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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF THE ACCURACY 
OF EXPECTED FAMILY CONTRIBUTIONS AND 

SCHOOL BUDGETS USED IN PROCESSING 
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID REQUESTS IN 

MICHIGAN FOR THE 1971-72 ACADEMIC YEAR
By

Dwight Lee Peterson

The purpose of this study was to explore the relation­
ship between "expected family contributions" computed for 
full-time, unmarried, undergraduate, and financially depen­
dent students' educational expenses by the College Scholar­
ship Service Parents Confidential Statement, and the amount 
of such resources reported to have been actually utilized 
for this purpose by the families in question for the 1971-72 
academic year.

The population sampled for this study consisted of all 
full-time undergraduate students applying under the State of 
Michigan Competitive Scholarship and Tuition Grant Programs 
for the 1971-72 school year. Consideration here was also 
limited to single students who had not as yet met these pro­
grams' criteria for independent status, and whose families 
had submitted the necessary College Scholarship Service needs 
analysis document (Parents Confidential Statement) for the 
1971-72 academic year in question. A sample of 1,121 such 
cases was selected and contacted with a questionnaire document



during the summer of 1972. A usable return of 634 forms 
(57%) was generated for analysis from this sample.

For each respondent the overall expected family contri­
bution generated was compared against the total year-end 
family contribution reported. Separate comparisons were also 
made between the parental input, student summer earnings in­
put, and student asset contribution portions of the expected 
family contribution figure and their year-end reported coun­
terparts. A separate test between the total institutional 
expense budgets computed by the Michigan Department of Edu­
cation for the school year in question and year-end reported 
respondent total expenditures was computed as well. Using 
(two-tailed) t test analysis procedures, it was found that:

a. expected overall family contribution figures were 
significantly higher than those totals reported,

b. expected parental contribution figures were signifi­
cantly higher than those reported,

c. there were no significant differences found between 
expected and reported student summer earnings and 
student asset contribution figures, and

d. Michigan Department of Education expense budgets 
were significantly lower than the total overall 
expenditures reported for the 1971-72 school year 
by the study sample respondents.

In reviewing the data, it appeared that the seeming dis­
crepancy between lower reported family and parental input 
contributions, and higher reported overall expenditure



totals, was actually made up by student loans and employment 
during the school year itself.

In the second major portion of the analysis, 18 family 
parameters were compared against these 5 difference score 
factors (family, parental, student summer earnings, student 
asset, and overall budget) via a series of one-way ANOVA 
designs, to see if any of the family factors selected might 
indeed significantly impact upon the difference scores identi­
fied.

The family parameters in question were selected experi- 
entially for their perceived impact upon family willingness 
and/or ability to support students in post-secondary study.
The factors selected were as follows:
1 . family educational 

background*
2 . family residence
3. average parental age*
4. number of parental 

retirement programs*
5. number of dependent 

children in home*
6 . number of dependent 

children in post­
secondary study*

7. number of blood 
parents in home*

8 . number of stepparents/ 
guardians in home*

9. family race

Those parameters underlined were found to have a significant 
impact upon the one or more of the difference scores pre­
viously elicited.

The third major portion of the data analysis focused 
upon inclusion of all sequential family parameters identified

1 0 . student's age*
1 1 . student's sex
1 2 . school type
13. student*s residency plan
14. net parental income for 

1971*
15. number of parents employed*
16. parental adjusted effective 

income*
17. percentage adjusted effective 

income from assets*
18. student's school class*



above (those asterisked) in separate regression equations 
for each of the five difference score areas initially identi­
fied, to see if discrepancies between expected and actually 
reported data could, in fact, be successfully predicted from 
the factors at hand. Statistically significant predictability 
was noted in this regard for overall family, parental con­
tribution, and student asset contribution difference scores; 
but in no case was more than 30% of the overall difference 
explained. This factor, plus indication in the data of 
high factor overlap, would argue strongly for the presence 
of further yet unidentified categories of explanation 
parameters.

The final segment of the data analysis consisted of 
the provision of various types of mean sample contribution 
and expenditure data for use by future researchers as well 
as field practitioners seeking comparison base data for their 
own needs assessment methodologies and budget computations.

It is hoped that this exploratory study can generate 
subsequent, more sophisticated research, in an effort to 
more fully explore both the accuracy and equity of present 
student aid dissemination procedures.
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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM

Introduction
The distribution of student financial aid resources 

is based today in large measure upon each individual appli­
cant's demonstrated financial need. As James Bekkerihg 
states:

"...it is usually financial need, rather than 
any other single criterion, that determines the 
amount of money a student is eligible to receive 
in financial assistance for a given academic year."l
Financial need, in turn, is determined according to the 

following basic three step process:
1. The amount of money which the student and his or 

her family can reasonably be expected to contribute 
toward educational expenses for the academic year 
in question is determined in accordance with an 
accepted needs analysis review technique. Nor­
mally, this is accomplished by having the student’s 
family file a detailed statement of income and 
assets through one of the national review networks 
with the appropriate calculation of expected family

^Bekkering, James R. A Study of Education Related 
Expenses Incurred by Full-Time Undergraduate Students 
Attending Representative Colleges and Universities In 
Michigan, Doctoral Thesis, Michigan State University,
East Lansing, Michigan, 1972, p. 1.



input being subsequently forwarded to the school 
in question for final review and use.

2. The institutional budget at the student's chosen 
school is determined for the academic year in ques­
tion, making provision for all education related 
expenses which the student is expected to incur 
during that period. This figure traditionally 
makes allowance for tuition and fee expenditures, 
room and board costs, book and supply purchases,
as well as transportation and miscellaneous per­
sonal expenses. The figures themselves are nor­
mally developed by the student financial aids 
office on each respective campus.

3. In the final step, the expected family contribution 
derived in step 1 is subtracted from the appro­
priate institutional budget determined in step 2 .
If a positive difference remains, this amount is 
labeled "demonstrated financial need" and every 
effort is made to bring a variety of student aid 
resources to bear on this unmet need factor. On 
the other hand, if there is no positive difference 
as a result of this procedure, it is assumed that 
the family in question does not "need" financial 
assistance at that particular campus and no such 
award is made.

Steps 1 and 2 of the above process require extensive 
professional judgment and evaluation, since they deal with



such inherently relative and abstract areas, and since they 
form the foundation of the entire student financial assis­
tance administration system.

The process of calculating actual family contribution 
expectations has been the subject of extensive review, and 
the current result is an intricate and sophisticated evalua­
tion procedure. However, for the most part, considerations 
of "equity" in this regard are based upon a variety of theo­
retical assumptions applied to data available from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Social Security Adminis­
tration regardinq overall nationwide consumer spending pat­
terns and living standards. Little effort has really been 
made to systematically investigate whether or not expected 
family contributions are, in fact, realistic in terms of 
the actual family input levels subsequently achieved by 
families with students in college or university study. 
Froomkin concludes, in this regard, that in all reality,

"...we know less about what makes students 
succeed or fail than we know about handicapping 
horses...the big issue in the next few years is 
going to be determining how much aid is enough 
(both collectively and individually) . " 2

The accuracy of such family contribution expectations 
is pointedly called into question in an extensive Cali­
fornia study as well, which concludes that:

2Froomkin, Joseph. "Is Conventional Financial Aid 
Obsolete?” College Board Review, Summer, 1968, No. 6 8 , p. 5.



"In general actual parental support falls 
short of the expected College Scholarship Service 
standard parental contribution (figures) . " 3

The process of budget calculation in like manner 
requires extensive judgment, for if it is set too high, 
precious aid resources will be wasted, and if it is set too 
low, needy students may be unable to attend even with finan­
cial aid. Determining the costs associated with college or 
university attendance appears to be even at a more crude 
state of development than that of family contribution evalu­
ation, for the former evidences little or no uniformity in 
process or content. Bekkering states that:

"There is no commonly accepted procedure by which 
institutions of higher education can ascertain how 
much money is required (even on the average) over 
the course of an academic year to afford their stu­
dents not only physical necessities but some degree 
of psychological comfort as well. As this side of 
financial need analysis is as critical as the 
determination of family contribution, the need for 
systematic, scientific research in the area becomes 
clearly evident."4
In addition to basic concern over the adequacy of the 

parameters involved in the overall needs analysis formula 
itself; the urgency of the issue is further highlighted as 
well by the extensive resources currently being committed 
to this area. The data indicates that by the mid 1960's 
the annual dollar value of major direct student aid programs 
had exceeded 700 million dollars, and that by 1972, this

^Report Number One, Student Financial Aid Research 
Series, California State Scholarship and Loan Commission, 
Sacramento, California, Fall, 1972, p. vii.

^Bekkering, James R. o|>. clt. , p. 2.



figure was well in excess of 1.3 billion dollars on a nation 
wide basis.5

When it is considered that some 92% of these extensive 
resources are probably being administered on the basis of 
"demonstrated need," the mandate for accuracy and equita- 
bility, is again reinforced.^

This mandate is enhanced when it is considered that even 
these vast resources fall far short of the mark of providing 
sufficient aid for all needy students capable of benefiting 
from post-secondary study. As the recent College Entrance 
Examination Board (CEEB) Panel on Student Financial Need 
Analysis states:

"The nation has yet to make equality of educa­
tional opportunity a reality. The vast resources 
committed to the support of higher education fail 
by a substantial margin to be adequate. Research 
for this study makes it abundantly clear that need, 
as a primary determinant of student aid, is still 
only a hoped for goal."?

^See for example:
a. Froomkin, Joseph. 0£. cit. , p. 6.
b. Moon, Rexford G. Student Financial Aid In The 

United States: Administration and Resources, Princeton, 
New Jersey: College Entrance Examination Board, 1963, 
p. 41.
c. Simon, Kenneth and Grant, W. Vance, Digest of 

Educational Statistics, Washington, D.C. (U.S. Govern­
ment Printing Office): U.S. Department of Health, Edu­
cation and Welfare, 1971, p. 105.
^"Family Income Criteria Challenged: College Financial 

Aid Rules May Be Invalid," Detroit News, May 31, 1973, 
p. 1A and 4A.

7New Approaches to Student Financial Aid, CEEB Panel on 
Student Financial Need Analysis, New York, 1971, p. 8.
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In Congressional testimony in 1972, the CEEB reiterated 

this stance, stating forcefully that:
"The gap between institutionally determined need 

for student aid funds and actual appropriations is 
but one understated measure of the adequacy of funding. 
Colleges request monies only for those students who are 
aid applicants or enrolled students and not the gamut 
of college eligible students, many of whom never apply 
to college because of their economic circumstances. " 8
As a result of their limited nature, financial aid

resources have come to be recognized as a key factor in the
access process itself.9 The overall inadequacy and

^College Entrance Examination Board written testimony 
before Congressional Committee, May, 1972, pp. 5-6.

^See for example:
a. Berls, Robert H. "Higher Education Opportunity 

and Achievement In The United States," in The Economics 
and Financing of Higher Education In The United States, 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1969, p. 150.
b. Bolton, Roger E. "The Economics and Public 

Financing of Higher Education, An Overview," in The 
Economics and Public Financing of Higher Education
In The United States, A Compendium of Papers Submitted 
to the Joint Economic Committee of the Congress of the 
United States, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1969, pp. 62-63.

c. Current Population Reports, Bureau of the Census, 
Series P-23, No. 40, January, 1972, p. 20.
d. Population Characteristics, U.S. Department of 

Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Series P-20, No. 222, 
June 28, 1971, p. 1.

e. Schlekat, G. A. "Financial Aid...And Socio- 
Economic Class," Journal of College Student Personnel, 
Vol. 10, No. 9, June, 1968, pp. 148-149.

f. Tomkin, A, "Who Really Gets Financial Aid," 
National Association of College Admissions Counselors 
Journal, Vol. 46, August, 1962, pp. 35-40.



extensive impact of these funds, again makes their distribu­
tion a very crucial matter.

Within this overall framework, a direct mandate for fur­
ther specific evaluation of the College Scholarship Service 
tCSSJ needs analysis technique of the College Entrance Exami­
nation Board (CEEB) is demonstrated by the extensive role 
which this system plays in the needs analysis field. Cur­
rent information indicates that this system is utilized or 
accepted by approximately 2 , 2 0 0  of the some 2,800 accredited 
degree granting colleges and universities across the country. 1 0

From the above, it can be seen that the CSS needs analy­
sis framework is used or at least accepted at approximately 
80% of all accredited degree granting institutions in the 
country. Similar statistics can be computed on a state-wide 
basis reviewing the preferences of Michigan colleges and uni­
versities. H

In addition to the "CSS" system's widespread use, the 
fact that current comparison data shows it to be some $300 
more severe in family contribution expectations than its pri­
mary competitor (the national American College Testing - ACT - 
system) also highlights the need for further i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 1 2

lOcavanaugh, William J. CSS Student Expense Budget of 
Colleges and Universities for the 1971-72 Academic Year, 
Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 19 71.

Hcollege Admissions Handbook, Michigan Department of 
Education, Lansing,—Michigan, IF72.

12phase One Report of the Ad Hoc Committee On Evaluation of 
the American College Testing Program and the College Scholar­
ship Service Needs "Analysis Systems and Services for 1971-72, 
Michigan Student Financial Aid Association, 1972, p. T~.



Additionally, the need for attention to this area is also 
supported by the fact that this study is being undertaken with 
support by the Michigan Department of Education's Division of 
Student Financial Assistance Services, an organization inti­
mately involved in the distribution of need based student aid 
resources.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to explore the relationship 

between "expected family contributions" computed for full­
time, unmarried, undergraduate, and financially dependent stu­
dents' educational expenses, as defined by one of the major
needs assessment instruments (i.e. the College Scholarship
Service of the College Entrance Examination Board), and the 
amount of funds "actually" contributed by these respective 
families for this purpose for the 1971-72 school year.

While the student sample utilized and its respective 
population will be defined in detail in a subsequent chapter, 
several basic definitions which delimit the study should be 
set forth at the outset.

1. "Full-time" for purposes of this study follows Michi­
gan assistance program policies, which means that it
is normally defined by the institution in question.
In absence of written school policy, it is defined as 
enrollment for not less than 1 2 academic hours during 
each semester or term of the regular 1971-72 academic 
year which runs from August or September, 1971 to May 
or June of 1972. Enrollment consideration for this



study is limited to accredited, degree granting 
Michigan colleges and universities. These two limi­
tations were imposed because it was felt that voca­
tional school and/or part-time students reflect suf­
ficiently unique patterns of circumstances to warrant 
separate study and evaluation.
"Unmarried" status for purposes of this study means 
students who were not married during, or prior to, 
the 1971-72 school year in question. Again, this 
limitation was imposed because it was felt that 
married and/or previously married students tend to 
reflect a population worthy of separate investigation. 
"Undergraduate" status, as defined here, means that 
the students in question had not as yet become eli­
gible to receive their initial Baccalaureate Degree 
at any juncture prior to, or during, the 1971-72 
academic year. This limitation was imposed because 
it was felt that graduate students would add new 
dimensions to the resource milieu which would tend 
to skew the subsequent analysis.
"Financial dependence" for purposes of this study 
means that subjects had:
a. been claimed as federal tax exemptions by their 

parents/guardians in calendar 1970;
b. received in excess of $500 from their parents/ 

guardians in calendar 19 70; or
c. resided with their parents/guardians in calendar 

1970.
These three questions were put to students applying



10
for State of Michigan Competitive Scholarships and 
Tuition Grants for the 1971-72 academic year, and 
positive response to one or more of the questions 
eliminated applicants from independent considera­
tion for this period under these programs. No 
independent students, demonstrating the essential 
prior year of separation in this manner, were 
included in this study because it was felt that such 
applicants, again, would represent unique needs and 
spending patterns worthy of separate investigation. 
They were also eliminated, of course, because the 
family contribution computation under investigation 
would not be appropriate. Differing individual 
family perspectives regarding the prerequisites of, 
and criteria for, student independence will, though, 
certainly affect the results of this study.

5. "Educational Expenses" are defined, for purposes of 
this study, as all expenses incurred by the student 
(as defined above) during the academic year in ques­
tion. This inclusive stance on actual resources and 
expenditures is taken because the "expected family 
contribution" comparison data is defined by College 
Scholarship Service as follows:

"...the total amount of money available for 
support of the applicant during a nine-month 
period. " ̂-3

i3Manual For Financial Aid Officers, New York: College 
Entrance Examination Board, 1970, p. *Pl4.
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By structuring the comparison in this manner, total 
actual resources and expenses during the academic 
year period of full-time study are thus contrasted 
with the total contribution expectations for the 
same period. In this way, quantities of like mag­
nitude are considered.

Given these definitional restrictions, the body of the study 
itself consists of four major parts.

First, there is an overall test for significant differ­
ences between "expected” and "actual" family contributions. 
This segment is divided into an overall difference test and 
a series of tests for differences in specific segments of the 
computed family contribution total (parental contribution, 
student asset contribution, and student summer earnings con­
tribution) . These specific tests are included because the 
factors mentioned represent the three basic subtotals which 
comprise the total "expected family contribution" under Col­
lege Scholarship Service methodology. It therefore is of 
interest not only to determine if overall expected/actual 
contribution differences exist, but also within which of 
these three basic segments discrepancies might lie.

Because it is of companion interest, a test will also be 
run at this point to see if the total of the "actual" family 
contribution and financial assistance received in each case 
significantly differs from the appropriate institutional 
budgets in use for 1971-72 by the Department of Education's 
Division of Student Financial Assistance Services, for



12
purposes of determining State Scholarship and Tuition Grant 
eligibility. A correlation of overall contribution and 
budget difference scores is made here, as well, to see if 
any difference relationships can be charted between these 
two factors.

The second segment of this study entails an evaluation 
of the difference scores determined in step 1 (overall con­
tribution, parental contribution, student asset contribution, 
student summer earning contribution, and budget difference 
scores) to see if they are significantly affected by any of 
the following individual family parameters:

1. Family Educational Background
2. Family Residence
3. Parental Age
4. Number of Parental Retirement Programs
5. Number of Parental Dependents
6 . Number of Parental Dependents in College
7. Number of Blood Parents Present in the Household
8 . Number of Stepparents/Guardians Present in the Home
9. Race
10. Student Age
11. Student Sex
12. Type of School Attended by the Student
13. Student Residency Plan
14. Net Family Income
15. Number of Parents Working
16. Parental Adjusted Effective Income Level 

(a "CSS" analysis step)
17. Percentage of Adjusted Effective Income Coming 

from Assets (another "CSS"analysis step)
18. Student Year in School

These tests are included for the purpose of determining the 
impact which each of these variables has on the family's con­
tribution efforts and the overall student budget itself.

The next major part of the study entails a regression 
analysis of all sequential variables from step 2 , in an
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effort to determine their value as predictors of the differ­
ence scores outlined in step 1. The variables included in the 
regression formula for each difference score are as follows:

1. Family Educational Background
2. Average Parental Age
3. Number of Parental Retirement Programs
4. Number of Parents' Dependent Children
5. Number of Parents' Dependent Children in College
6 . Number of Blood Parents In the Household
7. Number of Stepparents/Guardians In the Household
8 . Student Age
9. Net Parental Income

10. Number of Parents Working
11. Parental Adjusted Effective Income Level
12. Percentage of Parental Adjusted Effective Income 

Coming From Assets
13. Student's Year In School

The total number of variables included here had to be reduced 
from the original 18 listed on the preceding page because the 
regression analysis technique employed could only deal with 
sequential data. This portion of the study is included for 
the purpose of determining if it might be possible from these 
factors to predict situations in which expected/actual con­
tribution differences of some form, or overall budget dis­
crepancies, will arise.

The final segment of the study analysis consists of a 
series of summary statistics pertaining to the data obtained. 
Tables of average contribution and expenditure data are 
developed here as an aid to professionals in the field in 
their evaluation of present needs assessment and student 
budget preparation techniques.

Hopefully, these initial efforts can serve as an impetus 
for subsequent research of a more sophisticated and compre­
hensive nature, so that in the near future student financial
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aid dissemination will be based upon a theoretical needs 
analysis construct which has been fully evaluated by empiri­
cal test.

Hypotheses
This investigation raises a number of questions regarding 

the accuracy and adequacy of current student needs assess­
ment and budget development processes. The following hypoth­
eses are generated to speak to the key issues involved. They 
are framed in the null format, even as broad research ques­
tions here, since implicitly the current mechanisms for 
dealing with needs analysis and budget determination should 
adequately be reflecting reality. These hypotheses will be 
restated in more precise form, with accompanying mathemati­
cal formulations, in Chapter Four, for testing purposes.

Hypothesis One: There will be no significant difference
between overall expected family contributions and 
actual family contributions.

Hypothesis Two: There will be no significant difference
between expected parental contributions and actual 
parental contributions.

Hypothesis Three: There will be no significant dif­
ference between expected student summer earnings 
contributions and actual student summer earnings 
contributions.

Hypothesis Four: There will be no significant differ­
ence between expected contributions from student



assets and actual contributions from student assets.
Hypothesis Five: There will be no significant differ­

ence between predicted student school budgets and 
actual school year budgetary expenditures for the 
specific academic year period in question.

Hypothesis Six: Since no substantive overall family
contribution and budget differences are expected, 
any which do occur are chance happenings, and should 
lead to no significant correlation between these two 
parameters. (Note, a related hypothesis -H0 ga- is 
added in Chapter 4, to permit further exploration of 
the differences found above.)

Hypothesis Seven: Since no significant family contribu­
tion or student budget differences are expected, no 
systematically significant difference scores will be 
isolated by the 18 family parameters reviewed (part 2 

of the analysis).
Hypothesis Eight: Since no significant family contribu­

tion or student budget difference scores are expected, 
regression analysis with the 13 sequential variables 
identified will be unable to predict any such circum­
stances (part 3 of the analysis).

The last three hypotheses are really collective in nature, 
each covering numerous separate tests that will be dealt with 
individually in Chapter Four. They are presented collectively 
here to preclude the necessity of an inordinately long listing 
of individual research statements.
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Needs Analysis Procedures and Assumptions

The concepts which need delineation at this juncture 
are those related to the College Scholarship Service (CSS) 
needs analysis procedure itself? for it is this sytem which 
is scrutinized in the comparisons which follow. So that the 
reader may have a better understanding of this system, both 
its operational procedures and underlying assumptions are 
discussed.

The "CSS" system has been developed essentially as an 
attempt to objectively determine family ability to contribute 
toward student expenses. "Objective" means here that every 
effort has been made to treat each case uniformly according 
to guidelines developed from the best research and thinking 
currently available in the field, given the basic assumption 
that educational costs should be a first priority within each 
family situation treated.

The issue of "need" is, of course, an intensely personal 
and relative one; so such uniformity does not always carry 
public consensus. The "CSS" does try to remain flexible in 
its expectations in this regard, by constantly researching 
and updating its system from new economic data and from the 
weight of public attitude when the latter can be identified
within the priority previously expressed.

In terms of procedures, the "CSS" attempts to consider

• ^ P r o c e d u r e  and assumptions reviewed will cover the "CSS" 
system as employed during the 1971-7 2 comparison school year.
Subsequent system changes will be highlighted by footnotes
for reader information.
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parental income and assets in its computation of overall 
expected family contribution. For each student wishing 
analysis, the family files a form called the "parent's 
confidential statement," (commonly called the "PCS") . This 
form is analyzed in regional "CSS" offices and forwarded on 
to all schools and agencies listed in item 2 of the form, as 
approved for copy referral. Along with the financial state­
ment itself, each organization receives, in addition, a 
"financial need analysis report," ("FNAR" for short). This 
computerized print-out gives a breakdown of the assessment 
made. By following the blank "FNAR" attached in Appendix E, 
each step of the "CSS" need test procedures for the 1971-72 
school year can be explained.

The top line of the "FNAR" asks for certain basic iden­
tification information such as name and social security num­
ber, etc., so that this form can be rematched to the "PCS" 
in case of separation. Remaining items on this line tabulate 
family size, indicate date of processing, designate the 
institution or organization involved, and print-out classifi­
cation and unusual condition codes for aid in subsequent 
review of the "FNAR."

The second line of the "FNAR" indicates the computation 
made directly against parental income. The income information 
being assessed here is for the 1971 calendar year, since "CSS"
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uses a p r o j e c t e d  year c o n c e p t . ^

Proceeding through line 2, first "net income" is deter­
mined by adding together all wages, salaries, dividends, net 
business/farm profits, and other income both taxable and non- 
taxable; and subsequently subtracting any other allowable 
business/farm expenses which might be present.

From this total, the following deductions are made:
1. Federal Income Tax (This figure is derived from 

projected income for 1971)
2. State Income Tax (This figure is derived from pro­

jected income for 1971)
3. Housekeeping allowed against parental income if two 

parents work (This figure is made up of 50% of the 
first $2,000 and 25% of balance to a maximum of 
$1,500. It is computed on the mother's income)16

4. Medical expenses (Defined as the sum of 1971 esti­
mated medical expenses not met by insurance, which 
might exceed 5% of net income. Insurance premiums 
themselves paid by the family are included in this 
computation)

^The “projected year" concept simply means that the 
parental income data on which the 1971-72 academic year 
analysis was based, was for the then future 1971 calendar 
year, requiring projection on the family's part since most 
such forms were filed in 1970. Subsequently, "CSS" has gone 
to a "base year" concept in which the family is asked to 
report last year's actual income as the basis for analysis.

i^This policy has now been altered so that the computa­
tion is simply performed on the lower of the two incomes 
present.
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5. Emergency Expenses (Allowance is made here for 

"reasonably explained" emergency outlays to be 
incurred in 1971, Acceptability here carries some 
institutional latitude. Examples of typically 
acceptable items are such things as funeral 
expenses, unreimbursed moving expenses, uninsured 
natural disaster expenses, etc.)

6 . Indebtedness (Allowance of 1/3 of the eligible 
"debt outstanding" which exceeds assets total on 
line 3. This assumes that debt of this magnitude 
can be written off over a 3-year period)

7. Other Dependents (A $600 allowance is made for each 
additional family tax dependent beyond parents and 
children)

Items 1 - 7  are combined in the "total allowances" 
column and subtracted from "net income" to determine the 
"effective income" figure at the end of line 2. This figure 
represents the parental income available to meet basic living 
and discretionary family expenditures.

The actual parental contribution figure is computed in 
line 4, after an "income supplement" figure from parental 
assets (line 3) is added to the "effective income" figure 
(line 2 ).

Line 3 reviews the computation made against parental 
assets. First, "CSS" sums up all parental assets by adding 
the following:

1. Residence Equity (Present market value minus unpaid
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mortgage)

2. Other Real Estate Equity (Current market value minus 
unpaid mortgage)

3. Business and/or Farm Assets (Current market value
minus debt outstanding multiplied by percent of

1 7ownership and an additional percentage factor) '
4. Bank Accounts (Total of present savings and checking 

account balances)
5. Other Investments (Present market value of stocks, 

bonds, etc.)
6 . Applicant's Assets over $2,000 (The "CSS11 treats a 

student's assets in excess of this amount as part of 
the family's assets, since it is felt that assets of 
such magnitude reflect more on the overall family 
situation than on the student's personal fiscal 
ingenuity)

These items are added to provide a "total assets" figure. 
Then, allowable "debt outstanding" is subtracted from this 
total to provide "net worth." This deduction allows for 
various long-term and emergency loans, etc. Debts for dur- 
aboe consumer goods are not allowed, however, since they are 
not included in the overall asset evaluation. (Note, if the 
"net worth" figure is negative, 1/3 of this negative amount 
is allowed directly against income as "indebtedness" in

l^This procedure has subsequently been modified, deleting 
the final percentage factor.

^-®This factor has since been dropped. All student assets 
are now dealt with directly in line 4 below.
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item 6 on line 2. The remainder, if positive, is identified 
as "net worth," and defined as the sum of existing asset 
strength which is available to the family for retirement, 
discharging obligations, and discretionary spending. The 
"CSS" wishes to protect assets for these first two uses, but 
feels that education expenditures should be a realistic pri­
ority within the third.)

The final box in line 3, "supplemental income flow," 
is derived from asset strength (net worth) with these 
thoughts in mind. Present debt is provided for via the "debt 
outstanding" deduction mentioned above. The formula involved 
in extracting "income supplement" from "net worth" protects 
a portion of the assets for retirement. Retirement provision 
is allotted in terms of protecting the amount needed to pur­
chase a fully paid annuity of the size needed to meet the 
current income discrepancy between current Social Security 
rates and "CSS" moderate level income expectations. Future 
debts are considered in this table as well, and also in the 
charts on line 4 from which the actual dollar amount of the 
expected parental contribution is derived.

With this in mind, the analysis moves to line 4. The 
first box on this line is entitled "adjusted effective income" 
and represents the sum of "effective income" (line 2 ) and 
"income supplement" (line 3). At this point comes the crux 
of the entire "CSS" needs assessment technique. The 
"adjusted effective income" figure represents, according to 
"CSS", both the dollar potential which a family has to meet
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its basic "maintenance" or living expenses, and its resource 
for "discretionary" use, if any. It is from this combined 
figure that the expected parental contribution is actually 
determined.

Since the student will be attending school for nine 
months of the year, "CSS”, in this calculation, extracts the 
resources available which would be normally committed for 
maintaining the student in the home for this period and sug­
gests that they follow the student. In addition, if funds 
are determined to be available for discretionary use over and 
above "moderate" maintenance levels, "CSS" expects that a 
portion of these resources will also be used for educational 
expenses. The theoretical steps undertaken to accomplish 
this expectation framework are summarized briefly as follows:^

1. Low and moderate levels of income are determined for a 
family of 4 from Bureau of Labor Statistics budget 
standards adjusted for current Consumer Price Indices.

The low level is defined as the point at which 
the family is just emerging from poverty and can 
barely cover essential living expenditures much less

l^This rationale is explained at length in the following 
documents:

a. Bowman, James L. Some Thoughts and Reflections 
Regarding Parental Ability to Pay for Higher Education, 
Princeton, New Jersey: College Scholarship Service, 1970.

b. Bowman, James L. and Weiss, Gertrude. Measuring 
the Financial Strengths of Family Assets, Princeton,
New Jersey: College Scholarship Service, December, 1970.
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make discretionary purchases. The moderate level of 
income is defined as that level at which the family 
can supposedly adequately meet all living expendi­
tures incurred at the middle income (middle third of 
U.S. population) range. In other words, a family 
with moderate income and assets can maintain a 
standard of living similar to the middle income 
third of the population of the United States.

2. These levels are then approximated for different 
size families by multiplying the figures by updated 
Social Securi'ty "equivalent living level ratios."

3. To determine expected parental contributions at 
moderate levels, a weighted differential of budget 
changes for different size families is employed over 
a 9-month basis. The result, at present, is a $900 
differential; which, in turn, becomes the maximum 
maintenance contribution.^ Since it is the esti­
mate of what it should cost a moderate level family 
to maintain one member for 9 months, this is the 
amount which "CSS" extracts for each child in col­
lege for moderate and higher families, assuming that 
it can follow the student to campus.

Families living below the established moderate 
level, of course, are asked to contribute only that

2 0 This "maintenance" figure has subsequently been changed 
to $1 ,1 5 0 .0 0 .
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portion of the total maintenance which their level of 
living would realistically make available in the home.

4. Contributions between the moderate and low levels of 
living are determined via a linear regression from 
the $900 figure to zero. Present "moderate" levels 
at which the full $900 maintenance is expected are 
as follows:2^
Family Size Net Income Family Size Net Income
1 child $6,600 4 children $10,880
2 children 8,250 5 children 11,550
3 children 9,700 6 children 12,210

5. Families living above these established "moderate" 
levels, are expected to contribute the full $900 
maintenance transfer, plus an added amount from the 
"discretionary" resources which exceed the moderate 
living level. Contributions from these so-called 
"discretionary" resources over the moderate level 
are computed according to the principle of "equal 
marginal sacrifice." This is accomplished by using 
a system of parental ability to pay based upon a 
single progressive tax rate structure. This pattern 
of marginal taxing rates used in measuring parental 
ability to contribute from income above the moderate 
budget standard is determined by the "elasticity 
concept", a measure of the rate of change found in

2lThese figures have subsequently been revised upward to 
cover inflationary trends.
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family spending as income i n c r e a s e s . 2 2

As Bowman indicates:
"The pattern of marginal taxing rates used in 

measuring parental ability to contribute from 
income above the moderate budget standard is deter­
mined by the elasticity concept, a measure of the 
rate of change in spending patterns for various goods 
and services as income increases. The elasticity 
ratio is used to derive the initial marginal taxing 
rate above the moderate standard, and then the mar­
ginal rates are increased at an increasing rate in 
order to provide a smoothly progressive rate 
schedule."23
Given the above considerations as to how the total 

parental contribution is derived from "adjusted effective 
income" at the start of line 4, the next two boxes in line 
4 then segment this contribution into its maintenance and

^^The actual parental contribution percentage expected 
from each $1 , 0 0 0  of "discretionary income" above the moderate 
level are modified each year to bring these amounts into line 
with current Bureau of Labor Statistics data regarding 
present consumption patterns and their elasticity. For the
1971-72 processing year, these percentages were as follows:

Discretionary 
Income Over 

Moderate Level

$1,000 - 
$ 2,000 - 
$3,000 - 
$4,000 - 
$5,000 - 
$ 6,000 -

- $ 1,000 
- $2,000
- $3,000
- $4,000
- $5,000
- $6,000

Expected Contribution 
Percentage per $1,000 

of Discretionary Resources
25% of 1st $1,000 discretionary 
29% of 2nd $1,000 discretionary 
34% of 3rd $1,000 discretionary 
40% of 4th $1,000 discretionary 
47% of 5th $1,000 discretionary 
55% of 6 th $1,000 discretionary 
55% of all over $6,000 discretionary

These tables have, of course, subsequently undergone some 
modification based on updated "BLS" data.

22Bowman, James L. Measuring the Financial Strength of 
Family Resources: Suggested Revision in CSS Procedures for
1972-73, Princeton, New Jersey: College Scholarship Service 
of the College Entrance Examination Board, June, 1972, p. 8 .
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discretionary portions. Up to the first $900 in expected con­
tribution, of course, is identified as the maintenance portion, 
to follow the student from the home to the campus. Contribu­
tions above this level are designated as "discretionary" and 
placed in the 3rd box in line 4. This division is made since 
the discretionary contribution factor where present is divided 
evenly among all the family's students in college, if more 
than 1 is attending. The maintenance contribution, on the 
other hand, is drawn out separately for each student. The 
next box in line 4 identifies the number in college by which 
the discretionary contribution, if present, must be divided.
The next box indicates the total parental contribution 
arrived at through this process.

The following box in line 4 turns to student income 
contribution. While the "PCS" form itself asks for an 
itemization of actual student income, the "CSS" automatically 
makes the following expectation here:

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
Male $400 $500 $600 $600
Female $300 $400 $500 $500

Various schools follow different policies concerning the 
circumstances under which they will delete this expectation 
in office review of the "PCS", but most will do it in cases 
of disability, etc.

Next, "CSS" looks at student asset resources. Any total 
listed on the "PCS" (of $2,000 or less) is divided by the
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number of years left in school at the undergraduate level 
plus one to derive the expected student asset contribution.24

Finally, the "total family contribution" is completed 
by adding the following:

1. The "parental" contribution (made up of its main­
tenance and discretionary factors).

2. The student asset contribution.
3. The student summer work expectation.
This sum is then subtracted from the school budget in 

use for the institution involved, and if a positive differ­
ence is found, the student has "demonstrated need" in that 
amount. Most schools review the "PCS's" and "FNAR's" as 
they arrive from "CSS" and make any corrections necessary. 
Award packages are created from a variety of sources (i.e., 
Federal, State, Institutional, Private) to meet such "demon­
strated" student needs.25

24subgequently "CSS" revised the division factor to 
include only the number of years left in the student's regu­
lar undergraduate program.

^Greater detail regarding the "CSS" analysis procedures 
and expectations can be found by consulting each year's 
Manual For Financial Aid Officers, as published annually by 
"CSS" in New York City.
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Overview

While little research has been done on this specific 
topic, concerning the accuracy of needs analysis expecta­
tions and institutional budget totals, in Chapter 2 three 
related literature areas are reviewed. First, a brief 
analysis of overall post-secondary student funding policies 
is undertaken to gain a perspective regarding the role which 
direct, need based, student aid programs have in this larger 
milieu. Secondly, the general historical development of 
student financial aid administration is presented to help 
provide a basic understanding of this expanding field and 
the central role which the research topic plays therein. 
Thirdly, the limited research which has been performed in 
relation to this specific area of family contribution com­
parison and student educational budget review is discussed.

In Chapter 3, the sample for this study is described, 
as are the study design and statistical analysis employed.
The questions of reliability and validity are also addressed.

Included in Chapter 4 are the results of the analysis 
performed, an interpretation of these results, and accom­
panying discussion regarding significance.

Found in Chapter 5 is a summary of the findings noted 
above, discussion of the conclusions drawn, and consideration 
of the implications present for future research.



CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
Student financial aid administration has become an 

extremely complex task by which over a billion dollars is 
disseminated to over a million students attending thousands 
of institutions each year.^ Beyond the pure logistics and 
fiscal accountability implications of this massive venture, 
financial aid administration carries with it, as well, impor­
tant ramifications for such broad societal concerns as equal­
ity of access for the disadvantaged, support for diversity 
of post-secondary institutional options, the responsible 
monitoring of limited resources so as to maximize societal 
benefits, etc.

The fulcrum about which this multifaceted venture turns, 
however, consists of the individual assessment of expected 
family contribution and anticipated school budget, wherein 
the former is subsequently subtracted from the latter to 
determine whether or not the specific student in question 
demonstrates financial need and thus establishes eligibility 
to receive such assistance. This study deals directly with 
these crucial questions of family input expectation

^-Kirkpatrick, John I. A Study of Federal Student Loan 
Programs, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, March, 1968.

29
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determination and educational budget evaluation.

To help facilitate better understanding of this specific 
research topic, and its place in the overall financial aid 
administration milieu, three basic areas of related research 
are reviewed in this chapter. First a brief summary of the 
various options and attitudes regarding student funding in 
general is provided in an attempt to document the range of 
alternatives which do exist and the thinking which dominates 
the present student aid scene. Secondly, the general his­
torical development of student aid in the United States is 
discussed to highlight the background of this field, and the 
crucial role which the concept of need plays in it. Thirdly, 
a brief review of similar research papers dealing with actual 
and expected family contributions as well as institutional 
budget determination is undertaken to assess the limited 
efforts which have been made to date to speak to these issues. 
The scope of the literature discussed gradually focuses 
specifically upon the research topic at hand and the next 
chapter leaus directly into the study itself.

Student Financing
The student financing dilemma of higher education is 

reaching critical proportions. On the one hand, society is 
demanding more and more in the way of credentialization for 
access and participation. On the other hand, due to infla­
tion and a host of related factors, post-secondary educational 
costs are concurrently spiraling out of the grasp of many who
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need its benefits most. A recent article in U.S. News and 
World Report highlights this dilemma. It dramatically 
emphasized that:

"Higher education is passing out of reach for 
millions of... American families..."

by demonstrating that:
"At present prices, even before next year's 

increases, a fourth to a half of an average family’s 
income (would be) needed to pay one child's expenses 
at most colleges, if the student lives on campus. " 2

To date, a patchwork of federal, state, and private stu­
dent aid sources are being utilized in an attempt to speak 
to this mushrooming difference between "reasonable" family 
input and total educational costs. These sources employ 
various types of scholarships, grants, loans, and employment 
opportunities, which are administered through a variety of 
governmental, institutional, and private offices. Dissatis­
fied with this montage of existing efforts, for a number of 
reasons, a variety of modifications and alternatives have 
recently been Dut forth, with the feeling that they might 
more effectively speak to both societal and student needs.

While much of the more analytical work which has been 
done in the general area of overall higher education financing 
has come from the discipline of economics and has concerned 
itself largely with the application of formal cost-benefit

2"Can You Afford College?" U.S. News and World Report, 
Vol. 70, No. 8 , February 22, 1971, p. 25.
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analysis to e d u c a t i o n ,  ̂ the various proposals regarding the

3see for example:
a. Decker, Gary S. Human Capital: A Theoretical 

and Empirical Analysis, With Special Reference to Edu 
cation, New York: Columbia University Press, for the 
National Bureau of Economic Research, 1964.

b. Blaug, Mark. Economics of Education: A Selected 
Annotated Bibliography, Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1966.

c. Chambers, M.M. Higher Education: Who Pays? Who 
Gains?, Danville, Illinois: Interstate Press, 1968.

d. Denison, Edward P. The Sources of Economic 
Growth In the United States and the Alternatives Before 
Us, New York: Committee for Economic Development, 1962.

e. Denison, Edward F. "Education and Growth," in 
Charles S. Benson (ed.), Perspectives on the Economics 
of Education: Readings in School Finance and Business 
Management, Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1963.

f. Hancock, Giora. "An Economic Analysis of 
Earnings and Schooling," Journal of Human Resources, 
1967, Vol. 2, pp. 310-329.

g. Hansen, W. Lee. "Economics of Education," in 
Robert L. Ebel (ed.), Encyclopedia of Educational 
Research, 4th ed., New York: MacMillan, 1969.

h. Hansen, W. Lee and Weisbrod, Burton A. Benefits, 
Costs and Finance of Public Higher Education, Chicago: 
Markham Press, 1969.

i. Mushkin, Selma J. (cd.). Economics of Higher 
Education, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1962.

j. Peckman, Joseph A. "The Distributional Effects 
of Public Higher Education in California," Journal of 
Human Resources, 1970, Vol. 5, pp. 361-370.

k. Schultz, Theo d o r e  W. The E c o n o m i c  Val u e  of 
E d u c a t i o n , N e w  York: C o l u m b i a  U n i v e r s i t y  Press, 1963.

1. Schultz, Theodore W. "Resources for Higher Edu­
cation: An Economist's View," Journal of Political 
Economy, 1968, Vol. 76, pp. 327-347.
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student funding portion of this post-secondary financing 
milieu, have, for the most part, been much more pragmatic in 
nature and do not systematically reflect a comprehensive 
analytical posture. Willingham states in this regard:

"Since most of this work is recent, one should 
reserve judgment, but several shortcomings are worth 
noting. The actual results of alternative methods 
of...providing aid to students are more often than 
not based upon guesswork. Relatively little system­
atic research has been put to such questions. (Also) 
too often the arguments for particular programs seem 
to be primarily economic and political rather than 
educational and social."^
Many of the proposals which have been put forth concern­

ing student funding, however, can be categorized around two 
basic philosophic constructs: namely those of "benefit" and 
"marketplace."

The "benefit" concept deals with arguments concerning 
who receives the major reward from higher education - the 
student or society at large - and so distributes the pri­
mary responsibility for funding.

m. Weisbrod, Burton A. "Education and Investment 
in Human Capital," Journal of Political Economy, 
Supplement, 1962, Vol. 7 0, No". 5, Part 2, pp. 106-123.
n. Windham, Douglas M. Education, Equality and 

Income Redistribution; A Study of Public Higher Educa­
tion , Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath, 1970.
o. Witmer, David R. "Economic Benefits of College 

Education," Review of Educational Research, 1970,
Vol. 40, pp. 511-524.

p. Woodhall, Maureen. "The Economics of Education," 
Review of Educational Research, 1967, Vol. 37, 
pp. 387-398.
^Willingham, Warren W. The Source Book for Higher 

Education, New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 
1973, p. 146.
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Proponents of the social benefit perspective, on the 

one hand, argue that higher education profits society more 
than its individual participants. Therefore, they stress 
the need for increased governmental subsidization of post- 
secondary education.

Dr. Kenneth Boulding, for example, has stated peri­
odically that the evidence for public support of higher 
education is "...quite strong."

"If... education were left entirely to the market, 
there is good reason to suppose that there would not 
be enough of it, simply because it would have to be 
financed by parents, whereas the benefits would be 
received by the children."

and that:
"If education were turned over entirely to the 

market, this would tend to perpetuate the existing 
class structure and stratification of our society..."

Using these arguments and the point that public education
enhances the societal perception of "community," through
exposure to "rather similar experience," Boulding emphasizes
the need for public support of higher education. 5

This view is supported by Dr. Homer D. Babbidge, Jr.,
former Assistant U.S. Commissioner for Higher Education in
his conclusion that:

5Boulding, Kenneth. "Fundamental Considerations," in 
Perspectives on Campus Tensions, D.C. Nichols (ed.), 
Washington, D.C.: ACE, 1970, pp. 8-9.



"We cannot subscribe to the mischievous general­
ization that the individual is the sole, or even the 
principal, beneficiary of his education.
The American Association of State Colleges and Univer­

sities (AASCU) and the National Association of State Univer­
sities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC) issued a joint 
statement as well, which concluded that:

"Whatever the allocation between the individual 
and society of the benefits of higher education, it 
is clear that the primary benefit is to society."?
Past National Association of State Universities and Land

Grant Colleges President, Russell Thackrey, personally took
similar ground at a 1966 Southern Regional Education Board
symposium, stating that:

"...the chief beneficiary of higher education 
is society, and society should play the major role 
in financing education at all levels.
He contended further that by as early as 1960, some 30 

percent of America's collective economic growth was based 
upon education; and concluded that higher education's social 
benefit thus by far "overshadowed" its individual values in 
an economic sense. Other conference participants agreed.

6Babbidge, Homer D., Jr. "Financial Plight of Higher 
Education," Association of Governing Board Reports, October, 
1969, p. 28.

See also:
Babbidge, Homer D., Jr. Student Financial Aid, APGA, 

ACPA Division, Monograph One, Washington, D.C., 1960, pp. 5-7.
?"Recommendations for National Action,” Washington, D.C.: 

AASCU and NASULGC, 1969, p. 8 .
^Thackrey, Russell. "A View From Public Higher Education, 

in Proceedings from the Southern Regional Education Board's 
Atlanta Symposium, Atlanta, Georgia: SREB, June, 1966, p. 52.
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The social benefit perspective is further argued under 

specific claims regarding the principles of democracy, per­
sonal rights, and equality of access.

Pursuing the "democratic principle" concept, support 
for the social benefit position and increased public support 
of higher education also came recently from Dr. Frederick H. 
Harrington, former president of the University of Wisconsin. 
Speaking in opposition to rising student fees, he stressed 
that:

"We in public higher education rest upon the 
democratic principle that while learning helps the 
individual, it is mostly for the benefit of our 
society... Thus, society should bear most of the 
cost...
Dr. Eugene B. Power supports the same contention in his 

statement that:
"...if a democratic society is to preserve 

itself, it must educate itself. Therefore, educa­
tion is a social responsibility, not a private 
privilege...it follows from the nature of this 
responsibility that the economic support of educa­
tion at all levels is not a matter of personal 
desire but of social need. " 1 0

^U.S. News and World Report, February 9, 19 70, p. 33.
lOpower, Eugene B. "Public Higher Education and the 

Low-Tuition Principle," Michigan Quarterly Review, Vol. 1, 
No. 2, Spring, 1962, pp. 90-95.
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In a similar vein, Dr. John D. Russell states emphati­

cally :
"In these times there should be no question what­

ever that education beyond high school for a great 
many young people is as essential to the public wel­
fare and security as education of elementary or secon­
dary level. To impose barriers to continued attendance, 
in the form of tuition fees, at the time of high school 
graduation is as unsound as it would be to impose such 
barriers at the end of the elementary school or at the 
end of the fourth grade."H
Others adamantly support the social benefit posture on 

the basis of their perception of higher education as a right 
for all who can utilize it, not a privilege for those who can 
afford it.

Speaking at a recent College Entrance Examination Board, 
College Scholarship Service Colloquium, for example. Dr. 
Stephen T. Wright supported a statement from the previously 
cited Rivlin and Weiss paper which concluded that:

"If a high priority is given to improving equality 
of opportunity - as we think it should be - then the 
establishment of a major student aid program, ensuring 
that all with the ability are able to go to college, 
is the first order of business for the federal govern­
ment . " 1 2

11"Is Higher Tuition the Answer?" in Financing Higher 
Education, No. 4 in a series, SREB, 1959, p. 4.

12wright, Stephen J. "The Financing of Equal Opportunity 
in Higher Education," in Financing of Opportunity in Higher 
Education, CEEB Colloquium, New York, 1970, p. 13 of the 
p roc e edi h g s.
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John Dale Russell's comments at the previously noted 

1966 Southern Regional Education Board Conference reiterated 
this same position. He states that:

"I personally believe the trend toward increased 
student fee charges is in the wrong direction, for it 
tends to make college attendance an economic privilege. 
It also encourages students to think that their col­
lege degree is something they have bought and paid for, 
something they can exploit at will, without regard to 
their responsibilities to the society that provided 
the educational facilities. I should like to see all 
fees for college attendance abolished, and higher edu­
cation made as free and open to all capable and 
interested people as the elementary and secondary 
schools are n o w . "

In like manner, the issue of access for the disadvan­
taged is used as yet another argument for the primacy of 
society's role in the area of student funding. Numerous 
authors have, of late, contended that full societal support 
for post-secondary study is, in essence, a prerequisite for

13RuSSell, J.D. Proceedings SREB Atlanta Symposium, 
op. cit. t P • 2 1 .
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the successful participation of the disadvantaged. 1 4

Then, too, in more general terms, Sol Jacobson argues
that:

"The economic concept has emerged that public funds 
are just as appropriately invested in the education of 
youth as they are invested in highways, bridges,
■tunnels and other social utilities. " ! 5

On a more long-range basis, Sidar states that:
"We must continue to subsidize needy students... 

until that time when we are willing to pay the full bill for all."16

l^See for example:
a. Bowen, Howard R. "Who Pays the Higher Education 

Bill?" in Southern Regional Education Board Symposium 
Proceedings, Washington, D.C., June, 1969.

b. Bronson, Herman R. "Financing Higher Education 
For Poor People: Fact and Fiction," College Board 
Review, Number 77, Fall, 1970, pp. 5-9.

c. Hatch, William T. "Could This Financial Aid 
Plan Help End Student Unrest?" College Board Review, 
Summer, 1969, No. 72, pp. 18-23.

d. Leslie, Larry L. The Rationale For Various 
Plans For Funding American Higher Education, University 
Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University 
Center for the Study of Higher Education, Report 18, 
June, 1972.

e. Muirhead, Peter P.. "The Federal Interest and 
Student Financial Aid," Journal of the American Associa­
tion of University Women, Vol. 59, March, 1966,
pp. 141-143, 154.
ISjacobson, Sol. "Financial Aid For College Students," 

in Martha Farmer (ed.) Student Personnel Services for Adults 
In Higher Education, Metuchen, New Jersey: Scarecrow Press, 
1967, p. 136.

■̂6 Sidar, Alexander C. , Jr. "The Need For Reform In 
Financing Higher Education," College Board Review, No. 84, 
Summer, 1972, p. 10.
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Finally, Stein notes, in similar manner, that:

"One can best conclude from their persistence that 
the ardent efforts at partial programs of student aid 
comprise the wellspring for whatever uniform and stable 
plan of total financing will eventually evolve to make 
college experience accessible to every capable s t u d e n t . " - * ^

The problem for many who are sympathetic with the social
benefit position, however, becomes that of identifying these
highly complex and abstract societal assets. Everyone can
point to statistics which show that college graduates have
bettered their own lots through increased personal earning
expectations, improved insurance risk ratings, health and
life expectancies, etc. However, putting an analytical
finger on the complex pulse of social benefit is much more
difficult. Alice Rivlin, Senior Fellow at the Brookings
Institute, for example, contends that such benefits are
really "...largely unmeasurable."I8 Economist Theodore W.
Schultz voices this same concern in his statement that:

"When this box is opened (social benefits), we 
are in trouble. There is so little agreement on what 
this box contains... the task of specifying and measuring 
these benefits has been grossly neglected."-*-8

l^stein, Jay W. "Financing College For Everyone,"
Peabody Journal of Education, November, 1969, Vol. 47,
No. 3, p. 151.

^8 Rivlin, Alice M. & Weiss, Jeffrey H. "Social Goals 
and Federal Support of Higher Education - The Implications 
of Various Strategies," in The Economics and Financing of 
Higher Education in the United States, Papers submitted to 
the Joint Economic Committee, U.S. Congress, Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1969, p. 548.

1 ft 4-^Schultz, Theodore W. "Resources for Higher Education: 
An Economist's View," Journal of Political Economy, May-June, 
1968, p. 343.
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On the other end of the "benefit" continuum there is, 

however, another school of thought, which would posit educa­
tional benefit for the most part with the student alone.
Those adhering to this position place most of the responsi­
bility for meeting education's rapidly expanding expenses 
directly on the student and his family.

Economist Robert H. Haveman, for example, makes the fol­
lowing rather caustic comparison between higher education 
and the business world:

"It is not self-evident that the Federal Govern­
ment should subsidize the suppliers or buyers of higher 
education services any more than it should subsidize 
the suppliers or buyers of shoes or drugs or housing... 
Is there, in fact, a substantive economic difference 
between the producer of higher education and the pro­
ducer of shoes or the producer of health services or 
the producer of automobiles? Does the market for 
higher education services have some structural mal­
function which generates a less than socially-optimum 
level of output if left unsubsidized?... Does the 
representative of the National Association of State 
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges have a claim on 
public resources which is prior to that of the lobbyist 
for the National Association of Bargeline Operators, 
the American Shipbuilders Association, or the Welfare 
Rights Organization?"20

20Haveman, Robert H. Writing in "New Federal Support To 
Institutions and Students: What Emphasis?" Liberal Education, 
Vol. 56, No. 2, May, 1970, pp. 309-310.
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Arguing also from the individual benefit point of view, 

the Tax Foundation states that:
"Higher education is no longer designed primarily 

for those who make some special contribution to society 
which is not reflected in their subsequent salaries or 
incomes... Since private returns are substantial, the 
individual who receives the benefits may appropriately 
bear a large share of the costs. If more people are 
attending college because of the expected returns in 
future income, it seems reasonable to ask them to pay 
a larger portion of the cost... Indeed, it is hardly 
fair for the general taxpayer to subsidize expenditure 
that will raise further the incomes of those whose 
incomes are, or will be, well above the average. This 
would amount to using governmental finance to increase 
the inequity in the distribution of income. The case 
for increased tuition becomes (even) stronger when one 
considers the large tax funds that will be involved in 
the future and the possible alternative uses of such 
funds. " 2 1

In like manner, Clurman states that students will only 
really value their education if they pay for it themselves.

"In order to create a more desirable set of student 
attitudes...we must encourage students to pay the bulk 
of the direct costs of their education. . . " 2 2

To this perspective Stephen J. Tonsor simply adds that,
in his opinion, the student should directly bear:

"...a very substantial portion of the total cost of 
his education. " 2 3

21public Financing of Higher Education, The Tax Founda­
tion, Inc., 50 Rockefeller Plaza, New York, 1966 (Research 
Publication Number 4), pp. 42-43.

2 2 Clurman, Michael. "How Shall We Finance Higher Educa­
tion," Public Interest, Spring, 1970, No. 19, p. 110.

23Tonsor, Stephen J., from quote found in "Foe of 
Homogenization of Higher Education," found in Chronicle of 
Higher Education, May 5, 1969, p. 3.



43
In response to the inevitable criticism that this posi­

tion overlooks the general or social benefits of higher edu­
cation, Milton Friedman comments:

"When I first started writing on the subject, I had 
a good deal of sympathy with this argument (social 
benefit accruing from higher education). I no longer 
do. In the interim, I have tried time and again to 
get those who make this argument to be specific about 
the alleged social benefits. Almost always the answer 
is simply bad economics..."24
The second under-lying philosophic construct, which seems 

to be present in one form or another, in most student assis­
tance proposals is the concept of "marketplace." This idea 
assumes that additional aid is needed, and focuses on the 
degree to which it should free the student consumer to voice 
his opinion on educational programs via marketplace selection 
freedoms. This concern springs from perceptions of higher 
education's inefficiency and access problems; and attempts to 
speak to these issues by either placing more resources at 
the disposal of the institution or the student. The former 
position can be viewed as a "closed-marketplace" attitude 
and the latter an "open-marketplacc" posture.

Opinions on this construct, as on the issue of "benefit," 
cover the whole continuum, from institutional to individual 
perspective. At the one extreme, we find those who would 
direct most of this needed assistance toward institutions, 
feeling that such "closed-marketplace" assistance would best 
promote the goals of higher education.

24Friedman, Milton. "The Higher Schooling In America," 
Public Interest, Spring, 1968, p. 110.
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In this camp fall such individuals as Dr. Rodney J. 

Morrison, who argues that:
a. "...education has a value to society over and above 
whatever increase in earning power and consumption the 
student derives from having a college education. The 
additional benefits that accrue from a better educated 
population fall, in economic terms, under the heading 
of 'externalities.' When positive externalities exist, 
it behooves society to increase the output of the par­
ticular element producing these externalities. For if 
response is left solely to the private sector, the num­
ber of additional benefits may be less than optimal. 
Therefore, the public sector will generally subsidize 
the source of increased benefits."
b. "...indirect assistance (aid to students) would pro­
vide additional financial resources and free the insti­
tution from governmental control, but they might also 
free it from any pressure to contain its costs...thus 
while a program of loans or grants or equity investment 
may provide additional financial resources, it also 
introduces a fundamental asymmetry...why worry about 
costs if the market is one in which customers have 
almost unlimited access to credit and their demand for 
the product is inelastic with respect to price and 
elastic with respect in income?"
c. "Recently, economists have come to favor the nega­
tive income tax as a means to reduce poverty...while the 
college or university is a 'not-for-profit* institution, 
it does little harm to assume that it could act as if
it were a profit-making concern...if these institutions 
were treated like all companies, few would pay any 
Federal income taxes, because most (with the inclusion 
of previously unrecorded capital charges) sell their 
output - education - at a price below the cost of pro­
duction. . .most institutions would show operating losses 
...(and) the principle of negative income tax could be 
applied."25

While Morrison argues specifically for a unique type of 
direct institutional aid - the negative tax application - 
the general progression of thought represents well those 
promoting direct institutional aid.

^^Morrison, Rodney J. "The Negative Income Tax and the 
Private Institution," Educational Record, Fall, 1970, Vol. 51, 
pp. 380-381.
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In a similar manner, others such as Burns and Chiswick 

argue that direct student assistance, especially in the form 
of loans, may reduce society's "externalities" by keeping 
deserving young people from entering college,^ 6 and still 
others reiterate that it releases the higher education com­
munity from any concern for e f f i c i e n c y . 2 7  Likewise, Rever­
end Paul Reinert, President of St. Louis University and 
Director of Project Search (a series of conferences directed 
toward finding solutions to the fiscal problems of private 
higher education) recently stated that an estimated one bil­
lion dollars in additional aid is needed in higher education. 
He and his colleagues argue that these funds should be 
directed toward institutions because it is there that they 
can be most efficiently and effectively disseminated.28

26Burns, J.M. and Chiswick, B.R. "An Economic Analysis 
of State Support for University Education," Western Economic 
Journal, March, 1969, pp. 86-90.

^Campbell, Robert and Siegel, B.N. "Demand for Higher 
Education in the United States," American Economic Review, 
June, 1967, pp. 487-496.

2^Higher Education and National Affairs, Vol. 20, 
No. 27, July 16, 1971, p. 6.
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Arguing in support of academic program integrity and 

quality, Spitzberg concludes that:
"Techniques for allocating funds can be divided into 

two distinct methods - through the students, and 
through direct funds to institutions of higher educa­
tion... the drawbacks to the technique of direct stu­
dent grants are formidable and impair this technique 
as a device for general support. Whatever contribu­
tion the technique makes to equality, it makes only a 
limited contribution to the improvement of quality.
One could not sincerely claim that a high school grad­
uate is in any position to evaluate the quality of a 
university or to promote the total map of values which 
one might believe appropriate for it... The second 
general technique for supporting institutions of 
higher education provides direct grants. The (only) 
specific issue (or concern) in this method is the 
formula to be used (the approach's ultimate virtue is 
self-evident) to allocate resources amongst them 
(schools)."29
Approaching the same position of favoring institutional 

support in a slightly different manner, others argue that the 
existing student directed programs should be maintained, but 
that any increase in aid should be directed toward the insti­
tutions themselves. John Morse, director of the American 
Council on Education's Commission of Federal Relations, for 
example, states that:

"It seems to me the largest single missing piece 
(of government aid), if we are to complete the mosaic, 
is to provide general institutional support for all ofour institutions 2 0

29gpitzberg, Irving J., Jr. "Current Federal Financing 
of Higher Education, and a Proposal," Journal of Higher 
Education, December, 1971, Vol. 42, No. 9, pp. 730-731.

20Morse, John. "The Federal Role in Education: One 
View," Proceedings, 19 66 SREB Symposium on Financing Higher 
Education, Atlanta, p. 43.
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The official American Council on Education position on 

institutional assistance also clearly states that:
"We believe that beyond adequate funding for 

existing programs, the principal unfinished business of 
the Federal Government in the field of higher education 
is the necessity to provide support for general insti­
tutional p u r p o s e s . . . "  31
In a similar fashion, the National Association of State 

Universities and Land Grant Colleges and American Association 
of State Colleges and Universities jointly go on record 
stressing that:

"The first priority among new programs is to provide 
institutional support for colleges and universities so 
they can provide quality education for all who can 
benefit from it at reasonable charges to students...
The greatest unmet need in Federal support for higher 
education is an institutional support program through 
which flexible, predictable funds are made available 
to colleges and universities on a continuing basis.
These associations urge that such a program is vital 
to the welfare of the nation and is needed now. " 3 2

■^"Federal Programs for Higher Education: Needed Next 
Steps," Washington: ACE, 19 69, p. 17.

32,1 Recommend at ions For National Action," Washington, 
D.C.: AASCU and NASULGC, 1969, pp. 3-4.
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H. Edwin Young, a university administrator, likewise 

states that:
"I lean...to institutional support as a main method 

of applying some of the resources of the federal 
treasury to the problem of higher education. I do not 
hope for, nor do I expect, that present programs of 
support for students should be abandoned; but I regard 
them as supplementary to the main thrust of an adequate 
program. Only institutional support will, in my view, 
preserve strong institutions with diverse structures 
and emphases. It will allow institutions - trustees, 
administrators and faculty - to have a major voice in 
how resources are to be allocated to accommodate the 
future as well as the present and the past."33
On the other extreme of the "marketplace" continuum,

many knowledgeable individuals criticize institutional grants
in that they fear such aid would (1 ) not accomplish the goal
of increased access for which it was d e s i g n e d , 34 (2 ) actually
lead to inefficient university operation by removing its

33young, H.E., writing in "New Federal Support to Insti­
tutions and Students: What Emphasis?" Liberal Education,
May, 1970, p. 307.

34see for example:
a. Feldman, Paul and Hoenack, S.A. "The Private 

Demand for Higher Education in the U.S.," in The Eco­
nomics and Financing of Higher Education in the U.S., 
Papers Submitted to the Joint Economic Committee,
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, pp. 391-397.

b. Hansen, W. Lee and Weisbrod, B.A. "The Search 
For Equity in the Provision and Finance of Higher Edu­
cation," in The Economics and Financing of Higher Edu­
cation in the U.S., Papers Submitted to the Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee, U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1969, pp. 122-124.

c. Mushkin, Selma J. "A Note on State and Local 
Financing of Higher Education," in The Economics and 
Financing of Higher Education in the U.S., Papers Sub- 
mitted to the Joint Economic Committee, U.S. Congress, 
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, pp.531-541.
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sustenance from the open student marketplace, 3 5 (3) lead to 
crippling problems in the development of an "equitable" 
allocation formula,3 6 and (4) lead to further institutional 
segregation and increased dependence upon a single source 
of funds.3?

Such critics promote an "open-marketplace" philosophy, 
in which aid would be concentrated on the student himself, 
assuming that his market decisions for various educational 
services could best lead higher education in the desired 
directions of access, efficiency, diversity and independence. 

Clurman introduces this position by stating that:
"An alternative to (institutional) aid by formula is 

to enhance the role of the market so that consumers (in 
this case, students and their families) make the choices 
which allocate resources within higher education."38

35see for example:
Wolk, Ronald A. Alternative Methods of Federal 

Funding for Higher Education, Berkeley: Carnegie Com­
mission on Higher Education, 1968, pp. 34-39.

36See for example:
a. Clurman, Michael. 0£. cit. , pp. 98-119.
b. Clurman*s presentation in The Economics and Finan­

cing of Higher Education in the U.S., Papers Submitted 
to the Joint Economic Committee, U.S. Congress, Wash­
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, pp. 641-645

c. Toward a Long-Range Plan for Federal Financial 
SuppoFt for Higher Education (Rivlin Report), Washing- 
ton, D.C.: H.E.W. Office of Planning and Evaluation,
p . 26.

37see for example:
a. Kerr, Clark. "The Distribution of Money and 

Power," Public Interest, Spring, 1968, pp. 101-109.
b. Spaulding, Keith. "The Relevance of Federal Pro­

grams to the Purpose of the Institution," Educational 
Record, Vol. 47, Spring, 1966, p. 141.

3 8 Clurman, Michael. o£. cit., pp. 106-107.
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Likewise, Watts Hill, Jr., predicts that he sees 

"...no net reduction in state (and federal) appropriations, 
but rather their redirection from aid to institutions to aid 
to students."39 Given the assumption that educational sub­
sidy is desirable, economist Robert Haveman argues, regarding 
access, that:

"At best, institutional aid is a blunt instrument 
to achieve equity goals in higher education... Direct 
student aid, on the other hand, is a much more precise 
and controllable weapon...such aid can be provided 
directly to those families which now find access to the 
higher education market difficult or impossible to 
attain. If structured appropriately, such dollars 
would provide a powerful impetus toward reducing the 
existing inequities in the provision of higher educa­
tion."4^

Viewing the situation in terms of student needs, Zacharias 
emphasizes that:

"A free market in education is one of the very few 
mechanisms for forcing the colleges - the administra­
tors, the faculties, the trustees, the legislators - 
to pay real attention to the students' real needs."4!

!^Hill, Watts, Jr. "Effects Which...Aid Programs May 
Have Upon Students..." remarks at the annual meeting of the 
National Council of Higher Education Loan Programs, Southern 
Pines, North Carolina, April 24, May 1, 1971, p. 2.

40Haveman, Robert H. op. cit. , p. 315.
4lZacharias, Jerrold R. "Educational Opportunity Through 

Student Loans: An Approach to Higher Education Financing," in 
The Economics and Financing of Higher Education in the United 
States, A Compendium of Papers Submitted to the Joint Com- 
mittee of the Congress of the United States, Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969, p. 656.
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Speaking to the question of efficiency, he also states that:

"...it is, I believe, beyond dispute that the pri­
mary effect of institutional aid, no matter how dis­
bursed, would be to loosen financial constraints on 
institutions and to free funds for any use to which the 
institution might desire to put them... In contrast to 
this, direct student aid would directly add to the pot 
of money which the people - individual U.S. citizens - 
have to spend on higher education and for which insti­
tutions would have to compete. " 4 2

In terms of enhanced diversity and independence, Stephen
Tonsor says that:

"Indiscriminate federal grants on the basis of 
administrative judgment rather than student choice have 
only reinforced this move toward uniformity (in higher 
education)... Only when there is a free market in edu­
cation, with the student and his parents able to choose 
from among schools diverse in kind and quality will we 
be able to say honestly to students, 'We do not pretend 
to supply the sort of education you wish or need; but 
if you really want a totally unstructured, ungraded 
course of study, segregated, revolutionary and socially 
relevant, you can get at it. . . " 4 3

Rivlin and Weiss add that:
"Emphasis on student aid could also improve the 

competitive position of the private sector in higher 
education. Student aid would tend to reduce tuition 
differences. . , " 4 4

Haveman flatly concludes that:
"Finally, I would argue that expansion of the demand 

for higher education through direct student aid is by 
far the most potent stimulant of institutional diversity 
and competition that is a v a i l a b l e . " 4 ^

4 3 Ibid., p. 314.
4 3 Tonsor, Stephen. ojd. cit. , p. 3.
4 4 Rivlin, Alice M. and Weiss, Jeffrey H. op. cit., 

p. 552.
4 5 Haveman, Robert H. o£. cit., p. 315.
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Others, though, are quick to point out that direct stu­

dent (pro-marketplace) assistance also has its shortcomings. 
They point out, for example, that in the past, student aid 
has notoriously missed those that needed it m o s t , a n d  that 
straight student assistance would concentrate too much eco­
nomic power in the hands of the student consumer while at the 
same time actually freezing potential institutional competi­
tion within the present status matrix.47

Surveying the field of evidence, both pro and con, how­
ever, Kenneth D. Roose unequivocably states that in his 
opinion:

"Aid to students leads to a more effective use of 
resources and, consequently enhances the national wel­
fare; it can enlarge eudcational opportunity for low- 
income and disadvantaged groups; it requires institu­
tions and educational programs to be more responsive 
to consumers; and it makes possible continued and 
effective competition between public and private insti­
tutions of higher education."48

46see for example:
a. Hansen, W.L. and Weisbrod, B. Benefits, Costs and 

Finance of Public Higher Education, Chicago: Markham 
Publishing Company, 1969.

b. Rivlin, Alice. "Equality of Opportunity and 
Public Policy," in Financing Equal Opportunity in 
Higher Education, New York: CEEB, 1970.

c. "Who Really Gets Financial Aid," Journal of 
National Association of College Admissions Coun­
selors , Vol. 14, No. 3, February, 1970, pp. 20-24.

47Bowen, Howard R. "Tuition and Student Loans in the 
Finance of Higher Education," in The Economics and Financing 
of Higher Education in the U.S., Papers Submitted to the 
Joint Economic Committee, U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C. : 
Government Printing Office, pp. 618-631.

48Roose, Kenneth D. "Aid to Students - or to Institu­
tions," Educational Record, Vol. 51, Fall, 1970, p. 367.
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Having surveyed briefly some of the positions, pro and 

con, relative to these two theoretical constructs of benefit 
and marketplace, it must also be pointed out that these 
parameters are not separate entities. Indeed, they are 
largely interdependent; and their matrix can be viewed as the 
very context for many of the aid approaches being proposed. 
The interaction of these two conceptual factors can be pic­
tured diagramatically as follows:

Benefit 
Student Society

Open
Marketplace

Closed

The first segment of this matrix (Roman Numeral I) would 
thus depict advocates of a system of assistance based both on 
the premise of predominately student instead of societal 
benefit, and on a positive disposition toward the open mar­
ketplace concept. Such thinking is found in many of the cur­
rent proposals for a "student loan bank." Student benefit 
is emphasized herein in that the student is obligated to 
carry a bigger share of his educational expenses from future 
resources; and the open market concept is honored in that 
funds would be placed directly in the hands of the student 
consumer. Reference to such a proposal was initially 
covered in four major governmental documents; the Carnegie

I III
II IV
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Commission Report on higher education,^ the "Rivlin"
Report,50 the "Zacharias" Report,51 and the Daniere state­
ment.^ The concept is also well covered in private papers, 
such as that presented by Charles Killingsworth to the Michi­
gan Economics Society.53 while there have been many innova­
tions from this basic "loan bank" theme, fundamentally it 
calls for a governmental or, semi-autonomous, institutional 
loan agency which would dispense three basic types of loan 
monies.

The first proposed loan type is Contingent Student Repay­
ment Loans where repayment rate and/or interest would be cal­
culated progressively based upon subsequent income. Repay­
ment programs would be figured over some 30 to 40 years with 
those in higher income brackets being charged at a rate which

^ Quality and Equality: New Levels of Federal Financial 
Responsibility In Higher Education, Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education, H.E.W., Washington, D.C., 1968.

^ Toward A Long-Range Plan For Federal Financial Support 
For Higher Education, H.E.W., Washington, D.C.: uVsl Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1969, ("Rivlin Report").

SlEqual Opportunity Bank, Washington, D.C. : President's 
National Science Advisory Committee, Panel on Educational 
Innovation, Report to the President, Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1967.

52Daniere, Andre. "The Benefits and Costs of Alterna­
tive Federal Programs of Financial Aid to College Students," 
in the United States Congress Joint Economic Committee 
Report entitled The Economics and Financing of Higher Educa- 
tion in the U.S., Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1969, pp. 556-598.

^Killingworth, Charles C. "How to Pay For Higher Edu­
cation," presented at The Economics Society of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, March 17, 1967.
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would cover their own debt plus those of students not moving 
into the repayment brackets and those of individuals who 
might default for one reason or another. This collection 
endeavor would be viewed as a form of personal income tax 
and administered via the Internal Revenue Service. A second 
type, Fixed Repayment Student Loans, requiring set interest 
and repayment schedules, would also be offered. For added 
flexibility and student benefit many "loan bank" proposals 
would make these two types of loans interchangeable; so that 
the student anticipating disproportionate contingent payments 
could opt for a fixed repayment schedule while the finan­
cially encumbered borrower could opt for the contingent 
approach. The third proposed loan type included in some, but 
not all, loan bank proposals, would make available limited 
Fixed Repayment Institutional Loans.

It has been suggested that funds for such a vehicle 
could be procured from general revenues, a special short run 
taxation program, a system of bond or stock sales, or a 
diversion of all current federal and state subsidies for 
higher education. The Rivlin Report, however, points out 
that institution of such a program now would cost approxi­
mately 200 million dollars annually by 1972 and some 740 
million dollars per year by 1976, with slight increases from 
there on for a period of time. This figure rivals current 
allocations for institutional and student aid, and would 
thus represent a sizeable capital outlay for many years
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until refunds might some day let the program approach a 
somewhat self-perpetuating status.

Proponents of the "loan bank" concept, however, argue 
that such an approach would systematically increase the total 
resources available to higher education, make aid available 
easily to all with minimum qualifications (citizenship and 
acceptance at an accredited school are the only two usually 
cited), improve the competitive lot of private and vocational 
schools, let the student (the primary beneficiary) partici­
pate more fully in his educational expenses, make higher edu­
cation more efficient and responsive to student demands as 
voiced in the competitive marketplace, provide relief for mid­
dle income families, make participation voluntary, minimize 
governmental interference, self-select out those not truly 
interested in further study, provide a flexible aid tool, and 
finally, base attendance on ability not socioeconomic status."^4

^See for example:
a. Alchian, Armen and Allen, William. "What Price 

Zero Tuition?" Michigan Quarterly Review, Pall, 1968,
Mo. 7, pp. 269-T72.

b. Bowen, Howard R. and Bowen, William G. "Financing 
Higher Education: Two Views," Association of Governing 
Boards Reports, Vol. 10, No. 9, June, ±yt>«, pp. T=1'T".

c. Hartline, Jessie C. "Student Financial Aid and 
the Role of Student Loans," College and University 
Business, Vol. 47, No. 2, Winter, 1972, pp. 106-117.

d. Johnstone, D. Bruce. "Beyond Need Analysis,"
College Board Review, No. 87, Spring, 1973, pp. 12-15.
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Critics of the "loan bank" concept quickly note that it 

might, on the one hand, put too much economic strength in the 
hands of the student consumer,55 or on the other, release the 
institutions from sufficient accountability.56 This approach 
is also criticized in that it would discriminate against the 
disadvantaged by loading them up with educational debt,57 
make the disadvantaged tend to avoid higher education,58

e. Steif, William. "Who Pays For Rising College 
Aspirations?" College and University Business, Vol. 46, 
No. 6 , June, 1969, pp. 81, 102.

f. Tobin, James and Ross, Leonard. "Paying For the 
High Costs of Education: A National Youth Endowment," 
The New Republic, No. 160, May 3, 1969, pp. 18-21.

g. Windham, Douglas M. "The Efficiency/Equity 
Quandary and Higher Education Finance," Review of 
Educational Research, Vol. 42, No. 4, Fall, 1972, 
pp. 541-560.

55Bowen, Howard. o£. cit., p. 628.
56Morrison, Rodney J. ojd. c i t . , p. 381.

and
Campbell, Robert and Siegel, B.N. "Demand For Higher 

Education in the U.S.," American Economic Review, June, 1967, 
pp. 489-494.

57Morrison, Rodney J. 0£. cit., p. 381.
58Killingsworth, Charles. ojd. cit. , pp. 11-12.
See also:

a. Wharton, Clifton R., Jr. "Higher Education: Who 
Benefits? Who Pays?" Commencement Address Given at 
Oakland University, June 5, 1971.

b. Wharton, Clifton R. , Jr. "Study Nov/, Pay Later: 
Threat to a Great Commitment," The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, Vol. 6 , No. 11, December 6 , 1971, p. 12.



58
provide a negative dowry for women,6 9 open the aid area to 
increased political control,^ and potentially dry up other 
sources of aid.63- Those viewing only the flat rate portion 
of the loan bank concept also argue that such an approach 
would tend to "force'* students into the more lucrative pro­
fessions. 6 2 Brannon raised the additional point that in his 
opinion, economic success and collegiate certification are 
not sufficiently correlated to warrant a contingent repay­
ment program either. He actually sees this approach as more 
regressive than a general popular tax for support.6^

Many of these arguments, both pro and con, represent 
reverse sides of the same coin and reflect the underlying 
philosophic controversies discussed earlier which will never 
be resolved without adjustment of the reader's basic a priori 
stance. One additional criticism should be stressed, how­
ever, and that is that the "loan bank" concept has never as 
yet been adequately researched.6  ̂ Further "hard" data is

6 9 Killingsworth, Charles. op. cit., pp. 11-12.
6 6 Mallon, John P. "Current Proposals For Federal Aid 

to Higher Education: Some Political Implication," American 
Association of Junior Colleges, Washington, D.C.: February 6 , 
1970, pp. 1-25. (Prepared f o r 2/21/70 ACT Conference in 
Washington).

6 1 Ibid.
6 2 Killingsworth, Charles C. op. cit., pp. 11-12.
6 2 Brannon, Gerard M. "Contingent Repayment Education 

Loans Related to Income," Department of the Treasury Paper, 
Washington, D.C., December 28, 1967, pp. 1-10.

64Mallon, John P. ojd. cit.
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needed before an intelligent decision can be reached in 
regard to the feasibility of this concept.

Hanford and Nelson also conclude, in this regard, that:
"We are concerned that there has been so little 

opportunity for higher education - meaning students 
and colleges - to make their interests in the credit 
approach to paying for education known. It seems 
imperative to us that the subject be fully aired 
before it becomes an accomplished fact."65
A very similar concept has been proposed via Yale's

"deferred tuition program." Here the student effectively
"borrows" the needed resources through the school and agrees
to make repayment on a contingent basis from future income.
The schedules, procedures, and source of funds are somewhat
different, as delineated by Treaster,^ but in principle the
result is really an institutional "loan bank" to which the
student can go as often as he sees fit, within limits, on the
credit of his future earning power. Since the proposals put
forth are contingent, the successful graduate will again be
subsidizing his less fortunate compatriot. Duke University6 7

6 5 Hanford, George II. and Nelson, James E. "Federal Stu­
dent Loan Plans: The Dangers Are Real," College Board Review, 
No. 75, Spring, 1970, p. 21.

6 6 Treaster, Joseph B. "Yale Adopts Plan To Defer Tui­
tion," New York Times, January 31, 1971, p. 1, 28.

See also:
a. "Yale to Inaugurate Tuition Postponement Plan Next 

September," Higher Education and National Affairs, Vol. 20, 
No. 5, February 6 , 1971, pp. 1-3.

b. "Yale Plan: Study Now, Pay For 35 Years," U.S. News 
and World Report, February 22, 1971, p. 28.

67The Chronicle of Higher Education, Vol. 5, No. 22,
March TT, 1971, p̂
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and the State of Ohio6® have put forth similar proposals.
The Pay As You Earn Plan (PAYE),68 which the Ford Foundation 
is studying currently, and Harvard's Student Education Loan 
Fund (SELF) , ̂ 0 represent still other variations on this same 
contingent repayment theme. According to a similar sugges­
tion by Collins, an independent, but federally funded Higher 
Education Finance Corporation would be established to grant

68The Chronicle of Higher Education, Vol. 5, No. 25,
March 29, 1971, p. 3̂

6®Higher Education and National Affairs, Vol. 20, No. 5, 
February 6 , 1971, p. 4.

See also:
a. Pay-As-You-Earn: Ford Foundation Studies In Income 

Contingent Loans for Higher Education, New York: Ford Founda­
tion Office of Reports, September, 1972.

b. "PAYE Method of Financing College Education,"
Intellect, Vol. 101, No. 2348, Marhc, 1973, p. 344FF.

^®Cooper, Warren. "SELF Lets Harvard Students Finan­
cially Help Themselves," College and University Business,
Vol. 31, May, 1971, pp. 54-56.

See also for summary of contingency loan plans:
Johnstone, D. Bruce. New Patterns For College 

Lending: Income Contingency Loans, New York: Columbia Uni­
versity Press, 1973.



61
loans to students. In Collins' words:

"The Corporation (would be) authorized to extend 
loans to any citizen qualified to enter the public or 
private college of his choice... These loans are made 
(up to) the amount of the average-per-student operating 
cost of that college plus standard student fees and the 
cost of books and supplies... No collateral or co­
signers would be necessary, for at the time of the loan 
the applicant would take out (or increase) the corpora­
tion's term insurance in an amount sufficient to cover 
the loan, and name the corporation (as) beneficiary... 
Since the whole society benefits from the education of 
any member, the society should not extract interest 
(and/or operating charges) on borrowed money that 
results in the betterment of that society. Let the 
premise then be that the loans will be without interest, 
that the student (with equal contributions from his 
employer) will eventually repay exactly the sum bor­
rowed. As noted the (borrower's portion of) the loan 
would be repaid by a surtax, automatically added to the 
borrower's Federal income tax when his net income 
reached a legislated level of 'reasonable affluence.'
The borrower would not have to repay before he could 
afford to repay, and the surtax would be proportionate 
to the net income over the 'reasonable affluence' level. 
The borrower who never reached this level would never 
personally repay (his half of) the loan; he would simply 
have the corporation's insurance premium added to his 
income tax each year and when he died, the insurance 
money would pay off his loan... Not a cent of these 
premiums would be lost unless the student died or 
failed throughout life to repay his loan. As the loan 
was repaid, the borrower would gain dollar-for-dollar 
equity in his mandatory term insurance policy.

Employers would be notified by IRS that surtax 
payroll deductions should begin= Since the employer 
profits directly from the higher education of his 
employee, he would be required to pay one-half the 
surtax deduction as long as the debtor was in his employ, 
or until the loan was completely amortized."71
Barbara Newell offers yet another essentially similar

approach in her suggestion that a "tuition deferment" option
be adopted whereby the first several years would be essentially

7 ^Collins, Charles C. "Financing Higher Education: A 
Proposal," Educational Record, Vol. 51, No. 4, Fall, 1970, 
p.376.
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free, offset by proportionately higher tuition and fee 
schedules during the junior and senior years.^ The 
rationale for this suggestion lies in the assumption that 
once students become successfully acclimated to campus life 
and its academic rigors, they also become more maze bright 
in terms of financing options and, thus, better prepared to 
cope with the higher expense figures.

The same pro and con philosophic arguments that surround 
the basic "loan bank" concept also enmesh these proposals; 
with the possible addition of concern over efficiency and uni­
formity of application due to the duplication of efforts 
which would occur should these systems ever become popular.

A somewhat different approach to the same philosophic 
aid matrix of student benefit and market sensitivity is 
found in the suggestion of Scheps and F r a n k l i n . T h e s e  
authors agree with the basic premises of the loan bank con­
cept, but then go on to augment it with a suggestion of their 
own that families also be encouraged to engage in systematic 
pre-educational savings programs where possible. Perhaps a 
federally subsidized interest differential for educational 
time deposits could be utilized in this regard. While such a 
program would doubtlessly be feasible for only certain socio­
economic groups, it, too, might well deserve further study.

72Newell, Barbara W. "Enter Now and Pay Later," Educa­
tional Record. Winter, 1971, No. 52, pp. 57-59.

^Scheps, Clarence and Franklin, Carl. "New Directions 
Needed For Student Aid Funds," College and University Busi­
ness , Vol. 46, No. 6 , June, 1969, pp. 88-89, 104.
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Closely connected to this student benefit-market sensi­

tivity position, especially as it is personified in the loan 
bank concept, is the idea of "full-cost tuition." Advocates 
of this position see any across-the-board student subsidy as 
an inefficient use of resources, claiming that it is in 
effect underwriting part of the educational expense of many 
students who truly could foot the full bill themselves. 
Instead, they argue for full cost educational expenses for 
all students, with all subsidies channelled directly to the 
truly "needy" student. This position would also place the 
private and public institutions on a more equally competi­
tive cost basis.
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Buchanan and Devletoglon, for example, present the fol­

lowing case:
"...university education is not a free good. It 

does not abound in nature and considerable scarcity 
value attaches to it. Resources that could be used to 
produce other things that are valued by men and women 
have to be employed to produce university education. 
Education is, in other words, an economic good. For 
this reason, the economic aspects of its demand and its 
supply cannot be wholly neglected. But if people will 
so curiously insist on arguing that university educa­
tion is a free good, those who demand, supply, and 
finance it will begin to act as if it were, in fact, 
free. Increasing numbers of students will demand more 
and more university places, better and better physical 
facilities, and increasingly attentive devotion to 
their special needs. Regardless of the supply of facul­
ties and facilities, demands will invariably be exces­
sive. When nominal (below cost) or zero prices are 
fixed on so expensive a good, it becomes inevitable 
that nonprice rationing, in some form or other, must be 
adopted. In addition, suppliers become increasingly 
immune to consumer desires, being allowed as it were, 
to "give away" an expensive good for which demand is 
excessive. Worse still, the product predictably dete­
riorates as suppliers begin to take on the arrogance of 
despots. But suppliers are not donors. They do not 
personally bear the costs of charity. Again, the delu­
sion that university education is a free good leads to 
disregard both for cost reduction and for e f f i c i e n c y . . . " 7 4

Schultz supports this framework and notes that when col­
lege and university prices do not reflect their true or full 
costs, subsequent student decisions will, in effect, be 
inefficient.75

74Buchanan, James M- and Devletoglon, N.E. Academia In 
Anarchy: An Economic Diagnosis. New York: Basic Books, 1 9 7 0 ,  
p p .  5 - 6 .

75schultz, Theodore W. oj3 . cit., p. 342.



65
Boulding likewise concludes that:

"If education is a financial investment for the 
student, as in a very large number of cases it is, 
with a fairly high rate of return...colleges and uni­
versities should charge the full cost of their educa­
tion, so that essentially they are financed by market 
sales. Then we should set up an educational banking 
system under government sponsorship which would be pre­
pared to lend the student the full cost of his educa­
tion, if necessary, as a loan to be repaid over the 
course of his life by a certain proportion or surcharge 
on his income tax."76
Hill adds that low-cost tuition simply subsidizes those 

that do not really need it. He, too, advocates "full-cost 
pricing" with "subsidies to the truly needy."77 in fact, he 
adds that the increased efficiency which should result from 
such a move might well demonstrate that the current fiscal 
crisis in higher education is largely managerial, not mone­
tary. Kirkpatrick concurs as well that "...low tuition sim­
ply means that all students are at least partially subsi­
dized, whether they need it or not."78

O'Hearne, in fact, adds that even present awards could 
probably be more effective if concentrated among the truly 
high need cases. He feels that small 1 0 0  - 300 dollar assis­
tance stipends are really a waste because, as he interprets 
the data, they really do not increase attendance a n y w a y . 79

76eoulding, Kenneth. ojd. cit. , p . 8.

77Hill, Watts, Jr. 0£. cit.
7®Kirkpatrick, John. 0 £>. cit. , p. 24.
79o'Hearne, J. "Financial Aid May Help Most by Helping 

Fewer Students," College and University Business, 1970,
Vol. 49, No. 2, pp. 37-39.
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The strengths and weaknesses of these arguments again, 

of course, lie within the a priori assumptions found in this 
sector of our philosophic matrix.

The second segment of this matrix (Roman Numeral II), 
in contrast, contains a somewhat different set of refer­
ences. Here, individuals view higher education as primarily 
a student, not a social, benefit; and feel that higher educa­
tion should not be immersed directly into the harsh reality 
of the consumer marketplace. This can be interpreted, in 
essence, that the student should pay for his education but 
not control the surrounding economy in the process.

While this philosophic stance does not seem quite as 
popular as the first one discussed, it does house several 
fundamental alternative approaches to the concept of student 
financial aid.

The first of these is the traditional work-study concept 
which has been so popular in vocational-technical education 
and apprenticeship programs for so long. In such a program 
the student studies for a period of time and then is placed 
in a job setting to both gain experience and earn funds for 
further study. Sometimes these two activities are concurrent 
and in other programs they represent a cycle. The student, 
thus, at least in part, earns his own way; but is less 
likely to be accused of controlling the institution's des­
tiny since most such programs operate under institutional 
control.

Senator Jacob K. Javits, a long-time proponent of
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expanded vocationally oriented education, has stressed, for 
example, that American higher education dare not become 
"...strangled by degrees." He has supported the work-study 
approach as a more realistic and viable alternative.80

The second fundamental aid approach which is found in 
this framework actually entails much more than simply the 
provision of a mechanism for providing student assistance. 
This approach covers the basic concept of lifelong education. 
It would, in theory at least, open the nation's institutions 
of higher education to a free flow of entry and departure. 
This ultimate expansion of the "work-study" concept would 
eliminate the traditional time blocks usually associated with 
various stages of training and completely rechannel today's 
curricular thought. Students would either come to the cam­
pus or study at home via extension and media for short peri­
ods of time throughout life. The remainder of their time 
would be spent in the work force applying their knowledge 
and establishing a base for further training. Financial 
assistance vrould become a by-product of the student's 
endeavors, not a separate entity in itself.

Such an approach is likely to draw much criticism, at 
least at the outset, from the majority of the American 
people who are just now becoming accustomed to the status 
structure of today's mushrooming degree structure. Doubt­
lessly, if such a measure were ever to be adopted, it would

SOThe Compass, Vol. 35, No. 6 , Washington, D.C.: June, 
1 9 7 1 ,  p p .  1 ,  1 1 .
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face a long and tedious period of examination. Malian 
stresses that such "change agent" approaches initially usu­
ally have minimal support at best.®l

The third segment (Roman Numeral III) of the philo­
sophical matrix created above emphasizes the social benefit 
of higher education and the value of the rigorous open 
student-consumer marketplace. Thus, society is largely 
responsible for paying the bill and, at the same time, the 
funds provided are to be controlled directly by the student 
himself.

Rudd argues vigorously for such an approach in Britain. 
He advocates full grants (amount of educational and minimal 
living expense) for all students, regardless of need, and 
the availability of loans for students who want even more. 
These proposed grants would neither be based on family 
resources nor affected by the budget of the institution
selected; and they would be directly at the disposal of the
student consumer. He states that:

"Under such a scheme, as I envisage it, every stu­
dent would receive a standard sum as a grant regardless 
of his parents' income or any of the other factors that 
at present are used to differentiate between one stu­
dent and another. I would like to see this grant set
at a sum on which a student who lived at home and spent
economically could live. If students wanted more money 
they would be able, within reasonable limits, to raise 
it under a special loans scheme. . . " 8 2

QlMallan, John P. op. cit.
S2Rudd, Ernst. "Who Pays for Undergraduate Study?" 

Universities Quarterly, Vol. 25, No. 1, Winter, 1970, p. 56.
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This attitude has found its way into American higher 

education in several forms. One such approach is that of the 
"tuition tax credit." In this proposal, families receive a 
tax break for children in college, so that the expense bur­
den will be eased. A recent issue of The Compass reports, 
for example, that:

"A bill providing tax relief to parents and stu­
dents who pay the costs of a college education was 
(again) introduced to the Senate on March 4 by Senator 
Abraham Ribicoff...Senator Ribicoff first introduced 
tuition tax credit legislation seven years ago. The 
measure was voted down by the Senate in 1964 and 1968.
It passed in 1967 and 1969 by close votes crossing 
liberal and conservative lines, only to be rejected by 
the House in Conference."®®
This indirect method of providing student aid has, how­

ever, been attached vigorously on a number of fronts.
Rodney Morrison, for example, states that:

"This plan has several problems, the most serious 
again being one of equity. Under this plan, families 
paying the same tuition would receive the same tax 
credit, but if families differed in income, the family 
with the lower income would receive the greater rela­
tive benefit. The inequity objectionable to most 
critics arises, however, because to qualify for or to 
take advantage of this program, one must be on the tax 
rolls. Thus, families with little or no income would 
not benefit under this plan. An additional problem of 
tax credits is that they aid the family. For the 
institution to derive any benefit from them, it must 
still raise tuition. Finally, tax credits may sig­
nificantly erode the tax base, creating a substantial 
economic problem. " ® 4

Brannon also comments extensively concerning the

83"Tuition Tax Credit Proposed," The Compass, Vol. 35, 
No. 4, Washington, D.C., April, 1971, pp. 1, 12.

®4Morrison, Rodney J. ojd. cit. , pp. 380-381.
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inefficiency which would be found in such an a p p r o a c h . 8 ^
One is struck as well by the "robbing Peter to pay Paul" 
undertones which are found in such an approach. Overall 
funds are not increased, they are simply redistributed so 
to speak.

A similar approach is found in the extension of the 
"voucher" system to higher education. Here each student 
and/or family would receive a basic entitlement which could 
be used for any form of approved training. Such men as 
Daniere8 8 and Laird and Schilson8  ̂ introduced this concept 
to the U.S. in the mid 1960's while the likes of Peacock and 
Wiseman8 8 and West8 8 were advocating it in Britain. In 
reviewing the literature some time later, Woodhall concluded:

"They suggested that adoption of a voucher scheme 
would have the advantages of attracting increased funds 
for education, increasing consumer choice, and making 
schools more responsive to parents' wishes. " 8 8

8 5 Brannon, Gerard. "Student Aid In Higher Education:
Scholarships, Loans, and Tuition Tax Credits or Deduction,"
in Taxation and Education, Symposium of the American Alum. 
Council, Airlie, Virginia, February 7, 1966, pp. 7-9.

8 8 Daniere, Andre. Higher Education and the American 
Economy, New York: Random House, 1964.

8 ^Laird, William E. and Schilson, Donald L. "Financing 
Investment in Education," Journal of General Education, Vol. 
17, April, 1965, pp. 55-62.

O pPeacock, Alan T. and Wiseman, Jack. Education for 
Democracy: A Study of the Financing of Education In a Free 
Society, London: Institute of Economic Affairs, 1964.

8 8West, E.G. "Private Versus Public Education: A Class­
ical Economic Dispute," Journal of Political Economy, Vol.
72, October, 1964, pp. 465-475.

8 8 Woodhall, Maureen. "The Economics of Education,"
Review of Educational Research, 1967, Vol. 37, No. 4, p. 393.
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More recently still, the Kellett Commission in Wiscon­

sin has called for:
"...a voucher to be given to each student who could 

use it at his discretion to assist in financing his 
post-secondary education in either a public or private 
institution."91

William Hatch similarly proposes that:
"Our present financial aid system has evolved from 

attempts to provide for the many, a kind of education 
which was designed for the few. It is working fairly 
well within the limits for which it was designed. But, 
it is hooked to a rocket which has only one direction 
and which is loaded with passengers who want to go in 
many directions. It provides assistance only to those 
who make the socially accepted choice of going to col­
lege. I suggest we unhook financial aid from the 
rocket and tie it to the passengers. I suggest we make 
available to all young people the financial resources 
they need truly to choose or create their own brand 
of opportunity. Quite simply, the financial aid pro­
gram I envision...would offer all young people in their 
post-secondary years a federally-financed stipend 
based on their financial need and high school achieve­
ment. .. To be eligible for an award, the youngster 
would need only give evidence of having enrolled in 
some broadly defined training capacity."92

Parenthetically, he adds:
"I'm well aware what the program I propose means 

for the careers of my fellow financial aid officers.
It means kaput."

91"New Higher Education Financing Proposed in Wisconsin," 
Compact, February, 1971, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 28-30.

9 2 Hatch, William T. "Could This Financial Aid Plan Help 
End Student Unrest?" College Board Review, No. 72, Summer, 
1969, pp. 22, 24.
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Use of educational vouchers for post-secondary study has 
also been supported in general terms by several other 
authors.93

James Tobin, similarly, has suggested a National Youth 
Endowment Program, which actually combines the voucher type 
methodology with the loan approach previously discussed. 
Under this plan, every citizen would be provided with some 
$5,000 in government post-secondary educational credit at 
high school graduation or at age 19. These funds could be 
utilized as desired for a wide variety of collegiate or 
vocational training, with repayment beginning at age 28.94

93see for example:
a. A Forward Look, Final Report of the Governor's 

Commission on Education, Madison, Wisconsin: State of 
Wisconsin, 1970.

b. Owen, John D. "The Economics of College Schol­
arship Policy," Social Research, Vol. 39, No. 4, 
Spring, 1972, pp^ 53-69.

c. The Voucher System and Higher Education In New 
York State, Albany, New York: New York Department of 
Education, Bureau of Research in Higher and Profes­
sional Education, 1970.

d. Upton, Miller. "G.I. Bill for All Students," 
College and University Business, No. 43, November, 
1967, p. 41.

e. Wish, John R., Cooke, Romney W., and Maltby, 
Gregory P. "If Private Colleges Are Pricing Them­
selves Out of the Market, A Voucher Plan Could Save 
Them," College and University Business, Vol. 52,
No. 5, May, 1972, pp. 8-14.

94Tobin, James. "Raising the Incomes of the Poor," 
in Agenda For The Nation, Hermit Gordon, (ed.), Washington, D.cT: Brookings Institute, 1968.



73
Moving one step further in this regard, Greising even 

suggests that high risk students be paid a regular hourly 
wage for their study time as an added incentive for academic 
success.95

When questioned as to the cost involved in such massive 
“gift aid" programs, the response usually takes the form of 
comparisons. Hatch, in the College Board article just cited 
(see footnote 92), for example, retorts:

"If there are questions about the staggering cost of 
such a program, let thought be given to the cost of war. 
Let thought be given to the staggering cost to the emo­
tional and mental well-being of this nation when the 
choices for entry into society have been reduced to 
two: going to college or into military service. Let 
thought also be given to the cost of the rehabilitation 
and welfare programs which are now necessary to correct 
lives gone awry for lack of such a program... For those 
who need dollar comparisons...when fully mounted, the 
program would be costing slightly over $6.5 billion per 
year. This is about one-fifth the annual cost of 
fighting the Viet Nam war...about 65 hundredths of 1 per 
cent of the estimated gross national produce by 1971."
Others criticize this approach as well, on the grounds

that vouchers would siphon off other educational resources,
support racist sectarian ventures, uproot the economics of
scale assured outside of the marketplace, fragment current
programs, destroy long-range planning, lead to government
control through institutional licensing, lessen access by
supporting undemocratic efforts, e t c . 96 Again, however, the
pros and cons stressed seem to flow from the differing

^Greising, Robert A. "The High-Risk Student," Central 
Association Quarterly, Spring, 1969, No. 43, pp. 328-334.

96"Boardmen Can't Think of One Good Thing To Say About 
Voucher Plans," American School Board Journal, Vol. 158,
No. 4, October, 1970, pp. 33-37.
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a priori assumptions discussed above; and the final recon­
ciliation will have to reflect a change on this level based 
upon the weight of research evidence.

In this same arena, Goldman offers a somewhat novel 
approach, which he terms "life-span educational insurance."97 
Paralleling the G.I. Bill in administration, he proposes an 
educational adjunct to current social security legislation. 
Through increased social security rates and a generous con­
tribution from "general funds" he would insure an educa­
tional dowry for each citizen which could be utilized at his 
discretion. This program would be implemented by the Social 
Security Administration and would be applicable for a wide 
variety of post-secondary programs. He sees the advantages 
of such a program in terms of increased individual earning 
power, and productivity, less welfare, and enhanced social 
development. Goldman also perceives it as a method of 
forced savings which could be tapped for income in later 
years if never utilized for education. Again, however, the 
funding question becomes critical. Goldman admits that:

"A large part of the Life-Span Educational 
Insurance Program would necessarily have to be public, 
with resources drawn from the general revenues."
Since the individual, under this program, though, would 

be underwriting at least a portion of his additional educa­
tional costs via increased social security payments, it really 
falls between the first and third segments of our philosophic

9?Goldman, Ralph M. "Life-Span Education Insurance: A 
Proposal," Educational Record, Vol. 51, No. 1, Winter, 1970, 
pp. 60-65.
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matrix.

Moving next to the fourth and final section of the con­
ceptual matrix (Roman Numeral IV), therein is found sugges­
tions which underscore the social benefit of higher educa­
tion and simultaneously seek to withhold it from the student 
marketplace. Thus, it would be primarily society's respon­
sibility to meet the rising costs of higher education, and 
to do so in a way which would not result in consumer control 
and manipulation.

One such approach, of course, would be the initiation 
of direct across-the-board institutional grants which would 
be nondirectional in nature. Here the school would receive 
unfettered funds via direct government subsidy which should, 
in theory at least, help cover mounting operating expenses so 
that the consumer would not suffer from inflated prices.
The various pros and cons of direct institutional subsidy 
have been discussed earlier in terms of the "benefit" theory. 
Therefore, this suggestion will not be opened again here 
except for a brief reiteration of Morrison's concerns:
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"Simply stated, if the government provides more of 

the budget, it will have more to say on how the money 
is spent (regardless of initial overtones). Beyond 
this very broad complaint, there are some specific 
problems of direct Federal grants: they reallocate 
resources appropriate for teaching, they tend to be 
concentrated in a few institutions, and those institu­
tions that receive the grants are not always those that 
produce the best results... Thus, as the government 
enters more deeply into the field of education, admin­
istrative costs rise; as the programs proliferate, they 
lead to increased gamesmanship by colleges and univer­
sities as they attempt to get on the bandwagon. And 
once having acquired a grant, many institutions find 
that their costs of operation rise, as they must commit 
additional resources to implement the grant... In 
addition...when tax dollars are given to an institution, 
a substantial inequity arises because all strata of 
society are taxed to provide funds for institutions 
attended by only part of society's m e m b e r s . " 98
Clark Kerr ponders some of the ramifications of these

same concerns:
"Across-the-board grants to institutions pose the 

most perplexing problems, for so much depends on the 
formula... Whatever the formula (though), some obser­
vations can be made about institutional grants. Insti­
tutions would gain autonomy in the sense that they could 
set their own internal priorities, but they could lose 
independence relative to the power of a single dominant 
source of federal funds. By contrast, federal aid 
through the hands of students yields the same autonomy 
with the same risk of loss of independence... In light 
of these considerations, I would presently suggest (the) 
...careful study of the aid to institutions (alterna­
tive) . "99
There also have been, however, a number of other rather 

innovative suggestions in this area, which would increase 
institutional resources more via the private community itself.

98Morrison, Rodney J. op. cit., pp. 380-381.
99Kerr, Clark. "The Distribution of Money and Power," 

The Public Interest, No. 11, Spring, 1968, pp. 100-104.
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Morrison's "negative income tax" proposal is one such idea 
that has already been alluded to briefly. Morrison describes 
his proposal as follows:

"If the assumption that educational institutions are 
not profit oriented but could act as if they were could 
be accepted for tax purposes , several changes would 
occur. The negative tax plan would consider as income 
only tuition, investment income, and income from ancil­
lary enterprises. Donations would be excluded, since 
most are added directly to the endowment. To tax them 
when they are given would amount to double taxation. All 
institutional costs would be recorded, including the 
capital charges, presently exempted because of the 
institutional tax-exempt status. With the true costs 
of a college education reflected in this new accounting 
system, most institutions would show operating losses. 
(The cost of converting to a new accounting system 
could be financed by a one-shot Federal grant.) Given 
these losses, the principle of the negative income tax 
could be applied. Under this plan, a progressive sys­
tem could be initiated in which institutions suffering 
operational losses would receive a certain proportion 
of their deficit as a Federal subsidy. If the institu­
tion improved its operation in the next year, it would 
still receive a subsidy, but of a diminished amount.
To provide an incentive to improve, the plan would also 
include provisions for a bonus payment to those insti­
tutions that reduced their deficits. If an institution 
reached the break-even point, it would be eligible for 
a grant equal to some proportion of its average annual 
deficit over the period in which it had participated in 
the program... Those institutions showing a positive 
balance would, of course, be tax exempt... To avoid 
the problem of institutions that intentionally incur 
deficits, the plan could provide that an institution 
showing no improvement over a stipulated period could 
expect a sharp reduction in its subsidy... The plan 
could (also) stipulate that institutions suffering 
reversals could expect diminished rather than increased 
subsidies (so that bonuses could not be played effec­
tively against deficits)... Similarly, institutions 
achieving a balance (could be made ineligible for the 
plan for a stipulated period)... (Thus) as soon as 
institutions were able to balance their budgets, their 
dependence upon the public fisc would be ended. " 1 0 0

Morrison's proposal combines new methods of institutional

lOOMorrison, Rodney J. op.cit., pp. 383-384.
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utilization of public subsidy funds with some of the more 
established tax provisions for private enterprise.

Blanchard, speaking directly to the private college, on 
the other hand, moves entirely into the private sector for 
his proposal. He suggests that institutions attempt to make 
greater use of existing tax provisions by more extensively 
operating separate businesses and liquid asset investments. 1 0 1  

Wireman and McLean suggest somewhat the opposite approach 
whereby institutions could supposedly gain additional re­
sources by "selling themselves" to corporations as "fringes." 
Here it is hypothesized that institutions attach themselves 
symbiotically to corporations, providing special benefits 
for employees in return for institutional support. 1 0 2  
Elliott adds that in his opinion, "...education for the poor 
and affluent alike would be spurred along if our society 
could bring greater competition into the educational main-

1 A-3stream by encouraging profitmaking educational venture. "XUJ 
These latter approaches parallel the business community 

and would certainly warrant much more evaluation prior to any 
consideration for actual experimental adoption. To say the 
least, those fearing university control by that greatest of

lOlBlanchard, Donald E. "Innovative Financing Policies 
May Keep Colleges In Business," College and University 
Business, Vol. 49, No. 2, August, 1970, pp. 34-37.

102wireman, B.O. and McLean, E. "Private Colleges Could 
Sell Themselves As Corporate Fringe Benefits," College and 
University Business, Vol. 46, No. 3, March, 1969, pp. 73-74.

l^Elliott, Lloyd H. "Education At A Profit?" Educational 
Record, Vol. 51, No. 1, Winter, 1970, pp. 53-56.



79
all bogeymen, the "military-industrial complex," would have 
their fondest prophecies answered, should Wireman and 
McLean's proposal win popular support. The above proposals 
serve only as a brief example, however, representing a 
literal plethora of articles on increased university subsidy 
via the private industrial community, which have recently 
appeared. This area seems destined to receive much more 
exhaustive scrutiny in the future.

In summary, then, returning briefly to the original 
outline posited, containing the two basic philosophic con­
structs of benefit and marketplace; these parameters have 
been used to characterize a sampling of the various alterna­
tive student aid proposals which are now being put forth.
The previous skeleton can now, therefore, be filled in as 
follows:

Benefit
Student Society

0pen 3. Full Price
I 1. Loans

2. Deferred Costs
1. Grants to Students - III 

Vouchers
E d u c a t i o n

2. Family/Student Tax 
CrediLs

3. Direct Scholarships on 
Grants to Students

4. Youth Endowment
5. Life Span Education 

Insurance
Marketplace * 

II
Closed

1 . Work-Study
2. Life-long

Education
Concept

1. Grants to Institutions IV
2. Tax Options
3. Industrial Connections
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MARKETPLACE

This quadrant puts empha­
sis upon student benefit 
and an open competitive 
market regarding post­
secondary education.
Thus, the student is 
expected to pay most of 
the costs and is assisted, 
where necessary, directly 
to give the consumer con­
trol over educational 
choices. Proponents argue 
for full-cost tuition and 
a system of loans and 
deferred costs options to 
assist needy students.
(student)

(open competitive)
This quadrant puts empha­
sis upon societal benefit 
and again the open competi­
tive market stance. Thus, 
society should pay most of 
the costs of post-secondary 
education and resources 
should go directly to stu­
dents for consumer control. 
Proponents argue for low- 
cost tuition and a system 
of student vouchers, tax 
credits, endowments, and/or 
direct student scholarships 
and grants to assist needy 
students.
___________________ (society)

B
EN
E
P
I
T

This quadrant puts empha­
sis upon student benefit 
and a closed protective 
marketplace for post­
secondary education.
Thus, the student should 
pay most of the bill and 
aid sources should be chan­
neled through institutions 
themselves. Proponents 
argue for full-cost tuition 
along with institutionally- 
based work-study student aid 
where needed.

This quadrant emphasizes 
societal benefit and a 
closed market system. Thus, 
society should pay most of 
the bill and direct student 
aid should be channeled 
through the institutions 
themselves. Proponents 
argue for aid funds for 
administration at the insti­
tutional level, and a system 
of broad unrestricted insti­
tutional grants and/or pri­
vate tax incentives.
(closed protective)

Proponents of these various approaches are saying, in 
effect, that they recognize the current fiscal crisis insti­
tutions and students face in higher education and would pro­
pose the above alternatives as more equitable and efficient 
methods of dispensing the limited student aid available.

It is evident, however, that these answers, in many 
cases, appear somewhat extreme; each aligning itself at a
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somewhat specific point within the philosophic schema that 
has been developed. Compromise and synthesis, however, have 
traditionally been integral parts of the American higher 
education dialectic. It is, in fact, in this spirit of 
eclecticism that the current student aid programs have been 
developed. They combine student loans, student grants, work- 
study programs, and selective institutional grants and loans 
in an attempt to speak to many needs in many ways. Many 
authorities support some version of this current aid pattern 
and feel that most of the problems which have been cited 
could be overcome with adequate increased funding, use of 
the "correct" percentage distribution of existing aid types, 
and the development of a plan for continuous program research 
and review. Many reports are available which promote this 
type of position.1®^

lO^see for example:
a. Bowen, Howard R. The Finance of Higher Educa­

tion, Berkeley, California: Carnegie Commission on the 
Future of Higher Education, 1968.

b. Bowen, Howard R. and Bowen, William G.
"Financing Higher Education: Two Views," Association 
of Governing Boards Reports, Vol. 10, No. 9, June, 
1968.

c. Byrnes, James C. and Tussing, A. Dale. The 
Financial Crisis In Higher Education: Past, Present 
and Future, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, December, 1971.

d. Cartter, Allan M. "Student Financial Aid," in 
Universal Higher Education: Costs and Benefits, Wash­
ington, D.C.: ACE, 1971, pp. 107-122.
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e. Farrell, Robert L. and Anderson, Charles J. 

"General Support for Higher Education: An Analysis of 
Five Formulae," Washington, D.C.: ACE Committee Paper, 
August, 1968.

f. "Federal Funds," American Education, August- 
September, 1970, p. 17.

g. "Federal Programs For Higher Education - Needed 
Next Steps," ACE Policy Statement, op. cit.

h. Financing Equal Opportunity In Higher Education, 
New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1970.

i. "Governor's Message and Charge to the Commission 
on Higher Education," Executive Office, Lansing, Michi­
gan, January 24, 1973.

j. Henry, Joe B. "Trends In Student Financial Aid," 
Journal of College Student Personnel, Vol. 10, No. 4,
July, 1969, pp. 227-234.

k. Higher Education and National Affairs, Vol. 20, 
No. 22, June 11, 1971.

1. Higher Education: Who Pays? Who Benefits? Who 
Should Pay?, Recommendations from forthcoming Carnegie 
Commission Report as reported in The Chronicle of 
Higher Education, Vol. 7, No. 38, July 16, 1973, 
pp. 1, 4.

m. "Higher Education: Will Federal Aid Favor Stu­
dents or Institutions?" Science, Vol. 171, March, 1971, 
pp. 1219-1221.

n. Mallon, John P. op. cit., pp. 1-5.
o. MASFAA Newsletter, May, 1971.
p. Orwig, Melvin D.F. (ed.) Financing Higher Edu- 

cation: Alternatives For the Federal Government, Iowa 
City, Iowa: ACT, 1971.

q. Post-Secondary Educational Opportunity: A 
Federal-State-Institutional Partnership, (A Report of 
the Task Force on Student Assistance), Denver, Colo­
rado: Education Commission of the States, Report No.
20, February, 1971.

r. Proceedings: A Symposium On Financing Higher 
Education, Miami Beach, Florida: Southern Regional 
Education Board, December 6 , 1969.
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s. Quality and Equality: New Levels of Federal 

Responsibility for Higher Education, op. cit., 1970.
t. "Recommendations for National Action," A state­

ment adopted jointly by the National Association of 
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and the 
American Association of State Colleges and Universi­
ties in School and Society, Vol. 99, October, 1971, 
pp. 379-381.

u. "Report of the Committee on Student Economics," 
New York: CEEB, 1972.

v. Report of the North Carolina Legislative Study 
Commission on Student Financial Aid, Parts One and 
Two, Raleigh, North Carolina: North Carolina Board of 
Higher Education, September, 1970 and March, 1971.

w. Shulman, Carol H. Financing Higher Education, 
Washington, D.C.: ERIC Clearinghouse, Report No. 3T 
March, 1971.

x. Sparrow, Frederick T. "Future Income As A 
Factor In Student Aid," College Board Review, No. 56, 
Spring, 1965, pp. 33-36.

y. Steif, William. "Who Pays For Rising College 
Aspirations," College and University Business,
Vol. 46, No. 6 , June, 1969, pp. 81, 102.

z. Students and Buildings: An Analysis of Selected 
Federal Programs for Higher Education, Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, May, 1968.

aa. Studies of Student Financial Aid Programs and 
Needs In Florida, Tallahassee, Florida: Department of 
Education, Division of Elementary and Secondary Edu­
cation, 1970.
bb. Thackrey, Russell I. Thoughts on the Financing 

of Higher Education, Washington, D.C.: NASULGC,
October 12, 19 6 8 .

cc. Thackrey, Russell I. What's Behind the Rising 
Cost of Education? Washington, D.C.: National Associa­
tion of State University and Land Grant Colleges, 1971.
dd. Toward A Long-Range Plan for Federal Financial 

Support for Higher Education: A Report to the Presi­
dent, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
January, 19 69.
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As Millett asks:

"Who should pay for the higher education costs of 
instruction? The answer is both student and society. 
But in public higher education I expect the distribu­
tion of these costs between student and society to 
change in the decade of the 1970's."105
Beck similarly contends that actually:

"From the standpoint of equity and efficiency in 
the investment of resources in higher education, both 
institutional appropriations and student financial aids 
have certain merits. The author maintains, however, 
that society is best served by a diversified system of 
higher education and financing of higher education 
similar to the one we now have where the costs and 
benefits to the individual and society are of the same 
order of magnitude. To insure this diversity, the 
financial supporters of higher education should be 
kept so numerous as to prevent any one contributor 
from assuming economic control.”106

ee. Trimble, Val. "Student Financial Aid, What, 
Where, How," American Education, Vol. 5, No. 2, 
February, 1969, pp. 7-8.

ff. Various articles in The Economics and Finan­
cing of Higher Education in the U.S., A compendium 
of papers submitted to the Joint Economic Committee 
of the U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1969.
gg. Ward, Robert C. "Long Range Planning— Finances 

and Higher Education," paper presented at the Council 
for Business Officers conference of the ASULGC, 
Chicago, Illinois, November 9 - 1 2 ,  1969.

lO^MiHett, John. "Who Should Pay?" Journal of Higher 
Education, Vol. 43, No. 7, October, 1972, p. 516.

106Beck, Norman E. A History of Modern Student Financial 
Aids, Thesis, Ball State University, 1971, (abstracted m  
Dissertation Abstracts, p. 1309-A).
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Bowen and Serville likewise conclude that:

"In general, those who think the student share 
should be increased place a relatively low valuation on 
the social benefits and tend to ignore foregone income. 
They believe that social benefits are not significant 
at the margin and that society gains little by encour­
aging the extension of higher education through low 
tuitions. Some would deal with the problem of equality 
of opportunity through grants based on a means test and 
some through loans. Some of those who think the stu­
dent share should be increased believe that higher edu­
cation would be more flexible and responsive to student 
needs if the bulk of its finance came from students in 
the form of tuitions rather than from government and 
philanthropy. Some— especially hard-pressed public 
executives and legislators— would like to remove the 
mounting costs of higher education from public budgets 
by shifting the burden to students and their families 
— presumably with massive loans financed by the private 
capital market.

"Those who think the share borne by students and 
their families should be reduced (or held steady) 
believe that social benefits are substantial and that 
foregone income is a significant cost. They tend to be 
more concerned about justice achieved by distributing 
the load in proportion to total benefit than by consid­
erations of marginal social benefits. They are con­
cerned that the use of loans to finance students will 
restrict opportunity for those of low income. They are 
concerned with the possible inequity of forcing the 
present generation of low-income students (many of whom 
happen to be of minority races) to take loans whereas 
previous generations of low-income students who happened 
to be white enjoyed very low or zero tuitions. They 
also believe that academic policy should be determined 
to a significant degree by professional decisions of 
faculty and administration and that no single group of 
outsiders— whether government, donors, or students—  
should become predominant in the finance of higher edu­
cation. This view leads to advocacy of the present 
mixed system of finance in preference to a system where 
students become the main vehicle by which funds are con­
veyed to colleges and universities. They point out that 
from the social point of view no basic purpose is served 
by transferring the costs from public to private 
accounts, since the costs are still there and must be met.

"The controversy is basically one of values and 
judgments. Neither side can overwhelm the other. At 
the moment, the political forces and practical budget­
ary considerations are causing a sizeable shift to 
higher tuitions in the finance of institutions and to 
loans in the finance of students. When one considers
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the various elements in the total cost of higher educa­
tion including foregone income, these shifts have so far 
been rather modest on a percentage basis.

"Basically the finance of American higher education 
continues to be a mixed system comprising for institu­
tions a combination of tuitions, public appropriations, 
private philanthropy and for students a combination of 
loans, grants, work, family contributions, and foregone 
income. This system has evolved to meet the exigencies 
of institutions and students and it has been a product 
of the complex cross-currents of American politics.
The system is not tidy; it is based on no single 
ideology; it is full of compromises; and it is hard to 
understand. It fully pleases no one.

"Yet it does apportion the costs to benefit in a 
rough and ready fashion; it opens up opportunity as 
shown in the past several decades; it supports a system 
of higher education that is lively, progressive, and 
effective (despite its faults); it provides a mixture of 
financial sources that encourages institutional diver­
sity and academic freedom. To make an air-tight and 
compelling argument for fundamental or radical change 
in either direction is difficult."107

The same essential posture is put forth by Marion Folsom in
the statement that:

"The financial support of higher education is a 
patchwork guilt. This support is drawn from virtually
every known source—  This patchwork quilt is no
jumble of confusion. Instead, it is a significantly 
complete list of the groups that form the broad base 
of support for higher education in our society... It 
is true that 'he who pays the piper calls the tune.'
The integrity of higher education is ensured by the 
fact that no one group is really paying the piper and 
thus no one group can 'call the tune.' This broad base 
of support ensures that our system will remain free of 
a single, limiting educational creed. And this, in a 
sense, is the genius of American education— that there 
is no single interest, no one creed or dogma, that 
might stifle the freedom and independence we as a 
people cherish."108

1 0 7 Bowen, Howard R. and Serville, Paul. Who Benefits 
From Higher Education - Who Should Pay?, Washington, D.C.: 
AAHE, August, 1972, pp. 35-36.

108polsom, Marion B. "Who Should Pay For American Higher 
Education?" in Economics of Higher Education, Selma J. 
Mushkin, (ed.), Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1962, p. 195.
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Finally, this attitude is similarly pointed out in 

economic terms by Roger Bolton in his statement that:
"In the end education's external benefits cannot be 

exactly calculated, neither the benefits of a 'better 
society' nor the (general) economic benefits of 'more 
rapid growth'... It is clear, however, that a large 
part of education's benefits are private, and in that 
society can reasonably expect individuals to finance 
a significant part of the costs, because they get a 
significant part of the returns.109
The need for balance again is cited in similar terms by 

Thackrey's conclusion that:
"I submit that, in terms of economic efficiency, 

widening educational opportunity, and responding to 
student needs, there is no evidence that student aid 
alone is superior to a combination of student aid and 
institutional support. " H O
Thus, there appears to be extensive support as well for 

continuation of some variation of the current eclectic 
approach to student financing.

In summary, the above discussion builds a conceptual 
matrix for the overall review of both the current approach 
to student funding and several of the more popular alterna­
tives presently being considered. It is noted in this
regard that the present mixture of approaches brings a deli­
cate balance to the student aid scene that is in many
respects highly desirable and likely to be continued in some
fashion.

lO^Bolton, Roger E. "The Economics and Public Financing 
of Higher Education: An Overview," in previously cited Joint 
Economic Committee Papers, p. 37.

llOThackrey, Russell. "Aid To Students-and To Institu­
tions...," Educational Record, Vol. 53, Winter, 1972, p. 29.
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It is within this complex structural milieu or scope 

of assistance options and patterns that student financial 
aid administration operates; using the key vehicle of "needs 
analysis," which is the center of this study, to bring this 
great variety and range of resource options to bear on 
qualified students. To fully appreciate the crucial role 
which needs assessment has to play in this process, however, 
the historical development of the aid administration field 
must also be briefly considered.

Historical Development of the Student Aid Field 
(The Beginnings)

Student financial aid has, of late, taken a variety of 
sophisticated forms, as demonstrated by the theoretical 
matrix delineated previously in this chapter. However, the 
basic concept of student assistance has been present from the 
earliest days of American higher education. Rudolph states 
in this regard that really:

"Very few young men and women have paid their 
(entire) way through an American college or university. 
Many have been allowed to think they have, but the 
truth of the matter is that for a very long time and 
for very good reasons, higher education in the United 
States has been a major philanthropic endeavor."Ill

According to Orwig, the financial barrier to post-secondary
study in America was recognized from the outset and dealt
with initially via reduced or waived tuitions, living

UlRudolph, Frederick. "The Origins of Student Aid In 
the United States," in Student Financial Aid and National 
Purpose, New York: CEEB, 1962, p. 1.
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arrangements with faculty, employment provisions, etc. ^ 2  

Moon indicates that the very earliest direct monetary finan­
cial aid efforts in the United States occurred in the late 
1600's, were completely centered in the colleges themselves, 
and were maintained largely from institutional donor funds. 
Van Dusen adds that the first documented scholarship fund 
was actually recorded in 1643 when Lady Mowlson gave Harvard 
College "...the full and entire somme of hundred pownds 
current English money...to aide some poore schooler..."114 

The total impetus for this early movement, however, is 
less than clear. Rudolph, for example, labels this move 
"...an act of Christian benevolence," and emphasizes that it 
demonstrates inherently egalitarian spirit of higher educa­
tion in the United States. He states that:

112orwig, Melvin. Toward More Equitable Distribution of 
College Student Aid Funds, Iowa City: ACT, 1971.

See also:
Brubacher, J.S. and Rudy, W. Higher Education In 

Transition, New York: Harper and RowT 1958^
llSjyioon, Rexford G. Student Financial Aid In the United 

States: Administration and Resources, Princeton, New Jersey: 
CEEB, 1963, p. 9.

H^Van Dusen, William D. "Toward A Philosophy of Student 
Financial Aid Programs," National Association of Student 
Personnel Administration's Journal, Vol. 4, No. 1, July, 
1966, p. 3.
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"The college was not to be an institution of narrow 

privilege. Society required the use of all its best 
talents, and while it would, of course, always be 
easier for a rich boy than a poor boy to go to college, 
persistence and ambition and talent were not to be 
denied. The American college, therefore, was an 
expression of Christian charity, both in the assistance 
that it gave to the needy young men and in the assis­
tance that it received from affluent old m e n . " H 5

Van Dusen and O'Hearne concur, stating that:
"Early programs of student financial aid were begun 

with money given to the college by private individuals 
specifically to aid needy and worthy students; and in 
many instances those funds were supplemented by allo­
cations from the general funds of the institutions 
themselves. The original purpose of student aid was 
to make a college education available to those indi­
viduals who could not themselves afford to pay the 
costs."116

Less optimistically, Moon concludes that there were really 
two purposes for this action:

"Firstly, they were purposely aimed at assuring a 
modest representation of impecunious students in a stu­
dent body largely composed of only the affluent class. 
This was done to protect the college from undue criti­
cism for snobbishness. Second, these funds provided a 
means by which colleges could attract a sufficient num­
ber of students to keep themselves in o p e ra t i o n H?
In a separate source Rudolph also concedes the possi­

bility that the motivation for establishing these initial 
student aid resources was less than totally altruistic. He 
notes there that faculty themselves may well have played a 
role in initial student aid development, having become

l-^Rudolph, Frederick. The American College and Univer­
sity, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 196 2, pp. 177-178.

116van Dusen, William and O'Hearne, John. A Design For 
A Model College Financial Aids Office, New York: CEEB, 1968, 
p. 2 .

ll^Moon, Rexford. 0£. cit., p. 9.
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dissatisfied with their own poverty condition and mounting 
unpaid student bills.

While the ultimate motivations involved remain unclear, 
the concept of direct monetary student financial aid had 
been born. It is important to emphasize also, at this junc­
ture, that as originally conceived, student aid was implic­
itly based upon need. Of course, it was not the sophisti­
cated concept of empirically demonstrated need, based upon 
intricate uniform procedures that is known today; but the 
intuitive priority of giving these funds to destitute stu­
dents was present from the start. Van Dusen and O'Hearne 
note accordingly that:

"As the term scholarship was used initially in 
connection with student financial aid, it meant a gift 
of money granted to a student who could not otherwise 
afford to attend college."

They add that:
"This original emphasis on student financial need 

continued through the years until the 1940's, although 
it is also true that during much of this time altera­
tions and embellishments were made in the institu­
tional practices. These alterations were made in an 
effort to serve national and institutional purposes 
through student financial aid while at the same time 
enabling needy students to attend college."
Several other facets of the student aid spectrum could

also be identified prior to the Civil War.
First in this regard was the continued emphasis upon

HSRudolph, Frederick. "The Origins of Student Financial 
Aid In the United States," Student Financial Aid and 
National Purpose, New York: CEEB, 1962, p. 4.

•H^Van Dusen, William and O'Hearne, John. op. cit., p. 2.
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student self-help, as an integral part of their financial 
aid. Mueller notes that:

"...self help was a characteristic of American 
college students in the earliest days of higher educa­
tion in this country."120
Secondly, in addition to private philanthropy and insti­

tutional funds, state governments also began to enter the 
student financial aids field at this time. Rudolph reports, 
for example, that Harvard, Yale and Columbia could not have 
survived the Colonial period without help from the State.121 
Giddens also chronicles a number of direct state student 
scholarship ventures which were initiated during this general
period. 1 2 2

Finally, the movement of early private professional 
groups, and other community sources into the student aid 
realm, can also be noted at this juncture. Allmendinger 
notes, in this regard, that during the 1700's when institu­
tions themselves seemed to temporarily falter in their com­
mitment to poor scholars, there developed outside its walls 
student support from a variety of professional societies and

120Mueller, Kate H. Student Personnel Work In Higher 
Education. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1961, p. 467.

12lRudolph, Frederick. The American College and Univer­
sity, New York: Alfred Knopf^ 1962, p. 185^

 ̂ Thomas R. "The Origins of State Scholarship 
Programs: 1647-1913," College and University, Fall, 1970,
Vol. 46, No. 1, pp. 37-45.
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benevolent organizations which, to that point, had not 
focused their attention in that direction.123

Thus, by the beginning of the Civil War, many of the 
major factors present in student aid today were already on 
the scene. The concept of need and its implicit reflection 
upon family responsibility had been at least informally 
broached. The validity of the self-help concept had been 
fully established. Student aid resources had begun to flow 
from private individual donations, institutional resources, 
private organizational philanthropic sources, and state 
governments. Only the federal government had yet to make 
major entry into this milieu.

(From the Civil War to 1945)
One of the first movements away from the concept of 

awarding student aid on the basis of need came at the close 
of the Civil War, whereupon many small private schools, in 
an effort to raise money, actually sold perpetual scholar­
ships for free attendance to wealthy patrons. These awards 
were to be held in perpetuity for the person or persons of 
the patron's designation. Rudolph describes this scheme as

123^iimen(}̂ ngert David Frederick, Jr. Indigent Students 
and Their Institutions, 1800-1860, Ph.D. Thesis, University 
of Wisconsin, 19'68.
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follows:
"The perpetual scholarship was a particularly 

attractive idea to the colleges because it promised to 
solve their basic problems; it would give the colleges 
the funds that they badly needed in order to stay open, 
and it would provide them with an immediate supply of 
students who would justify their being open at all.

"Of course, like so many other get-rich-quick 
schemes to which Americans turned in the nineteenth 
century, the perpetual scholarship idea did not work... 
Not only were the collected funds frittered away, but 
great numbers of tuition-free students now knocked at 
college doors and became one more drain on limited 
resources. The situation at De Pauw became so unwieldy 
that in 1873, in order to invalidate the perpetual 
scholarships sold in earlier days, the college simply 
adopted a universal policy of free tuition and substi­
tuted a schedule of miscellaneous fees."124

This mechanism was obviously self serving, with any benefits
which might precipitate to needy students being purely
coincidental.

Student aid developments from this stage on, seemed to 
take two distinct paths, one supporting the overall concept 
of need in student assistance and the other beginning to 
erode this focus.

Firstly, many efforts can be identified during the 
1800's which supported the concept of need in student assis­
tance. These were not always successful, but the motivation 
in each case was clear. One such group of activities can be 
categorized as self-help ventures, designed to lower the cost 
of attendance for poor students. For this purpose, separate 
low-cost dorms and dining halls were proposed.125 similarly,

124RUaolph, Frederick. o£. cit., pp. 191-192.
125RUdolph, Frederick. "The Origins of Student Financial 

Aid in the U.S.," ojd. cit. / pp. 1-11.
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the Manual Labor Movement of the 1830's arose, designed to 
not only cut costs by systematically providing work assign­
ments, but also give students practical skills and provide 
healthy exercise. I2** In like manner, the 1900 Yale Self- 
Help Bureau was established, to give poor students first 
preference in locating term-time jobs.I2?

Van Dusen and O'Hearne similarly note that:
"The continued emphasis on the need of the student 

as a criterion for selection for assistance during 
those years was evidenced by the establishment of funds 
by fraternities for indigent members, the arrangement 
of textbook loans for needy students, the operation of 
special dining halls for the poor, and the introduction 
of manual labor programs for students."128
Another largely need-oriented factor which was intro­

duced at this juncture was the concept of student loans. 
Loans, however, were introduced not only because of a lack 
of scholarship funds, but because it was felt that they were 
less likely to adversely affect the student's character. 
Rudolph notes, here, that:

"In the estimate of New York's Governor Lucius 
Robinson in 1877, loans taught obligation, while 
scholarships and other forms of free higher education 
might fill the masses with discontent, unsettle their 
purposes and destroy their initiative."129

1 2 6 Ibid.
l2 ?Rudolph, Frederick. "Myths and Realities of Student 

Aid," College Board Review, Fall, 1962, No. 48, pp. 18-23.
128van Dusen, William and O'Hearne, John. ojs. cit. , p. 3.
■̂2 ^Rudolph, Frederick. "The Origins of Student Financial 

Aid in the U.S.," ojo. cit. , p. 8 .
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The reaction here, however, was the opposite of that 

which was expected. The implications of inferiority contained 
in the disparity between wealthy students, with their extrav­
agant living patterns, and poor students forced to eat and 
live under segregated second-class conditions, spend long 
hours at menial low-paying tasks, and take out loans, proved 
too overwhelming to many. In this regard, Rudolph comments:

"In his inaugural address of 1869 at Harvard, Presi­
dent Eliot remarked that 'no good student need ever 
stay away from Cambridge or leave college simply 
because he is poor.' This ideal remained the goal of 
probably every American college and university, private 
and public, and it often came close to being real 
because in the decades after the Civil War, American 
institutions of higher learning were able to draw on 
the resources of the country's first great crop of mil­
lionaires... This very wealth that accelerated the 
growth of scholarship funds, however, created, on the 
campuses, conditions of economic and social disparity 
that in themselves demanded new approaches to student 
aid. Wealthy students tended to raise the standards 
of living beyond the reach of young men and women of 
humble origin, and a variety of devices, none of them 
altogether successful, was seized upon to enable poor 
boys to pursue their studies without undue economic 
stress.”130

This apparent overuse of self-help provisions for needy stu­
dents evidently carries with it ramifications which student 
aid policy makers would do well to keep in mind today. Over­
use of this aspect of need based aid, which tends to segment 
and demean the recipient, thus unfortunately began to help 
erode the entire concept of need based assistance.

At the same time, a variety of new proposals were also 
compromising the need basis of operation in student assistance. 

One such move accompanied the industrial revolution

130ibid., pp. 7-8.
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which began to blossom in full after the Civil War. With 
it came increased demand for scientific and technological 
education. This trend prompted the Morrill Act, the federal 
government's first major thrust into the field of post­
secondary study. Through this act, the federal government 
poured extensive resources into the creation and development 
of low-cost public land-grant colleges. The effect of this 
action in terms of student aid was twofold. First, the 
broad institutional grants provided low-cost education 
irregardless of need; and second, it forced the private 
schools into a more competitive stance requiring that their 
student aid resources be used more for the institutional 
purpose of survival than for the purely philanthropic goals 
of helping the needy.

Another move which helped to break the implicit need 
base of student aid, was the action of many state legisla­
tures after the Civil War in providing free tuition for 
veterans at state universities.

While in Lhis case the benefits actually went to poorer 
citizens most of the time due to the inconsistencies in 
military service obligations, the premise of non-need based 
aid was established. This principle would again arise in a 
more extensive way later with the federal G.I. Bill.

The remaining development of student financial aid 
administration from after the Civil War period to 1945 is 
somewhat unclear.

131Ibid., p. 7.
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As Bekkering notes:
"The development of student financial aid from the 

post Civil War until the end of World War II is sketchy 
and unclear, but three distinct types of aid seem to 
have emerged: the scholarship or grant, the loan, and 
part-time on-campus or off-campus employmentI 3 2

In addition, it can be noted that all major aid sources that
are known today were already on the scene. These include
family expectations, student self-help, private philanthropy,
institutional funds, state resources, and federal funds. The
major philosophic battle that seemed to be waging throughout
this period was over the relative importance of the primacy
of a need basis for student assistance. Early movement in
both directions is noted above, and these trends continued
through 1945.

The hard economic times of the depression, for example, 
spawned numerous need based programs for students on both 
the state and federal levels. Mueller notes in this regard 
that:

"During World War I the public became educated to 
the use of subsidies to solve the economic problems of 
both individuals and the nation. The depression of 
the thirties accelerated many kinds of social planning: 
state-wide scholarship projects; federal underwriting 
of student employment (NYA); appeals to benefactors 
of all kinds, including industry, alumni, religious 
and club groups, and large-scale cooperative housing 
projects and work-study programs."133

Lyon chronicles a number of the federal student support
efforts that were undertaken during this period to aid

-̂3 2 Bekkering, James. o£. cit. , p. 12. 
l3 3Mueller, Kate H. ojo. cit. , p. 468.
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destitute students.134

The need theme was also essentially supported by Presi­
dent Eliot at Harvard in his early book on administration. 
Therein he states that:

"In Harvard College...there are both honorary and 
stipend scholarships, an honorary scholarship being 
conferred on every student having no need of pecun­
iary aid, who stands as high as, or higher than, the 
lowest scholar in his class who receives a stipend 
scholarship."135
Despite these essentially need based emphases, however, 

Smith notes that by 1936 scholastic ability had become the 
most frequent basis of scholarship selection, with both test 
scores and grades being used to measure this ability. Smith 
urges that loan and scholarship resources should be granted 
on the basis of both ability and need, rather than ability 
alone.136

(1945 through the present)
The next major development in the student aid field 

came with the federal government's G.I. Bill which was 
created at the end of World War II. The Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act was formally enacted in 19 44. This program 
was developed specifically to help students whose education 
had been interrupted by military service. Undoubtedly, the

134Ly0n  ̂ Bruce W. The Federal Government and College 
Students During the Great Depression, Thesis, Ohio State 
University, 1969.

I O C^Eliot, Charles W. University Administration, Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1908, p. 215.

136smith, M.R. "Student Aid," Journal of Higher Educa­
tion, 1936, Vol. 7, pp. 29-35.
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availability of these resources brought many previously 
uninterested students to the campus, and the popularity of 
the program became extensive. Mueller indicates that:

"The G.I. Bill subsidized so many veterans and 
involved such a large proportion of the citizenry in 
educational grants that public suspicion changed to 
public demand almost o v ernight^37

West documented that actually:
"In 1946, 52% of all college degree seeking stu­

dents were veterans, receiving assistance through the 
G.I. Bill; in 1947 they were 53%; 44% in 1948; 37% 
in 1948; and 27% in 1950."138

These percentages show the extensive impact which these non­
need based resources had on the college scene.

The extensive G.I. Bill funds suddenly available actu­
ally served to "free up" many institutional student aid 
resources which to that point had been at least in part 
utilized for needy students. Van Dusen and O'Hearne note in 
this regard that:

"Many institutions found that the amounts of 
scholarship funds that had been used to support needy 
students were no longer required for that purpose, 
and those colleges began to use their funds to attract 
and award students possessing academic or other special 
talents with little or no regard to the financial con­
ditions of such individuals. The term scholarship thus 
gained the additional meaning of a gift of money used 
to reward talented students, and the public at large 
became familiar with such phrases as academic scholar­
ship, athletic scholarship and music scholarship."139

137MUe]_;Lerf Kate H. o j d. cit. , p. 468.
138^est, Elmer D. Financial Aid To the Undergraduate, 

Washington, D.C.: ACE, 19 63, p. 79.
139van Dusen, William and O'Hearne, John. oj3 . cit. , 

p. 3.
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West similarly concludes that during the decade stretching 
from 1946 to 1956:

"There is substantial opinion to the effeet... that 
the neediest segment of the population is not getting 
the financial aid; in fact, there is considerable evi­
dence to prove that children receiving financial aid 
come from families with above average incomes... It 
should be noted that many scholarships were actually 
prizes for high scholarship."140

It was at this time also that extensive athletic scholar­
ships entered upon the student aid scene. They too were in 
no way based upon need, and Rudolph concludes that athletic 
scholarships really:

"...intruded a new dimension of confusion and 
dishonesty into the life of the American college and 
university.
By 1956, the emphasis upon non-need based stipends had 

reached its zenith. Morse concludes at this juncture that:
"I came to the conclusion then that often the 

answer to how and why scholarships are awarded was 
really just this: to serve institutional purpose...
It is a fact that colleges devote their scholarship 
funds in direct proportion to those talents they most 
highly prize, and that in general they use their funds 
to strengthen those parts of their programs they feel 
to be the weakest."142

140west, Elmer D. ojd. cit. , pp. 77-78.
^^^-Rudolph, Frederick. "The Origins of Student Aid," 

op. cit., p. 9.
■^^Morse, John F. "The Impact of Government Programs on 

Student Aid Administration," in Student Financial Aid and 
Institutional Purpose, Princeton, New Jersey: CEEB, 1963, 
pp. 6 , 16.
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Orwig also recognizes this trend in his conclusion that:

"Indeed, financial aid to students has served a 
wide variety of purposes over the years, from rewarding 
intelligence, academic performance, service to the 
country, physical appearance and beauty, and athletic 
prowess to attracting students to critical skill areas, 
from different geographical areas, and to military 
service."143
However, this trend also had its distinct disadvantages. 

It placed schools in a keen bidding war for top talent of 
every kind, and led to extravagant uses of funds for 
recruiting purposes. Schools soon began to realize that such 
"cut throat" competition was neither in their best interests 
nor that of their students. Thus, efforts began to stem 
this competitive tide.

The vehicle resurrected to assist in this process was 
none other than the concept of need based awarding.
Unwilling to trust each other individually in this process, 
colleges began to band together and develop, for the first 
time, commitment to a more uniform system of needs analysis.

143orwig, Melvin D. Toward More Equitable Distribution 
Of Financial Aid Funds, op. cit., p. 2.
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Orwig d e s c r i b e s  t h i s  d e v e l o p m e n t  as follows:

"The systematic consideration of student financial 
need did not evolve until the 1950's. It was only 
during the fifties that the concept of financial need 
was defined, formalized, and evaluated as a criterion 
for receiving financial aid.

"The development began in the Northeast through a 
loose consortium of private colleges that desired, 
through cooperative agreement, to voluntarily limit the 
amount of financial aid that would be used to recruit 
academically talented students to the campus. To do 
this they developed a procedure, later called need 
analysis, that would enable them to determine a reason­
able contribution from the student and his family and 
limit the scholarship offered to the student to the 
amount of his financial need, i.e. , the difference 
between the family contribution and the cost of 
attending an institution. By voluntarily using the 
same need analysis procedure, colleges were able to 
minimize financial competition as a means to attract 
students to their campus. Although previous to this 
individual colleges were probably implicitly, if not 
explicitly, evaluating the financial need of appli­
cants, this represents the first inter-college use of 
a systematic financial need analysis p r o c e d u r e 144
T h i s  c o a l i t i o n  led to the c r e a t i o n  of t h e  C o l l e g e

S c h o l a r s h i p  S e r v i c e  ( C S S ) , a s u b d i v i s i o n  o f  t h e  C o l l e g e

Entr a n c e  E x a m i n a t i o n  B o a r d  ( C E E B ) , the f i r s t  p r o f e s s i o n a l

body c h a r g e d  w i t h  the c r e a t i o n  an d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of a b a r o m e t e r

that w o u l d  f a i r l y  and o b j e c t i v e l y  m e a s u r e  f a m i l y  a b i l i t y  to

c o n t r i b u t e  to e d u c a t i o n a l  e x p e n s e s  in a u n i f o r m  m a n n e r  for

144Ibid.
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all schools. As the Cartter Commission reported:
"The College Scholarship Service (CSS) was estab­

lished by the College Entrance Examination Board in 
1954 and was the Board's first venture into an area not 
associated with testing activities. The CSS came into 
being principally as the result of requests from a num­
ber of member colleges of the Board for a standardized 
method of determining parental financial contributions 
toward the costs of attending college. Competitive 
bidding for students with exceptional intellectual 
promise, or other desirable talents such as outstanding 
athletic ability, had reached proportions that were of 
widespread concern. In the view of many people, funds 
in limited supply were being expended unwisely in the 
competition to induce exceptional students to enroll 
at particular colleges. The charge to the CSS was to 
develop a standard need analysis system and collateral 
services that would provide the following: (1) A stan­
dard form for the collection of data pertaining to 
family income, assets, and other family circumstances 
that might affect parental ability to contribute to the 
costs of educating their offspring. (2) A rationale for 
analysis of the data. (3) Centralized processing and 
distribution of this information to the institutions 
designated by students to receive it. (4) Agreement 
among users of the CSS services to policies for the 
distribution of funds to students on the basis of 
actual need rather than competitive bidding."145
The return to a need based philosophy was not an easy

one, as Orwig points out:
"...the transition to need-based student aid did 

not come easy. For years colleges and students were 
accustomed to scholarships being a reward for accom­
plishment. It mattered not whether the student was 
rich or poor, the scholarship was awarded for what he 
had accomplished and as an incentive to even greater 
accomplishment."146

But, nonetheless, the trend had been established, and student
financial aid administration has since returned to a strong

145^ew Approaches to Student Financial Aid: Report of the 
Panel on Student Financial Need Analysis, New York, CEEB, 
1971, p. 1.

146orwig, M e l v i n  D. o j d. c i t . , p. 2.



105
need based philosophy, a stance that predominates thinking 
in the field at the present time. As the College Board has 
recently stated:

"By the mid 1950's, financial aid had become a 
reward for achievement, bestowed upon students who 
excelled in scholarship, sports, or other endeavors...
(Today) In theory, if not always in practice, the prime 
criterion for awarding aid has become student need."147
The end result of the College Scholarship Service (CSS)

efforts, alluded to above, was the Parents' Confidential
Statement (PCS); the document which serves as the basis for
data collection and evaluation under this needs analysis
system. While this form is reevaluated each year, it still
serves as one of the main needs analysis tools available

today.
The chief competition for this system was created by 

the American College Testing Corporation in 1967. Its origin 
is described by Orwig as follows:

"...in 1967 ACT (The American College Testing Pro­
gram) introduced a centralized student need analysis 
service which institutions could use to analyze the 
financial need of their aid applicants. Although some­
what different in approach than CSS, the ACT system was 
similar in that it processed and computed the financial 
need of individual students who were applying for aid 
and sent a need analysis report to the institutions 
designated by the student."148

These two vehicles form the backbone of current needs
analysis methodology, and are highly recommended over vestiges
of individual institutional analysis methodologies which

14?The Possible Dream: Meeting Student Financial Needs, 
New York: CEEB, 1971, pp. 2-4.

148orwig, Melvin D. o£. cit. , p. 4.
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still exist at some schools, due to their carefully
researched rationale and uniform treatment of applicants.149

**■The next major development in student aid came in 1958, 
with the federal government's reentry into the aid arena 
through establishment of the National Defense Student Loan 
Program (NDSL). while this massive new program was ini­
tially triggered by the Sputnik Crisis and was designed to 
target qualified people into fields in line with the national 
interest, by 1968, it, too, had established a need basis for 
distribution of funds. Revised regulations for this program 
stipulated that schools:

"...shall grant CNDSL) loans only to students who 
are in need of the loan to pursue a course of study at 
the institution; and that such a determination shall 
include consideration of: (1) the income, assets, and
resources of the applicant; (2) the income, assets and 
resources of the applicant's family; and (3) the costs 
reasonably necessary for the student's attendance at
the institution."1^
The use of financial need as an award criterion was 

given further impetus in 1965 with the passage of that year's 
Higher Education Act. This act created the Educational 
Opportunity Grant Program (EOG) and the College Work-Study 
Program (CWS). In a booklet published by the U.S. Office of

149Kunz, Walter N. A study of Institutions' Own Methods 
of Student Financial Need Analysis, Thesis, University of 
New York at Buffalo, 1970.

(and)Orwig, Melvin D. A Survey of Financial Need Analysis 
Methods Used In Institutions of Higher Education, Thesis, 
Indiana University, 1970.

150U.S. Office of Education. Terms of Agreement With 
Institutions.. ., as amended, fiscal ending June 30, 1968, 
Washington, D.C.: HEW, OE-1018, 1968, p. 1.



Education, it was stressed that:
"...even though the academic qualifications of 

students selected to receive funds under the federal 
programs are not rigorous, the financial need quali­
fications definitely are..."151
In like manner, the Federally Insured Student Loan Con­

cept (FISL) which was initially adopted in 1966, established 
a need base in 1972; as part of the massive 1972 Higher Edu­
cation Bill which created as well yet another general need 
based student aid program. This new source, entitled the 
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program (BEOG) is tar­
geted directly to needy students.

Concurrently, on the State level, Michigan, in 1964 and 
1966 respectively, created comprehensive Competitive Scholar­
ship and Tuition Grant Programs for resident students. Both 
of these programs base the distribution of their resources 
on financial need as well. In like manner, Boyd points out 
that some 20 other states also currently provide similar 
assistance programs for their needy students.152

In all, the development of systematic needs analysis 
techniques and the introduction of these massive federal and 
state need based programs, along with the emphasis upon 
access and social consciousness which developed in the 19 60's

151u.s. Office of Education. Determining Awards Under 
Federal Student Aid Programs, Washington, D.C.: HEW, 1968, 
p. 2.

15230y(2̂  Joseph D. An Examination of State Efforts In 
Removing Financial Barriers to Post-Secondary Education, 
Mimeographed, Deerfield, Illinois: Illinois State Scholar­
ship Commission, 1969.
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all helped firmly establish the present commitment to need 
based awarding for the vast majority of student assistance 
programs.

An important side effect of these influences was the 
creation of the centralized professional student financial 
aid offices which are found on most campuses today. The 
sophistication of both procedure and program demanded full­
time professional attention. As Allen states:

"The financial aid function as we know it is rela­
tively new. Scholarships are old. Loan programs are 
old. But the concept of the financial aid package, 
and the financial aid officer who coordinates and 
directs all types of financial aid as an integrated 
whole, is relatively new."153
In summary, after pursuing a similar analysis of the 

history of student financial aids, Bekkering concludes that:
"All of the factors affecting the development of 

financial need which have been mentioned thus far 
(social consciousness, development and refinement of 
the College Scholarship Service and American College 
Testing Program need analysis instruments, federal 
student aid programs, and state assistance programs) 
influenced individual colleges and universities to 
the extent that these institutions have re-established 
financial need as a fundamental principle in awarding 
financial assisLance Lo their students. As a result, 
the federal government, almost half of the state 
governments, institutions of higher education, founda­
tions, and other organizations each year expend hun­
dreds of millions of dollars to assist financially 
needy students."154
However, the evaluation cannot end there. Much dis­

satisfaction has been expressed, of late, with the current

153Allen, James E., Jr. "Diversity of Sources Key to 
Flexibility in Student Aid," in Student Financial Aid and 
National Purpose, New York: CEEB, 1962, p. 66.

^■^^Bekkering, James, op. cit. , p. 21.
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needs assessment mechanisms. Challenges have been levied 
for “new" models and "new tools" to take the profession 
beyond "traditional need analysis,"156 an(j concerns are being 
raised as to the adaptability of current procedures to new 
program plans, e t c . 157

This brief discussion of the conceptual structure of the 
financial aids field and the accompanying historical resume 
have been provided to give the reader a better understanding 
of the overall development of student financial aid in Amer­
ica, and also to demonstrate the central role of needs analy­
sis in this process.

Given this background, however, attention must be 
turned to the focus of this study itself, which attempts to 
consider the accuracy of present family assessment procedures 
and budget determination processes. These two factors form 
the basis of current needs analysis procedures, and must 
thus be evaluated fully before responsible suggestions for 
change can be made. Before considering this study directly, 
however,- an e v a l u a t i o n  m u s t  be m a d e  o f  th e  l i m i t e d  r e s e a r c h  

that has already been done on this subject.

l ^ New Approaches to Student Financial Aid, op. cit., p. 38.
l^fjjohnstone , d . Bruce. "Beyond Need Analysis," College 

Board Review, Spring, 1973, No. 87, pp. 12-15.
157Bowen, Howard. " F i n a n c i n g  the E x t e r n a l  D e g r e e , "

Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 44, No. 6, June, 1973, 
pp. 479-490.
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Similar Studies

Basically, the current determination of financial need 
involves the subtraction of a uniformly and objectively 
determined "expected family contribution" from a comprehen­
sively compiled institutional budget for the academic year 
in question; with any positive difference found defined as 
"demonstrated financial need." This procedure can be repre­
sented in the following equations:
(1) School Budget - Family Contribution Expectation = 

Demonstrated Need.
(2) Demonstrated Need = Financial Aid Offer Made.
(3) School Budget = Family Contribution Expectation + Finan­

cial Offer Made.
The key factors in this equation, of course, are the institu­
tional budget in use and the family contribution figure 
determined. If either is inaccurate, the student's college 
attendance may well be in jeopardy.

Much faith has been placed in the procedures developed 
by College Scholarship Service and the American College 
Testing Program for the determination of family contribution 
expectations. These procedures have developed rigorous 
rationales based upon data available from other sources 
regarding population spending patterns and living standards. -*-58

158see for example:
a. Manual for Financial Aid Officers, New York: CSS of 
CEEB^ 1911', (updated annually) .
b. Handbook for Financial Aid Officers, Iowa City,
Iowa: ACT, 1971, (updated annually).
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However, these rationales do not speak to the accuracy of 
these methodologies, in any analytical manner, in terms of 
comparison of these expectations against actual family 
willingness and/or ability to contribute in this manner. 
Numerous concerns have been voiced of late that these 
sophisticated procedures do not mesh with reality. 159

In like manner, concern has also been raised regarding 
the adequacy of current budget development procedures. In 
this regard, Johnson expresses fear that the federal govern­
ment will actually assume this function due to the lack of 
uniformity in this process at the institutional level.160 
Dyer concurs that institutional budget determination at this 
juncture is really largely "guesswork."161 

Johnson concludes that:
"It is one thing to establish budget costs and 

models and another to verify them. Research must be 
done and a rationale must be developed for each model 
and cost cell within the model. The financial aid 
officer's 'best guess' is not good enough. Reliable 
figures are needed to back any action taken...it is 
crucial that the financial aid officer move swiftly 
to develop sound budget practices lest his preroga­
tive be taken by others."-1-0^

159gee for example:
a. Johnstone, D. Bruce. o j d. cit.
b. New Approaches to Student Financial Aid, op. cit.

160Johnson, Richard. "Student Budgets - Where Are We?" 
MASFAA Newsletter, February, 1972, p. 2.

lSlpyer, James S. Assessing the Effects of Changes In 
the Cost of Higher Education to the Student, Santa Monica, 
California: Rand Corporation, June, 1970, p. 13.

162j0hnson, Richard. o£. cit. , p. 3.
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Parenthetically, it can be noted that part of Johnson's 
fears may have been already realized, as the new federal 
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) Program is much 
more stringent in its budget guidelines for institutions 
than past such programs have been.

In any event, the mandate is clear: the current system 
must be validated if its usefulness is to continue. It is 
with these concerns in mind that the present study is being 
undertaken.

As O'Hearne concludes:
"If the aim of financial aid is to make a college 

education possible for those who otherwise could not 
afford it, there must be acceptable procedures to 
determine how much a year in college does cost, and 
to evaluate how much the student and his parents can 
pay during that year toward those expenses."I63
While the exact research design which is undertaken in

this study has not been implemented previously, a number of
related studies have been completed, attempting to look
closely at various aspects of the family contribution and
budget development questions. These efforts are reviewed
next, to set the stage for the present study itself.

One of the first major studies completed regarding
e d u c a t i o n a l  e x p e n s e s  w a s  t h a t  d i r e c t e d  b y  E r n e s t  H o l l i s

through the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,

163otHearne, John J. "Financial Aid May Help Most By 
Helping Fewer Students," College and University Business, 
August, 1970, No. 49, p. 37.



113
which was published in 1957.^64

This study reported basic student expense and resource 
information for the 1952-53 academic year. The data was 
based upon questionnaire returns from 15,316 single, depen­
dent, undergraduate students from a stratified national 
sample (initial "N" unlisted). Among other data reported, 
this study presented the following findings:

Mean Comprehensive 
College Expenses Percentage Revenue
(4-Year Only) Source

(public) (private) Family 41%
Student Earn-

$1,293 $1,847 ings 26%
Savings 20%
Financial Aid 13%

While this study did not compare its actual response data 
against any then established methodologies for need deter­
mination or budget construction, it does represent one of the 
early comprehensive ventures in this general area and it does 
provide some rather solid guidelines as to actual schooling 
expenditures at that juncture.

Another such study was also undertaken covering the 
19 52-53 academic year. However, this venture was much less 
extensive, consisting only of a questionnaire survey of some 
318 undergraduates attending three schools of a private

l^Hollis, Ernest V. Costs of Attending College, U.S. 
Department of HEW, Office of Education, Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1957.

See also:
Hollis, Ernest V. "Costs of Attending College," 

Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 13, 1957, pp. 141-143.
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university in New York City. The mean budget expenditures 
reported ranged from approximately $1,500 for commuters to 
$2,100 for resident students.165 Pooling a variety of 
institutional surveys conducted over the 1950-51 academic 
year, a Better Homes and Gardens article published in 
February, 1952, similarly concluded that comprehensive 
budgets at four-year public schools were then running 
between $1,400 and $1,800, while similar budgets at private 
institutions were ranging from $1,800 to $2,800,166

Another such venture was undertaken by the Survey 
Research Center of the University of Michigan for the 
1959-60 academic y e a r . 167 while the purpose of this inter­
view study was primarily to gain a better perspective as to 
how this representative national sample perceived and 
intended to provide for post-secondary educational expenses, 
since a sub-group of 232 of the family units interviewed 
happened to contain concurrently enrolled unmarried college 
students during that academic year, some useful year-end 
expense data was also reported.

This study reported the following regarding educational

165cribbin, James J. "What Does It Cost To Attend 
College?" The Personnel and Guidance Journal, March, 1956, 
Vol. 43, No. 7, pp. 443-446.

166stout, Arthur. "How Much Does College Really Cost?" 
Better Homes and Gardens, Vol. 30, No. 2, February, 1952, 
p  ̂ 14 and following.

167Lansing, John B., Lorimer, Thomas, and Moriguchi, 
Chikashi. How People Pay For College, Survey Research 
Center, Institute for Social Research, Ann Arbor, Michigan: 
University of Michigan, 1960.
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costs for the 1959-60 academic year:

"Annual cost of college; The average annual 
expenses of unmarried college students in 1959-60 were 
about $1,550 per year. There was a wide variation from 
student to student in total annual expense depending on 
whether the student attended full-time or part-time, 
whether he lived at home or at college, whether he 
attended a publicly or privately supported institution, 
and whether he attended a junior college, a college 
offering a bachelor's degree, or a university.

Main sources of funds: Of the total annual
expenses of college students, roughly 60%, on the aver­
age, is met from money contributed by their parents.
Of the average total for single students of $1,550, 
about $950 came from parents, $360 from money earned 
by the student, $130 from scholarships, and $110 from 
other sources. These estimates, however, are approxi­
mate and conceal much variation from student to student.

While the range of students sampled in this study was exten­
sive (covering part-time students, graduate students, pro­
viding no explicit dependency guidelines, etc.), and no com­
parison regarding expected contribution information or 
stated campus budgets was provided, this study does again 
offer a basic feel for the possible scope of actual educa­
tional expenditures and parental commitment at this juncture.

A number of other somewhat less extensive studies were 
also completed in the early 1960‘s attempting to document the 
relative degree of parental support for post-secondary study. 
For example, in a questionnaire study to parents of mostly 
private college students in 1957 and 1959, Cliff and Ekstrom 
learned that parents were then contributing roughly 50% of 
their students' educational support. They reported that the 
remaining 50% was divided about equally between scholarships,

168

168Ibid., p.l.
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student earnings, and/or student s a v i n g s . I n  1966, Lowe 
reported that in his sample of 98 male Jamaican students 
attending Howard University, 41% of their college expenses 
were being met by parents, 49.4% were coming from student 
earnings, 5.2% were coming from scholarships, and the 
remaining 3.5% were being provided from other sources 
(usually relatives). Miller, Ivey and Goldstein, on the 
other hand, concluded more generally from review of the stu­
dent body on one land-grant university campus in 1966, that 
parental assistance appeared to be the main source of finan­
cial support for students.17 *•

Considering the budget expenditure situation, McKinlay 
and Ramaswamy, in 1971, attempted to study student expendi­
ture patterns at the University of Illinois via weekly stu­
dent budget sheet reports. The results indicated that the 
average student spent roughly $72 per w e e k .  -̂̂ 2 Projected 
over an estimated 36-week academic year, this would lead to 
an estimated budget of about $2,592 for the 1970-71 school

169ciiff, N. and Ekstrom, Ruth B. Practices and Atti- 
tudes In Paying For College, Princeton, New Jersey: E.T.S. , 
1962.

■^OLowe, G.A. "Education, Occupation of Fathers, and 
Parental Contributions to Educational Expenses...," Journal 
of Negro Education, 1966, Vol. 35, pp. 230-236.

^■^^Miller, C.D., Ivey, A.E. and Goldstein, A.D. "Student 
Patterns of Financing Education At a Land-Grant University," 
Personnel and Guidance Journal, 1967, Vol. 45, pp. 637-691.

172McKinlay, Richard and Ramaswamy, Padmini. The Feasi­
bility of Collecting Student Expenditures and Income Data By 
Diary Methods, Department of HEW, Bureau of Research, 
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, February, 1971.
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school year in question. Also, Perrin's review of aid 
awarded at southwestern U.S. colleges during the 1970-71 aca 
demic year (Student Budgets and Aid Awarded in Southwestern 
Colleges, Survey Report #5, CEEB, 1971) summarized the fol­
lowing budget totals for that year:

Average
Average
Total

Budgets
Student/
Family
Expenses

Average
Financial

Aid
Four-Year
Public Schools 2,084 = 1,900 (90%) + 184 (10%)

Four-Year
Private Schools 3,375 = 2,900 (84%) + 475 (16%)

Two-Year
Public Schools 1,710 = 1,600 (93%) + 110 (7%)

A further study by the Columbia Research Association con-
eluded that the average full-time student expenses at a 
four-year school rose from $2,606 for the 1967-68 academic 
year to $3,341 for the 1970-71 academic year.^73

An actual comparison study was completed in 1961 by 
Williams, in which the parents of 1959-60 academic year 
freshmen at Indiana University were asked to complete a 
questionnaire regarding their perceived ability to support 
their students in college. While this study was not statis­
tical in nature, it did show that when these parental per­
ceptions were compared against 1959-60 College Scholarship 
Service need analysis evaluations on the same students, the 
families tended to systematically underestimate their ability

173The Cost of College: II, Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
Columbia Research Association, August, 1972.
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to contribute in this regard.^4

A more recent study, undertaken by College Scholarship 
Service (CSS), attempted to look more comprehensively at the 
expenditure patterns and resources available to a group of 
single, full-time college sophomores. To obtain this 
information, 8,618 questionnaires were distributed to stu­
dents who had taken the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude 
Test (PSAT) in 1966 and who had subsequently reported 
enrolling in a post-secondary institution in the fall of 
1968. The questionnaires were mailed in July, 1970, to 
cover the then recently completed 1969-70 school year. The 
total response consisted of 3,363 returns (40%) , but the 
main analysis group consisted of some 2,402 (28%) single, 
full-time students. Despite the relatively small usable 
response rate, the study coordinators claim satisfactory 
reliability based on the respondents' similarity to the 
overall universe of full-time undergraduates at that junc­
ture. It must also be pointed out, however, that in 
reviewing these results, the population w a s  d r a w n  only from 
prior Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT) takers, 
and it was in no way limited to students making formal sppli- 
cation for financial assistance. Within this framework, the 
study offers the following conclusions regarding student 
resources and expenses:

l^Williamsf Reese M. Analysis of Factors Related to 
Need As Determining Financial Ability of Scholarship Appli­
cants to Attend"Indiana University, Thesis, Indiana Univer- 
sity, 1961.
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"Resources. Analysis of the resources of the 

average unmarried college sophomores revealed that 
parents provided most (44 percent) of the students' 
income. Students themselves provided (another) 35 
percent of this income: 15 percent from employment 
during the school year and 20 percent from other sources 
such as personal assets, savings from summer employment, 
and tax refunds. Eleven percent of the students' 
income came from scholarship and grants, and 10 percent 
from loans."

"Expenses. Analysis of the expenses for college 
reported by students revealed that costs for tuition, 
fees books, and supplies accounted for 43 percent of 
the total budget, and that food and housing accounted 
for an additional 31 percent. The average total 
expenses of students in public four-year institutions 
was $1,869 for the 1969-70 academic year; it was 
$3,329 at private four-year colleges, $1,347 at public 
two-year colleges, and $1,952 at other types of insti­
tutions. Subgroup comparisons revealed that men spent 
more on the average than women, that black students 
lived on a budget that was approximately $500 lower on 
the average than that of white students, and that resi­
dents required higher average out-of-pocket expenses 
than commuting students."175
Interestingly enough, these student reported expense 

budgets were in all categories higher than similar estimated 
budget figures reported by institutional financial aids 
officers, as used in the needs analysis process. However, 
no statistical evaluation of differences was performed since 
the institutional budget data collected was for the subse­
quent 1970-71 academic year. Implicitly, however, considering 
the annual inflationary factor which constantly plagues 
higher education, it is interesting to note the fact that a 
prior year's student expense reports actually exceed the

“’Haven, Elizabeth W. and Horch, Dwight H. How College 
Students Finance Their Education: A National Survey of the 
Educational Interests, Aspirations, and Finances of College 
Sophomores in 1969-70, Princeton, New Jersey: College 
Scholarship Service, 1972, pp. iii-v.
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following school year's formal institutionally constructed 
supposedly "comprehensive" budgets, which are used in the 
awarding of financial aid. Concise summaries of the exten­
sive study are also provided in the Fall, 1972, issue of 
Occupational Outlook Quarterly and the March 20, 1972, issue 
of The Chronicle of Higher Education.

A similar study was conducted in the State of California 
covering the 1971-72 academic year, using an adaptation of 
the College Entrance Examination Board's Student Resource 
Survey instrument.-*-76 This study consisted of an anonymous 
student questionnaire which was distributed to a represen­
tative sampling of all California college and university stu­
dents. Responses were received from some 160,000 students, 
representing approximately 60% of the sample contacted. 
Respondents, however, included both undergraduate and gradu­
ate students, full- and part-time enrollees, and married as 
well as single students.

In terms of maintenance budgets (total expenditures 
excluding tuition and fees) for the 197.1-72 academic year,- 
the following conclusion was reached:

"For dependent undergraduates living away from 
the family home, the nine month maintenance budgets 
by segments are: University of California - $1,850; 
California State University and Colleges - $1,840; 
Independent Colleges - $,950; and Community Col­
leges - $1,670."l77

176Report Number One: Student Financial Aid Research 
Series, Sacramento, California: California State Scholar­
ship and Loan Commission, 1972.

•̂77Ibid. , p. vi.
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Actual resources available to the same categories of stu­
dents were charted as follows (total discrepancies reflect 
the fact that these latter figures comprise comprehensive 
resource figures, including tuition and fees as well as the 
above "maintenance budget" expenses for books and supplies, 
transportation, room and board, clothing, recreation, and 
incidentals.^-7® Also, in the questionnaire's format, 
resource figures in this survey did not have to match

178Ibid., p. 216-219.
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expenditures; thus, the two may reflect differences in indi­
vidual cases.) :

University of 
California

California State 
University and

Support Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent
Source at home away at home away
Parents/
Guardians 820 1,280 390 650

Student
Employment 890 720 970 850

Student
Savings 190 180 160 140

Financial Aid
(including
loans) 300 420 220 340

Totals 2,200 2,600 1,740 1,980

Average total of
all respondents 2,870 1,830

Independent Schools Community Colleges
Support Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent
Source at home away at home away
Parents/
Guardians 1,010 1,570 290 300

Student
Employment 910 750 810 890

Student
Savings 290 270 100 80

Financial Aid
(including
loans) 7nnf w  w 910 ISO •t ̂ «

Totals 2,910 3,500 1,880 1,600

Average total of
all respondents 3,310 1,400
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Commenting on these factors the study concludes that:

"The analysis makes one point quite clear: student 
self-help in the form of employment earnings, loans, 
and personal savings (presumably from prior employment) 
is the major resource for California students. Self- 
help comprises 51.2% of the total resources at the 
University of California, 68.8% at California State 
University and Colleges, 47.7% at Independent Colleges 
and 72.1% at Community Colleges."^-79
This study also made an attempt to compare expected 

parental contributions as would be derived by College Schol­
arship Service methodologies for similar cases with the 
levels of parental support actually reported. The conclu­
sion reached, based on all respondents, is summarized as 
follows:

"Parental support is an important resource for 
Independent College students (32% of total resources) 
and University of California students (approximately 
30% of total resources). It is much less important 
to California State University and Colleges and Com­
munity College students (16% and 11% of total resources 
respectively). A comparison of families within the 
same income ranges indicates higher parental support at 
more expensive institutions. In general, actual 
parental support falls short of the expected College 
Scholarship Service standard parental contribution.
The analysis indicated the following pattern: Low 
income families (under $6,000) provide more than the 
CSS expected contribution; middle income families 
($6,000 to $12,000) generally approach the expected 
norm; and higher income families (over $12,000) often 
provide substantially less support than the standard 
contribution would indicate... The data clearly indi­
cated that students are paying more of the educational 
bills and parents less. It does not, however, tell 
us who is making this decision— parents or students"-*-8 8
A separate portion of this study also addressed the

related issue of institutional budgets. The following

179Ibid., p. vi. 
lf*°Ibid. , pp. vii-viii.



tables show these comparisons for dependent undergraduate 
students regarding maintenance budgets only (tuition and 
fees not included):

"Average Maintenance Budgets 
(Excludes Tuition and Fees) For Dependent 

Undergraduates Living At Home

Student-
Reported
Averages

University
of

California

1,460

Calif. State 
Univ. and 
Colleges

1,340

Independent
Colleges

1,600
Institu­
tional
Average 1,440 1,450 1,390

Average Maintenance Budgets 
(Excludes Tuition and Fees) For Dependent 
Undergraduates Living Away From Home"181

University
of

California
Calif. State 
Univ. and 
Colleges

Independent
Colleges

Student-
Reported
Averages 1,850 1,840 1,950
Institu­
tional
Average 2,110 2,080 1,950

Community
Colleges

1,100

1,490

Community
Colleges

1,670

2,030

18‘LIbid., pp. 55-56.
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The following conclusion is drawn:

"With the exception of the dependent at home under­
graduates in the Independent Colleges, average institu­
tional aid budgets consistently exceed student-reported 
expenses. Differentials in this area were expected; 
institutional budgets are more comprehensive than are 
student estimates of expenses. The institutional 
budgets normally include such items as health care 
(including insurance) and often an allowance for the 
money spent by parents in providing room and board in 
the family home. Students reacting to a questionnaire 
would be more likely to report only those expenses they 
paid for or that were paid for by their parents to the 
college or to the student directly. Therefore, small 
differences in budgets of $200-$300 could easily be 
brought out by the more comprehensive budget construc­
tion employed by college aid officers. On the whole, 
the average institutional budgets are generally within 
acceptable tolerance ranges with the exception of the 
Community College maintenance budgets which consistently 
exceed student-reported expenses about $400 and self- 
supporting undergraduate budgets at the California 
State University and Colleges where the institutional 
average budgets exceed student reported expenses by$500."182

The study does, however, go on to express concern 
regarding the range of institutional budget figures reported. 
In this regard, the Commission concludes that:

"The spread of institutional budgets is remarkable 
and bothersome. The budgets reported by a few insti­
tutions are so far apart from the great majority of 
institutional budgets as to raise serious question 
about their validity... It appears that students of 
like financial resources would receive very different 
aid packages when their resources were subtracted from 
the institutional budgets reported.

"There is apparently a considerable shortage of 
equity of treatment inherent in some institutional 
budgets. More research in this field is definitely 
needed."183
A very similar study was also carried out in the State 

of Washington covering the 1971-72 school year period. This

182Ibid., pp. 56-57.
l83Ibid., pp. 62-63.



126
project also used the College Scholarship Service Student 
Resource Survey technique. Based on a response of some 
27,623 usable questionnaire forms, an average overall main­
tenance budget (excluding tuition and fees) for the nine 
month academic year ranged from $1,800 to approximately 
$2,000. Also, the pattern of self-help proving to be the 
major (55-65% of total) source of student funds again was 
evident; as were the conclusions that institutionally 
developed budgets tend at times to exceed student reported 
expenditures, and that an inverse relationship tends to 
exist between parental income level and their compliance 
with expected contribution (CSS) figures.1®4

Several years previously, the Illinois State Scholar­
ship Commission had attempted a state-wide study in which it
attempted to assess the effectiveness of its State Scholar-

18 5ship and Grant Programs. Part of this study also
addresses the issues of family contributions and school 
budgets. The study population was defined as:

" (1) all monetary scholarship recipients during the 
1967-68 academic year and 

(2) all grant award recipients during the same aca­
demic year. From the finite study population

1 8 4xo^Student Financing of Higher Education in Washington, 
Palo Alto, California: Western Regional College Entrance 
Examination Board Office, 1972.

1®^A Study of 1967-68 Scholarship and Grant Recipients,
A Joint Report of the Illinois State Scholarship Commission 
and Board of Higher Education, Springfield, Illinois, 1969.
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of 9,445 and 6,453, respectively, was drawn a ran­
dom sampling of 1,000 from each group."!-86 

An anonymous questionnaire was sent to this group of 2,000 
in April of 1968, with usable responses returned by 1,387 
(69%) students. These students represented full-time under­
graduates attending both public and private colleges and uni­
versities in Illinois during the 1967-68 school year.

In reviewing the results of the survey, comparisons 
were drawn between student-reported budget expenditures and 
parental contributions, as opposed to the Illinois State 
Scholarship Commission (ISSC) expectations in these areas. 
Since, however, the survey questionnaire used for student 
input was anonymous in nature, no direct case-by-case com­
parisons could be rendered in these areas. Instead, citing 
a Chi Square test which failed to point up any significant 
(.01 level) differences between respondents and overall pro­
gram recipients, average respondent figures are compared 
against similar data for the overall Illinois Scholarship 
and Grant recipient populations for 1967-68 in making these 
comparisons. Also, in viewing these tables, it must be 
noted that the Illinois State Scholarship Commission utilizes 
a "modified" version of the national College Scholarship 
Service needs analysis system in determining its awards.

186Ibid., p. 6.



"Expectation From Parents" 
Income and Assets Versus Actual 

Amounts Received
Average 

Theoretically 
Expected (Amount)

Class Level Scholarship Grant
All 686 608

Freshman 660 555
Sophomore 708 605
Junior 728 641
Senior 663 635

All Public 451 454
All Nonpublic 858 660

Average
Actually Received Percentage Actual

(Amount)______   to Theory
Scholarship Grant Scholarship Grant

440 315 67% 52%
497 381 75% 69%
432 309 61% 51%
528 316 73% 49%
347 255 52% 40%
360 269 80% 59%
538 332 63% 50%

Comparison of Reality and Theory"*87 
(Average Expenditures)

Reality (Reported)
Source

Percentage
Total

Of
Amount

Percentage of 
Total Amount

ISSC Scholarship Recipients 28% $ 636 28% $ 636
Other Scholarships or Loans 26% 593 24% 531
Self-Help Earnings 26% 593 18% 400
Parental Contribution 20% 460 30% 686

$2,282 $2,253
ISSC Grant Recipients 28% $ 682 31% $ 682
Other Scholarships or Loans 28% 694 9% 201
Self-Help Earnings 31% 732 33% 745
Parental Contribution 13% 315 27% 608

$2,423 $2,236

187Ibid., pp. 35-38.
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While there were fluctuations within various subgroups, the 
general conclusions were that:

(1) Parents contributed less than the Illinois State 
Scholarship Commission (ISSC) system expected, both 
in terms of physical dollars and overall budget 
percentage.

(2) Reported budget expenditures exceed theoretically 
constructed budget figures by a small margin.

While this study did not submit any of these dollar and per­
centage differences to statistical analysis, the dollar dis­
crepancies consistently show that the Illinois student in 
1967-68 spent more and received less parental assistance 
than was expected.

Finally, in yet another approach to the question of 
overall budget adequacy, Bekkering compared student ques­
tionnaire responses regarding certain variable maintenance 
expense items (books and supplies, transportation, clothing, 
medical, dental, entertainment, and incidental expenses) 
against the standardized estimates being used for these com­
modities in budgets utilized by the State of Michigan in 
determining its State Scholarship and Tuition Grant recip­
ients for the 1971-72 school year. He demonstrated that in 
all but the dormitory living setting, Department of Educa­
tion estimates were significantly (.01) lower than actual 
reported expenditures for these variable items.^®®

•*•8®Bekkering, James. o j d .  cit. , p. 60.
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These various research efforts, by their own discrepan­

cies and limitations as well as their findings, point out 
that more thorough research is needed to establish sound con­
clusions regarding the accuracy of present family contribu­
tion expectation methodologies and institutional budget tabu­
lations. These two factors undergird the present needs 
analysis philosophy, and thus definitive evidence concerning 
their accuracy and comprehensiveness is essential.

Summary
The literature reviewed in this chapter relates to 

three basic facets of financial aid administration. The 
first area covered represents a survey of the range of theo­
retical postures and options currently available in the area 
of student financial aid. Through discussion of the param­
eters of "benefit" and "marketplace" the range of perspec­
tives and present sentiment on this issue are viewed. Then, 
by interacting these two parameters, the rationale for a 
variety of actual current student aid proposals are covered. 
The conclusion here, however, seems to be one of compromise 
and middle ground. There seems to be substantial sentiment 
indicating that both society and the student "benefit" from 
post-secondary study, and that a "market" balance of student 
consumerism and institutional protection is needed. Thus, 
it is concluded that the current overall balance of direct 
and indirect student aid taking a variety of scholarship, 
loan, grant and work-study forms is likely to continue even
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if economic conditions periodically dictate a shift in the 
relative percentage distribution of these factors.

Given this balanced perspective of present student aid 
alternatives, the second area of literature covered traces 
the history of the overall student aid concept in American 
higher education, documenting the origins of the various 
types and sources of aid as well as demonstrating the key 
role which financial need plays in this field. This sec­
tion also traces the beginning of formalized needs analysis 
procedures, and, together with the theory section of chapter 
one, identifies the crucial variables of family expectation 
and institutional budget which are found therein. This sec­
tion concludes by identifying the question of accuracy as it 
relates to expected family contributions and adequacy as it 
pertains to institutional budget construction.

In the third section of the literature review, studies 
which, to date, have dealt with these two questions, either 
directly or indirectly, are reviewed. While the data here is 
limited, and oftentimes very soft, there does seem to be con­
sensus that further such investigation is needed to insure 
that the limited student financial aid resources are equit­
ably distributed.

Thus, the reason for this present study, as outlined 
next in Chapter 3.



CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction
The focus of financial aid administration, as it 

impacts on the student population, centers around the assess­
ment of each respective applicant's financial need for such 
resources. Thus, the determination and analysis of demon­
strated financial need is perhaps one of the most critical 
factors involved in the entire aid dissemination process.

The methodology involved in this needs analysis 
process normally includes the formal evaluation of the 
family's current financial circumstances resulting in the 
determination of an expected family contribution figure; 
the formal development of an institutional budget meant to 
comprehensively cover all reasonable educational expenses 
for the academic year; and finally the subtraction of this 
predetermined family contribution expectation from the budget 
developed to see if a positive remainder is found. Any such 
positive difference precipitated in such a calculation is 
defined as "demonstrated need," and financial aid administra­
tors subsequently seek to assist the student in this amount, 
from the variety of resource programs at their disposal.
Given this emphasis upon demonstrated need as a fundamental 
criterion for determining student eligibility, it is evident
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that the procedures employed in this process should be as 
consistent and equitable as humanly possible.

The purpose of this study, as discussed in detail in 
Chapter I, is to compare the key expected family contribu­
tion and budget determination portions of this process 
against academic year-end reported totals in an attempt to 
evaluate the accuracy of the overall needs analysis pro­
cedures employed and to highlight possible areas of dis­
crepancy. Detailed consideration is given in this chapter to 
an analysis of the study's sample population (of initial 
sample selection and possible generalization), data collec­
tion, instrumentation and procedures, research design, and 
the statistical techniques utilized in data evaluation. The 
issues of reliability and validity are also addressed.

Population and Sample
The population from which this study sample was drawn 

consists of all full-time undergraduate students submitting 
application materials under the State of Michigan Competi­
tive Scholarship and Tuition Grant Programs for the 1971-72 
academic year. Full-time study, for purposes of this study, 
is defined by the various colleges and universities involved. 
In the absence of written institutional policy on this point, 
the State student aid programs stipulate that the student 
must enroll for no less than twelve academic credits each 
semester, or term, to be eligible for award consideration. 
This policy was carried over into the study.
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Since the Michigan Competitive Scholarship and Tuition 

Grant Programs also restrict their recipients to Michigan 
residents and applicants who are either currently United 
States citizens or presently pursuing this status, this 
population also effectively carries these limitations.

In addition, while the Tuition Grant Program itself is
open to graduate students, the sample was restricted to 
undergraduates because graduate students are more frequently 
independent from parental support, and are more likely to 
have educational budgets which contain extensive specialized 
expenses not common to undergraduates. This group repre­
sents an essentially unique population, worthy of individual 
study.

Within these restrictions, the specific population of
State Scholarship and Grant Program applicants for the
1971-72 school year, on which the study sample was drawn, 
totaled approximately 24,000 students. With the assistance 
of the Office of Research Consultation in Michigan State Uni­
versity's College of Education, it was determined that a 5 
percent random sampling would adequately represent a popu­
lation of this size. Thus, a random sample of 1,200 stu­
dents was selected from this population using a computerized 
random number generator program and the data processing 
facilities of the Michigan Department of Education, Division 
of Student Financial Assistance Services.

From the initial sample drawn, two other reductions also 
had to be made to bring this group into compliance with the
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overall scope of the study. First, since actual family con­
tributions were to be compared against needs analysis expec­
tations, only those students were sampled who had filed the 
necessary College Scholarship Service system Parents Confi­
dential Statement with the Michigan Department of Education 
for the 1971-72 academic year in question.1 Second, since 
this study covers only dependent students, whose eligibility 
for aid is assessed on the basis of the family's financial 
posture, those students qualifying under the State Scholar­
ship and Grant Programs for independent status were deleted 
from the sample. The eligibility criteria for independent 
status under these programs for the 1971-72 school year 
required that the applicant have not resided with the parents 
or received in excess of $600 from them in 1970. In addi­
tion, the applicant could not have been claimed as an exemp­
tion on the parents' 1970 federal income tax return either. 
Imposing these two additional limitations, the final mailing 
sample was reduced to 1 , 1 2 1  students.

Since individual schools or campuses were not studied, 
the final study sample students are not reported by

lit is important to note, at this juncture, that the 
needs analysis comparison made in this study contrasts the 
College Scholarship Service (CSS) form (Parents Confidential 
Statement - PCS) against actual reported contributions.
This study does not directly evaluate the comparable Ameri­
can College Testing system due to the factors mentioned in 
Chapter I , and the fact that the State student aid programs 
do not utilize it. Some indirect inferences could, however, 
probably be drawn by utilizing the results of College 
Scholarship Service/American College Testing Program needs 
analysis comparison study currently underway at the Univer­
sity of Michigan.
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institution. However, they were selected randomly from a 
State aid applicant population which is at liberty, under 
State assistance program legislation, to attend any accred­
ited degree-granting college or university in Michigan.
Thus, the study sample contained applicants attending both 
public and private, and both two- and four-year schools. A 
listing of all schools participating in the Michigan Compet­
itive Scholarship and Tuition Grant Programs during the 
1971-72 academic year is found in the following table (3.1).

From this final sample of 1,121 students to whom study 
questionnaires were mailed in the summer of 1972, 646 
responses (58%) were received. Of this total response group, 
1 2 forms had to be deleted either because of incomplete 
information, or because full-time study had not been main­
tained throughout the full 1971-72 school y e a r . 2 This 
brought the total number of usable responses to 634, or 57% 
of the initial sample contacted.

The above discussion delineates the specific population 
from which this study's sample was drawn. Based upon the 
sample’s initial random selection, the overall response rate 
and the closeness with which the respondent population paral­
lels the overall study population (see table 3.2), generaliza­
tion of study results to this population appears appropriate.

2It was felt that instead of projecting expenses for one 
semester or term over the full academic year, it would be 
better to drop such students from the study. Part year 
attendance may well carry with it sufficiently unique cir­
cumstances and expenditures to warrant separate study.
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Table 3.1

Summary of Schools Participating 
In the State of Michigan Student Assistance Programs 

During the 1971-72 Academic Year
2-Year Public Schools 
Alpena Community College 
Bay de Noc Comm. College 
Delta College 
Genesee (now C.S. Mott) 
Community College 

Glen Oaks Comm. College 
Gogebic Community College 
Grand Rapids Jr. College 
Henry Ford Comm. College 
Highland Park College 
Jackson Community College 
Kalamazoo Valley Comm. Col. 
Kellogg Community College 
Kirtland Community College 
Lake Michigan College 
Lansing Community College 
Macomb County Comm. Col.
Mid Michigan Comm. College 
Monroe County Comm. College 
Montcalm County Comm. Col. 
Muskegon Community College 
North Central Mich. College 
Northwestern Mich. College 
Oakland County Comm. Col.
St. Clair County Comm. Col. 
Schoolcraft College 
Southwestern Mich. College 
Washtenaw Community College 
Wayne County Comm. College 
West Shore Comm. College
4-Year Public Schools 
Central Michigan University 
Eastern Michigan University 
Ferris State College 
Grand Valley St. College (s) 
Lake Superior State College 
Michigan State University 
Michigan Tech. University 
Northern Michigan University 
Oakland University 
Saginaw Valley College 
Univ. of Michigan - Ann Arbor
Univ. of Michigan - Dearborn
Univ. of Michigan - Flint
Wayne State University 
Western Michigan University

2-Year Private Schools 
Concordia Lutheran Jr. College 
Davenport Col. of Business 
Michigan Christian Jr. College 
Muskegon Business College 
Suomi College

4-Year Private Schools 
Adrian College 
Albion College 
Alma College 
Andrews University 
Aquinas College 
Art School of the Society of 
Arts and Crafts 
Calvin College 
Cleary College 
Cranbrook Academy of Art 
Detroit Bible College 
Detroit College of Business 
Detroit College of Law 
Detroit Inst, of Technology 
Duns Scotus College 
General Motors Institute 
Grace Bible College 
Grand Rapids Baptist College 
Hillsdale College 
Hope College 
Kalamazoo College 
Lawrence Inst, of Technology 
Madonna College 
Maryglade College 
Marygrove College 
Mercy College of Detroit 
Merrill Palmer Institute 
Midrasha College of Jewish 
Studies 

Nazareth College 
Northwood Institute 
Olivet College 
Owosso College (John Wesley) 
Reformed Bible Institute 
Sacred Heart Seminary 
Shaw College at Detroit 
St. Mary's College 
Siena Heights College 
Spring Arbor College 
University of Detroit 
Walsh College of Accountancy 
and Business Administration
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Beyond comparing respondents to the overall Michigan Competi­
tive Scholarship and Tuition Grant applicant population, sub­
sequent tables (3,3^3.6 ) also compare this group to overall 
state and national enrollments for this period, giving the 
reader an indication as to the degree of certainty with which 
even further generalization might be made.

Table 3.2
Summary of Study Respondent and 

Total Population Characteristic Distributions
Scholarship/Grant 
Michigan Applicant 

Population 
Study Sample for 1 9 7 1 - 7 2 3 ____

Sex
Male 344 (53%) 12,281 (51%)
Female 290 (47%) 11,724 (48%)
Not Reported 0 (0 %) 189 (1 %)

Class
Freshman 280 (44%) 8,088 (34%)
Sophomore 155 (24%) 5,744 (24%)
Junior 1 1 1 (19%) 5,062 (2 1 %)
Senior 8 8 (13%) 4,919 (19%)
Graduate/Not Reported 0 (0 %) 381 (2 %)

Racial/Ethnic Background
White 601 (95%) 21,546 (91%)
Non-white 33 (5%) 2,441 (8 %)
Not Reported 0 (0 %) 207 (1 %)

Total Gross 634 Gross 24,194

^State-Sponsored Student Financial Aid In Michigan, 
1971-72. Annual Report, Michigan Department of Education, 
Lansing, Michigan, 1972, pp. 38, 44.
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Table 3.3

Summary of Study Respondents 
and Total 1970 Michigan Higher 

Education Enrollments

Sex
Male
Female

Study Sample
344
290

(53%)
(47%)

Overall 1970 Full-time 
Michigan Undergraduate 

Enrollment4
156,821 
115,655

(57%)
(43%)

Class
Freshman 280
Sophomore 155
Junior 111
Senior 8 8

Racial/Ethnic Background 
White 601
Non-white 33

Gross Totals 634

(44%) 97,195 (39%)
(24%) 74,933 (23%)
(19%) 51,201 (19%)
(13%) 49,147 (19%)

(95%) 251,626 (90%)
(5%) 20,850 (10%)

272,476

Table 3.4
Summary of Study Respondents 

and Total 1971 Michigan Higher Education 
Enrollment by School Type

Study Sample
School Type 
Public 2-Year 
Public 4-Year 
Private (2 & 4-Year)

Gross Totals

Total Michigan 
Enrollment*

2 2 1 (34%) 132,059 (32.7%)
353 (56%) 220,165 (54.6%)
60 (1 0 %) 51,335 (12.7%)

634 403,559

^1970 Census of Population: Detailed Michigan Character­
istics , Department of Commerce, Social and Economic Statis­
tics Administration, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972, pp. 24-682 to 24-686.

Analysis of Opening Fall Resident and Extension Head­
count..., Michigan Department of Education, Higher Education 
Planning Services, No. 12-72, 1972, (From Higher Education 
General Information Survey - HEGIS - Form 2300-2.3)
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Table 3.5

Summary of Study Respondents and 
Total U.S. Enrollment Characteristic Distribution

Sex
Male
Female

Class
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

Study Sample
344 (53%) 
290 (.47%)

280
155
111
88

Racial/Ethnic Background 
White 601
Non-white 33

(44%)
(24%)
(19%)
(13%)

(95%)
(5%)

United States, 
October, 1971 

Undergraduate Enrollment^
3.353.000
2.590.000

2.038.000
1.634.000
1.199.000

972,000

5,334,000
609,000

(56%)
(44%)

(34%)
(27%)
(21%)
(18%)

(90%)(10%)
Gross Totals 634 5,943,000

Table 3.6
Comparison of Study Respondents and Total U.S. 
Enrollment Characteristics By Family Income Level

Family Net Income 
Under 5,000

5,000 - 9,000
10.000 - 14,999
15.000 - 
Not reported

Study Sample

Gross Totals

Overall 1970 
National Enrollment7  

By Family Income
62 (1 0 %) 605,000 (1 1 %)

2 0 0 (31%) 1,502 ,000 (28%)
244 (38%) 1,392,000 (26%)
128 (2 1 %) 1,423,000 (27%)

0 (0 %) 390,000 (8 %)
634 5,312,000

P̂opulation Characteristics: Current Population Reports,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Social and Economic Statistics
Administration, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, Series P-20, No. 241, October,
1972, pp. 27-28.

7Current Population Reports, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Social and Economic Statistics Administration, Bureau of the 
Census, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Series P-20, No. 222, June, 1971, p. 37.
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Table 3.6 shows the typical depression at the higher income 
levels and expansion at the lower levels, which is found in 
need based program applicants when that population is com­
pared against an overall enrollment sample.

While the percentages found in these tables were not 
compared statistically, they demonstrate that the respon­
dents seem to follow quite closely not only the original 
study population, but also, for that matter, the overall 
United States undergraduate enrollment in 1970 and 1971.

Instrumentation and Procedures
Development of the data collection instrument for this 

study (a copy of the final form is found in Appendix B) took 
place over a period of several months. The questions of 
which specific data items to request and how these items 
might best be collected were first discussed with the 
research consultants in the Office of Research Consultation 
which is housed in the College of Education at Michigan State 
University.

Rough draft copies of the proposed questionnaire as well 
as the total research proposal subsequently were submitted to 
the following organizations, in addition, for review and 
comment:

1. American Council on Education.
2. U.S. Office of Education, Chicago and Washington 

Offices.
3. The staff of the Michigan Department of Education's 

Division of Student Financial Assistance Services.
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4. The staff of the Michigan Department of Education's 

Research and Evaluation Services Office.
5. The Director's Office of all other states then cur­

rently sponsoring direct student assistance pro­
grams ( 2 0 states in all).

6 . The Michigan Student Financial Aid Officers Associa­
tion.

7. The College Entrance Examination Board, College 
Scholarship Service in Evanston, Illinois.

8 . The American College Testing Corporation in Iowa 
City, Iowa.

The feedback received from these organizations proved to be 
very supportive regarding the value of the overall project, 
and extremely helpful in designing the final questionnaire 
document itself. The Michigan Department of Education's 
Division of Student Financial Assistance Services even 
approved substantial support for the project, underwriting 
the questionnaire printing, mailing, and data processing key 
punch expenses involved. Therefore, both the questionnaire 
itself and the accompanying cover letter carried Department 
of Education letterhead and the letter itself carried the 
signature of the Department's Division Director. Once the 
final draft was devised, data processing personnel from the 
Department of Education assisted with the physical layout of 
the instrument to facilitate response and subsequent key 
punch activities.

Space was provided at the top of the final questionnaire
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form for the student's name, social security number, and 
home address. Appropriate mailing labels were prepared for 
this purpose by the Department of Education's data processing 
facilities, for the random sample which was computer selected 
for the study. It was realized that identifying the student 
on the return questionnaire might well reduce the response 
rate as anonymity would be lost. It was necessary to pro­
ceed in this manner, however, if case-by-case comparison 
material was to be available from the 1971-72 College Schol­
arship Service needs analysis form available in the student's 
file. This matter was approached candidly in the accompany­
ing cover letter (see copy in Appendix A), so as not to 
leave the matter open to speculation. The purpose of the 
questionnaire was stated clearly as well, in hopes of 
eliciting family support in this manner.

In addition, it was hoped that cooperation could be 
enhanced by the following factors:

1. The opportunity provided for families to participate 
in a meaningful way in the evaluation of the College 
Scholarship needs analysis system which many of them 
may have found distasteful. There would, however, 
be no possibility of a comparison Hawthorne Effect, 
in this regard, as families were not informed as to 
the specific amount of the "expected family contri­
bution" figures on which they were being asked to 
comment.
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2. The emphasis in the cover letter was that all 

responses would be treated in strictest confidence.
3. The fact that the cover letter was addressed to both 

parents and student, thus eliciting cooperation and 
consultation regarding many of the less direct 
expenses and contributions that other studies have 
found students often overlook.®

4. The fact that a self-addressed postage paid return 
envelope was enclosed to facilitate response.

5. The fact that the questionnaire was kept extremely 
short, with all data already available being 
extracted from the accompanying College Scholar­
ship Service's Parents Confidential Statement, needs 
analysis form, or program application, for all 
respondents.

Section I of the questionnaire instrument immediately 
followed the space for the student address label. The 
instructions for this section asked that the family complete 
each item carefully, accounting for all resources used by 
the student for the full 1971-72 school year. A brief 
listing of some of the more basic types of expenses normally 
incurred was also provided, to assist the family in thinking 
through the areas to be covered. Item A of Section I asked 
for basic contribution information, by category, from the 
student's parents or guardians who were living with the

8Both the Washington and California Studies cited 
earlier mentioned this concern.
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student in the home. Item B asked for information regarding 
contributions which might have been received from other rela­
tives. Item C asked for information regarding the amounts 
which the student might either have available from prior 
savings or from employment. Item D asked for information 
regarding financial aid resources available to the student. 
Finally, Item E left an option open for inclusion of any 
other resources which might have been available to the stu­
dent during the 1971-72 academic year in question. The 
family was asked to total all resources available in Item F. 
This tabulation was carefully checked for each respondent 
before the form was submitted to data processing for key 
punch.

Section II instructed the respondent to indicate the 
amount of resources spent in each of a number of categories. 
Item A, here, asked for tuition and fee expenditures, Item B 
for room and board expenses, Item C for book and supply 
expenses, and Item D for a summary of miscellaneous expendi­
tures. Several subcategories were provided for this last 
item, to help the respondent systematically think through 
this area. Finally, Item E again asked for a summary of the 
total expenditures involved for the school year. The instruc­
tions indicated that the spending pattern total derived in 
Section II should normally equal the resource total arrived 
at in Section I. However, discrepant figures were accepted 
as presented in the evaluation unless the totals were more 
than $200 different. Cases exceeding this limit were
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followed up by a telephone call for clarification before sub­
mission (Note— the group requiring such follow-up totaled 
only 59 cases, or some 10% of the total of 634 usable 
responses). In all cases, however, final family decisions 
were accepted. The addition in this section was also checked 
carefully prior to key punching.

Section III was provided to enable families to explain 
dollar differences between Sections I and II, and proved 
very helpful in dealing with such cases.

Finally, Sections IV and V were included to obtain 
information regarding two family characteristics which were 
suspected as possibly affecting the family's perceived 
ability to contribute toward their student's educational 
expenses. Other such items were drawn separately from the 
financial statement and program application in the respon­
dent's file; but since these two factors were not present 
there they had to be collected on the questionnaire instru­
ment itself. In Section V, pertaining to family residence, 
no category definitions were provided since those commonly 
accepted by the Bureau of the Census were perceived as being 
too intricate and confusing. Thus, this Section represents 
simply the family's perceived residential status.

Several methods were used to assess the actual relia­
bility of the instrument. Before reviewing these procedures, 
however, the basic concept in question must be defined.
Robert Ebel states, in this regard, that:
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"The term 'reliability' means the consistency with 

which a set of test scores measure whatever they do 
measure."9

In one attempt to assess overall "consistency" a random sam­
ple of 25 cases was selected manually from the same study 
population (exclusive of the actual study sample group) and 
each was mailed a draft copy of the final questionnaire along 
with a request for their assistance in completing and eval­
uating the form. Four days after mailing, each family was 
contacted by phone. All had received the materials and 18 
expressed willingness to cooperate. These 18 families were 
each given 1 0 days to complete the form, after which they 
were interviewed by phone regarding each item on the ques­
tionnaire and the overall impressions that the document and 
instructions had had on them. No problems of interpretation 
were expressed by this pilot group, and each family, upon 
specific questioning, expressed a clear and uniform under­
standing of both the individual items involved as well as 
the overall purpose of the survey itself.

The only substantive comment offered was that the infor­
mation requested was at times difficult to recall since no 
specific records had been kept. This seemed to especially be 
true for cases where the student was residing in the home while 
attending school. The suggestion offered by several families 
in this regard was that study support should be elicited at

^Ebel, Robert L. Measuring Educational Achievement, 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1965, p. 310.
(Note: While Dr. Ebel's definitions are specifically test 
oriented, the underlying premises are applicable to other 
types of experimental measures.)
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the outset of the academic year and assistance provided for 
participating families in keeping of monthly expense logs.
This suggestion is discussed further in Chapter 5 of this study.

The extensive discussions held with, and input provided 
by the various professionals in the financial aids field in 
the construction of the questionnaire itself, as delineated 
earlier in this chapter, also supported the consistency of 
interpretation of the final instrument.

A specific measure of response reliability was built 
into the data collection process itself. Prior to the 
mailing of a follow-up letter to nonrespondents, 2 0 students 
who had responded were randomly selected and also mailed the 
regular follow-up packet with the indication that no initial 
response had actually been received. All 20 members of this 
subgroup returned the second form, and the correlation between 
these duplicate responses was used as a second measure of 
overall instrument reliability. Since the second mailing 
took place approximately a month after the first, and the 
materials neither provide a file copy of the questionnaire for 
the family nor recommend or direct them to make one, it can 
be assumed that neither memory nor physical records should 
have substantially influenced this duplicate response. An 
overall correlation coefficient was subsequently computed for 
the 2 0 data items involved on each such pair of question­
naire forms. The resultant average correlation of .759 was 
clearly significant at the . 0 1 level when the coefficients 
were converted to standard (Z) scores and tested
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for this purpose (a minimum overall average correlation 
coefficient of .479 would have been required for statistical 
significance with an N of 20 cases). Thus, the statistical 
reliability of the instrument was also demonstrated.

Finally, the limited research available seems to indi­
cate that actual income and expenditure data are more reli­
able than projected f i g u r e s . T h e  logic of this argument 
can be carried over into year-end reported contribution 
information as well. Since the study was administered during 
the summer of 1972, for the previously completed 1971-72 
academic year, the data should be both fresh and final, thus 
facilitating accuracy of response.

The related issue of this instrument's validity must 
also be evaluated. Again, by way of initial definition,
Ebel states that:

"The term 'validity' means the accuracy with 
which a set of test scores measure what they ought 
to measure."il

In light of the exploratory nature of this study, full con­
sensus regarding the validity of such a measure must await 
further investigation and replication of the procedures and 
overall design approach involved. However, an intuitive

lOsee for example:
a. Orwig, Melvin. Toward More Equitable Distribution 

of College Student Aid Funds..., op. cit., pp. 5-6.
b. Sharon, Amiel and Horch, Dwight. "Accuracy in 

Estimating Parents' Contributions to Students' College 
Expenses," The Journal of College Student Personnel, 
Vol. 13, No. 5, September, 1972, pp. 448-451.

HEbel, Robert L. 0 £. cit., p. 310.
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measure of face validity was made through the consensus reached 
with financial aid experts concerning both the questionnaire 
format and content prior to the instrument's finalization.
The general consistency of interpretation found in the pilot 
sample also supports the overall validity of the document.

Finally, the potential problems raised by Type I (Alpha) 
and Type II (Beta) Errors must also be discussed. As defined 
by Glass and Stanley, a Type One Error constitutes wrongly 
rejecting the null hypothesis in a specific instance; where­
as a Type Two Error constitutes wrongly accepting the null 
hypothesis.12 After careful discussion of these points with 
the Office of Research Consultation in the College of Educa­
tion at Michigan State University, the conclusion was 
reached that there would be no way to comprehensively safe­
guard against these two problems in this type of exploratory 
survey research. With the limited body of data in this 
field, each area explored represents quite literally "virgin 
territory." Thus, when such a study is undertaken, a number 
of different basic tests are run on each respondent. This 
duplication invariably raises the Alpha or Type One Error 
potential since such probability factors are cumulative in 
nature. However, this limitation can only be accepted and 
acknowledged until the field develops a better data base so 
that each investigation need not be so comprehensive in scope.

■^Glass, Gene V. and Stanley, Julian C. Statistical 
Methods In Education and Psychology, Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1970, p. 284.
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The related Type Two, or Beta, Error problem cannot 

really be addressed at this juncture, since its determina­
tion presupposes that the researcher knows what the true 
differences between actual and reported data are. At this 
point, neither the real vs. expected family contribution 
differences nor the real vs. computed educational budget 
differences are available for such a comparison. Indeed, 
they may never fully be known, since both factors are con­
stantly in a state of flux within the priority systems of 
individual families and the economic milieu of society at 
large. Thus, this study must proceed with full recognition 
of the limitations of interpretation imposed by these uncon­
trollable factors.

Data Collection
In June, 1972, final questionnaire and cover letter 

documents were drafted and printed in cooperation with the 
Michigan Department of Education. The cover letter (Appen­
dix A) and final questionnaire document (Appendix B) were 
then mailed, with enclosed preaddressed and postage paid 
return envelopes, to the 1,121 member sample on July 12,
1972. A return deadline of July 31, 1972, was listed in the 
cover letter.

By August 5, 1972, 402 usable returns had been received. 
At this point, the random reliability subsample of 20 cases 
was selected from these 402 respondents, and a follow-up let­
ter (Appendix C) was prepared and mailed on August 8 , 1972,
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to the remaining sample members (the 719 nonrespondents and 
the 20 initial respondents in the reliability sample). The 
return deadline requested on the follow-up letter was Sep­
tember 11, 1972. By September 25, 1972, an additional 232 
usable responses had been received along with the second 
response from the entire 2 0 member reliability sample. 
Processing was begun at this juncture and no further 
responses were accepted beyond that point (a total of only 
3 such late forms were received after this cutoff). Each 
response was hand screened prior to submission of the form 
to the Michigan Department of Education's data processing 
facilities for key punching. This was done both to screen 
out unusable responses and to facilitate the review of each 
form for stray marks and misplaced data which might have 
caused key punching errors.

At the same time, comparison data was drawn from each 
respondent's file and concurrently submitted on layout forms 
to data processing for key punch. The comparison data 
involved included information regarding expected family con­
tribution from the College Scholarship Service, Parents Con­
fidential Statement, the institutional budget figure in use 
for the student's school by the Michigan Scholarship and 
Grant Programs for the 1971-72 school year, and a variety of 
family parameters whose effect on budget and contribution 
discrepancies were later to be evaluated.^3

-^In relation to the program budget figure entered, it 
should be noted that in cases of mid-year transfer, the 
appropriate proportions of the standard budget figures were 
combined to create the necessary formalized hybrid.
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Table 3.7 contains a summary of the respondents. The 

questionnaire response items were punched onto one data 
processing card and the file comparison data on another.
The two were subsequently matched in evaluation on the basis 
of the student's social security number which appeared on 
b o t h . O n c e  key punching was completed, the data cards 
were processed at the Michigan State University Computer 
Center.

l^Appendix D contains a detailed description of these 
forms.
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Table 3.7

Study Respondents
Initial Study Population 
Initial Random Sample 
Independent Cases and Ones 
With No Financial Statement 
On File 

Final Mailing Sample 
Total Responses Received 
Unusable Forms 
Total Usable Responses

24,000 
lr200 (5% Population)

- 79
1,121

646 (58% Mailing 
12 Sample)

634 (57% Mailing 
Sample)

Respondent Characteristics 
1. Sex

Male
Female

5.

344
290

(53%)
(47%)

634 1 0 0 %
Race
White 601 (95%)
Non-white 33 (5%)

634 1 0 0 %
Class Level

Freshman 280 (44%)
Sophomore 155 (24%)
Junior 1 1 1 (19%)
Senior 8 8 (13%)

634 1 0 0 %
School Type

2-Year Public 2 2 1 (34%)
4-Year Public 353 (56%)
2- & 4-Year Private 60 (1 0 %)

634 1 0 0 %
Family Net Income

0 - $ 4,999 62 (1 0 %)
$ 5,000 - $ 9,999 2 0 0 (31%)
$10,000 - $14,999 244 (38%)
$15,000 - 128 (2 1 %)

634 1 0 0 %
Age

- 19 441 (70%)
2 0 - 2 2 179 (28%)
23 - 14 (2 %)

634 1 0 0 %
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Study Design With Reference to Hypotheses and Data Analysis

Although this study was technically descriptive in 
nature, due to the paucity of research in this field, it was 
also largely exploratory in nature, entering a primarily 
unexamined area. It is hoped that this design and the data 
obtained can provide a foundation from which more extensive 
and sophisticated future research can be generated.

This study was not undertaken with the intention of 
arguing for the "reasonability" of any specific contribution 
expectation level or student expenditure pattern. However, 
it has provided opportunity for extensive comparisons between 
reported and expected family contribution figures, reported 
and formally developed school budgets, and the subsequent 
investigation of the difference scores found in this process. 
The ultimate program and policy decisions to be drawn from 
these results must reflect appropriate consideration of the 
total range of ramifications and alternatives involved.

The analysis of the data began with an overall search 
for potential differences between expected family contribu­
tions and reported family participation in the student's 
educational expenses; as well as between formally developed 
school budgets and reported budget expenditures. This por­
tion of the analysis took the form of a series of t tests 
which were performed on the appropriate comparison data 
items. This analysis could be depicted graphically as 
follows:
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A 1

t2

a3/-V£5 B 1

b 2

B3 L)n c
TOTAL TOTAL

Figure 3.1. t Test Research Design

A = Expected family contribution for the 1971-72 academic
year as computed by the College Scholarship Service needs 
analysis system through review of their Parents' Confi­
dential Statement.
A^ = expected parental contribution figure for this 

period.
A2 - expected student summer earnings contribution 

figure for this period.
A3 = expected student asset contribution figure for 

this periocT.
B = Actual reported family contribution for the 1971-72 

academic year.
= actual reported parental contribution for this 

period.
B2 = actual reported student summer earnings contribu­

tion for this period.
B3 = actual reported student asset contribution for 

this period.
C = Total financial aid package reported for the 1971-72 

school year.
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D = School budget used by the Michigan student assistance 

programs for the student's chosen institution for the 
1971-72 school year.
From this graphic display, it is noted that overall 

"expected"/"actual" family contribution differences were 
found by comparing factors A and B for each respondent in a 
t test evaluation for significant difference. The various 
facets which make up the "expected" family contribution 
(parental, student earnings, and student asset inputs) were 
similarly compared with their reported "actual" counterparts 
in separate t test measures across subjects. Then, too, a 
comparison of "predicted" budget and "actual" reported 
budget was accomplished by comparing item D and the sum of 
items B and C (where applicable) in yet another t test 
design across all subjects. Finally, in this section of the 
analysis a correlation of overall contribution differences 
(A - B) and overall budget differences (D - £b +c} ) was per­
formed, to see if discrepancies noted in these two areas 
tended to be related.
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These specific tests could be diagrammed as follows:

subjects 
I

subjects subjects

subiects subjectsIII

Correlation 
+

Contribution 
Differences o
(A - B)

- o +

Budget Differences (D 
Figure 3.2. ANOVA Research Design

a 2 b 2

{b+c} )
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The hypotheses which generated this section of the 

analysis are stated as follows in final research form:^
1. No (significant) difference will be found between 

expected family contribution and actual reported 
family contribution.

(Equation Format, HQ : A = B)
2. No (significant) difference will be found between 

expected parental contribution and actual reported 
parental contribution.

(Equation Format, HQ : A^ = B-̂ )
3. No (significant) difference will be found between 

expected student summer earnings contribution and 
actual reported student summer earnings contribution.

(Equation Format, HQ : A 2 = B2 )
4. No (significant) difference will be found between 

expected student contribution from assets and actual 
reported student asset contribution.

(Equation Format, HQ : A 3 = B3 )

l^All hypotheses in this study were presented in the 
classic null format because current needs analysis and 
budget preparation procedures have traditionally been 
accepted by experts as both equitable and accurate. Thus, 
no significant differences should be expected. If an 
alternate hypothesis was posed in each case, it would have 
to simply posit an absolute relationship without regard to 
direction, since so little data exists as to the direction 
in which such relationships might flow. To insure the 
broadest research coverage in this regard, all tests 
employed used a "two-tailed," nondirectional analysis to 
insure full coverage of any possible differences.
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5. No (significant) difference will be found between 

predicted student school budget and actual reported 
total budget expenditures.

(Equation Format, HQ : D = B+C)
6 . No (significant) correlation will be found between 

overall family contribution difference scores and 
expense budget total difference scores.

(Symbolic Format: (A-B) and lb-(B+C)} not
correlated)

The .01 significance level was used in testing all hypoth­
eses to try and control the Alpha and Beta Error factors 
alluded to earlier in this chapter.

The second major phase of the study analysis concerned 
itself with an evaluation of the difference scores found on 
the first 5 tests completed in the initial analysis phase.
A number of family parameters were tested in separate one-way 
ANOVA designs, using each of the 5 difference scores as suc­
ceeding dependent measures; to see if any of these factors 
might, in fact, have a significant impact upon these apparent 
discrepancies between actual reported contribution and 
budget information, and their expected or anticipated 
counterparts.

The dependent variables utilized in each of these ANOVA 
designs can be formulated as follows:

A - B  A 2 - B2 D - (B+C)

A1 " Bi A 3 " B3
In each case, the actual reported figure was subtracted from
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the expected figure for consistency of interpretation.

In this manner, the impact of the 18 family parameters 
on each of the 5 difference scores identified was assessed. 
The categorical groupings used for each family variable 
parameter, and the source of the data are summarized as 
follows:

1. Family Educational Background
(highest level attained by either parent):

a. 0 - 8 th Grade
b. 9 - 12th Grade
c. Post High School - B.A. Degree
d. Graduate Level Study

This data was obtained on the questionnaire, as 
it was not available in the student's file.

2. Family Residence
(as perceived by family)

a. Rural Setting
b. Small Community
c. Suburban Setting
d. Urban Setting

This data was obtained on the questionnaire, as 
it was not available in the student's file.



Average Parental Age (as of September l r 1971)
a. - 40 years old
b. 4 1 - 5 0  years old
c. 5 1 - 6 0  years old
d. 61 - years old

This data was obtained from the student's file 
Number of Parental Retirement Programs 
(major wage earner)

a . - 1 program
b. 2 - programs

This data was obtained from the student's file 
Number of Dependent Children In the Home 
(as of September 1, 1971)

a. 1 - 3  children
b. 4 - 6  children
c. 7 - 9  children
d. 1 0 - children

This data was obtained from the student's file 
Number of Dependent Children in Full-time 
Post-secondary Study Cas of September 1, 1971)

a. 1 in full-time post-secondary study
b. 2 in full-time post-secondary study
c. 3 - in full-time post-secondary study

This data was obtained from the student's file
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7. Number of Blood Parents in the Home 

(as of September 1, 1971)
a. 0 Blood Parents in the home
b. 1 Blood Parent in the home
c. 2 Blood Parents in the home

This data was obtained from the student's file.
8 . Number of Stepparents/Guardians in the Home 

(as of September 1, 1971)
a. 0 Stepparents/Guardians in the home
b. 1 Stepparent/Guardian in the home
c. 2 Stepparents/Guardians in the home 

This data was obtained from the student's file.
9. Family Race

a. White
b . Non-white

This data was obtained from the student's file.
10. Student's Age (as of September 1, 1971)

a. - 19 years of age
b. 2 0 - 2 2  years of age
c. 23 - years of age

This data was obtained from the student's file.
11. Student's Sex

a. Male
b. Female

This data was obtained from the student's file.
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12. School Type Attended (as of September 1, 1971)

a. 4-year public
b. 2 -year public
c. 4-year private
d. 2 -year private

This data was obtained from the student's file.
13. Student's Residency Plan (as of September 1, 1971)

a. Resident
b. Commuter

This data was obtained from the student's file.
14. Net Parental Income for 1971 (as projected on the 

Parents Confidential Statement and used as the 
need analysis basis for 1971-72 academic year 
awards)

a. $ - $ 5,000
b. $ 5,001 - $10,000
c. $10,001 - $15,000
d. $15,001 - $20,000
e. $2 0 , 0 0 1  -

This data was obtained from the student's file.
15. Number of Parents Employed (as of September 1, 1971)

a . 0 employed
b . 1 employed
c . 2 employed

This data was obtained from the student's file
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16. Parental Adjusted Effective Income Level (This 

figure represents the adjusted parental income 
and asset figure from which the expected parental 
contribution factor is directly extracted)

a. 0 - $ 5,000
b. $ 5,001 - $10,000
c. $10,001 - $15,000
d. $15,001 - $20,000
e. $2 0 , 0 0 1  -

This data was obtained from the student's file.
17. Percentage Adjusted Effective Income Level From 

Assets
a. 0 - 25%
b. 26 - 50%
c. 51 - 75%
d. 76 - 100%

This data was obtained from the student's file.
18. Student's School Class (as of September 1, 1971)

a. Freshman
b . Sophomore
c. Junior
d. Senior

This data was obtained from the student's file. 
These 18 factors were selected because financial aid 

officers have often felt that they seemed to influence 
various families' perceived ability to contribute to their 
students' educational expenses. Originally, a variety of
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two-way ANOVA designs had been proposed in an effort to test 
several interaction effects as well in this process. How­
ever, this plan was abandoned because the two-way selections 
would, at best, have been arbitrary pairings. With no real 
logic and evidence to support the combinations made, it was 
felt by the Office of Research Consultation that the inclu­
sion of such arbitrary interaction evaluations might statis­
tically detract from the rigor of the main effect evalua­
tions while not lending sufficient weight of new information 
to the study to justify their use. Also, two-way pairings 
would, at best, have covered but a smattering of the possible 
overall interaction effects present. Perhaps more sophisti­
cated subsequent research could better build on these initial 
one-way ANOVA results and explore this interesting area more 
closely.

Building on the 18 independent one-way ANOVA analysis 
variables identified, covering all 5 difference scores for 
each such family parameter, a total of 90 separate hypotheses 
could theoretically be generated. However, due to the highly 
speculative nature of this exploratory work, one overall 
hypothesis was used to encompass this arena. This hypothesis, 
again, was phrased in the null format, since current systems 
of needs analysis and budget construction have intuitively 
been perceived as adequate and equitable by experts in the 
field for many years. The comprehensive hypothesis in 
question is stated as follows:



167
(Hypothesis 7): The 18 family parameters identified 

will not (significantly) affect any difference 
scores identified in hypotheses 1 - 5 .

The third major area of the research design entailed 
the development of a regression equation built around the 
family parameters identified in the second section, in an 
effort to investigate whether or not these factors could be 
used to actually predict potential difference scores in the 
5 areas identified in the first section. In preparing these 
regression formulae, only 13 of the original 18 family 
parameters could be utilized because such equations can only 
utilize sequential (quantitative) parameters in a meaningful 
way. Thus, the categorical variables involved had to be 
deleted from consideration.16 The usable variables included:

1. Family Educational Background
2. Average Parental Age
3. Number of Parental Retirement Programs
4. Number of Dependent Children in the Household
5. Number of Dependent Children in Full-time 

Post-secondary Study
6 . Number of Blood Parents in Household
7. Number of Stepparents/Guardians in Household
8 . Student Age

l^By definition, categorical variables cover nominal 
scale data where the categories represent only unique sub­
divisions of an overall whole. Sequential variables, on the 
other hand, include data which has a relative scale or 
ranking of importance involved. The regression equation 
format can only utilize the latter.
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9. Net Parental Income

10. Number of Parents Employed
11. Adjusted Effective Income Level
12. Percentage Adjusted Effective Income From 

Income Supplement
13. Student's School Class
Using these variables, a separate regression equation 

was constructed for each of the 5 difference scores identi­
fied in the first section of the design. The relative 
importance of each variable in each equation was also eval­
uated in this process.

Theoretically, at least one separate hypothesis could 
be constructed about the nature of each equation. But, here 
again, due to the extremely exploratory nature of this 
research, only one formal umbrella hypothesis was developed. 
This, again, took the null format since the assumption to 
this juncture has been that there should be no systematic 
discrepancies between theoretical expectation and recorded 
reality to predict via such methodology.

CHypothesis 8 ): The (13) family parameters identified 
will not (significantly) predict any difference 
scores identified in hypotheses 1 - 5 .

Finally, the fourth major section of the data analysis 
consisted of a variety of summary statistics regarding the 
various contribution patterns and expenditure schedules 
identified in the questionnaire itself. Such data means or 
averages should be of assistance to the various needs
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analysis organizations and those responsible for constructing 
various educational budgets, as a possible yardstick of com­
parison for their present machinery and procedures.

Summary
The discussion in this chapter has centered around the 

identification of the overall State assistance applicant 
population and random sample selected from it for this 
study. Procedures and techniques used in designing the 
survey instrument itself, conducting the pilot study, and 
completing the actual data collection process were also 
described. The questions of reliability, validity, and 
Alpha and Beta Error factors were also discussed. Finally, 
the study design itself along with its related hypotheses 
and statistical techniques were identified as well. With 
this map or plan, as a backdrop, the actual study results 
can be dealt with next in Chapter 4.



CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction
The data analysis procedures involved in this study 

were divided into four main segments or sections. The 
first section entailed a test for significant differences 
between the overall expected family contribution calculation 
and actual reported year-end input on the family's behalf; 
as well as corresponding subtests between the expected 
parental portion of this overall family contribution and its 
year-end reported counterpart, between the expected student 
summer earnings component of the computed family contribu­
tion and its year-end reported counterpart, and between the 
expected student assets input component of the overall family 
contribution figure and its year-end reported comparison 
figure-. The first section of the analysis also included a 
test of significant differences between computed school 
budgets and actual reported year-end expenditure totals.
Each of these tests were accomplished via separate "two- 
tailed" t tests, utilizing the .01 significance level. This 
section concluded with an overall correlation of family con­
tribution and budget differences to see if these two factors 
might, in fact, appear to be related.

The second main portion of the analysis focused around

170
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the evaluation of the 5 difference scores found in the 
t tests in the first section, to see if they might be sig­
nificantly affected by any of 18 family parameters selected. 
For this purpose, separate "one-way" ANOVA designs were used 
pairing each family parameter as the independent measure and 
each difference score as the dependent measure. These 90 
tests (18x5) were also conducted at the .01 significance 
level.

The third major section of the data analysis incorpor­
ated the 13 sequential family parameters found in the 
initial listing of 18, into separate regression equations 
for each of the 5 overall difference scores identified in 
the first section, in an attempt to assess the relative 
value of these 13 factors as predictors of the 5 different 
types of difference scores involved.

The fourth and final section of the data analysis 
included a series of summary statistics built from the 
various resource and expenditure categories found on the 
questionnaire instrument itself. It was thought that these 
figures could be of interest to practitioners in the finan­
cial aids field as they daily involve themselves in the 
questions of needs analysis and institutional budget con­
struction.

Progressing through these major analysis segments, the 
specific research hypotheses are reintroduced in the same 
order in which they were found in Chapters X and III respec­
tively. A brief verbal and graphic portrayal of each
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section's major findings is made, followed directly by a 
section interpreting and discussing the specific data 
involved. A brief conclusion section is then provided at 
the end of the chapter to summarize the data involved.

Analysis of First Section Findings - 
The Overall Difference Scores

The first four hypotheses in this section focused upon 
the differences between various aspects of the College 
Scholarship Service needs analysis expected family contribu­
tion figure, as derived for each respondent, and the actual 
contributions, as reported in these categories by the family 
itself after the close of the 1971-72 academic year. The 
first such t test compared the overall expected family con­
tribution figure, as determined for the family in question 
by the College Scholarship needs analysis system for the 
1971-72 school year, with the actual reported family contri­
bution figure as submitted by that family on the study ques­
tionnaire at the end of the 1971-72 academic year. The 
second t test involved a comparison of the assessed parental 
input portion of the expected family contribution with the 
actual questionnaire reported parental contribution as sub­
mitted at the end of the 1971-72 school year. The third 
t test consisted of a comparison between the assessed stu­
dent summer earnings portion of the College Scholarship 
Service expected family contribution and the actual summer 
income from the summer of 1971, reported as having been 
available to the student during the 1971-72 school year on
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the year-end questionnaire. The fourth t test involved a 
comparison of the assessed student asset input portion of 
the College Scholarship Service family contribution figure 
and the actual input contribution from student asset 
resources which were on hand prior to the summer of 1971 as 
reported on the year-end questionnaire.

The hypotheses which generated these tests were stated 
in Chapter III as follows:

H0 jl:No (significant) difference will be found between 
expected family contribution and actual reported 
family contribution.

HQ2 :No (significant) difference will be found between 
expected parental contribution and actual reported 
parental contribution.

HC3 iNo (significant) difference will be found between 
expected student summer earnings contribution and 
actual reported student summer earnings contribu­
tion.

HC4 :No (significant) difference will be found between
expected student contribution from assets and actual 
reported student asset contribution.

The results of the t tests involved are highlighted in 
Table 4.1.

I
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Table 4.1

t Test Comparison of Expected and Actual 
Reported Contribution Figures

Comparison
Made

Overall Family 
Contribution
Parental
Contribution
Student Summer
Earnings
Contribution
Student Asset 
Contribution

Mean
Expected

1,781 -

1,234 -

446 -

102 -

Mean
Actual Mean
Reported Difference 
(1,536)**
1,657

988

425

123

(245)
124

246

21

-21

Signifi­
cance 

<( .0005)*
.006*

<". 0005*

.262

.055
*demonstrated significant difference at the . 0 1 level 
**the $1,536 figure reported mean represents only the direct 
parental, student summer earnings, and student asset com­
ponent. The companion $1,657 figure reported mean includes 
consideration of average Social Security, Veterans Adminis­
tration and Vocational Rehabilitation input as well as mean 
reported contribution from other relatives. This latter 
figure was provided for the consideration of those who 
would conclude that these additional inputs more correctly 
should be part of the family contribution figure than the 
financial aid figure. It should be noted in this regard 
that statistical significance was found with both approaches. 
All tests of difference scores in this study have exclus­
ively utilized the former approach.

Based upon this analysis, the null hypotheses positing 
no significant differences between expected vs. actual 
reported overall family contribution figures (H0 j) and 
expected vs. actual reported parental contribution figures 
‘ h o 2 >  were rejected; but those predicting no significant dif­
ferences between expected vs. actual student summer earnings 
figures (H^) and expected vs. actual student asset contri­
bution figures (Hq4) were not rejected.
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The fifth hypothesis in this analysis section focused 

upon a comparison of institutional budget figures, as used 
by the Michigan Department of Education*s Division of Stu^ 
dent Financial Assistance Services in its award determina*- 
tion process for the 1971^*72 school year, and actual total 
budget expenditures as reported by questionnaire at the end 
of the 1971'-72 school year. This hypothesis was stated as 
follows in Chapter III:

H0 5 :N° (significant) difference will be found between 
predicted school budget and actual reported total 
budget expenditures.

The results of the t test involved in this hypothesis is 
highlighted in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2
t Test Comparison of Expected and Actual 

Reported Expenditure Budget Figures

Mean
Comparison Mean Actual Mean Signifi-

Made Expected Reported Difference cance
Total Budget
Expenditures 2,578 - 2,879 = -301 <0005*
*demonstrated significant difference at the . 0 1 level

Based upon this analysis the hypothesis which posited 
no significant difference between expected and actual budget 
expenditures was rejected.

The mean overall expected vs. reported contribution data 
by collection category are listed as follows in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3

Overall Mean Contribution Data
Expected Contribution 
______ Totals________
1. Parental 

Contribution $1,234
2. Student Summer 

Earnings
Contribution 446

3. Student Asset 
Contribution 102

4. Mean Remaining 
Need for
Assistance* 817

5. Mean Standardized 
Budget Utilized***$2,599
♦computed as a remainder 

**sum of grants, loans and school year employment, etc. as 
outlined in Table 4.4 (some of the school year employment 
has evidently been undertaken privately without the 
guidance of the financial aids office, and thus could not 
be considered need based financial aid in the traditional 
sense of the term as used in this study).

♦♦♦contribution totals of Table 4.3 were not required to 
exactly match expenditure totals of Table 4.2. In most 
cases, they did per questionnaire suggestion, but dis­
crepancies were not forced. (See Chapter III for pro­
cedural discussion on this point.)
The sixth and final preplanned hypothesis to be discussed 

in the first analysis section attempted to ascertain whether 
or not there was a significant (.0 1 ) correlation between the 
overall family contribution differences and budget expendi­
ture discrepancies demonstrated above. This hypothesis 
was stated as follows in Chapter III:

Ho6 JNo (significant) correlation will be found between 
overall family contribution difference scores and

Reported Contribution
_______Totals____
1. Parental 

Contribution
2. Other Relative 

Contribution
3. Student Asset 

Contribution
4. Student Summer 

Earnings 
Contribution

5. Student Financial 
Aid** 1,311

6 . Total Contribution 
Reported*** $2,900

$ 988
53 

123

425

expense budget total difference scores.
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Since a significant difference was also found above between 
the expected and actually reported year-end statement of the 
parental contribution portion of this overall family contri­
bution , a hypothesis testing the overall correlation of this 
difference score and that found between budget discrepancies 
was also calculated. This hypothesis could be stated as 
follows in the null format:

Ho6a JNo (significant) correlation will be found between 
parental contribution difference scores and expense 
budget total difference scores.

Upon analysis, a correlation coefficient of .3 89 was found 
between overall family contribution difference scores and 
budget difference scores; and a correlation coefficient of 
.249 was found between parental contribution difference 
scores and budget difference scores. With the respondent 
group numbering 634 in this study, both of these coefficients 
prove to be statistically significant at the . 0 1 level.
Thus, both hypotheses (HQg and H0 ga) would be rejected.
The fact that both correlation coefficients were positive 
also indicated that a direct relationship existed in both 
cases. In other words, as the size of the expected minus 
actual overall family or parental contribution difference 
score increased, so did the size of the expected minus actual 
budget difference score.

Interpretation of First Section Findings
This section of the study has revealed that the average
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expected family contribution figure, as derived by College 
Scholarship Service methodology on this Michigan sample for 
the 1971-72 academic year, tended to be significantly higher 
than the actually reported family contribution for this 
period, as submitted at the end of the academic year. An 
overall mean difference of some $124 was noted in this 
regard. Even a larger discrepancy was noted between the 
expected parental contribution, as determined by College 
Scholarship Service, and the contribution actually reported 
by parents for this same period. Here the expected parental 
input proved to be, on the average, $246 higher than that 
actually reported at the end of the 1971-72 academic year. 
Similar differences between expected and actual student 
summer earnings, as well as between expected and actual stu­
dent asset contributions, however, did not prove to be 
significantly discrepant.

The flow of the differences, as shown in Table 4.1, 
also was of note. With consistent subtraction of actual 
from expected contribution figures, it was found that 
overall expected family contribution was higher than that 
actually provided, and that the main influence involved here 
seemed to be the substantial discrepancy between expected 
and actual parental input. While expected student summer 
earnings contributions also exceeded their actual reported 
counterparts by some $ 2 1  on the average, this difference was 
not significant. Only the expected student asset contri­
bution reversed this trend, as, here, actual reported
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contributions actually exceeded expectations by some $2 1 .

Table 4.2 indicated, on the other hand, that, in terms 
of overall resources expended, the average reported budget 
utilized actually exceeded the expected budget figures in 
use by the Department of Education*s Division of Student 
Financial Assistance Services for the 1971-72 school year by 
some $301 on the average. These two tables indicated the 
presence of divergent trends. Expected contribution 
figures, on the one hand, tend to exceed reported contribu­
tion figures. Overall reported budget expenditures, on the 
other hand, tended to substantively exceed their expected 
counterparts. The primary explanation for these two diver­
gent trends, as highlighted in Table 4.3, seems to lie in 
the substantially higher student financial aid figure as 
reported by the families on the questionnaire form than 
would be warranted from a strict interpretation of the dem­
onstrated need present as defined by the difference between 
expected family contribution and standardized budget.

An overall breakdown of the reported $1,311 average 
student aid package noted in Table 4.3 was outlined in 
Table 4.4 as follows:
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Table 4.4

Summary of Reported Student Aid Package
Source Amount

Grants and Scholarships $ 667

Loans 220
Work during the 1971-72 school year 
SSAA/VR Benefits*
Other aid sources

324
85
15

Total $ 1,311
♦Social Security, Veterans Administration, and Vocational 
Rehabilitation Educational Benefits respectively.

The projected need for outside student aid following the 
formal needs analysis formula should have been only $817 on 
the average (see Table 4.3). This left a discrepancy of 
some $494 between formally computed need and total size of 
the average reported aid package. Since the great majority 
of student scholarship and grants, and even some loans, 
reflect traditional needs analysis thinking in their distri­
bution, it must be concluded that much of the sizable aca­
demic year work component reported along with some of the 
loans taken out were actually undertaken on a voluntary 
basis and, thus, helped not only make up for large defi­
ciencies in the parental segment of the overall expected 
family contribution, but also helped lead to an average over­
all reported budget that significantly exceeded that utilized 
by the Michigan Department of Education.

The final hypotheses (HQg and HQga) tested in this 
section were rejected, demonstrating that there is a
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significant and direct correlation between both family and 
parental contribution difference scores, and overall expense 
budget difference scores. Thus, as the total reported family 
contribution, or its parental subsection tends to decrease in 
comparison to the expectation levied, the excess of the 
reported overall expense budget over its formalized counter­
part tends to increase. No rationale is available at this 
juncture which would fully explain this relationship, but 
perhaps there exists an inverse relationship between parental 
support and individual student self-help incentive which 
should be explored further.

Analysis of Second Section Findings -
The Family Parameters and the Difference Scores

The second major portion of the study focused around the 
evaluation of the 5 t test difference scores found in the 
first segment of the analysis. Here, each of these 5 dif­
ference score parameters Coverall contribution difference, 
parental contribution difference, student summer earnings 
contribution difference, student asset contribution differ­
ence, and overall budget difference) was utilized as a 
dependent variable for each of the 18 family circumstance 
parameters identified to see if the latter might indeed 
be having a significant effect on the former. For this 
purpose, a series of separate "one-way" ANOVA designs were 
used'., pairing each-family parameter independent measure with 
each difference score dependent measure for evaluation.
These 90 separate analyses (18x5) were all conducted at the
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. 0 1 significance level.

Actually, 90 separate hypotheses could have been gener­
ated to cover each of the specific situations tested. How­
ever, in light of the highly speculative and exploratory 
nature of this initial study, and in light of the study's 
previous assumption regarding the sufficiency of current 
needs analysis and budget determination processes to ade­
quately speak to all types of family situations, which 
undergirds the null hypothesis stance consistently taken, it 
was decided to simply state one collective hypothesis for 
this overall segment of the research design. Subsequent 
research may wish to speak to this complex issue in more 
definitive terms. The collective hypothesis considered was 
stated as follows in Chapter III:

H0 7 :The (18) family parameters identified will not 
(significantly) affect the difference scores 
identified in hypotheses 1 - 5 .

The overall results of the ANOVA tests employed are 
highlighted in Table 4.5.



Table 4.5
Summary of the Significance of 

Family Parameter Effects on Contribution 
and Budget Difference Scores

Probability of Significant Effect on
______________ Dependent Difference Score Variable_________________

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Score Score Score Score Score
A - B* A^ - B]_* A2 - B2* A 3 - B3 * D - (B+C)*

1. Family Background
.992 .130Educational Level . 0 0 1 .028 .757

2. Family Residence .032 .004 .127 .792 .213
3. Average Parental Age .286 .513 .033 .309 .130
4. Number of Parental

Retirement Programs .0005 .0005 .566 .069 .296
5. Number of

Dependent Children .287 .435 .135 .248 .624
6 . Number of Children in

Post-secondary Study . 0 0 2 .0005 .167 .568 .650
7. Number of Blood

Parents in Home .0005 .007 .231 .0005 .174
8 . Number of Stepparents/

Guardians in Home .204 .090 .004 .0005 .152
9. Family Race . 0 2 1 .0005 . 0 0 1 .639 .354
10. Student Age .117 .187 .566 .280 .056
11. Student Sex .901 .416 .009 .861 .008
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Table 4.5 (continued)

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

Summary of the Significance of 
Family Parameter Effects on Contribution 

and Budget Difference Scores
Probability of Significant Effect on

 ___________Dependent Difference Score Variable_________________
Overall 

Expenditure 
Budget 

Difference 
Score 

D - (B+C)*

Overall Student Summer Student
Family Parental Earnings Asset

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution 
Difference Difference Difference Difference

Score Score Score Score
A - B* A^ - B^* A2 “ B2 * A3 - B3 *

Type of School
Attended .002
Student Residency
Plan .0005
Net Parental Income .0005
Number of Parents
Working .0005
Adjusted Effective
Income Level .0005
Percentage of Adjusted
Effective Income From
Income Supplement
(Assets) .183
Student's Year
in School .274

.004

.0005

.0005

.0005

.0005

.034

.760

.415

.853

.930

.999

.337

.110

.305

.079

.920

.833

.307

.528

.128

.778

.397

.0005

.023“

.034

.009

.735

.023

♦Formulae for the respective difference scores are diagrammatically displayed in Figure 3.1. 
These identical formulae are subsequently reproduced in selected tables.
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The significance probabilities underlined in the chart indi­
cate the situations under which a specific family parameter 
is significantly related to the respective difference score 
involved.

Thus, it must be concluded that the comprehensive 
hypothesis cited in relation to this segment of the analysis 
must be rejected under certain sets of conditions, as some 
of the family circumstances identified did significantly 
affect the various contribution and budget scores in 
question.

Interpretation of Second Section Findings
This section of the study revealed that various family 

circumstances or parameters did, in fact, significantly 
affect differences between various types of reported year- 
end educational contribution figures and their "a priori" 
expected counterparts. It also demonstrated that these same 
family conditions were at times significantly related to 
similar discrepancies between reported year-end expenditure 
totals and their formally composed counterparts as utilized 
by the Michigan Department of Education's Division of Stu­
dent Financial Assistance Services, in its student assis­
tance programs.

To fully interpret the impact of this overall conclu­
sion, however, each family parameter's impact must be 
reviewed in greater depth.

First to be considered was family educational background.
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From experience, many aid officers have periodically con­
cluded that a family's perceived ability or willingness to 
contribute toward their student's post-secondary educational 
expenses is directly related to their own prior experience 
in this arena. With this concern in mind, the family was 
asked on the study questionnaire instrument to identify the 
highest educational level attained by either parent. These 
categorically aligned responses were then tested against 
each of the 5 difference scores involved to determine the 
overall effect of the parental education variable in this 
area. As Table 4.5 indicated, this family parameter did 
significantly affect the overall family contribution dif­
ference score, but did not so affect any of the other 4 

difference scores. Table 4.6 summarizes the overall effect 
of the family educational background variable.



Table 4.6
Family Educational Background 

Impact on Difference 
Scores

_______ Difference Score Test Means_______________
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A1 ~ B1 A2 " B2 A3 ~ B3 D ~ (B+c)

1. = 0-8th Grade 49 -389 - 6 8 -26 -24 -459
2. = 9-12th Grade 345 81 198 13 -19 -333
3. = Post-

High School -
B.A. Degree 160 231 331 32 -25 -229

4. = Graduate
Level Study 80 412 467 56 -23 -213

N = 634 X = 124 246 21 -21 -301

(Sig. =.001 .028 .757 .992 .130)
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In reviewing the one significant test involved, that between 
family educational background and overall family contribu­
tion (A - B), it is of interest to note that the mean dif­
ference scores by category actually flow from a negative 
figure to succeedingly higher positive figures as the cate­
gorical educational level of the parent increases. Since, 
as outlined earlier in Chapter III, actual reported contri­
bution figures were consistently subtracted from their 
expected counterparts, it can be concluded that an inverse 
relationship actually exists between parental educational 
level and contribution. Families with lower educational 
levels were, in fact, reporting contributions which exceeded 
College Scholarship Service expectations, whereas more 
highly educated families consistently reported smaller con­
tributions than were expected of them. This same trend held 
true as well, but not as dramatically, for specific parental 
contribution discrepancies (A^ - B^) and student summer 
earnings discrepancies (A2 - B 2 ). No such pattern seemed to 
exist, however, for student asset contribution discrepancies 
^3 " b3) • Finally, it should also be noted that, in terms 
of budget differences, the formally composed figures used by 
the Michigan Department of Education were lower than those 
total expenditures at all levels of parental education 
(D - {B+C} ) . The size of the discrepancy seemed to diminish, 
however, as the parental educational level increased.

The second family parameter considered was that of 
family residence. Aid officers have periodically commented
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that rural families seem to have less in the way of liquid 
resources and less in the way of interest in post-secondary 
study, and that this situation and attitude often tends to 
influence various families' perceived willingness to contrib­
ute toward their student's educational expenses. It was 
with that contention in mind that respondents were asked to 
identify their family residence along a rural/urban con­
tinuum, and that these categorized responses were subse­
quently compared against the difference scores in question. 1  

As Table 4.5 indicated, this family parameter did signifi­
cantly affect the parental contribution difference score, 
but did not so affect any of the other 4 difference scores 
involved. Table 4.7 summarizes the overall effect of this 
family residence variable.

*The reader should note that the families were simply 
asked to self-select themselves into the continuum category 
which they perceived to be most accurate. The selection was 
not guided by specific Census Bureau definitions as it was 
felt that they might be too confusing.



Table 4.7
Family Residence Impact
on Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Score 
A B

Score 
Ai BX

Score 
A2 - B2

Score
A3 - b3

Score 
D - (B+C)

1. Rural 113 81 184 40 -39 -228
2. Small 

Community 143 149 247 48 -27 -225
3. Suburban 232 265 421 -35 - 2 1 -351
4. Urban 146 | i I 00

 
1 00 1 1 67 -3 -354

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301
(Sig. = .032 .004 .127 .792 .213)

190



191
In reviewing the significant relationship found between 
parental contribution discrepancies and residency, it was of 
interest to note that, of all categories, urban parents most 
closely contributed amounts approximating their expected in­
puts (deviating by only $11 on the average). Rural families 
were not the most discrepant, as might have been projected, 
however. Instead, suburban parents tended to most greatly 
deviate from their expected contribution patterns, pro­
viding, on the average, some $421 less than was expected of 
them. Table 4.7 also points out that the largest discrepan­
cies between computed Department of Education educational 
budgets and reported total resource expenditures (D - {b+c} ) 
seems to occur among urban families. Perhaps urban life 
styles represent standards of living with unique expecta­
tions which are not presently being fully considered under 
present budgetary construction processes.

The third major family parameter receiving consideration 
was that of average parental age. It has been contended in 
financial aid circles that as parents near retirement age, 
they tend to put greater emphasis upon saving for this pur­
pose, and thus might be less willing or able to support 
children in post-secondary study at this juncture. It was 
with that concern in mind that data regarding average paren­
tal age was gathered from each respondent's file and cate­
gorically submitted for comparison against the difference 
scores in question. As Table 4.5 indicated, however, no 
significant relationship was found in this regard. Table 4.8 
summarizes the overall effect of this parental age variable.



Table 4.8
Average Parental Age Impact

on Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental 
Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
Ai - B!

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
a 2 - B2

Student 
Asset 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
a3 - b3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 
Score 
D - (B+C)

1. - 40 Years 60 245 336 -9 -30 -278

2. 41 - 50 Years 380 156 279 -14 -24 -266
3. 51 - 60 Years 174 57 153 107 -26 -348

4. 61 - Years 2 0 -258 1 2 0 26 98 -628
N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. =.286 .513 .033 .309 .130)
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While no significant relationships were found here, it is 
interesting to note that in the case of overall family con­
tribution difference scores (A - B)f the oldest parental 
category seemed to actually contribute more than was 
expected whereas the younger subgroups did not. A similar 
trend in reduced discrepancies is noted in terms of the 
specific parental input difference scores, however, the 
actual parental contribution never really exceeds the expec­
tations made in this category. Then, too, it should be 
noted that in terms of budget discrepancies (D - *{b+c} ) , 
Department of Education formal figures appear most inade­
quate for students of older parents. The reason for this is 
not readily apparent, but, in speculation, it could be sur­
mised that the older parents are also likely to be sup­
porting older students with more extensive budget needs. 
Further research is definitely needed at this juncture. 
Regardless of parental age, however, once again the formal 
budgets prepared by the Department of Education were, in all 
cases, lower than the expenditure totals actually reported.

The fourth family parameter or situation considered was 
that of the number of parental retirement programs available. 
The point has periodically been made that perhaps families 
in which multiple retirement programs are available feel 
more secure in utilizing more of their own resources for 
other purposes, and, thus, would perceive themselves as more 
able to contribute toward their student's educational 
expenses. It was with that concern that data concerning the
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number of retirement programs available to the family's 
major wage earner was collected from the file of each respon­
dent and submitted for evaluation against the difference 
scores in question. Table 4.5 indicates that this family 
variable did, indeed, have a significant effect on both 
overall family and specific parental contribution discrep­
ancies. Table 4.9 summarizes the overall effect of this 
parental retirement provision variable.



Table 4.9
Parental Retirement Program Impact

on Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental 
Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
Ai - Bi

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A2 - B2

Student 
Asset 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A3 - B3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 

Score 
D - (B+C)

1 . - 1 programs 385 -72 97 1 1 -38 -326

2 . 2 - programs 249 429 475 33 __3 -263

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. =,.0005 .0005 .566 .069 .296)
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In reviewing this table, it can be noted that, contrary to 
assumption, as number of retirement provisions increase, the 
disparity between expected and actual family and parental in­
put actually grows. Thus, there appears to be somewhat of an 
inverse relationship between these factors. As the number 
of retirement provisions grow, families and parents seem less 
likely to meet the educational contribution expectations 
levied against them.

The fifth family parameter considered was that of the 
number of dependent children currently residing in the home. 
The professional financial aid community has periodically 
speculated that as the size of the family grows, there might 
be an increased reluctance to contribute extensively to any 
particular student's educational expenses due to the magni­
tude of the other family responsibilities present. To 
explore this assumption, sibling data was drawn from each 
respondent's file and submitted for evaluation against the 
difference scores in question. Table 4.5 indicates, however, 
that no significant relationships were noted in this regard. 
Table 4.10 summarizes the overall effect of this family size 
variable.



Table 4.10
Family Size Impact on

Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A1 “ B1 A2 “ 132 A3 “ B3 D “ (B+C)

1 . 1-3 Children 387 176 296 48 -14 -301

2 . 4-6 Children 2 1 2 41 156 - 8 -35 -303

3. 7-9 Children 26 2 1 2 301 -71 35 -192

4 1 0 - Children 9 -375 13 -208 -168 -569

N = 634 X - 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .287 .435 .135 .248 .624)
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While no significant differences were found, it was inter­
esting to note, however, that the larger families appeared 
to more closely approximate their family (A - B) and paren­
tal (Ax ~ Bi) expectations than did the smaller family 
groups. While this trend was not consistent, it was most 
evident in large (10 plus children) families. Interestingly 
enough, students from the largest families also tended to 
report expenditure budgets (D - {b+g}1 ) most in excess of 
those computed by the Department of Education. Perhaps the 
excess parental input experienced here, coupled with the en­
larged aid packages which were computed through traditional 
needs analysis methodologies, served to create this situation.

The sixth family issue of concern was the number of 
dependent children currently involved in post-secondary edu­
cation on a full-time basis. The financial aid community 
has periodically speculated that families with more than 
just a single student oftentimes tend to be conservative in 
their perceived ability to help each, in light of the magni­
tude of the overall expense involved. To study this concern, 
data regarding sibling enrollment was extracted from each 
respondent's file and submitted for evaluation against the 
difference scores in question. Table 4.5 shows that, indeed, 
a significant relationship between this variable and paren­
tal contribution discrepancies was found. Table 4.11 sum­
marizes the impact of this enrollment variable.



Table 4.11
Enrollment Impact on Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental
Contribution
Difference

Score
Ai - B-l

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score
a 2 - b2

Student
Asset

Contribution
Difference

Score
A 3 - b3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 

Score 
D - (B+C)

1 . 1 enrolled 370 257 395 25 - 2 2 -321
2 . 2 enrolled 225 -79 41 - 8 -13 -265
3. 3+ enrolled 39 51 __4 141 - 6 6 -321

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301
(Sig. =,002 .0005 .167 .568 .650)
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In reviewing this data, it appears that the results are 
exactly opposite, once again, to the assumption initially 
made. Families with one student enrolled fell significantly 
below the contribution expectations levied against them, 
whereas families with more than a single student enrolled 
much more closely approximated their contribution expecta­
tions. This trend also should warrant further study.

The seventh family parameter of concern was the number 
of blood parents in the home. In reviewing student circum­
stances, financial aid officers have often noted that blood 
parents seem more committed toward educational support than 
do stepparents or guardians. It has concurrently been felt 
that family units with both parents present feel more able to 
support their student than do single parent families. With 
these concerns in mind, data regarding the number of blood 
parents in the home was drawn from each respondent's file 
and compared against the difference scores in question.
Table 4.5 indicates that this factor was indeed signficantly 
related to overall family and parental, as well as student 
asset contribution difference scores. Table 4.12 reports 
the details associated with this analysis .



Table 4.12
Blood Parent Impact on Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means
Overall
Family Parental

Contribution Contribution 
Difference Difference

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Score 
A - B

1. 0 Blood Parents
in Home 2

2. 1 Blood Parent
in Home 93

3. 2 Blood Parents
in Home 539

N = 634

-401

-356

209 
X = 124 

(Sig. =.0005

Score 
Al - Bl

-122

-74

302
246

.007

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A2 - B2

-450

62

15
21

.231

Student Overall
Asset Expenditure

Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference

Score 
A3 - B3

756

65

-39
-21
.0005

Score 
D - (B+C)

- 1,211

-343

-291

-301
.174)
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Once more, the trend present seemed to run counter to the 
assumption made. In cases where both blood parents were not 
present, reported overall family and parental contributions 
exceeded comparable College Scholarship Service expectations, 
whereas the opposite proved to be true in the regular family 
situation where both blood parents were present. Before 
accepting this phenomenon at face value, however, further 
research would definitely be warranted in this area. Such 
review should include systematic reevaluation of the pro­
cedures used in reviewing each family financial statement 
involved, use of a larger subsample, and perhaps an inter­
view procedure to cover the families involved. Effort should 
be made also to separate the two different home patterns 
which confound the present design at this juncture; namely 
single parent families as opposed to remarriage situations 
in which only a single blood parent might actually be 
present.

Within the limitation of these concerns, however, the 
present data do clearly indicate that atypical family set­
tings tend to support post-secondary study much more exten­
sively than do the normal two blood parent home situations.
If this trend is supported by subsequent research, perhaps 
it could be explained at least in part by a quasi-Hawthorne 
effect which might be present around students within such 
atypical home settings.

Interestingly, a review of the budget differential seg­
ment of this comparison (D - {b+c} ) shows that while the
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Department of Education budgets were lower than expenditure 
totals reported at all points, the largest discrepancy by 
far came in cases where no blood parents were present in the 
home. Since the frequency here consisted of only two cases, 
little basis for generalization can be made in that regard 
at this juncture. However, discrepancies of the magnitude 
listed would certainly warrant further study as well.

It may also be noted here that the only difference 
score presenting an opposite trend in terms of this family 
parameter was that of student asset contribution. Here, 
students in atypical family situations with less than two 
blood parents present tended to contribute from their assets 
less than expected, whereas students from the regular two 
blood parent home situations tended to exceed the expected 
contribution from this area. One possible interpretation 
for this finding might be increased security anxiety on the 
part of the student with the atypical home setting, which 
might precipitate a more conservative approach to personal 
asset resource expenditure. Trust funds with legal limita­
tions established by the departed parent(s) might also play 
a role here. In any event, due to the magnitude of the dis­
crepancies noted and the statistical significance involved, 
this area should certainly receive further investigation.

The eighth area of review really represents at least a 
partial converse of the seventh. The family parameter under 
consideration here reflects the number of stepparents or 
legal guardians present in the home. This portion of the
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analysis was subject to the same limitations expressed above 
regarding the effect of the number of blood parents present 
in the home, and must be viewed accordingly. In reviewing 
Table 4.5, it is noted that this family parameter is also 
evidently significantly related to several other of the dif­
ference scores involved. This finding in itself opens fur­
ther concern relative to the high degree of significance 
found on several of the difference scores by the preceding 
blood parent variable. If the concomitant presence of 
stepparents or guardians do not reflect the same finding, 
then perhaps much of the significance of the preceding 
variable is, in fact, really due to the confounded single 
parent setting situations found in the same sample strati­
fication per this research design.

Table 4.13 presents the details associated with the 
stepparent/guardian variable.



Table 4.13
Stepparent/Guardian Presence Impact

on Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Overall
Family Parental

Student Summer 
Earnings

Student
Asset

Overall 
Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget

Category
Level

Difference 
Category Score
Frequency A - B

1. 0 Stepparent/
Guardians 
in Home

2. 1 Stepparent/
Guardians 
in Home

3. 2 Stepparents/
Guardians 
in Horae

N =

614

19

1

634

137

-320

598

X = 124 
(Sig. =.204

Difference 
Score 

Al " B 1

256

-172

1,755 
246 
.090

Difference 
Score A2 - B2

18

156

-1,400

21
.004

Difference Difference 
Score Score

A3 - B3 D - (B+C)

-26

48

1,513 
-21 

.0005

-295

-417

-1,625
-301
.152)
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The areas of computed significance relate to student summer 
earnings difference scores (A2 - B2 ) and student asset dif­
ference scores (A3 - B3 J. Again, it must be cautioned that 
due to the extremely small cell size involved in several of 
the cells, replication would be a necessity to adequately 
deal with this section. Should current data be supported, 
however, it would be concluded that student summer earnings 
contributions fluctuate directly with the number of step­
parents or guardians in the home. Perhaps students residing 
with stepparents or guardians learn greater self-sufficiency 
at an early age and, thus, tend to be more extensively 
employed. This interpretation tends to be supported by the 
extensive deficiency in parental and family input found in 
the sample two stepparent/guardian case.

Interestingly enough though, in the home situation 
including one stepparent/guardian (assuming one blood parent 
also present in most such cases! both overall family (A - B) 
and parental (Ai *■> Bi! reported contributions tended to 
exceed expectations. While statistical significance was not 
found, this indication might indicate a rethinking of reluc­
tance to submit such mixed families to the full rigors of 
traditional needs assessment procedures.

The second instance of actual statistical significance 
found in this test centered around the effect of the step­
parent/guardian variable on student asset contribution dif­
ference scores (A3 - B 3 ). Here, students with stepparent/ 
guardian home situations tended to contribute less from
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assets than expected whereas the opposite was true for stu­
dents from homes with no stepparents or guardians present. 
This factor could be explained similarly to the parallel 
finding discovered on this difference score for the pre­
ceding blood parent family variable: namely, with the con­
clusion that perhaps atypical living conditions precipitate 
an insecurity which manifests itself in extremely conserva­
tive spending patterns. This whole area, however, would 
certainly warrant further investigation before any such firm 
conclusions could be drawn.

The ninth area of family concern focused on the race of 
the family. The financial aid profession has periodically 
expressed concern that minority students often are not sup­
ported by their families as extensively as Caucasian stu­
dents due to a variety of reasons. Given this concern, 
racial information was also gathered from each respondent's 
file and compared with the difference scores in question. 
Table 4.5 indicates that there was, indeed, a significant 
relationship between race and both parental contribution and 
student summer earnings difference scores. Table 4.14 pre­
sents a summary of this analysis.



Table 4.14
Race Impact on Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental 
Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
Ai - Bi

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
a 2 - B2

Student 
Asset 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A 3 - B3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 

Score 
D - (B+C)

1. White 601 149 283 6 - 2 0 -308
2. Nonwhite 33 -320 -445 276 -45 -185

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301
CSig. = .021 .0005 . 0 0 1 .639 .354)
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In reviewing this data, it can be noted that once again the 
initial stereotype seems to be erroneous. White parents 
actually tended to contribute significantly less than that 
which was expected of them, whereas the opposite was true 
for minority parents. In terms of student summer earnings 
contribution, however, it could be noted that minority stu­
dents were significantly more delinquent in meeting this 
expectation than were white youth. The explanation for these 
factors may well be tied to an intricate webbing of the per­
ceived role which post-secondary study plays in upward 
mobility and the difficult socio-economic limitations which 
are often associated with minority racial heritage. Minority 
families thus may be more keenly sensing the importance of 
post-secondary study and, therefore, could be more prepared 
to make sacrifice to support their students than similar 
Caucasian families would be. Conversely, family responsi­
bilities, location, and discrimination could be limiting the 
self-help cummer work contribution of these same minority 
students.

While no statistical significance was found, it should 
also be noted that in terms of overall expenditure differ­
ences (D - {B+c}), minority youth tended to more closely 
approximate formal Department of Education budgets, on the 
average, than did white students. Perhaps minority youth, 
who tend more often to come from disadvantaged backgrounds, 
do not approach educational expenditures with quite the same 
level of living expectancies that white students do.
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The tenth family parameter considered was that of stu­

dent age. Financial aid officers sometimes are concerned 
that as students get older, families become more reluctant 
to support them in school. Since current needs analysis 
procedures make no such longitudinal provision for 
decreasing responsibility based on age alone, this matter 
would have extensive ramifications for current evaluation 
techniques. With this consideration in mind, student age data 
was extracted from each respondent's file and subjected to 
evaluation in conjunction with the difference scores in ques­
tion. While Table 4.5 indicates that no significant effect 
was found, Table 4.15 highlights some interesting results 
from this specific analysis.



Table 4.15

Category
Level

1. -19

2. 20-22 

3. 23-

Student Age Impact on
Difference Scores

Overall
Family

Difference Score Test Means
Student

Parental
Student Summer 

Earnings Asset
Overall 

Expenditure
Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget
Difference 

Category Score
Frequency A - B

years
old

years
old

years
old

441

179

14

N = 634 X 

(Sig.

173

-15

399

124
.117

Difference 
Score 

Al - BX

282

132

521

246
,187

Difference 
Score 

a 2 "  B2

30

5

-86
21

.566

Difference Difference 
Score Score

A3 - B3 D - (B+C)

-32

-3

64

-21
,280

46

-107

-80

-301
.056)
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While the trend is not consistent, it can be noted, here, 
that older students do tend to receive less from their par­
ents (Ajl “ Bi) in comparison to the amounts expected than do 
younger students. Also, the youngest age category represents 
one of the few test situations recorded in which the formally 
constructed total expense budgets of the Department of Edu­
cation actually, on the average, exceeded reported overall 
expenditure (D - {B+c}). These potentially serious dis­
crepancies in contribution and resource expenditure merit 
further investigation with a larger student sampling.

The eleventh such family parameter selected for scrutiny 
was that of student sex. Fear has also been periodically 
expressed in the financial aid community that families are 
more reluctant to support female students than male students, 
since they tend to perceive the study of the former as only 
a route to marriage whereas the study of the latter tends to 
carry more perceived importance in terms of ultimate voca­
tional needs, etc. Since present needs analysis procedures 
carry no real provision for this factor, significant dif­
ferences found therein could have extensive ramifications for 
current need determination procedures. Table 4.5 indicates 
that student sex, however, only has significant impact in 
terms of student summer contribution (A2 - B2 ) end overall 
budget expenditure (D - {B+c}) difference scores. Table 4.16 
summarizes the results of this test.



Table 4.16
Student Sex Impact on

Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Overall
Family Parental

Student Summer 
Earnings

Student
Asset

Overall 
Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget
Category
Level

Difference 
Category Score
Frequency A - B

Difference 
Score 
Ai - Bi

Difference 
Score 

A2 - B2

Difference Difference 
Score Score

A3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1. Male 344 127 278 -23 - 2 0 -372
2. Female 290 1 2 1 206 72 -23 -217

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .091 .416 .009 .861 .008)
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The average results of this test proved to be surprisingly 
similar, even for the cases in which statistical significance 
was found. For both sexes, expected family contributions 
tended to exceed actual reported ones (A - B) by some $120. 
Expected parental contributions (A^ - Bj) , on the other hand, 
rather uniformly exceeded such reported input by some $240. 
Differences between expected and actual reported student 
summer earnings contributions (A2 - B 2 ) varied according 
to sex by some $100. This significant difference supports, 
well, the principle of differential student summer earnings 
allowance according to sex, as presently utilized in the Col­
lege Scholarship Service needs analysis system. Reported 
student asset contributions for both sexes exceeded expecta­
tions (A3 - B3 ), but only by some $20. A significant budget 
differential by sex was identified, however. While reported 
expenditure totals in both cases again exceeded Department of 
Education estimates for these amounts (D - {b+c}), the dif­
ferential for males proved to be some $160 greater than it 
was for females. Perhaps differential social spending habits 
account for some of this difference.

Yet a twelfth family parameter which was considered in 
this regard was the type of school which the student chose 
to attend. Question has often been raised in financial aid 
circles as to whether this factor might not influence par­
ental support and budget expenditures beyond the considera­
tion given to it in current methodology. With this
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thought in mind, data regarding school type was extracted 
from each respondent's file and submitted for evaluation 
in conjunction with the difference score questions at hand. 
Table 4.5 indicates that a significant relationship was 
actually found here in terms of both family and parental 
contribution difference scores. Table 4.17 summarizes the 
results of this test.



Table 4.17
School Type Impact on

Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B Ai - Bi A 2 - B2 A3 - B3 D - (B+C)
1. 2-Year Public 2 2 1 -75 65 0.4 2 2 -301
2. 4-Year Public 353 281 384 35,2 - 2 -278
3. 4-Year Private 39 -105 1 1 2 54.2 -39 -490
4. 2-Year Private 2 1 24 50 124.2 -134 -335

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301
(Sig. = . 0 0 2 .004 .415 .079 .397)
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Reviewing this data, it can be noted that public four-year 
schools have the greatest overestimation of both expected 
family (A ~ Bl and parental CAjl - B^) contribution utilizing 
current needs assessment procedures. The four-year private 
school, on the other hand, has by far the greatest budget 
expenditure deficiency (D - {b+c} ) when utilizing Department 
of Education's estimates in this regard. Interestingly enough 
there also seems to be somewhat of a systematic discrepancy 
in terms of student asset contribution (A3 - Bg) when school 
type is considered. Only at the public community college 
do actual reported student asset inputs exceed expectations.
In all other categories of institution, expectations exceed 
reported student asset contributions, but no statistical 
significance was found in regard to this trend. Further 
research would certainly be recommended in this important 
area.

The thirteenth family parameter reviewed was that of 
student residency plan. Do resident students' contribution 
and/or budget difference scores substantively differ from 
those found for commuter students? With this question in 
mind, residency data was taken from each respondent's file 
and submitted for evaluation in conjunction with the dif­
ference scores in question. Table 4.5 indicates that this 
factor did, indeed, significantly affect overall family 
contribution differences, parental contribution differences, 
and budget expenditure discrepancies. Table 4.18 summarizes 
the effect of this test.



Table 4.18

Category
Level

1. Resident

2. Commuter

Residency Plan Impact on
Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means
Overall
Family Parental

Student Summer 
Earnings

Student
Asset

Overall 
Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category
Frequency

Score 
A - B

Score 
Ai - B1

Score 
A2 - B2

Score 
A 3 - B3

Score 
D - (B+C)

432 289 401 18 - 2 1 -163
2 0 2 -226 -87 24 - 2 2 -596

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .0005 .0005 .853 .920 .0005)
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Reviewing this data, it can be noted that both overall fam­
ily (A - B)and parental (A^ - B^) contribution expectations 
exceed actual reported contributions for resident students, 
whereas the opposite is actually true for commuters. The 
difference there was clearly statistically significant. 
Likewise, the deficiency in Department of Education budget 
estimates (D - *{b+c} ) is significantly greater for commuters 
than it is for resident students. The range of average 
response discrepancies and high degree of differential sig­
nificance found here certainly call for further research in 
this area as well.

The fourteenth family parameter reviewed in terms of 
these difference scores was that of net parental income. 
Concern has often been raised in the financial aids commun­
ity over the relative equity of present needs analysis pro­
cedures and budget development methodologies for families of 
various income strata. With this thought in mind, this data 
was likewise extracted from each respondent's file and 
evaluated in terms of the five difference scores in question. 
Table 4.5 demonstrates that this parameter does, in fact, 
have a significant impact as well on overall family and 
parental contribution difference scores. Table 4.19 elab­
orates on this test.



Table 4.19
Parental Net Income Impact on

Difference Scores
 Difference Score Test Means_____________

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A^ - B^ A2 - B2 A 3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1. 0-$ 5,000 62 -830 -450 53 1 -478
2.$ 5,001-$10,000 2 0 0 - 1 2 2 - 1 0 31 - 2 2 -189
3.$10,001-$15,000 244 14 £ 249 1 2 -27 -372
4.$15,001-$20,000 92 565 624 - 8 -37 -266
5.$20,001- 36 1,859 1,871 25 19 -227

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301
(Sig. = .0005 .0005 .930 .833 .024)
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In terms of overall family (A - B) and parental (A-̂  - B^) 
contribution difference scores, lower net income level fam­
ilies actually report contributions in excess of expecta­
tions, whereas the opposite Is true at the higher net income 
levels. The discrepancies identified here were statisti­
cally significant, but it would be wise to review this issue 
further before drawing final conclusions, as lower socio­
economic groups have been shown to overestimate incomes and 
the same may be true of their reported contributions. In 
any event, this phenomenon, along with the undoubtedly larger 
student aid packages extended to these lower income students, 
does lead to greater budget discrepancies for such lower 
socio-economic students than were found at any other parental 
net Income ranges CD - £ b+c} j . This latter discrepancy was 
not quite statistically significant though. There are, how­
ever, extensive implications here which warrant further study.

Yet a fifteenth family parameter which was studied in 
terms of those five difference scores was the number of 
parents which might be employed. The financial aid commun­
ity has periodically been concerned with the impact which 
second incomes might tend to have on the families' perceived 
ability to support students in post-secondary study. With 
this question in mind, parental employment data was extracted 
from student files for each respondent and also submitted for 
evaluation in conjunction with the difference scores in ques­
tion. A review of Table 4.5 indicates that this factor did, 
indeed, have a significant impact on both overall family
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contribution difference scores as well as parental contribu­
tion difference scores. Table 4.20 presents the highlights 
of this test.



Table 4.20

Category
Level

1. 0 Employed

2. 1 Employed
3. 2 Employed

Impact of Number of Parents Employed
on Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental 
Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
Ai - Bi

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score
a2 - b 2

Student 
Asset 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A 3 - b3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 

Score 
D - (B+C)

2 1 -1,048 -498 23 48 -685

405 36 160 2 0 -15 -307
208 414 485 2 0 -19 -251

N = 634 X = 124 246 21 - 2 1 -301

(Sig.= .0005 .0005 .999 .307 .034)
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It is most interesting to note, from this data, that fami­
lies (A - B} and parents (A^ - B^) reporting neither parent 
employed actually contributed in excess of the expectations 
levied against them, whereas the opposite was true especially 
for families with both parents employed. This finding could 
well, however, be confounded with the concern regarding 
overestimation on the part of the lower socio-economic fami­
lies, which was registered earlier. Thus, further research, 
with a somewhat larger subsample, would again be recommended. 
The inverse relationship between approximation of expected 
contribution amounts and the increase in employed parents 
seems clear, though, in light of the sample size involved. 
Second parental incomes evidently do not go proportionately 
toward student support.

The larger discrepancies between expected and actual 
reported overall expense budgets CD - {b +c]-) is also of 
interest even though statistical significance was not quite 
obtained here. Evidently, as a function of the parental 
overcontribution noted and the greater financial aid packages 
which normally accrue to students whose parents are unem­
ployed, such students appear to be living at a rate substan­
tially above their counterparts from employed homes. Amidst 
concerns that present needs analysis and budget preparation 
procedures are too severe on disadvantaged students (those 
with unemployed parents might well be lodged here), this 
trend, if replicated, would have extensive ramifications for 
present aid allotment procedures.
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A sixteenth so-called family parameter which was pur­

sued in this manner was parental adjusted effective income
level. This is a College Scholarship Service needs analysis

/term which refers to the final dollar figure from which the 
expected parental contribution figure is directly computed. 
The computation of this adjusted effective income figure 
has made allowance for all direct reductions to parental 
income and assets which are allowed under current College 
Scholarship Service methodology. Therefore, it would be 
important to note whether this distilled parental resource 
figure affects the difference scores any differently than 
did the overall net parental income figure identified in 
test 14 above. With this question in mind, the appropriate 
data was, again, drawn from each respondent's file and 
submitted to the analysis at hand. Table 4.5 demonstrates 
that, as in the case of net income which was investigated 
in test 14, adjusted effective income significantly affects 
both overall family contribution difference scores and 
parental contribution difference scores. Table 4.21 elab­
orates on this finding.



Table 4.21
Adjusted Effective Income Impact on

Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Overall Student Slimmer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget
Category Category

Difference
Score

Difference
Score

Difference
Score

Difference Difference
Score Score

Level Frequency A - B Ai - B]. A2 " B2 A3 ~ B3 D - (B+C)

1. 0-$ 5,000 62 -846 -478 53 -14 -541
2 . $ 5,0 0 1 -$1 0 , 0 0 0 230 -85 9 60 -27 - 2 0 2

3. $10,001-$15,000 239 199 310 - 1 2 -26 -351
4. $15,001-$20,000 86 744 793 -28 17 -226
5. $20,001- 17 2,332 2,394 74 -105 -438

N = 634 X - 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .0005 .0005 .337 .528 .009)
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Here, as in test 14, in terms of overall family (A - B) and 
parental (Aj - B^) contribution difference scores, lower 
income levels actually reported contributions in excess of 
expectations, whereas the opposite was true at higher income 
levels. While this conclusion is subject to the same con­
cerns expressed earlier in relation to the similar net 
income findings, it certainly does warrant further study.

The adjusted effective income parameter also precipi­
tated a significant effect upon budget difference scores 
CD - {b+c} ) , although this finding is also subject to the 
questions raised concerning the relative net income impact. 
Nonetheless, if these findings are supported in replication, 
they could have significant impact on current needs assess­
ment and budgetary procedures.

Another related family parameter which was also pur­
sued in this vein was the percentage of adjusted effective 
income which happened to flow from parental assets as opposed 
to income. Concern has periodically been expressed in the 
financial aids community that assets tend to be less liquid 
than income and, thus, families relying largely on asset 
type resources for their livelihood may well be more reluctant 
to support students in post-secondary study. This matter was 
reviewed by similarly drawing pertinent data from each respon­
dent's file and submitting the categorized results to evalu­
ation in terms of the five difference scores at hand. Table 
4.5 indicates, however, that this parameter did not have a 
significant effect upon the difference scores involved. Table 
4.22 summarizes the results of this test.



Table 4.22

Category
Level

1. 0 - 25%
2. 26 - 50%
3. 51 - 75%
4. 76 -100%

The Effect of Asset Percentage in Adjusted Effective 
Income on Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental 
Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A1 - Bx

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A 2 - B2

Student
Asset

Contribution
Difference

Score
a3 “ B3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 

Score 
D - (B+C)

519 97 213 32 -32 -301

98 293 498 - 6 8 13 -285

13 -256 -298 167 91 -209

4 662 628 2 0 2 153 61
N = 634 X = 124 246 21 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .183 .034 . 1 1 0 .128 .735)
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The data here really present no clear-cut trends, and it 
would have to be concluded, at this juncture, that asset 
percentage does really not significantly affect contribution 
difference scores. The effect upon budget difference scores, 
on the other hand, presents an interesting pattern which 
would lead the viewer to speculate that students supported 
from high asset foundation families tend to live more fru­
gally than do others. This finding and interpretation would 
require further testing, however, in light of the high chance 
happening potential present in this test.

A final eighteenth family parameter, namely student 
school class, was also pursued here. This factor was investi­
gated because it was felt that perhaps as students proceed 
through school, they become effectively more independent of 
parental aid, even though current needs analysis techniques 
make no provision for this eventuality. Table 4.5 would 
indicate that no such effect exists, however, as no sig­
nificant relationship was found between school class and the 
difference scores in question. Table 4.23 summarizes the 
effect of this test.



Table 4.23
Class Level Impact on

Difference Scores

Overall
Family

Difference Score Test Means
Student

Parental
Student Summer 

Earnings Asset
Overall 

Expenditure
Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Score 
A - B

Score 
Ai - Bi

Score 
A 2 - B2

Score 
A3 - B3

Score 
D - (B+C)

1. Freshman 280 214 292 52 - 2 1 -223
2. Sophomore 155 -7 179 -34 -39 -279
3. Junior 1 1 1 1 2 0 248 10 - 2 -441
4. Senior 8 8 79 209 27 -17 -412

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .274 .760 .305 .778 .023)
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This parameter is probably closely related to the issue of 
student age which was undertaken in test 1 0 above, and the 
results are somewhat similar in that no significant effects 
were found in either case.

In terms of budget discrepancies, however, a trend was 
noted wherein class level was directly related to the 
disparity between Department of Education budgets and expen­
diture totals reported by students. No provision currently 
exists for this factor in Department budget composition 
procedures.

In summary, the interpretation portion of the second 
major section of the study analysis has sought to point out 
some of the effects which the 18 various family parameters 
seemed to have on the five basic difference scores identi­
fied in the first section of the study. The conclusions 
reached, here, were oftentimes incomplete and tentative, as 
they must be in such an exploratory venture. The tables of 
results and accompanying comments were provided for each of 
the 18 family parameters in hopes that this complete 
reporting might serve as the skeleton basis for more sophis­
ticated research regarding the effect of various family cir­
cumstances upon current needs analysis and budget determina­
tion processes.

Analysis and Interpretation of Third Section Findings - 
The Regression Equations

The next logical step beyond the actual identification 
of contribution and budget discrepancies, and their evaluation
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in terms of specific family parameters suspected of influ­
encing these differences, would be the alignment of these 
parameters into regression equations which would enable the 
financial aids administrator to actually predict these dis­
crepancies and effectively deal with them within the present 
needs analysis framework. As the third major segment of the 
current study, this task was undertaken.

However, at the outset, it was noted that all 18 of 
the family parameters identified could not be accommodated 
in this approach because the regression equation technique 
demands sequential data not just categorical variables.
This problem was explained in Chapter III, as part of the 
study design analysis. Table 4.24 indicates the parameters 
which could thus be safely carried over into this regression 
analysis.
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Table 4.24

Summary of Variable Transition Identifying Family 
Parameters From the ANOVA Analysis 

Which Are Applicable For Regression Analysis

Family Variables 
Covered in 
Section II

Those Considered 
Categorical and 
Deleted From 
Section III

1. Family Educational 
Background

2. Family Residence 
Area

3. Average Parental Age
4. Number of Parental 

Retirement 
Provisions

5. Number of 
Dependents

6 . Number of 
Dependents in Post­
secondary Study

7. Number of Blood 
Parents

8 . Number of Step­
parents/Guardians

9. Family Race
10. Student Age
11. Student Sex
12. School Type
13. Student Residency Plan
14. Net Parental Income
15. Number of Parents 

Employed
16. Parental Adjusted 

Effective Income
17. Percentage of Item 16 

Coming From Assets
18. Student's School Class

X

X
X
X
X

Those Considered* 
Sequential and 
Carried Into Re- 
gression Analysis 

(Regression 
Variable No.)

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

(#1)

(#2 )

(#3)
(#4)

(#5)
(#6)
(#7)
(#8)

(#9)
(#10)
(#11)
(#12)
(#13)

*Note - This decision was made in conjunction with staff of 
the (MSU) College of Education's Office of Research 
Consultation



I
t

! 234
As discussed in Chapter III, theoretically at least, a 

single hypothesis could be generated around the 13 variable 
equation constructed for each of the five difference scores 
in question. However, due to the extremely exploratory 
nature of this aspect of the research design, only a single 
umbrella hypothesis was generated in this area. For con­
sistency sake, this hypothesis also took the null format; 
since the assumption has been made throughout this study 
that present needs analysis and budget development tech­
niques must be considered adequate and equitable unless 
evidence to the contrary becomes significant, in light of
the study which has gone into them and due to the weight
of collective credence given to these systems by experts in 
the field. The collective hypothesis thus constructed here
for this study, was stated as follows:

H0g:The (13) family parameters identified will not 
(significantly) predict any difference scores 
identified in hypotheses 1 - 5 .

The regression procedure, in effect, attempts to 
ascertain the portion of the various difference scores which 
can be explained by these 13 parameters and their cumulative 
interaction effects. The following tables present the 
results of this regression analysis.
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Table 4.25

Effect of Regression Analysis
on Overall Family Contribution

(A - B) Difference Scores

(R2) 
Overall Per­
centage of 
Difference 
Explained 
By This 
Combination

Beta Weight 
Equation 
Multiplica­
tion Factors 

CVarlable)

(R Deletes) 
Remaining 
Percentage 
Difference 
Explained if 
Factor
Removed From 

Equation 
CVariable)

0.2965 1. — -0.04064 1. — 0.29510
2 . = 0 . 0 0 0 1 1 2 . — 0.29646
3. = 0.02196 3. = 0.29605
4. = -0.15361 4. = 0.27812
5. = -0.17543 5. = 0.26930
6 . = -0.02783 6 . = 0.29599
7. = -0.04844 7. = 0.29475
8 . — 0.01795 8 . = 0.29630
9. t= 0.30748 a -/ ■ — 0.27791

or-t = 0.07613 1 0 . — 0.29209
1 1 . = 0.25412 1 1 . = 0.28315
1 2 . 0.09097 1 2 . 0.28965
13. — 0.00983 13. = 0.29641

Overall
Equation
Signifi­
cance
Probability

.0005
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(R21
Overall Per­
centage of 
Difference 
Explained 
By This 
Combination

0.2758

Table 4.26
Effect of Regression Analysis

on Parental Contribution
(A^ - B^J Difference Scores

Beta Weight
Equation
Multiplication
Factors_______

(Variable)

(R^ Deletes) 
Remaining 
Percentage 
Difference 
Explained if 
Factor
Removed From
Equation____

(Variable)

Overall
Equation
Signifi­
cance
Probability

1 . - -0.06165 1 . = 0.27264
2 . = 0.01858 2 . = 0.27547
3. =5 -0.01767 3. = 0.27550
4. = -0.12749 4. = 0.26314
5. = -0.21877 5. = 0.23353
6 . = -0.07793 6 . — 0.27207
7. -0.06060 7. = 0.27310
8 . — 0.01270 8 . = 0.27569
9. c= 0.28152 9. c= 0.26022

1 0 . = 0.06040 1 0 . = 0.27302
1 1 . = 0.29884 1 1 . = 0.25736
1 2 . es: 0.08064 1 2 . = 0.27042
13. ss 0.03113 13. — 0.27531

.0005
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Table 4.27

Effect of Regression Analysis
on Student Summer Earnings Contribution

CA2 " B 2 ) Difference Scores

(R2) 
Overall Per­
centage of 
Difference 
Explained 
By This 
Combination

Beta Weight 
Equation 
Multipli­
cation Factors

(Variable)

(R2 Deletes) 
Remaining 
Percentage 
Difference 
Explained if 
Factor
Removed From
Equation____

(Variable)
0.0241 1. = 0.06481 1. = 0.02061

2 . = 0.06778 2 . 0.02017
3. = 0.05154 3. = 0.02184
4. = -0.06595 4. = 0.02069
5. = 0.04060 5. ss 0.02262
6 . CI -0.00445 6 . 0.02406
7. 0.00116 7. = 0.02407
8. — -0.04213 8 . = 0.02321
9. — 0*02366 r\

V . — 0.023S1
1 0 . = -0.00360 1 0 . — 0.02406
1 1 . = -0.10132 1 1 . = 0.02196
1 2 . = -0.00756 1 2 . = 0.02403
13. -0.01689 13. — 0.02394

Overall
Equation
Signifi­
cance
Probability

.292
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(R2) 
Overall Per­
centage of 
Difference 
Explained 
By This 
Combination

0.0590

Table 4.28
Effect of Regression Analysis
on Student Asset Contribution
(A3 - B3 ) Difference Scores

Beta Weight 
Equation 
Multiplica- 
tion Factors 

(Variable)

(R2 Deletes) 
Remaining
Percentage 
Difference 
Explained if 
Factor
Removed From
Equation____

(Variable)

Overall
Equation
Signifi­
cance
Probability

1 . -0.00772 1 . = 0.05891
2 . = 0.04246 2 . = 0.05743
3. E= 0.08471 3. =s 0.05291
4. E= -0.02753 4. = 0.05837
5. c: -0.00190 5. 0.05896
6 . e= -0.15297 6 . = 0.04472
7. = 0.06406 7. 0.05597
8 . = 0.09479 8 . 0.05460
9. = 0.08951 9. = 0.05739

•0H = -0.03340 1 0 . = 0.05812
1 1 . = -0.01755 1 1 . = 0.05890
1 2 . = 0.11043 1 2 . = 0.04893
13. -0.04462 13. ST 0.05801

.0005



239 
Table 4.29

Effect of Regression Analysis
on Budget Discrepancy

(D - {b+c}) Difference Scores

(R2) 
Overal Per­
centage of 
Difference 
Explained 
By This 
Combination

Beta Weight 
Equation 
Multiplica- 
tion Factors 

(Variable)

(R2 Deletes) 
Remaining 
Percentage 
Difference 
Explained if 
Factor
Removed From
Equation____

(Variable)
0.0356 1 . 0.08002 1 . — 0.03031

2 . = -0.06934 2 . — 0.03150
3. E= 0.04109 3. — 0.03416
4. E3 -0.02990 4. — 0.03489
5. = 0.04103 5. = 0.03418
6 . = 0.00752 6 . = 0.03555
7. — -0.04643 7. ~ 0.03402
8 . -0.01108 8 . — 0.03552
o # — -0.05424 9. — 0.03501

1 0 . = 0.08608 1 0 . = 0.03001
1 1 . = -0.03147 1 1 . = 0.03538
1 2 . = 0.02438 1 2 . = 0.03509
13. * -0.09446 13. = 0.03135

Overall
Equation
Signifi­
cance
Probability

.046
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In light of the limited nature of the scope of these 

initial regression analysis attempts, detailed interpreta­
tion would be impossible at this juncture. However, the 
following general conclusions can be drawn:

1. Much of the respective variance remains yet to be 
explained, since the percentage covered never 
exceeded 30%.

Perhaps one fruitful approach here would be to 
identify the most significant regression items 
(via Beta weights and/or R2 Delete effect) and 
explore them more closely in an attempt to identify 
yet further factors of importance.

2. There seems to be a great deal of regression factor 
overlap t as the R 2 Deletes do not show drastic 
reductions in predictive effectiveness if single 
equation items are removed.

Thus, it appears that there may be yet further 
entirely different constellations of significant 
impact variables which yet remain to be identified 
and factored out.

3. From the statistical significance that was periodi­
cally found, however, even in light of these limita­
tions , evidence thus does seem to be present which 
would argue for the selective rejection of the cate­
gorical hypothesis posited at the outset of this 
section.

In summary, though, the primary conclusion which must be
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drawn here seems to be that while evidence has been found 
which would indicate that this procedure can be an effec­
tive mechanism for the isolation and identification of 
various needs analysis and budgetary discrepancies, the 
process must be further refined and sophisticated before its 
full potential can be realized.

Analysis and Interpretation of Fourth Section Findings - 
Summary Statistics

This final section of the data analysis was incorpor­
ated in an attempt to provide several types of detailed 
information regarding individual expense items and various 
types of specific budgets as reported by the respondents. 
This data may be of assistance to financial aid administra­
tors in the field as they attempt to evaluate their specific 
needs analysis procedures and student budget projection 
techniques.

Table 4.30, in this regard, presents average reported 
resource expenditure by category for all respondents, as 
indicated on the questionnaire document. The figures pre­
sented there represent overall averages computed by dividing 
the entire (N = 634) respondent population into the cate­
gorical sum to produce the average.
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Table 4.30

Mean Reported Contribution Resources 
By Source Category

Category Overall Mean Amount
1. Parental Contribution 

from Income
2. Parental Contribution 

from Savings
3. Parental Contribution 

from Loans
4. Other Parental Contribution
5. Total Parental Contribution
6 . Other Relatives Contribution

$ 617
278
87
6

$ 988
53

7. Student Savings (Asset) Contribution
8 . Student 1971 Summer Earnings 

Contribution
9. Student 1971-72 School Year 

Work Contribution 324

123
425

10. Student Scholarships/Grants
11. Student Loans
12. Student Social Security/ 

Vodational Rehabilitation/ 
Veterans Administration Benefits

13. Student Other Sources

667
220

85
15

1,311
14. Total Resources Available $2,900



243
The following table (4.31) redistributes these overall 

average resources according to the manner in which they were 
reportedly expended. Some discrepancies in overall totals 
are noted here because, as discussed in Chapter III, reported 
data was accepted and families were not forced to balance 
the resource and expenditure category sections of their 
questionnaire. In Table 4.31, averages again were obtained 
by dividing the entire respondent (N - 634) population into 
each categorical sum to produce the desired mean.

Table 4.31
Mean Reported Expenditures 

By Use Category

Category Overall Mean Amount
1. Tuition and Fee Expenses $ 944
2. Room and Board Expenses 1,093
3. Book and Supply Expenses 144
4. Miscellaneous Expenses 698
5. Total $ 2,879

Within nearly every reported contribution category (from 
Table 4.30), however, some zero responses were found. Thus, 
to help obtain a clearer idea as to the actual mean contribu­
tion figure for each category, for the sample subgroup which 
identified a non-zero response therein, the following addi­
tional tables are provided which indicate the number of non­
zero responses by category and the mean amount reported for 
this specific group. This tactic may not as accurately
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represent the entire population in question, but it does 
serve to provide more accurate comparison information for 
student financial aid officers who might be able to identify 
specifically corresponding subgroups on their own campuses. 
It can also be quite revealing to compare the overall sample 
size (N - 634 in this study) against the specific number 
reporting actual use of the various resource subcategories. 
Such comparisons can, for example, give an indication as to 
the viability of our expected parental assistance, student 
summer employment, school year employment, student loan 
needs analysis parameters, etc.
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Table 4.32

Mean Non-Zero Reported contributions 
By Resource Category

Category
1. Parental Income 

Contribution
2. Parental Savings 

Contribution
3. Parental Loan 

Contribution
4. Other Parental 

Contribution
5. Total Parental 

Contribution of Some Kind
6 . Other Relatives 

Contribution
7. Student Savings 

Contribution
8 . Student 1971 Summer 

Earnings Contribution
9. Student 1971-72 School 

Year Work Contribution
10. Student Scholarships/ 

Grants
11. Student Loans
12. Student Social Security/ 

Vocational Rehabilitation/ 
Veterans Administration 
Benefits

13. Student Other Sources

Number of
Non-Zero Non-Zero
Responses/ Respondent
Total Sample Mean Amount

459/634 $ 852
205/634 $ 861
61/634 $ 833
16/634 $ 272

524/634 $ 1 ,195

45/634 $ 456

267/634 $ 294
482/634 $ 560
370/634 $ 541

548/634 $ 772
192/634 $ 729

58/634 $ 932
31/634 $ 319
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A similar recasting of expenditure categories (from 
Table 4.31) is not needed, as just about all respondents 
entered a non-zero figure in each fund use category pro­
vided .

As much question has also been raised of late as to 
the special needs of various subsets of the overall student 
aid applicant population, the following supplemental charts 
were also included, which chronicle resource availability 
and expenditure category by student race, student sex, 
school type, and net parental income level.
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Table 4.33

Mean Resources by Race

1
2,
3,
4,
5,

6 ,

7,
8.

9.

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

Category
Non-Zero

Respondents/
Total____

Non- 
White White

Non-Zero 
Respondents 
Dollar Mean 

Non-

Overall
Respondent

Mean
Non-

White White White White
Parental Income
Contribution 435/601 
Parental Savings

24/33 $ 849 $ 912 $ 615 $ 663
Contribution 196/601 
Parental Loan

9/33 $ 858 $ 939 $ 279 $ 256
Contribution 58/601 
Other Parental

3/33 $ 825 $ 983 $ 79 $ 89
Contribution 15/601 
Total Parental

1/33 $ 250 $ 600 $ 6 $ 18
Contribution 497/601 
Other Relatives

27/33 $ 1 ,192 $ 1 ,263 $ 985 $ 1 ,033

Contribution 42/601 
Student Savings

3/33 $ 465 $ 333 $ 32 $ 30

Contribution 258/601 
Student 1971 
Summer Earnings

9/33 $ 297 $ 214 $ 127 $ 58

Contribution 467/601 
Student 1971-72 
School Year Work

15/33 $ 566 $ 371 $ 440 $ 168

Contribution 355/601 
Student Scholar­

15/33 $ 548 $ 357 $ 324 $ 162

ships/Grants 516/601 32/33 $ 749 $ 1 ,134 $ 643 $ 1 , 1 0 0
Student Loans 173/601 
Student Social 
Security/ Voca­
tional Rehabili­
tation/ Veterans 
Administration

19/33 $ 728 $ 733 $ 209 $ 422

Benefits 55/601 
Other Student

3/33 $ 937 $ 835 $ 85 $ 75
Resources 28/601 
Total Resources

3/33 $ 294 $ 552 $
$ 2

13
,867

$
$3

50
, 1 0 2
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Table 4.34

Mean Expenditures By Race

Overall
Category Respondent Mean 

Non- 
White White

1. Tuition and Fee Expenses $ 921 $1,363
2. Room and Board Expenses $1,093 $1,096
3. Book and Supply Expenses $ 144 $ 139
4. Miscellaneous Expenses $ 709 $ 506

5. Total Expenses $2,867 $3,104
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Table 4.35 

Mean Resources by Sex

Category 

1. Parental Income

Non-Zero
Respondents/

Total____
Male Female

Non-Zero 
Respondents 
Dollar Mean 
Male Female

Overall
Respondent

Mean____
Male Female

Contribution 249/344 210/290 $ 841 $ 867 $ 608 $ 627
2 . Parental Savings

Contribution 118/344 87/290 857 8 6 8 294 260
3. Parental Loan

Contribution 33/344 28/290 736 948 70 91
4. Other Parental

Contribution 9/344 7/290 317 215 8 5
5. Total Parental

Contribution 287/344 237/290 1,191 1 , 2 0 1 993 981
6 . Other Relatives

Contribution 18/344 27/290 470 446 24 41
7. Student Savings

Contribution 145/344 122/290 311 273 131 115
8 . Student 1971

Summer Earnings
Contribution 276/344 206/290 646 444 518 315

9. Student 1971-72
School Year Work
Contribution 195/344 175/290 606 468 343 282

1 0 . Student Scholar­
ships/Grants 292/344 256/290 758 788 643 695

1 1 . Student Loans 91/344 101/290 748 711 198 247
1 2 . Student Social

Security/Voca­
tional Rehabili­
tation/Veterans
Administration
Benefits 30/344 28/290 913 951 79 91

13. Student Other
Resources 10/344 21/290 299 329 8 23

14. Total Resources $2,946 $2,800
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Table 4.36

Mean Expenditures by Sex

Category

1. Tuition and Pee Expenses
2. Room and Board Expenses
3. Book and Supply Expenses
4. Miscellaneous Expenses

5. Total Expenses

Overall 
Respondent Mean 
Male Female
$ 929 $ 961
1,100 1,084

143 144
773 610

$2,945 $2,799



Table 4.37
Mean Resources by School Type

Category Non-5
2-Year 4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year

1 .
Public

Parental Income
Public Private Private Private Public Public Private

2 .
Contribution 166/221 
Parental Savings

252/353 31/39 1 0 / 2 1 $ 962 $ 770 $ 891 $ 985

3.
Contribution 74/221 
Parental Loan

117/353 8/39 6 / 2 1 935 824 464 1,206

4.
Contribution 25/221 
Other Parental

33/353 1/39 2 / 2 1 1,098 624 400 1,199

5.
Contribution 0/221 
Total Parental

9/353 7/39 0 / 2 1 0 308 226 0

6 .
Contribution 191/221 
Other Relatives

285/353 32/39 16/21 1,358 1,108 991 1,218

7,
Contribution 15/221 
Student Savings

27/353 2/39 1 / 2 1 510 458 2 0 0 1 0 0

8 .
Contribution 102/221 
Student 1971 
Summer Earnings

140/353 15/39 1 0 / 2 1 237 325 342 367

9.
Contribution 167/221 
Student 1971-72 
School Year Work

271/353 30/39 14/21 607 532 583 471

1 0 .
Contribution 147/221 
Student Scholar­

188/353 25/39 1 0 / 2 1 529 539 578 631
ships/Grants 208/221 289/353 32/39 19/21 974 659 436 842

1 1 .
1 2 .

Student Loans 75/221 
Student SS/VR/

105/353 4/39 8 / 2 1 757 608 1,037 839

13.
VA Benefits 22/221 
Student Other

32/353 3/39 1 / 2 1 1,042 854 1,193 208

Resources 21/221 8/353 2/39 0 / 2 1 327 315 254 0

251
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Table 4.37 (.continued)
Mean Resources by School Type 

Overall Respondent Dollar Mean
4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Private Public Public Private1. Parental Income

Contribution $ 723 $ 550 $ 708 $ 469
2 . Parental Savings

Contribution 313 273 95 344
3. Parental Loan

Contribution 124 58 10 114
4. Other Parental

Contribution 7 7 0 0
5. Total Parental

Contribution 1,174 894 813 928
6 . Other Relatives

Contribution 34 35 1 0 4
7. Student Savings

Contribution 109 129 131 174
8 . Student 1971 

Summer Earnings
Contribution 459 409 449 314

9. Student 1971-72 
School Year Work
Contribution 352 287 370 300

1 0 . Student Scholar­
ships/Grants 917 539 357 762

1 1 . Student Loans 257 204 106 319
1 2 . Student SS/VR/

VA Benefits 103 77 91 9
13. Student Other

Resources 31 7 13 0
14. Total Resources

$3,439 $2,589 $2,369 $ 2

H00
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Table 4.38 
Mean Expenditures By School Type

Category Overall Respondent Mean____
.4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year 
Private Public Public Private

1. Tuition and Fee 
Expenses

2. Room and Board 
Expenses

3. Book and Supply 
Expenses

4. Miscellaneous 
Expenses

1,531

142

724

625

146

682

451 1,036

1,041 1,134 1,082

143

707

970

118

689

5. Total Expenses 3,439 2,587 2,383 2,813
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Table 4.39

Mean Resources by Parental Net Income Level

Category Non-Zero Respondent/Total
$ 0 - $5,001- $1 0 ,0 0 1 - $15,001- $2 0 , 0 0 0
5,000 1 0 , 0 0 0 15,000 2 0 , 0 0 0 -

1. Parental Income
Contribution 28/62 130/200 192/244 82/92 27/36

2 . Parental Savings
Contribution 12/62 54/200 81/244 39/92 19/36

3. Parental Loan
Contribution 3/62 16/200 27/244 9/92 6/36

4. Other Parental
Contribution 3/62 3/200 6/244 3/92 1/36

5. Total Parental
Contribution 37/62 152/200 212/244 88/92 35/36

6 . Other Relatives
Contribution 8/62 13/200 18/244 4/92 2/36

7. Student Savings
Contribution 26/62 89/200 92/244 47/92 13/36

8 . Student 1971 
Summer Earnings
Contribution 40/62 153/200 192/244 67/92 30/36

9. Student 1971-72 
School Year Work
Contribution 33/62 1 2 0 / 2 0 0 150/244 47/92 20/36

1 0 . Student Scholar­
1 1 .

ships/Grants 62/62 192/200 215/244 65/92 14/36
Student Loans 22/62 80/200 63/244 21/92 6/36

1 2 . Student SS/VR/VA
13.

Benefits 24/62 2 0 / 2 0 0 11/244 2/92 1/36
Student Other
Resources 5/62 13/200 7/244 5/92 1/36
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Table 4.39 (continued)

Mean Resources 

Category

by Parental Net Income Level

Non-Zero Respondent Dollar Mean
$ 0  - $5 ,001- $1 0 ,0 0 1 -■ $15,001- $2 0 , 0 0 0
5,000 1 0 , 0 0 0 15,000 2 0 , 0 0 0 -

1. Parental Income
Contribution $ 635 $ 648 $ 8 8 6 $1,042 $1,246

2 . Parental Savings
Contribution 774 733 787 986 1,344

3. Parental Loan
Contribution 1,166 499 979 946 733

4. Other Parental
Contribution 295 98 363 266 2 0 0

5. Total Parental
Contribution 884 870 1,252 1,504 1,822

6 . Other Relatives
Contribution 408 689 418 106 175

7. Student Savings
Contribution 270 298 320 241 323

8 . Student 1971
Summer Earnings
Contribution 602 542 561 602 489

9. Student 1971-72
School Year Work
Contribution 492 553 589 417 476

1 0 . Student Scholar­
ships/Grants 1,138 794 702 646 504

1 1 . Student Loans 516 622 845 750 1,632
1 2 . Student SS/VR/VA

Benefits 965 789 1,196 386 1,170
13. Student Other

Resources 541 237 345 306 174
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Table 4.39 (continued)

Mean Resources by Parental Net Income Level

Category  Overall Respondent Dollar Mean
$ 0 - $5 ,0 0 0 - $1 0 ,0 0 1 - $15,001- $2 0 , 0 0 0
5,000 1 0 , 0 0 0 15,000 2 0 , 0 0 0 —

1. Parental Income
Contribution $ 286 $ 421 $ 697 $ 929 $ 934

2. Parental Savings
Contribution 149 198 261 418 709

3. Parental Loan
Contribution 56 39 108 92 1 2 2

4. Other Parental
Contribution 14 1 8 8 5

5. Total Parental
Contribution 527 661 1,087 1,439 1,771

6 . Other Relatives
Contribution 52 44 30 4 9

7. Student Savings
Contribution 113 132 1 2 0 123 116

8 . Student 1971
Summer Earnings
Contribution 388 415 442 438 407

9. Student 1971-72
School Year Work
Contribution 262 331 362 213 264

10. Student Scholar­
ships/Grants 1,138 762 619 456 196

11. Student Loans 183 249 218 171 272
12. Student SS/VR/VA

Benefits 373 78 53 8 32
13. student Other

Resources 43 15 9 16 4
14. Total Resources

$3,058 $2 , oHr~ $2,953 $2,869 $3,038
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Table 4.40

Mean Expenditures By Parental 
Net Income Level

Overall Respondent Means 
0 - ' S70“Ol- 10/001- 15,001- 20,000

5,000 1 0 , 0 0 0 15,000 2 0 , 0 0 0 -

1. Tuition and Fee 
Expenses $ 972 $ 878 $ 951 $1,005 $1,005

2. Room and Board 
Expenses 1,144 1,024 1,107 1,104 1,264

3. Book and Supply 
Expenses 132 144 145 149 143

4. Miscellaneous 
Expenses 809 667 748 609 574

5. Total Expenses $3,057 $2,713 $2,951 $2,867 $3,036

By and large, the information contained in Tables 4.32 - 
4.4 0 is self-explanatory. Each provides an item-by-item 
review of mean category resources and/or expenditures for 
various types of student groups. This data can be used for 
purposes of comparison by individuals interested in 
exploring the cost figures reported by various student 
classifications.

Summary
The results of the data analyses presented in this chap­

ter can be broken down into four main parts. First, basic 
t test analyses were run between expected and actual reported 
overall family contribution figures; actual reported and
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expected parental contribution figures; actual reported and 
expected student summer earnings contribution figures; 
actual reported and expected student asset contribution 
figures; and actual reported total expenditures versus 
Department of Education institutional budgets for the 1971- 
72 school year. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 indicate that signifi­
cant differences were indeed found in this regard between 
overall family contribution differences, parental contribu­
tion differences, and total expenditure differences. These 
latter three discrepancies were subsequently found to be 
significantly related, as well, via correlation coefficients.

The second major portion of the study attempted to 
review these five basic difference scores in terms of 18 
selected family parameters which were viewed as potentially 
having an impact on the family's perceived ability to make 
educational contributions and upon the overall budget 
expenditures themselves. Table 4.5 lists the family 
parameters involved and indicates their relative signifi­
cance in terms of impact on the difference scores in ques­
tion. Tables 4.6 through 4.23 provide the details associated 
with each individual one-way ANOVA which was computed in 
this regard.

In the third major section of the analysis, all 
sequential family parameters under consideration (13 of the 
original 18 as per Table 4.24) were placed in regression 
equations to see if indeed the five difference scores in
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question could be accurately predicted from the variables 
at hand. The success, at this juncture, was mixed at best 
and the results are displayed in Tables 4.25 through 4.29.

The fourth and final segment of the study analysis 
consisted of a series of summary statistics, providing 
information regarding mean categorical resource and expendi­
ture patterns. This data is provided both on an overall 
respondent basis (see Tables 4.30 through 4.32), as well as 
in terms of race (see Tables 4.33 and 4.34), sex (see 
Tables 4.35 and 4.36) , school type (see Tables 4.37 and 
4.38), and relative parental net income level (see Tables 
4.39 and 4.40). This data was generated for the assistance 
of subsequent financial aid practitioners and researchers 
who might wish to compare such reported statistics against 
standardized needs analysis and budget construction assump­
tions or methodologies in use.

It is hoped that the raw research data presented in 
this chapter and the conclusions which appear in the next 
can serve as the foundation for more comprehensive and 
sophisticated research in this very important field.



CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary
The cornerstone of modern student financial aid admin­

istration is the evaluation of financial need, for it is 
this factor, rather than any other single criterion, that 
usually determines the amount of financial assistance which 
any particular student might be eligible to receive. Demon­
strated financial need for such assistance is measured today 
according to the following formula or procedure:

a. First, an appropriate overall student expenditure 
budget is determined by the school's student finan­
cial aid office for the academic year in question.

b. Secondly, the expected financial contribution from 
the family itself is determined, utilizing one of the 
major uniform needs assessment techniques available.

c. Thirdly, the expected family contribution is sub­
tracted from the appropriate school budget. Any 
positive difference which results is labeled as 
demonstrated financial need, and the aid officer 
moves to meet this figure from the variety of 
resources at his or her disposal.

In light of the crucial role which this process plays

260
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in the dissemination of financial assistance resources, and 
the implications it bears for both the access and success of 
the student as well as the heavy charge of fiscal responsi­
bility associated with the delegation process itself, it is 
imperative that this procedure be as accurate and equitable 
as possible. This statement is made with full realization 
that total agreement will never really be available on this 
point since each family's perceived need for outside educa­
tional assistance will doubtlessly reflect their own personal 
fiscal standards and priorities, which may vary from the 
essentially normative and uniformly objective needs assess­
ment formula described above. This realization in no way, 
however, releases the professional financial aids community 
from its ultimate responsibility of seeing that each budget 
figure and needs analysis measure is fully researched and 
tested for both accuracy and equity.

The overall purpose of this study was to attempt to 
identify and analyze discrepancies which might exist between 
various current need analysis procedures and actual family 
behavior patterns in this area. The study itself consisted 
of five major thrusts:

a. To determine whether or not significant differences 
exist between various facets of the expected family 
contribution figures derived by the College Scholar­
ship Service needs analysis methodology and the 
actual year-end contribution figures reported by 
the families themselves.
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b. To determine whether or not significant differ­

ences exist between the overall student expense 
budgets employed by the Michigan Department of 
Education's Division of Student Financial Assis­
tance Services in disseminating its Competitive 
Scholarship and Tuition Grant stipends for the 
1971-72 academic year, and actually reported total 
family expense budget figures for this period.

c. To determine whether or not a variety of poten­
tially related family circumstance parameters 
might significantly affect any differences found 
between expected and reported data.

d. To determine whether or not regression equations 
could successfully be built around these family 
circumstance parameters which might permit finan­
cial aid officers to actually predict discrepancies 
from the expectations being utilized.

e. To provide a variety of average reported contribu­
tion and expenditure data to assist other 
researchers and practitioners in the evaluation
of their methodologies and procedures.

To set the stage for this analysis, several related 
areas of literature were covered. First, a brief survey of 
current student aid alternatives was provided to familiarize 
the reader with the range of options available and the essen­
tial philosophical assumptions of each. Secondly, a brief 
survey of the history of student financial aid was provided,
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highlighting the development of current needs analysis 
methodologies. Finally, the limited research which has been 
undertaken to date, in terms of assessing actual family 
educational expenditures and contributions and/or their com­
parison against existing needs analysis procedures, was 
undertaken to identify the data presently available in this 
area.

The population for this study, itself, consisted of all 
full-time undergraduate aid applicants under the State of 
Michigan's Competitive Scholarship and Tuition Grant Pro­
grams for the 1971-72 school year. The study sample con­
tacted was further restricted to such applicants (a) who did 
not meet the Department's criteria for independent status 
and, thus, had to have their State financial aid eligibility 
determined on the basis of their parent's financial circum­
stances for the year in question, and (b) whose families had 
actually submitted the formal College Scholarship Service 
needs analysis form for this period so that the basic com­
parisons between expected and reported data could be made.
A random sample of 1,121 cases was selected from this popu­
lation and contacted by questionnaire at the end of the 
1971-72 school year. Of this sample total, 634 usable 
responses were received {a 57% response rate).

The survey instrument itself was designed with the 
assistance of a variety of professionals in the student aid 
field. It was constructed to collect both demographic and 
financial information for comparison against items in the
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student's State financial assistance application file for 
the 1971-72 school year. The instrument was field tested 
prior to use, and the questions of reliability and validity 
as well as Alpha and Beta Error possibilities were addressed 

The differences between expected and reported data were 
treated via a series of t tests. The evaluations of poten­
tial relationships between the various family circumstance 
parameters and the difference scores determined from the dis 
crepancies between expected and reported data were treated 
by a series of one-way ANOVA designs. The relative pre­
dictive value of the family circumstance parameters in ques­
tion was assessed via regression analysis. The average 
reported budget and contribution figures displayed in all 
cases represented mean data. Each statistical test of sig­
nificance was performed at the . 0 1  level.

Major Findings
The College Scholarship Service needs analysis system 

derives an expected overall family contribution figure which 
is comprised of separate parental, student asset, and stu­
dent summer earnings input expectations. A separate t test 
was performed on the differences between expected and actual 
reported expenditure data for each of these categories.
Table 5.1 reproduces the results originally identified 
earlier in Chapter 4 (Table 4.1) regarding the results of 
these tests.
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Table 5.1

t Test Comparison of Expected and Actual 
Reported Contribution Figures

Comparison
Made

Overall Family 
Contribution
Parental
Contribution
Student Summer
Earnings
Contribution
Student Asset 
Contribution

Mean
Expected

1,781 -

1,234 -

446 -

102 -

Mean
Actual
Reported

1,657 =

988 =

425 =

123 =

Mean
Difference

124

246

21

-21

Signifi­
cance

.006*

<C-0005*

.262

.055
*demonstrated significant difference at the . 0 1 level

The basic conclusions which can be drawn from this 
table are as follows:

1. Overall expected family contribution figures, as 
generated by College Scholarship Service, signifi­
cantly exceed actual year-end reported total family 
contribution figures as submitted by families at the 
close of the 1971-72 school year.

In reviewing the subcategory difference scores 
involved, it appears that the primary cause for this 
overall significant difference lies in the substan­
tial discrepancy between expected and actual paren­
tal contribution data. Only relatively small and 
insignificant differences were found between 
expected and reported student asset and student 
summer earnings contributions.
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2. A significant difference was identified between 

expected parental and actual reported parental con­
tribution figures. Evidently, parents are not 
subsidizing their students to the extent expected 
by the 1971-72 College Scholarship methodology.

3. A very close approximation was found between 
expected and actually reported student summer 
earning and student asset contribution figures.
These portions of current College Scholarship 
Service needs analysis methodology were thus 
largely substantiated.

In addition to evaluating the differences which existed 
between expected and actually reported family contribution 
data, a similar t test evaluation was made between the 
student budgets being employed by the Michigan Department of 
Education's Division of Student Financial Assistance Ser­
vices for the 1971-72 school year, and the total resource 
expenditures actually reported by students and their fami­
lies at the end of that period. Table 5.2 reproduces the 
results of this test which were originally presented in 
Table 4.2.
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Table 5.2

t Test Comparison of Expected and Actual 
Reported Expenditure Budget Figures

Mean
Comparison Mean Actual Mean Signifi-

Made Expected Reported Difference cance
Total Budget .
Expenditures 2,578 - 2,879 = -301 ^.0005*
♦demonstrated significant difference at the . 0 1 level

The results of this test indicate that reported expen­
diture totals significantly exceeded the overall expense 
figures in use by the Michigan Department of Education's 
Division of Student Financial Assistance Services for the 
1971-72 school year.

Returning to the original need analysis formula (School 
Budget - Expected Family Contribution = Demonstrated Need), 
however, the question then becomes where is the discrepancy 
between reported family contribution deficiency and reported 
overall expenditure excess made up? The following data, 
originally cited in Tables 4.3 and 4.4 respectively seem to 
indicate the answer.
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Table 5.3

Overall Mean Contribution Data
Expected Contribution 

Totals

$1,234

446

1. Parental 
Contribution

2. Student Summer 
Earnings 
Contribution

3. Student Asset 
Contribution

4. Mean Remaining 
Need for
Assistance* _____

5. Mean Standardized 
Budget Utilized***$2,599

102

817

Reported Contribution 
_______Totals________
1. Parental 

Contribution $ 988
2. Other Relative 

Contribution 53
3. Student Asset 

Contribution 123
4. Student Summer 

Earnings
Contribution 425

5. Student Financial 
Aid** 1,311

6 . Total Contribution 
Reported*** $2,900

♦computed as a remainder 
**sum of grants, loans and school year employment, etc., as 
outlined in Table 5.4 (some of the school year employment 
has evidently been undertaken privately without the 
guidance of the financial aids office, and thus could not 
be considered need based financial aid in the traditional 
sense of the term as used in this study).

♦♦♦contribution totals of Table 5.3 were not required to 
exactly match expenditure totals of Table 5.2. In most 
cases, they did per questionnaire suggestion, but discrep­
ancies were not forced (See Chapter III for procedural 
discussion on this point).

Table 5.4
Summary of Reported Student Aiu Package 

Source 
Grants and Scholarships 
Loans
Work during the 1971-7 2 school year 
SS/VA/VR Benefits*
Other Aid Sources

Amount 
$ 667

220 
324 
85

 15
$1,311Total

♦Refers to student Social Security, Veterans Administration, 
and Vocational Rehabilitation assistance
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The reported student financial aids package includes grants 
and scholarships and other educational benefits which, for 
the most part, would be subject to the strict needs analysis 
formula identified above. Thus, these inputs could not be 
inflated. However, much of the student"s school year employ 
ment and some loans would not be subject to these strict 
restrictions? and, thus, it is evidently in this sector that 
family contribution deficiencies are actually overcome and 
exceeded to bring about the larger overall expenditure 
figures. In short, extensive student school year employment 
and loans evidently are being used to more than make up for 
family, and especially parental, contribution deficiencies.

As part of this initial portion of the analysis,contri­
bution (both overall family and parental) differences and 
budget discrepancies were also correlated to see if these 
phenomena might not be related. Both overall family contri­
bution difference scores and parental difference scores 
proved to be significantly related to overall expenditure 
budget discrepancies. These correlation coefficients were 
also positive, indicating that a direct relationship existed 
As the deficiency discrepancy between expected and actual 
reported contribution differences grew, so did the excess 
discrepancy between formally expected and actually reported 
total expenditures.

The second major portion of the analysis entailed the 
review of the five difference scores identified in the first 
analysis segment (i.e.: family expected contribution -
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family reported contribution, parental expected contribution 
parental reported contribution, student summer earnings 
expected contribution - student reported summer earnings 
contribution, expected student asset contribution - reported 
student asset contribution, formal expense budget - actually 
reported expenditure total) in conjunction with 18 major 
family experience parameters which were suspected of sub­
stantively influencing family contribution and budget expen­
ditures. A series of one-way ANOVA designs were used in 
this portion of the analysis. Table 5.5 reports a summary 
of these findings as originally compiled in Table 4.5.



Table 5.5
Summary of the Significance of

Family Parameter Effects on Contribution
and Budget Difference Scores

Probability of Significant Effect on
______________ Dependent Difference Score Variable_________________

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Score Score Score Score Score
A - B* Ai - Bj* A2 ~ B2* A3 - B3* D - (B+C)*

1. Family Background
Educational Level . 0 0 1 .028 .757 .992 .130

2. Family Residence .035 .004 .127 .792 .213
3. Average Parental Age .286 .513 .033 .309 .130
4. Number of Parental

Retirement Programs .0005 .0005 .566 .069 .296
5. Number of

Dependent Children .287 .435 .135 .248 .624
6 . Number of Children in

Post-secondary Study . 0 0 2 .0005 .167 .568 .650
7. Number of Blood

Parents in Home .0005 .007 .231 .0005 .174
8 . Number of Stepparents/

Guardians in Home .204 .090 .004 .0005 .152
9. Family Race . 0 2 1 .0005 . 0 0 1 . 639 .354
10. Student Age .117 .187 .566 .280 .056
11. Student Sex .901 .416 .009 .861 .008
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Table 5.5 (continued)
Summary of the Significance of 

Family Parameter Effects on Contribution 
and Budget Difference Scores

Probability of Significant Effect on
_______________Dependent Difference Score Variable_________________

Overall 
Expenditure 
Budget 

Difference 
Score 

D - (B+C)*

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B*

Student Summer Student
Parental

Contribution
Difference

Score
Ai - B]_ *

Earnings 
Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A2 - B2*

Asset 
Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A3 - B3 *

12. Type of School
Attended .002

13. Student Residency
Plan .0005

14. Net Parental Income .0005
15. Number of Parents

Working .0005
16. Adjusted Effective

Income Level .0005
17. Percentage of Adjusted 

Effective Income From 
Income Supplement
(Assets) .133

18. Student's Year
in School .274

.004

.0005

.0005

.0005

.0005

.034

.760

.415

.853

.930

.999

.337

.110

.305

.079

.920

.833

.307

.528

.128

.778

.397

.0005

.024

.034

.009

.735

.023

♦Formulae for the respective difference scores are diagrammatically displayed in Figure 3.1, 
These identical formulae are subsequently reproduced in selected tables.
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The cases in which statistically significant relationships 
(.01 level) between the various difference scores and family 
parameters were found are underlined in the preceding matrix. 
Family parameters positing significant impacts on one or 
more of the difference scores are further elaborated in the 
following matrices:



Table 5.6

Category
Level

1. = 0-8th Grade

Category
Frequency

49

2.
3.

= 9-12th Grade 345

4. =

Post-
High School 
B.A. Degree
Graduate 
Level Study

160

80

N =

Family Educational Background
Impact on Difference

Scores
_________  Difference Score Test Means_________________

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference 
Score 
A - B

Difference
Score

A! “ B 1

Difference
Score

A2 - b 2

Difference Difference 
Score Score

A3 - B3 D - (B+C)

-389
81

231

412

634 X = 124

CSig. =.001

-68
198

331

467

246
.028

-26
13

32

56

21
.757

-24

-19

-25

-23

-21
.992

-459
-333

-229

-213

-301

.130)
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Table 5.7
Family Residence Impact
on Difference Scores

Difference Score Test Means

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental
Contribution
Difference

Score
A1 “ B1

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score
a2 “ b2

Student
Asset

Contribution
Difference

Score
a3 " b3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 

Score 
D - (B+C)

1. Rural 113 81 184 40 -39 -228

2. Small 
Community 143 149 247 48 -27 -225

3. Suburban 232 265 421 -35 -21 -351

4. Urban 146 I'M 11 67 -3 -354

N = 634 X = 124 246 21 -21 -301

CSig. = .032 .004 .127 .792 .213)
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Table 5.8
Parental Retirement Program Impact 

on Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Category
Level

Category
Frequency

Overall 
Family 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A - B

Parental
Contribution
Difference

Score
A1 - B1

Student Summer 
Earnings 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score
a 2 - b 2

Student 
Asset 

Contribution 
Difference 

Score 
A3 “ B3

Overall 
Expenditure 

Budget 
Difference 

Score 
D - (B+C)

1. - 1 programs 385 -72 97 11 -38 -326
2. 2 - programs 249 429 475 33 __3 -263

N = 634 X = 124 246 21 -21 -301

* (Sigf .  = .0005 .0005 .566 .069 .296)
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Table 5.9
Enrollment Impact on Difference Scores

______________________ Difference Score Test Means___________
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A^ - B^ Aj - B2 A3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1 . 1 enrolled 370 257 395 25 - 2 2 -321

2 . 2 enrolled 225 -79 41 - 8 -13 -265

3. 3+ enrolled 39 51 4 141 - 6 6 -321
N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = . 0 0 2 .0005 .167 .568 .650)
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Table 5.10
Blood Parent Impact on Difference Scores

 Difference Score Test Means____________ _̂__
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B Aq - B]_ A 2 - A3 “ B3 D “ (B+C)

1. 0 Blood Parents
in Home 2 -401 -122 -450 756 -1,211

2. 1 Blood Parent
in Home 93 -356 -74 62 65 -343

3. 2 Blood Parents
in Home 539 209 302 _15 3̂9_ -291

N = 634 X = 124 246 21 -21 -301
(Sig. = .0005 .007 .231 .0005 .174)
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Table 5.11
Stepparent/Guardian Presence Impact

on Difference Scores
Difference Score Test Means

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A ~ B A1 « A 2 - B 2 A 3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1. 0 Stepparent/
Guardians
in Home 614 137 256 18 -26 -295

2. 1 Stepparent/
Guardians
in Home 19 -3.20 -172 156 48 -417

3. 2 Stepparents/
Guardians
in Home  1 693 1,755 -1,400 1,513 -1,625

N = 634 X = 124 246 21 -21 -301

(Sig. = .204 .090 .004 .0005 .152)
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Table 5.12
Race Impact on Difference Scores

 Difference Score Test Means____________
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A1 ' B1 A2 ~ B2 A 3 “ B 3 D “ (B+C)

1. White 601 149 283 6 - 2 0 -308
2. Nonwhite 33 -320 -445 276 -45 -185

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = . 0 2 1 .0005 . 0 0 1 .639 .354)
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Table 5.13
Student Sex Impact on

Difference Scores

 Difference Score Test Means________________
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A *• B A1 “ B1 A2 “ B 2 A 3 ” B 3 D “ (B+C)

1. Male 344 127 278 -23 - 2 0 -372

2. Female 290 1 2 1 206 72 -23 -217

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .091 .416 .009 .861 .008)
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Table 5.14
School Type Impact on

Difference Scores
 Difference Score Test Means________________

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A]_ - B^ A 2 “ B2 A3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1. 2-Year Public 2 2 1 -75 65 0.4 2 2 -301

2. 4-Year Public 353 281 384 35.2 - 2 -278

3. 4-Year Private 39 -105 1 1 2 54.2 -39 -490

4. 2-Year Private 2 1 24 50 124.2 -134 -335

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = . 0 0 2 .004 .415 .079 .397)
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Table 5.15
Residency Plan Impact on

Difference Scores

 Difference Score Test Means________________
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A^ - B^ A 2 - B2 A 3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1. Resident 432 289 401 18 - 2 1 -163
2. Commuter 2 0 2 -226 -87 24 - 2 2 -596

N - 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301
(Sig. = .0005 .0005 .853 .920 .0005)
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Table 5.16
Parental Net Income Impact on

Difference Scores
 Difference Score Test Means_______________

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A -- B A^ - A 2 - B2 A3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1. 0-$ 5,000 62 -830 -450 53 1 -478

2.$ 5,001-$10,000 2 0 0 - 1 2 2 - 1 0 31 - 2 2 -189
3.$10,001-$15,000 244 148 249 1 2 -27 -372

4.$15,001"$20,000 92 565 624 -8 -37 -266
5.$20,001- 36 1,859 1,871 25 19 -227

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = -0005 .0005 .930 .833 .024)
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Table 5.17
Impact of Number of Parents Employed

on Difference Scores

    Difference Score Test Means____________
Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A1 “ B1 - B2 A 3 - B3 D - (B+C)

1. 0 Employed 2 1 -1,048 -498 23 48 -685

2. 1 Employed 405 36 160 2 0 -15 -307

3. 2 Employed 208 414 485 20 -19 -251

N = 634 X = 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301

(Sig. = .0005 .0005 .999 .307 .034)
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Table 5.18
Adjusted Effective Income Impact on

Difference Scores
 Difference Score Test Means________________

Overall Student Summer Student Overall
Family Parental Earnings Asset Expenditure

Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Budget 
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 

Category Category Score Score Score Score Score
Level Frequency A - B A^ - A2 “ B2 A3 ” B3 D “

1. 0-$ 5,000 62 -846 -478 53 -14 -541

2. $ 5,001-$10,000 230 -85 9 60 -27 - 2 0 2

3. $10,001-$15,000 239 199 310 - 1 2 -26 -351

4. $15,001-$20,000 8 6 744 793 -28 17 -226

5. $20,001- 17 ;>,332 2,394 74 -105 -438

N = 634 X - 124 246 2 1 - 2 1 -301
(Sig. = .0005 .0005 .337 .528 .009)
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The following are among the major conclusions prominent 

in these significant interactions of family parameters and 
contribution and/or budget difference scores:

1. An inverse relationship actually exists between par­
ental educational level and family contribution dis­
crepancy. As parental educational level rises, 
reported family contributions fall increasingly 
below the expectations made for the families sampled.

2. As family residence moves from rural toward urban 
settings, the deficiency between reported and 
expected parental contribution is reduced. Thus, 
urban parents more closely meet their expected educa­
tional contributions than do rural families. Sub­
urban parents, not rural parents, however, appear to 
be most delinquent in meeting their specific contri­
bution expectations.

3. An inverse relationship exists between number of 
parental retirement programs and approximation of 
expected family and parental contribution figures.
As the number of retirement programs increases, 
actual reported family and parental contributions 
become more deficient when measured against their 
expected counterparts.

4. As the number of children in the family concurrently 
enrolled in college increases, the deficiency 
between expected and actual family and parental 
contributions actually decreases.



Atypical home situations not containing the tra­
ditional two blood parents actually tend to contrib­
ute in excess of College Scholarship Service expec­
tations, whereas for traditional two blood parent 
settings, the reverse proved to be true.
Home settings containing two stepparents or 
guardians tend to precipitate student summer earnings 
in excess of College Scholarship Service expectations 
whereas for the normal two blood parent settings, 
the opposite proved true. An opposite trend was 
noted in terms of student asset contributions. Here 
the two blood parent setting precipitated student 
asset contributions slightly in excess of expecta­
tions, whereas for the two stepparent/guardian set­
ting reported student asset contributions fell far 
below expectation.
Nonwhite parents tend to contribute in excess of 
expectation, whereas for whites the opposite is true. 
Nonwhite students, on the other hand, contribute 
significantly less through summer earnings than do 
white students.
Male students' reported summer earnings exceed Col­
lege Scholarship Service expectations whereas female 
students' reported summer earnings fall below this 
expectation. Actual reported expense budgets for 
both sexes exceed Michigan Department of Education's 
Division of Student Financial Assistance Service
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figures, but the budgets of male students also 
exceed these norms by a significantly greater margin.

9..Reported parental contributions for students attending 
2 -year schools are less deficient than parental con­
tributions reported for students attending 4-year 
schools.

'10. Both reported family and parental contributions for 
commuter students exceed expectations, whereas the 
opposite is true for resident students. Also, the 
Department of Education's Division of Student Finan­
cial Assistance Services budgets employed are signif­
icantly more deficient for commuter students than 
they are for resident students.

11. As net parental income increases, it becomes sig­
nificantly more likely that both reported family and 
parental contributions will be less than the expec­
tations levied against these categories by College 
Scholarship Service.

12. Families with both parents employed report both fam­
ily and parental contribution figures farther below 
expectation than do households with a single parent 
working. In fact, households reporting no parental 
employment actually indicate contributions exceeding 
both family and parental input expectations.

13. As adjusted effective income level of the parents 
increases, households move from over contribution to 
undercontribution in relation to expectations levied
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by College Scholarship Service methodologies.

These findings seem to indicate several trends. Evi­
dently, as home security grows (as evidenced by number of 
blood parents present, number of parents employed, parental 
educational level, number of retirement programs, non­
multiple student enrollments, net and adjusted effective 
income levels, suburban living, etc.) families and parents 
tend to actually become less likely to meet the contribution 
expectations currently being levied against them. Opposite 
conditions symptomatic of family economic strain, on the 
other hand, seem to document actual contribution closer to 
or in actual excess of the corresponding expectations levied. 
This trend opposes the basic philosophy of current College 
Scholarship Service methodology, which presupposes in 
essence that more financially secure families should be con­
tributing steadily greater percentages of their resources 
to student educational expenses.

The regularity with which Department of Education's 
Division of Student Financial Assistance Services budgets 
were exceeded by reported totals was also noted. Special 
circumstances, such as student sex, residency plan, and 
parental adjusted effective income level seemed to have 
significantly increased impact on this overall deficiency.
Few of these parameters are currently taken into considera­
tion in Department budget construction procedures.

Several common stereotypes are also reversed here. For
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example, minority families actually tend to contribute in 
excess of the amounts expected of them, whereas the opposite 
was true of Caucasian families. Suburban parents, not rural 
parents, tend to be most delinquent in meeting their contri­
bution expectations. Parents with little education tend to 
exceed contribution expectations, whereas families with 
actual exposure to post-secondary education prove to con­
tribute less than the expectations levied against them. 
Parental contributions for students attending 2-year schools 
were less delinquent than were those for students attending 
more traditional 4-year institutions. Family and parental 
contributions for commuter students exceeded expectations, 
whereas the opposite was true in resident student settings.

Recently, College Scholarship Service and other needs 
analysis agencies have given much attention to the appro­
priate levels of expectation for various socio-economic 
groups. The trend in this regard has been to lighten expec­
tations levied against lower income groups, and raise them 
in application against higher income groups. The reported 
results recorded in this study would not seem to support con­
tinuation of this trend.

The third major portion of this analysis entailed the 
incorporation of all sequential family parameters involved 
in the second segment into regression equations aimed at the 
prediction of the five various difference scores identified 
initially in the first section of the analysis. Table 5.19 
reiterates the variables incorporated into these formulae.



Table 5.19
Summary of Variable Transition Identifying Family 

Parameters From the ANOVA Analysis 
Which Are Applicable For Regression Analysis

Family Variables 
Covered in 
Section II

Those Considered 
Categorical and 
Deleted From 
Section III

1. Family Educational 
Background

2. Family Residence 
Area

3. Average Parental Age
4. Number of Parental 

Retirement Pro­
visions

5. Number of 
Dependents

6 . Number of 
Dependents in Post­
secondary Study

7. Number of Blood 
Parents

8 . Number of Step­
parents/Guardians

9. Family Race
10. Student Age
11. Student Sex
12. School Type
13. Student Residency Plan
14. Net Parental Income
15. Number of Parents 

Employed
16. Parental Adjusted 

Effective Income
17. Percentage of Item 16 

Coming From Assets
18. Student's School Class

X
X
X

Those Considered* 
Sequential and 
Carried Into Re- 
gression Analysis 

(Regression 
Variable No.)

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

x

X
X
X
X

(#1)

(#2)

(#3)
(#4)

(#5)
(#6)
(#7)
(#8)

(#9)
(#10)
(#11)
(#12)
(#13)

*Note - This decision was made in conjunction with staff of 
the (MSU) College of Education's Office of Research 
Consultation



293
Table 5.20 summarizes the relative effectiveness which 

these equations enjoyed in terms of their predictive abilities,

Table 5.20 
Regression Equation Effectiveness 

Overall % ofDifference Difference Probability of
Score Involved Explained Significance

A - B .2965 .0005*
Ai - Bx .2758 .0005*
A2 - B2 .0241 .292
A3 - B3 .0590 .0005*
D - (B+C) .0356 .046
*significance demonstrated at the . 0 1 level 

Several of these equations did demonstrate significance, 
thus indicating that the technique may well have merit as a 
predictor of contribution and budget discrepancies. However, 
in no case was more than 30% of the total difference 
explained. Thus, further constellations of variables must 
yet evidently be identified to effectively complete the 
equations in question. The high degree of interrelationship 
found in viewing the R2 Deletes columns of Tables 4.25 
through 4.29 also supports the contention that, at best, 
these efforts have identified but one of the major parameter 
syndromes which evidently impact upon these difference 
scores between expected and reported data.

The final segment of the analysis provides various
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categories of average categorical response data, to assist 
future researchers and practitioners in evaluating their 
results and methodologies. Tables 5.21 and 5.22 present 
average response data by questionnaire category.

Table 5.21
Mean Reported Contribution Resources 

By Source Category

Category
1. Parental Contribution 

from Income
2. Parental Contribution 

from Savings
3. Parental Contribution 

from Loans
4. Other Parental Contribution
5. Total Parental Contribution
6 . Other Relatives Contribution

Overall Mean Amount

$ 617
278
87
6

7. Student Savings (Asset) Contribution
8 . Student 1971 Summer 

Earnings Contribution
9. Student 1971-72 School Year 

Work Contribution
10. Student Scholarships/Grants
11. Student Loans
12. Student Social Security/

Vocational Rehabilitation/
Veterans Administration Benefits

13. Student Other Sources

324
667
220

85
15

988
53

123
425

1,311
14. Total Resources Available $2,900
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Table 5.22

Mean Reported Expenditures 
By Use Category

Category 
1. Tuition and Fee Expenses

Overall Mean Amount
$ 944

2. Room and Board Expenses 1,093

3. Book and Supply Expenses 144
4. Miscellaneous Expenses 698

5. Total $2,879

Comparable averages are also provided by race, sex, school 
type, and parental net income level in Tables 4.33 through 
4.40, respectively. Comparable data is provided there as 
well concerning mean data for non-zero respondents only. 
These figures can be of assistance in assessing the accuracy 
of various types of formal budget figures for a variety of 
comparable types of students. The non-zero respondent 
figures present an interesting perspective on the various 
types of students categorized as dependent, who, in fact, 
effectively report no parental input.

Implications For Future Research
Due to the exploratory nature of this study, two basic 

directions should be charted for future research. First, 
basic replication of this design on comparable groups should 
be made to better assess the study's reliability and valid­
ity. Secondly, more sophisticated research would be 
encouraged, building upon the data and procedural foundation
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which has been laid here.

Several specific suggestions would also be made for the 
researcher tentatively thinking of pursuing this area.
First, every effort must be made to precisely define both 
procedures and population involved, as past studies reviewed 
tended to be lax in this regard. Interstudy comparison will 
prove to be treacherous if a clear picture of each study's 
population and procedures is not made. Secondly, due to the 
vast differences in various types of student populations, it 
would be wise to study as homogeneous a group as possible.
For example, separate research efforts should be directed 
toward graduate students, undergraduate students, full-time 
students, part-time students, vocational school students, 
evening students, lifelong education returning students, 
foreign students, etc., as by mixing these students together, 
important data distinctions may be lost.

Then, too, to help improve both accuracy and response 
rate, perhaps the year-long ledger approach to expenditure 
records, as opposed to the year-end reporting techniques 
used here, should be tried. This approach would, however, be 
subject to a greater potential Hawthorne Effect, and this 
potential problem would have to be confronted in the design. 
Some literature has already been developed around use of this 
type of reporting technique and it, of course, should be con­
sulted thoroughly in the development of any such approach.

As soon as the overall data base becomes sufficient to 
permit concentration on a specific segment of the overall
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needs analysis syndrome, movement in this direction would 
also be recommended, as reducing the number of tests to be 
performed upon each respondent would invariably reduce the 
Alpha Error phenomenon. Establishing a reputable base of 
difference score distributions for various populations would 
also enable the researcher to begin to grapple with the con­
comitant Beta Error problem.

Every effort should also be made in future research to 
enhance the sophistication of the design, taking into con­
sideration various interaction effects via multivariate 
analysis, etc.

In light of the partial success obtained via the 
regression analysis in this study, a concentrated effort 
should also be made to identify new and yet uncharted vari­
able parameters in this area as well.

A further point for consideration is that in this 
design, all aid applicants were included in the population. 
When this is done, invariably some families with practically 
unlimited resources are included. Such families when passed 
through traditional needs analysis procedures, have expected 
family contributions computed which would exceed any feasible 
expenditure budget. Such cases may serve to bias difference 
score discrepancies, and, thus, may be worth removing. One 
effective approach to this matter would be limiting the 
study population to actual need based award recipients.

Another argument periodically surfaced concerning the 
type of design employed here states that families are forced
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to approximate the expectations levied because financial aid 
packages are built around them. However, this argument did 
not seem to influence this study's results, and would only 
serve to enhance the significance of the differences found, 
if it is valid, as it implicitly argues for the null 
hypothesis.

Another facet of this complex issue which might well 
warrant unique focus, is some of the special expense items 
associated with post-secondary study that do not often find 
their way into present considerations. Automobile ownership 
and financing is a prime case in point.

In retrospect, this study has broken the ground by 
clearly demonstrating that significant differences do, 
indeed, exist between expected and actual reported contribu­
tion and budget data. The relative accuracy of this crucial 
conclusion must be demonstrated for various types of stu­
dents, and more sophisticated research must be undertaken to 
both determine how these demonstrated discrepancies can 
be systematically predicted and what measures should be 
taken to make needs analysis policies and procedures more 
accurate and equitable for all types of students. The 
charge is vast, but the issue is much too important to avoid 
if the integrity of financial aids administration is to be 
maintained.
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Lansing, Michigan 48902

, >0KN W. PORTER 
j*ptflnuaiiM ot 
Public iMtructlon

July 12, 1972

Dear Student and Parents:

JTATI BOARD OP RDUCATION
EDW IN L. NOVAK, O.D.

Pniidtnt
MICHAEL I .  DEES 

Vie* Fr*dd*mt 
OR. GORTON RIETHMILLER

S ttrt1 *ry  
THOMAS J. BRENNAN 

T rt& m rtr  
M A R ILYN  IBAN KELLY  

ANNBTTA MILLER  
DR. CHARLBS E. MORTON 

JAMES F. O’NBIL  
GOV. W ILL IA M  O. MILL1KEN  

Ez-Olflcto

in reviewing application materials for the State Competitive Scholarship and Tuition 
Grant Programs, we have noted that many families express concern over the procedures em­
ployed in determining their student's need for financial assistance. As part of the on­
going evaluation of these state-sponsored student financial assistance programs there­
fore, the Department of Education is attempting to evaluate this concern in a systematic 
manner. Specifically, this project is designed to compare the "expected" family contri­
butions derived from the Parents' Confidential Statement utilized in the State Scholar­
ship and Tuition Grant Programs, with the amounts families have "actually" been able to 
contribute towards their student's education for the recently completed 1971-72 school 

; year. This comparison will provide the Department of Education with helpful data con­
cerning the reasonableness of these "expected" family contribution figures.f 'r
Vour family has been randomly selected from among those submitting applications for the 
State Scholarship and Tuition Grant Programs, in hopes that you might be willing to help 
In this evaluative process. To assist us in this endeavor, we are asking that you com­
plete the brief questionnaire which has been enclosed on behalf of the student whose 
.name appears on the top of the form. Please return the completed form in the envelope 
provided by July 31, 1972, so that we may have the benefit of your input.
:Vfe recognize that the data being requested is very personal and that it perhaps would be
more easily obtained if the student's name was not found on the form. Yet, if we are to

:* .be able to compare the actual contribution data with the expectations derived from the 
^Parents' Confidential Statement at the outuet of the school year, we trust be able to 
j îdentify the student Involved. Please be assured, however, that your responses will be
| t̂reated in strictest confidence. Once the initial comparison is made, the remainder of
; the evaluation and its report will treat each family anonymously.
We hope that you will take this opportunity to help us evaluate this important aspect of 
our financial aid programs. If you have any questions or concerns as you respond to this 
questionnaire, please call Mr. Lee Peterson of our staff at (517) 373-3394. Thank you for your cooperation.

Most sincerely

Ronald J. Jtifsa, Director 
Student Financial Assistance Services

RJJ:jrs
Enclosure
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FA-10S2
7/72

Michigan Department or Education
STUDENT FIN A N C IA L ASSISTANCE SERVICES

Box 410 Laming, Michigan 48902

FAMILY QUESTIONNAIRE ON STUDENT RESOURCES

- Student Name 
LABEL - Student Addreis

. Student S o d il Security Mo.

(Card I)

l-IO

I SOURCES OF FUNDS:
In leaponding to thla (action, pfaate identify ALL fundi uaad by the student named above during th e IT 7 I-7 2  aehool yaw Thla 
panod eovara tha two aemailsrs or thraa term a of atudr found approinmetelybetwaen September I.J971 . and-luna l v 1772, as we 
as the Intervening vacation period!a). Caro thould be taken to insure that tha figuraa provided reflect both the at home aa well 
u  iha "st *cK>ol”  «nd othtr "away from homo*' oxp«nsif incurrod during ttiis nln# month potfoda In arriving at ypw tow« p lM M  
b« »ur* that all of tha following (ypat of ajtpandlturaa hava boon accoontad for:

A. Tuition and faoa
B. Room and board, both at hgrns and away
C. Book* and aupplio*
O. Hedleal/dantal a»p«no«a and inauranca 
6> Clothing and laundry •Npantt*
F. Traval aaponoa* (Includ* public tramporUtlon faa* and car oporatiftf/inauranca/purchaaa

« ip in i* i  whara appHcabla for aiudant)
G, EntarUlnment/lncidanUI apanding mo nay

SOURCE OF FUNDS USED BY THE STUDENT a m o u n t

A. AMOUNT PROVIDED BY PARENTS'GUAROIANS LIVING IN THE HOME
1. From currant Incoma/chaclitng account
2. From «*vingt'lnvattm«nU I B  I *

J. From loan* In paronttVguardian** namt I B  71

ki

c. pR 'ov Id^I «V VtTFiYimf ' "  1 ” 1
1, From livings aval labia prior to ths lummar of 1971
2, From C97I aummer aiming! IT

3. From atudant earn Inga during the 1971-72 school yaar *4

D. AMOUNT PROVIOED THROUGH FINANCIAL AtO PROGRAMS
1. In tha form of ichelarahipi or grants 4*

2, In the farm of loans takan out in tha student's nama 4T 11

3, In tha form of social aecurily/vetersna administration/vocational rehabilitation educational benefits i i «•
E. AMOUNT PROVIDED FROM OTHER SOURCES (Identify) • f

F. TOTAL RESOURCES USED 8 Y  THE STUDENT FOR THE 1971-72 SCHOOL YEAR
*6

II. SPENDING PATTERN:
Plaaaa Indleal* tha amount from tha total found In Itam I.F . abova, which was tpant on aach of tha following catogorlat by tho 
atudant djring tha 1971—72 school yaar.

USE OF FUNDS AMOUNT

A. OH TUITION A HD FEES
B, OH ROOM AND BOARD EXPENSES 'm  ""
C, OH BOOKS ANO SUPPLIES ■■■nim m  .....  u . —  »> TB 74
D. ON MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES " ™  ....

K Madfcal/d»ntm( axpan*«t and Inguranc*
2. Clothing; antartainmant; trawl; incldtntal axpamaa t
3. Othwr (IcfentfM

(OVER)



I I I .  IF  TH E  TO T A L S  FO UN D  IN  ITEM S I .F .  A ND  I I .E .  A R E  N O T E Q U A L, P LE A S E  E X P L A IN  T H E  D IF F E R E N C E

IV. FAMILY EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
Plaaaa chack tha hlghaal lava I e f lofmiil aducallon attained hy »»ch (n n M /g u » d lu i living In tha homo.

LEVEL
--BffigHXTBEam bmeivhi 1
Fathor/StopratJH*' Hot* tuiMlan Hotfwf/Stepmother/ 

Foma to iw r d iMY«i No
A. O-Sth Grada m _ 0 0
B. V—13th Grad# 0 m S.
C. Poat high school -  B.A. Dupaa 0 0 m m
O. Gradual a Study □ a, 0

V. FAMILY RESIOEHCE
F Iw m  chock tha moat applicabla option 
■o Q  A. Rural M lt ln t  
|T| B. Small community 
P I  C. Suburban sotting 
f * l  D. Urban u tlln g
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STATE OF M ICHIG AN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Laming, Michigan 4B902

STATE EOAID OF EDUCATION

JOHN W. PORTER
Superintend™* «l 
public iMlruclion

EDW IN  I .  NOVAK. I l l l .  
PrriMrnt 

M ICHA EL J D I-EII 
Vice Frtiidrnl

DR. GORTON R IE I I IM I I  I F.R
Sttrtltry 

THOMAS I .  BRENNAN  
Trrantrtr 

M A R ILY N  JEAN KELLY  
ANN ETTA M ILLER

DR. CHARLES B. MORTON 
JAMES P. O’N E IL  

OOV. W IL L IA M  G. M III.IK F.N
F.xOHtcin

Dear Student and Parents:
Several weeks ago, our office sent to you a questionnaire concerning 
educational expenses for the recently completed 1971-72 school year. 
The deadline for return of the original form has now passed and we 
note that your response has not as yet reached us.
While we have already begun analysis of the forms received, since 
this study covers such an important aspect of the State Financial Aid 
Programs, we would like to extend to you an additional opportunity to 
respond. To this end, a duplicate set of questionnaire materials has 
been enclosed for your review.
By taking a moment to complete the form in question, your family will 
be playing a crucial part in the analysis of Michigan's efforts to 
equitably assist its college students. Please submit the completed 
form in the return envelope provided by September 11, 1972.
Againj we certainly do much appreciate your cooperation.

Ronald J. Juraa, Director
Student Financial Assistance Services

Most sincerely

RJJ:jrs 
Enclosures
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Card One - Punched From Questionnaire Itself

Line 1 = Card 1 Identification
Lines 2 - 10 = Student Social Security Number

Cfrom indentification label on 
questionnaire)

Lines 11 - 14 = Parents Contribution From Income
(Line I Al on questionnaire)

Lines 15 - 18 = Parents Contribution From Savings
(Line I A2 on questionnaire)

Lines 19 - 22 = Parents Contribution From Loans
(Line I A3 on questionnaire)

Lines 23 - 25 = Other Parental Contribution
(Line I A4 on questionnaire)

Lines 26 - 29 = Total Parents Contribution
(Line I AS on questionnaire)

Lines 30 - 33 = Other Relatives Contribution
(Line I B on questionnaire)

Lines 34 - 36 = Student Savings Contribution
(Line I Cl on questionnaire)

Lines 37 - 40 = Student 1971 Summer Earnings
Contribution
(Line I C2 on questionnaire)

Lines 41 - 44 = Students Contribution From Earnings
During the 1971-72 Academic Year 
(Line I C3 on questionnaire)

Lines 45 - 4 8 = Student's Scholarships/Grants
(Line I D1 on questionnaire)

Lines 49 - 52 = Student's Loans
(Line I D2 on questionnaire)

Lines 53 - 56 = Student's SS/VA/VR Benefits
(Line I D3 on questionnaire)

Lines 57 - 59 = Student's Other Aid
(Line I E on questionnaire)

Lines 60 - 63 = Total Resources Utilized
(Line I F on questionnaire)
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Lines 64 - 67 = Student Tuition and Fee Expenses

(Line II A on questionnaire)
Lines 6 8 - 71 = Student Room and Board Expenses

(Line II B on questionnaire)
Lines 72 - 74 = Student Book and Supply Expenses

(Line II C on questionnaire)
Lines 75 - 78 = Sum of Miscellaneous Expenses

(Line II D4 on questionnaire)
(Note: individual subcategories here not punched)

Line 79 = Family Education Level Category
Reference Code
(Line IV on questionnaire)

Line 80 = Family Residence Type Category
Reference Code 
(Line V on questionnaire)

Card Two - Punched From Student File
Line 1 = Card 2 Identification
Lines 2 - 10 = Student Social Security Number

(from application in file)
Lines 11 - 14 = Expected Family Contribution Total

(from Parents Confidential Statement,
- PCS - Financial Need Analysis Review,
- FNAR - printout in file)

Lines 15 - 18 = Expected Parental Contribution
(from PCS. FNAR in file)

Lines 19 - 21 = Expected Student Summer Earnings
Contribution 
(from PCS, FNAR in file)

Lines 22 - 25 = Expected Student Asset Contribution
(from PCS, FNAR in file)

Lines 26 - 29 = Expected School Budget
(from Department of Education 
tabulation)

Line 30 = Average Parental Age Notation
(from PCS in file)

Line 31 - Number Parental Retirement Programs
(from PCS in file)
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Line 32 - Number Dependent Children Notation

(from PCS in file)
Line 33 = Number Children in College Notation

(from PCS in file)
Line 34 = Number Blood Parents

(from PCS in file)
Line 35 = Number Stepparents/Guardians

(from PCS in file)
Line 36 = Family Race Notation

(from application in file)
Line 37 = Student Age Notation

(from PCS in file)
Line 38 = Student Sex Notation

(from PCS in file)
Line 39 = School Type Attended Notation

(from application in file)
Line 40 = Student Residency Plan Notation

(from application in file)
Line 41 = Net Family Income Notation

(from PCS, FNAR in file)
Line 42 = Number Parents Working Notation

(from PCS in file)
Line 43 = Adjusted Family Income Notation

(from PCS, FNAR in file)
Line 44 = Percentage Adjusted Family Income

From Income Supplement Notation 
(computed from PCS, FNAR in file)

Line 45 = Student Year in School
(from application in file)

Line 46 = Notation for Incomplete Card 1
Line 47 = Notation for Incomplete Card 2
Lines 48 - 52 = Computed Difference Score (A - B)
Lines 53 - 57 = Computed Difference Score (A^ - Bj)
Lines 58 - 62 = Computed Difference Score (A£ - B2 )
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Lines 63 - 67 = Computed Difference Score (a3 - b 3)
Lines 6 8 - 72 = Computed Difference Score (D - {b+c} )
Lines 73 - 80 = Blank

Specific Item Comparisons for Hypotheses 1 - 5
Hypothesis 1: A = B

Card 2, lines 11 - 14 verse
Card 1, lines 26 - 40

Hypothesis 2: Aj =
Card 2, lines 15 - 18 verse
Card 1, lines 26 - 29

Hypothesis 3: A2 = B2
Card 2, lines 19 - 21 verse
Card 1, lines 37 - 40

Hypothesis 4: A 3 = B3
Card 2, lines 22 - 25 verse
Card 1, lines 34 - 36

Hypothesis 5: D = B+C
Card 2, lines 26 - 29 verse
Card 1, lines 60 - 63
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