (176) (144)
574.14 '808.96 1352 1160.53 1161.71 796 159.74 196.55 | 491
(984) (368) (563) (233) (328) (163) .
1694.02 805.84 "
- 1284.21 1300.16 .
129213 2186.98 |[3006 | 1299.27 1427.52 1980 999.87 - 1495.71 1893 | 965.78 1565.03 1140
(1716) (836) (1311) (669) (1223) (670) (691) (449)
1052.26 1276.00 | 630 ' 1131.42 1250.89 | 373 | 1173.79 1383.71 | 194
(373) (257) {215) (158) . (113) (81)
834.24 1029.36 136 ) 1127.27 1574.13 100 | 1260.29 1528.58 69
~(76) (60) (62) {38) .| (40) (29)
583.82 692,72 | 725 ' 659.97 863.29 | 554 643.93 .794.60 327
(424)  (301) : (317) (231) - (183} (114} . X
©964.24 1218.25 237 1101.18 1275.31 341 § 1075.43 1329.86 215
(131) - (106) : _ | (207) (134) (132) (83) o
910.00 1136.84 [1632 | 1015.26 1116.51 ' | 1188 169.23 - 442,25 11225 204.17 406.15 | 711
(963)  (669) (705)  (483) (731) - (494) i (a20)  (291)
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Table C-db16c

\

© LIRP"Aid Recipients* Financing Saurces by Contro]
Selected Financing Categories, 1973-74 through 1979-80

(3%9)  (2883),

(2893.) (4226)

(2684)  (4948)

(4017) " (5360)

(1230)  (5662)

(361) -(3684)

1973-1 1974-75 1975-16 1976-17 197778 1978-19 LK .
, hverage Average Average - Mverage A\ierage ~hverdne hverane
Finance Category pblit Privatel Public -~ Private| Public Private[ Public Private| Public Private| Public Private | fublic  Private
0un Savings/Earnings n;wanzrnjl 75193 193.45 n&y §19.59 | 11871 870.83 | 708.75 695,77 | 887.11 1010.63 | %08.%2 104,97
{(1439)¢ (12766)| (1460) (10642){ (12230). (10465)] (16074) (11683)/ (13068) (12070)] (11815) {11605) | (1165} {12159}
wwmtmrmnwﬂmMs“*%&w e, 74 | 96050 150,05 | 976,90 1673.00 {1020,00 1702.91 [1073.3¢ 1804.85 (167378 2656.37 K 70,82 2669 To
(13001) (13557) |(16124) (12826) |(18494) (12660) |(17716) (14351) | (140al) (1465) (13057) (14237) [13e64) (14910)
BrUG O 0 5B 609.05 | 1396 919.00 | 17.69 09435 | 74028 89443 | 19431 99165 | 79524 LUL. M
Mo W [(M09) (S8) |(3085)  (3641) |(a26)  (3718) | (4166) (4096) |(3679) (3938) [[5455)  (6%5)
G 00 | @515 690 fSI206 G617 AR89 60059 | 4TS.SH G219 W0658 68530 50100 6R1%
o [ @ e ) () () (mg) (i) (%) (s8] (el ()
College Grants 0 0 | 93,60 72097 | 469.00 73283 | 546.65 030,43 | 622.32 897 | 674.28 1034.30 %&M\N%J?
C W m o lm) (es) (a7 () [(se0) - agse) [(1670) (4839) [(1es6) (58] [1391) (4567)
Stale Scholarships/Grants | 530.60 971,00 | 447,19 880.40 [ 403,24 830,60 | 43042 768.% | 26,76 820.28 165,95 80404 [4g5.20 6L
(5956) (7573) |(2693) (3081} |(2a90) (3159) |(307) (3230 |(2405) (3836) |(25%) (3866) [2598) (347}
Other Private Grants 0 0 0 0 0 0 |omae 02| 3.3 650.76 | 565.70 75105 (957,28 TR0
) . Mmoo oo o oet) (1mo6) [(14%0) (18s9) |(1428) (1952 130K} (207}
Scholarships/Brants 65338 976.44 | 70,30 116157 | 064,92 1293.53 | 914.82 1361.66 | %26.63 1446.34 |1006.98 1693.75 104,15 1A 6l |
- C (o) (s0ss) [wee) (m26) |(6%%2) (787} |(9003)  (8748) (7694) (9648) |(7353) (9529) |(A0G9) ~(10AS)
il 000 1006.45 | 866,00 100,19 | 94020 110065 | 992,69 110044 109082 120080 (131,21 126,10 436,11 1. 39
(264) (1182) [(17a) (1803) |(966) - (1789) |(1434) (1366) }(129) (2114) [(1700) (2600) {2170 (4n6s)
st 0 0 | Mese | 736 793,23 | M3 e2.01 | 78030 B.IL | 86601 90346 | Re6.6I 2.5
HA o |(isg) (i) (02 (053) [(san) (203) |(nse) (2383) [(nasg) (e3u) f(12) (2688}
Qe Loars T804 9442 | 728,06 952,28 09,06 974,70 | 912,39 1060.20 | 914,85 1065.18 |1009.41 130120 [1166.90 1373.53
(1088) (1182) |(03) ~(oBa) . |(esh) (369) |(s2) (169) |(m%6) (Bd) (618)- (105) f672)  (78)
Total Loans 05140 J002.17 | 850,60 98057 | 91160 1032.02 | 901,47 1049.50 [1049.42 1123.76 | 1202.54 133648 131,25 1507.79

(4163) . (746)

l flata are {mjgnted values. ,'

2

lls are uiweighted N for the 0 subsanple of the CIAP sample,

1

3 0 values indicate that data vere not collected for these sources. WA = not applicable.

913

! lata tabled are for only those students who reported some support fn the particular categories listed.
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The correlation matrix.is presented in table 4-16. Re]at1ve to context it is
. 1nterest1ng that tota] amount financed is negat1ve1y associated with the percentage of
the total coming from student sav1ngs/earn1ngs and scho]arsh1ps/grants "but it is
positively (and most strongly) associated with support from fam11y/fr1ends and with
: »percentage_from loans.. This high correlation suggests that those who receive larger
scholarships/grants tend to attenqxlower cost colleges. This is also true for those
with larger earnings/savings. Those, however, who receive larger amounts from

family/friends and those who borrow go to the more expensive colleges.

Turning to the dependent variables, those associated most strongly with the
category Total Amount Financed are in order:A control’(private),}university
attendance, parental income, and SES. Only race is negatively associated
(minorities). Percent of total financed from savings is associated ‘ess with the
1ndependent var1ab1es. The strongest assoc1at10n is with attending public
institutions and not attendlng a four-year co]]ege. Percentage from fam1]y/?r1end; is
assoctated most with parental 1ncome and SES; percentage from scholarships/grants with
parenta] income (), ethnicityl(ntnority group), and.SES (-). Percentage from‘1oans

is not associated strongly with'any variable. . : \‘*\\

0f the five dependent variables, the one most adequately accounted for by the
eight 1ndependent variables is the percentage share com1ng from scho]arsh1ps/grants
(R2=.289), followed by total amount financed (RZ,?261), and percentage support from
family/frlends“(R2=.17§). The other two equat1ons do not do a satisfactory JOb of
pred1ct1ng the dependent variables (self-support and loans). This means that
percentage shares f1nanced by the individual student’ and by 1oans are not strongly

“"associated with the eight independent variables.

ey
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R | " Table 4-16

Correlation Coefficients Between Anounts or Shares Financed and the Independent Variables
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In the prediction of total amount financed (table 4-17), institutional control
enters the equation first and accounts for (R2) 16 percent of the total variance; the
remaining variables add 10 percent more. The regression coefficient (B) for control
indicates,that, on average, private control is associated with $1763.85 more {h
amounts financed, all other factors held constant. University versus non-university

— attendance similarly is associated w1th $1378 30 in amounts financed, parental income

with $343.59 per 1ngome category, and so forth.

_In the prediction of shares from family/friends (table 4-19), parental income is
most potent Here, movement to each higher income category is associated with 15.17
percentage po1nt increases in share from fam11y/fr1ends. Each.higher mother's

’ educat1on level is associated w1th 3.92 percentage po1nts increase and un1vers1ty

attendance is associated with 9.77 points.

In the prediction of share of total amount financed from scholarships/grants, a
similar move.to a higher parental income category is associated'with a percentage‘
point decrease of 16. 96 points racial m1nor1ty status with an increase of 14.64
points, pr1vate 'school attendance with 5. 94 points, and high school grade point

fayerage with 3.54 points.

The regression analysis proves he]pfh] in consolidating data for easier
interpretaton although the mode] was ‘built only for the CIRP data and only for
1979-80. The'analysis also proved useful in controll1ng for the effects of other
variables. |

A _ | B
Summar : o ' ; : . g

The d1saggregated findlngs may be summarized as follows. By sex, the CIRP

freshman data show a s11ght1y larger amount f1nanced by men than by women. NLS: data

are qu1te cons1stent w1th the CIRP. data for freshmen. They show substant1a11y 1arger




Table 417
Regression Analysis: “Total [ncone as a Function of Student and Institutiona] Varizbles
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Table 4-18

Regression Ané]ysis: Percentage of Total Income
fron Savings as a Function of Student and Institutional Variables

Multiple -
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anounts financed by men than Women in subsequent academic years. Considertng
categories of support, men self-finance substantially more than women, and
rec1proca1]y women receive substantially more family/friend support Men receive
s11ght1y more ‘scholarship/grant aid. Amounts borrowed on the whole have been a bit
higher for women, although CIRP data show a reversal in more recent years. All this

means that men pay a somewhat higher net price for higher education than do women.

By race, patterns of student financing show generally dichotomous relationships,

with whites and usually Asian Amer1cans in one group and other minorities in a second
bgroup. NLS shows a cons1stent1y 1arger amount financed by whites; CIRP data are

' generallv consistent but c]early more mixed. Both CIRP and NLS show relative white
and Asian American reliance upon self-help and family help. Both show major reliance
upon scholarship/grants by other m1nor1t1es The form of aid that is rece1ved tends
to favor minority students too, with the most des1rab1e grants going to these

- persons, and Toan patterns be1ng mixed. On the whole, net pr1ces pa1d are

cons1derab1y less for minority students of the second group1ng

Of all the student disagoregations, the patterns by SES are the clearest.

" Essentially all data show a perfect rank order corre]at1on between SES and. student

financing. Amounts f1nanced increase cons1stent1y as one goes up - the SES sca]e
' whether that scale is the low, medium, or h1gh categor1es of the NLS or the four
levels of mother's educat1on used by CIRP Further, CIRP shows an 1ncreas1ng gap
" between low and high SES students in amounts financed over per1ods of time. W1th one
' except1on, CIRP and NLS: show higher self-help and fam1\1y support with the h1gher SES.
" As would be expected, lower SES students receive the 11on s share -of student aid
: aTthough middle and high SES borrowing under the FGSL Program has 1ncreased since the-

- passage of MISAA. Net pr1ce ca]cu]at1ons favor 1ow income. students under one method
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Table 4-20

Regression Analysis: Percentage of Total Incone From Scholarships/Grants
25 a Function of Student and Institutional Variables

]
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Ethnicity
O=Hhite or Asian -
1=0ther Minority Ry, 21 02 28 14.64 b
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Tabla -2

Ragrassion Ana'ysis: Percentage of Total Incone from Loans
as 2 Function of Student and Institutional Variables
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but almost equal net prices for low and middle SES students under ano%her, where-high

SES students pay the lowest shares of their total net prices.

The var1ab111ty and correSpondence with financing patterns by parental income is
1ess than by SES even though federa] and state student aid policies ostens1b1y are
based more upon family means. The patterns are clear ‘and consistent with those for
SES. Notable add1t1ona1 findings are that amounts financed essentially have been
equalized between low- and middie-income students, but not with high-income students.
The gap between low and high is increasing (CIRP). Further, middle-income students
lead in se]f—support'(NLS), and’middle-'and even high—income,studenté have beeomer
heavy borrowers under MISAA. The’resu1t is that net prices strong]y favor 1ow-ineghe
students under one ca]cu]at1on method, but under the second method, there is near . \
equal.zat1on between Tlow, and m1dd1e ‘income. - High-income students show no equa11zat1on

O

with the other two groups.
Only NLS conta1ns high school program data. Students'who formerly had been
enrolled in genera] academic high school programs finance more, and receive more from

every major source save loans, thar do former high school vocational-technical LT

students. The'latter pay markedly hiéher net prices than the former.
. ) : . . ,
) A]though data by number of s1b11ngs enrol]ed are more sparse, a few patterns

emerge. In the early. to mid-1970s, ]1tt1e variation in f1nanc1ng by number of
~.‘sib’h'ngs'enroﬂed occurred; later, after the 'significance of this factor was : Lo

"articulated in the 1iterature: some differences began to appear. * CIKP data for the

last two years show the 1argest scholarship/grant supnort fd} students harinéﬁmOre 4

than one sibling enrolled, and.slight1y higher net-prices for this group as well.

By institutional level,. total amcunts financed are greatest at the four-year

‘schaols and are least at two-year colleges (CIRP and NLS), with'institutionsvthat'are‘
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vocational and related in eetween (NLS). Two-year college students self-finance the
largest shares, while university and four -year college students receive greater
;amily/friend support. Vocat1ona1 and re]ated 1nst1tut1ona1 students stand out for
‘the large amounts borrowed (NLS) and university students stand out for the relat1ve1y
sma]] shares f1nanced by student aid overa]] Scholarships/grants are heavily the
domain 6f.$tudents attending»four-year schools. This in part explains why'these

students tend to pay the lowest net prices.

t

Amounts financed at private institutions are higher than at public institutions.
and the gap is growing rapidly. This gap, however, is offset by larger

scho]arsh1p/grants loans, and famlly support in pr1vate schoo]s. Public schoo]

" students rely proport1onate1y ‘more on self- support A1l of this resu]ts in higher net

prices being paid by public institution students, when expressed in percentage shares

The gap is, howeVer, decreasing.
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5. Discussion

There is considable evidence that students make financing -decisions consistent with

“the conceptual framework section of this paper. First, as hypothesized,‘students

~ appear to place a high value on minimizing co]iegiate expenses. The amounts they

appear to finance are markedly less than the amounts institutions specify as their
costs of attendance. This low price_means that rates of return from higher education
almost certain1y are more than many ana]ysts have estimated prev10us1y 13 Further, .
when one examines the financing mix from the various finanCing categories, it is c]ear
that self- support has declined in 1mportance, and that student net prices consequent]y
have dec1ined too. This means that rates of return, when Viewed from.the students'

perspective (at least the freshman S pespective), have increased even more than is

‘.suggested by point one. That is, while amounts financed have risen (and they have

risen less than we have been led to believe), the amounts financed by students have
remained almost steady. This is because amounts from student sav1ngs/work have been
stable in doi]ar terms, and because the greatly increased costs of borrowing have been
assumed largely by government. Thus, in constant doliars (1) actual amounts financed.
have been abdut df the order df inflation, and (2) families and governments have
picked’up'the cost of essentially all df the jncreases.  These circumstances wou1d';'
yield larger rates df'return to the;individual than-previously, as.long as the

marginal earnings for college graduates, in comparison to non-graduates, have. been

stable or even deciined,‘if modestly.

The reader and potential policy maker needs to proceed with caution in drawing

conclusions on suggested new directions in financing policy. It is important to .

-observe again that the family shares with government most of the. burden of finanCing

increases. Obviously, then if the student and the family are Viewed as the

decisionmaking unit, then the conc1usions reached above are far less valid. ?
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Government has increased its share of student financing; but so has the family, and to

an equal degree. These data will most definitely not support the conclusion that

government has assumed a disproportiorately large share of student financing. Perhaps

the policy question is what the distribution of responsibility for financing cost

increases should be.

vr

Several other rather spec1f1c quest1ons were raised in Part I of th1s paper. One
of these questions was about the re]at1onsh1p between enro]]ments and the (possible)
changing mix in student financing. G1ven the constant dollar dec11ne in amount of

student se]f-support it is perhaps not surpr1s1ng that enro]]ments in the 1970s,

overall, have. he]d up better ‘than many had forecast in the ear]y part of the decade.

The above d1scus51on regarding rates of return would seem to argue for this

conc]us1on. So long as parents and governments are ab]e to make -up for the shortfa]]

n

in student se]f support,- one wou]d expect some cont1nuat1on of present enro]]ment

" trends or at least less dec11ne than would have occurred a11,th1ngs being equal. The

inescapable conc]us1on reached from a synthesis of the data presented here1n is that -

students are remarkably capable of responding to price increases by cutting costs and

gaining new support from various externa] sources.

A related question concerns the distribution of enrollments among institutions by
sector and level. Regard1ng the former, the 1970s have w1tnessed a cessat1on 1n the »
dec11ne in the pr1vate sector s share of h1gher education enro]]ments. The data
presented herein suggest a major reason for that cessation: the net pr1ce pa1d by the
student for private h1gher educat1on on the average has shown a percentage decline
from 28.1 percent to 18 9 percent of the total amount f1nanced represent1ng a dollar
increase, in amount of self-help between 1973-74 and 1979-80 of on]y about $116. In

11ght of an overall 78 percent and more than $2 000 increase in the average "cost" of

, private higher education, enrollment at a private institution “truly is a bargain.
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‘:.Probab]y the main cbnsideration‘that prevents-more students from selecting a private
school is that the student's f1nanc1ng ca]cu]us in the public sector over this time )
f per1od has been about equally favorable. 14 Prev1ously, 7he advantage to the student
attending‘pub]ic instftutions had been growing. Reoard1ng 1n,t1tutlona1 1eve1s, the
relative advantages to two-year colleges (most of whlch ars pub]lc) is even greater
(0bv1ous]y the two 1nst1tut1ona1 var1ab1es 1nteract ) Nh11e average amounts to be
f1nanced were 1ncreas1ng by 87.9 percent at universities and by 57.7 percent at

four- -year colleges, they were 1ncreas1ng by only 49.6° percent at two-year co]]eges
Further, over the seven years, the amount of se]f help for the two year college

| student actua]]y decreased by about 10 percent wh11e at four- year co]]eges and
un1vers1t1es there were increases of about 8.3 percent and a]most 25 percent
respectively. Clearly,. attendance at community co]]eges also is,-in compar1son a

bargain, °

Another genera]1zatlon nd one of 1mportance to poss1b]e subsequent study, is - '

that the scheme of combining the NLS and the CIRP seems 'to work out sat1sfactor11y

—

In several respects the' two surveys provide a near optimum p1cture of student
financing. The surveys can be 11nked loosely together 1n that they each conta1n :
compatible fresh en data. The NLS goes on to prov1de a 1ong1tud1na1 view of one )
cohort progress1ig through the educat1ona1 system. Meanwh1.e “CIRP cont1nues to take '
annual snapshots of each freshman class. The result 1s very near the 1dea1 in terms

" of providing a. fa1r]y comp]ete statement of student’ f1nanc1ng in a cost efficient

‘manner, prov1d1ng samp]e d1fferences are kept in m1nd Th1s 1s demonstrated by the

following example,

Table C-4-3 shows the mix of student financtng in‘1973-74, the first year CIRP
- collected the needeg'data; CIRP freshmen estimated that they uou]d rely heauily (42.6

percent) upon family/friend support, next most hedvily upon self-support (28.7
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percent), only modestly (15 6 percent) upon grants/scholarsh1ps, and 1east (10 8
percent) upon loans. A year earlier NLS full- t1me freshmen (tab]e 4-3), too, had
relied most heavily upon family/frmends (49.4 percent),_next most heavily upon
Vse1f-support (23. 5 percent), followed by grants/scho]arsh1ps (16.6 pecerit) and loans
(10 5 percent) “Given differences in years samples forms of quest1ons posed, form
of responses, and actual versus expected data, these seem to be quite compatible 7
resu1ts Grant/scho]arsh1p data--perhaps the most f1rm support in the student's mind
at the time of the surveys--d1ffer by on]y a percentage point, while Toan shares vary
even 1ess by 3/10 of a percentage point. Although actual. (NLS) versus est1mated
(CIRP) ‘family/friend and se]f support d1ffer by somewhat more (about seven and five

percentage po1nts each) these values seem h1gh1y p]aus1b1e under the c1rcumstances

From th1s base we can follow freshman f1nanc1ng over a per1od of time and one
-;cohort potent1a11y for four years of co]]ege ‘As noted prev1ous1y, CIRP freshmen re]y
' 1ess and less upon. _self- he1p and more and more upon fam11y/fr1end support and

" grants/scholarships. At the en (1979 -80) there is increased reliance upon loans. -

Meanwh11e one high school ciass of 1972 (NLS) has progressed through four years
‘of co1]ege In the sophomore year, there is great]y 1ncreased re11ance upon
© self-support: - f1nanc1ng from the category. Own Savings or Earn1ngs Jumps over nine’
percentage’po1nts.' Apparent]y, families take an 1ncreas1ng respons1b111ty for getting
their offspr1ng started in college (CIRP), but thereafter expect the students to
. -assume more of the-burden. Fam11y and friend support declines a near equal 7 5
'percentage po1nts Government wh11e taking an increasing role also in getting
freshmen started, thereafter only maintains a moderate share The share of support .in.
the sen1or year from grants/scho]arshlps is exactly what it was in the freshman year

and the share of support from loans has dec11ned by 2/10 of a percentage po1nt
|
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'0vera1],jthe7patterns disoerned from the two surveys appear rather clear and highly

fp]ausible.

Other quite notable nbserVations regard_disaggregations by income and'abi1ity.
Middle-income students seem to have borne the burden of efforts to increase equity in
h1gher educat1on. indeed it now appears that middle-income students pay the highest
net pr1ces. With com1ng restr1c+1ons on BEOGs and GSLs, m1dd1e-1ncome treatment
prom1ses to worsen.. Regard1ng ab111ty, there is some ev1dence that the need based,"
student aid programs favor lower ablllty students. This 1s largely because of the
association between ab111ty and income. Although promot1ng equity is the national
' pr1or1ty, .one must- ask wnether there shou]d not be at least an equal nat1ona1 priority
on promot1ng exce]]ence and incentives to those who u1+1mate1y will return great _
benefits to us,a]., Is there not some mechan1sm for enhancing equity and excellence,

concommitantly?

'-
A

F1na11y, there is the matter of relative potency of var1ab1es¢ effects of this

potency upcn patterns of f1nd1ngs in the disaggregation sectlon and upon : _'

nterpretatlon of those f1nd1ngs It has been seen that of the student var1ab1es,
.parenta1 1ncome SES and race have been assoc1ated most’ strongly. with the five maJor
dependent var1ab1es. Total Amounts F1nanced 0wn Sav1ngs/Earn1ngs, Support of
Fam11y/Fr1ends, Scho]arshlps/Grants, and Loans. Further the two 1nst1tut1ona1
variables of 1nst1tut10na1 contro] and level have been very potent too. 0f course, it
.is-the same group of students we are ana]yz1ng each year, That 1s, there 1s not one
group - of students that we can ana]yze by sex and another by 3ES; we analyze the same
group each time, Th1s_1s an 1mportant reallzatlon but one that is often overlooked

in descriptive studies.
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The maJor s1gn1f1cance of this rea11zat1on 1s that it may not be a particular
variable be1ng analyzed that accounts for certa1n f1nanc1ng patterns, but the
correlation or companionship of that variable with a more potent one. For examp]eguin
discussing findings by SES we observed that hignh SES students finance large amounts,
in part because they attend more expensive priVate and higher level institutions.
Clearly the accurate exp]anat1on of this phenomenon- is that SES andqinstitutional--

control and level 1nteract to account for these high amounts f1nanced ' That  is, high
| SES students demonstrate a preference for certain kinds of colleges, and these
"colleges tend to be expensive. - One should not conc]ude that high SES students will’
finance equa]]y higher amounts than 1ower SES students regardless of the 1nst1tutlon
attended. Nor can one conc]ude that they will finance equal amounts if the category

of institutions attended is held constant.

Another examplevof'possible_1nterpretation error/can be seen within thelstudent
var1ab]e set. Suppbse, as it is, that race 1; correlated with SES. Then we would
expect that d1fferences on the 1ndependent variables would be noted regard]ess“of
whether race_1n 1tse1f'actua11y contributes anything to the f1nanc1ng d1fferences
because SES is such a powerful variab]e. 0f course, we would expect that race does
_add something to what can be predicted from SES .alone, but separat1ng these
contributions out is 1ndeed~a very difficult matter. Mu1t1p1e regress1on ana]ys1s,‘as

already suggested, does help to some extent.

" Finally, we return to a maJor purpose of this study From a pub11c.po]1cy
Vperspect1ve it is 1mportant to know, for examp]e whether m1nor1t1es or women or,
fm1dd1e income students are treated equ1tab1y regardless of whether observed 1nequ1t1es
result from some. stat1st1ca1 artifact or from some po11cy bias. In th1s matter, the

most useful data from this work rema1ns the” descriptive forms. '

<37
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In conclusion it should be noted that some new federal and state higher educ%tion
p011c1es were adopted dur1ng the past decade enro]]ments of minorities and women

increased marked]y and shares of total enrol]ments composed of low SES students have

grown. In what part these patterns have been re]ated to changes in student a1d and to
what degree the provocative.questions posed at the outset now can be answered are left

to the reader's own judgment.
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Appendix A

Conversion of CIRP OrdinaT Data to Nomina] Form

CIRP respondents report their student f1nanc1ng sources in ordinal, or interval form.
A common scale is provided (such as $1-499, $500- 999, etc.) and respondents blacken -
the appropriate category. Although this form of data reporting probably is most
appropriate for the freshman CIRP respondents who must estimate their financing
sources in’adVance; ordinal data do not lend themselves to building student financing
profiles that are easy to compare orer periods of time. Only such profiles as are

illustrated by the NLS analysis can be followed easiTy_from year to year.

It was, therefore, necessary to convert the ordinal data to continuous form.
This was accomp]1shed foTTow1ng the techn1ques developed by Carroll at the Office of
Evaluation and Dissemindtion of the United States 0ff1ce of . Educatlon. 15
Essent1a11y, the process wasato utilize information from pub11shed sources and the
shape of . the data d1str1butlon in order to move the 1nterva1 median a- smaTT d1stance
in the~ appropr1ate d1rect1on. For examp]e, in 1973 74 the m1n1mum BEOG was $50 and
the max1mum was $452 The d1str1but1on 'was fa1r1y rectanguTar. Therefore, the vaTue
1mputed for the $1- 499 category was $275 ($499-50/2). For student reported values
about :$500, the maximum award of $452 was imputed. In the common cases.where

~distributions were smooth and skewed, the midpoint was moved $50 away from the

d1rect1on of the skewness and th1s new vaTueinas 1mputed

The major data va11d1ty quest1on that rema1ns unanswered when the process Just
descr1bed is compTeted regards bracket creep. Se]ect1on of the appropr1ate mid-point. .
estlmate depends upon. the conflgurat1on of data; however, data conflguratlons _ |
presumab]y:change over t1me. Thus, seTectlon of m1d-po1nts needs to be checked by

examining how data distribut1ons change, or how data brackets creep.




Such- checks were Fun for selected student financing categories for all CIRP

full-time, first=time students. (See- figures A<l through A=6.)  Bracket creep does
not appear to be a serious prob]em although some movement is evident. For example,
figure A-1 shows some reduction 1n student self- support

(1abeled as savings) in the
$1-$499 and $500 $999 categories and some increase in the "None" category

(Data for
$500 $999.

1978-79 and 1979-80 are difficult to compare to earlier years.) This means that more
students specify zero self support and that fewer students specify $1 $499 or

Overall the movements suggest that perhaps after 1974-75 mid-points for
the two categor1es, $1- $499 and $500- $999 should be adjusted slightly to the left
(that is, reduced). It would appear, however

small. ‘

that the reductions would be quite o
The largest apparent bracket creep occurs for BEOGs and FGSLs, the mid-points
of which were in fact adjusted eaeh year.




Figure A-1

Weighted Frequency Distribution for
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Figure A-3

Weighted Frequency Distribution for
Income Source: BEOGx
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Figuye A-4
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Figure A-6 e

Weighted Frequency Distribution for
Income Source: FGSL
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Appencix B

CIRP Survey Variable Collection by Year

33;?\ 1978 1977 1976 1975 1974 1973 1972 1971 1970 1969 1968 1967 1966
o, .
1. Sex X X X X X X X X X X X X X N
2. Veteran status X X X x X X X X X - - . -
© ‘ 3. Age X X X 14 X X X X A X X X X
4, Yeardgraduated from high school X X X X L X X X X - - . ;-/
5. Type of high school attended . . - - - - X - X . X . . X
6. Type of nigh school program X X X X X. - - - . - . . -
. 7. Average gr.;ﬁe 1n high schoo! X X X X X X X X X X X X X
8. MHigh school rank oo 3 - - - - - X X X X X - .
~ 9. Enrollment status/ X X 3 X X X X - - - . - -
10. Prior cted/t‘t/at. same institution X X X X X X | ST - - - . .
11, Transfer status x X, X X L X - - - - . .
1.2>. Need {felt or had) for tutoring
in specfal subjects : L X - - - X . X - - - - .
13, Oistance of home from éollege X ) X X X - X X X X X - . -
14, Residence during fall term X X X X X X - - - - - - .
15. Ranlk of college choice X X X X X - - - - - - . .
16. Admssions data X X X X - X % .. X X X *
17, Acceptance data X X X X - X X - - X X X X
18. Sources of financial supgort X X X X XX X X X x T ox X X
19, lnvolv?ment in federal
©© finencill aid programs X - - - - - - - - - - - .
2U. uegree of parental support X - - - - - - - - - . .‘
21. Marital status : X X X X X x X X . X - . - -
22, Racial backgrgund 3 X X X X X X X X X X X X X
23. Activities during past year X . - - . . X X XX X X X
24, Life patterns preferred. in ' .
ten to fifteen years X - - - - - - - N - - -, -
25. Degree aspirations X X X X X X x 0 ox X X X X X
26. Others dependent on parents ) S - - - - . - - . - - -
27: Reasons for attending .
college - X X X - - - - X - . . . .
28. Concern about finances L ) X o.x X X X X X X X X X
29. Political self- L.
' ch_aracteruation a X X- X X X X X X X X . e - -
- 30. Parental family income . X | SR ¢ X X X X X X X X X X . .
31, Parental education X X X X X X X X X X X X X ’
32, Student’s career choice ) ¢
and parents' occupation X X X X X X X X X X X X
33. Reasons for choice of. -~
particular college ) X X X X X X X X - - X X X
34, Religidus preference of ' . i
students ‘and parents ) X X X X X X X X X X X . X
35, Handicap X . . - . . R . R B . N . § ’ . C.,
36. Attitudes on public and .
academic issues X ) S § X X A X X X X X X X
. 37. Choice of undefg;-adua(e ’ . . .
. major L X X X _' X X - X X B X X X X ~X
’ 38, values (life goals) ) x X X X X X X X X X X X X ; ) / :

39. Chances that certain event . : )
will occyr durin lege X X X X X X X ) SR ¢ L ¢ X X
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wording, the earlier Student Information Forms should be consulted.

PAruitex: provided by enic [T




Appendix C

A11 Students NLS Loan Values for Net Price Calculations

. The a]]dcation of loan costs ‘to government and to the student is calculated
| in the fo]]bwing manner: |

1. Calculate total repayment amount, or fufufe value (FV):

FV = (original loan amount/100) x (monthly payment per $100)
'x (total number of montﬁ]y paymeﬁts)
2. Calculate the net present value (PV) by di#countihq fhe future
' va]ué (FV): |

PV = FV/(1.+~Treasury'Bi11 rate)" ~n = number df years

3. Calculate student share of loan:
Student Share = PV

4 - 4. Calculate gerrnment share.of loan:
'GOVernment Share = Original Loan Amount - PV
Table C-1 shows the government and student shares of various types of loans :

for several years.

“L )
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" Table C-1
1972-73 1973-74
Government  Student ‘ Government Student
FGSL ‘ $17.58 $50.71
State Loans: 3.93 . 11.29
Regular Bank Loans 0 22.90
NDSL 17.00 27.15
Nursing Loans .56 .91
Health Loans _ .25 .39 -
Scholarships/Grants 0 0 3% Loans 27.33 . 22.84
Relatives and Friends 0 0 7% Loans 40.12 . 48.90
Other 0 . 0_ lio Subsidy _0 27.66
TOTAL S $39.32 ‘ $113.35 TOTAL $67 .45 | $99.40
1974-75 o 1975-76
Government . Student Government  Student
FGSL $33.88  $39.16 | 2223 56.67
State Loans 10.75 12.4¢% 7.52 19.18
.Regulzr Bank Loans 9 - 22.68 C Ny - 29.98
NDSL . 34.40 27.55 . 26.0¢ 38.31
Nursing Loans. 2.33 1.86 . S 1.92 2.82°
Health Loans : - - _ . -- Coa-
_Scholarships/Grants 5.99" 4.80 : £.64 8.30
Relatives and Friends -- ’ 13.93 - 16.23
Other : Pl 11.84 Caw 14.29°
TOTAL. , $67.35 $134.27 . $63.33 » $186.48
é
. L]
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Notes

1 One can view the student or student and his/her family as the unit of
analysis. More will be said about this in the section on “Conceptualizing Student

Financing."
\

) \ . s
2 There are many other imperfections involved. Students lack perfect

know]edge for example. Our culture generally favors debt avoidance even though going

into debt may be economically rat1ona]

3 Michael Tierney has shown this to be the case. Generally, students do not
choose for example, from among a low-cost commun1ty college, a distant public -
university, and an e11te pr1vate co]]ege Their range of 1nst1tut1ons is much more

homogenous.

4 This calculation is somewhat tempered by the fact that perfect information

T
on all cost and financing options is seldom available and accessible to all students.
5 In other words, if students do not use the famﬁ]y_resourceS'in'this way,

they will not receive any of the resources--even as intergenerational transfer

(inheritance).

6 An internship that completely and solely trains a person for a job that is '

later gained is an example.

7. 0nce more, there are almost a]ways other than economic considerations in-
tapping various f1nanc1ng alternatives. There are social. and psycho]og1ca1
ramifications of accepting fam11y support There are "costs" of receiving grants and

1oans, for example, some wou]d say that the application process exacts rather a h1gh

_pr1ce. The -purpose of the concepts used 1s to prov1de ana1yt1ca1 clarity in

attempt1ng to understand student f1nanc1ng dec1s1ons.
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8 This is not to say that the same students (that is, a panel) are reflected
each year in the data for a given category. Students may drop out, drop back in,

transfer from full- to part-time status or the reverse, etc.

9 Appendix B shows the years for which various cross-classification variables

~ are available for the CIRP and NLS.

10 FGSL data for 1973-74 should be ignored because many students appear to have
combined FGSLs with NDSLs in responding to the survey. ‘

11 See, for example, Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,

Higher Education: _Who ?ays? who Benefits? Who Should Pay? Hightstown, N.J.:
McGraw-Hi11, 1973. |

12 Unless otherwise specified,'the term "students" hereafter will be used to

~speak of full-time students.

13 This is true even when foregone earnings are included. See Crary and Leslie

(1978).

14 Of course, it is 1mportant to remember that we are speaklng of averages

Here. There are. few “average“ students in the terms of this discussion.

15 These estimating procedures are undocumented by Carro]] who described them
verbally. The author of this paper assessed Carro]] S technlques to be the most
defens1b1e of those des1gned for converting CIRP data and made add1t1ona1 refinements

“in Carroll's procedures as were judged appropriate.
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