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PREFACE

This report is iﬁ partial fulfillment of NCES contract 300-78-0208
" and is made to the Natiomal Center for Educatiom Sﬁatigtics and the Office

of Evaluation and Dissemination,,Depéftmen; of‘Edgcation. The wogk
statement called for this report as follows: |

fhe first task‘will be a review of the exigting literature on

postsecondary educational plans, both by high school students

and by their parents, and preparation of ‘a conceptual design

based on this review.

This report, aécordingly, is in two parts. The first part is
a review»of the literature on factors affecting the postseéondary education
decision—-making process, with sgecial emphasis on parents' and étudents’
éharac;eristics and attitudes. This jeviewi however, looké at research
on fac:ofs béyond simply the parents and students, léokiﬁg at the influence .
on'choicesvfor-ppst—high schoél activities‘of schools'aqd of éhe al;erf
natives available to a student after high school. These factors-frém
outside the family will condition the decisions that a given individual
makes about seeking training and employmeht after high school. The link
between these conditions and the family deciéion—making is the Rnowledge
ébout the available opportunities held by students.and theif parents.
The little research on this link is alsd reviewed.

This literature review suggests research that woul& u;e data
.from all parts of the High School and Beyond surveys and thus complements
the conceptual design for the student survey (Coleman et al. 1979) and
for the Hispanic supplement (Nielsen 1980). It is ;sedbhere in the

second part of the report to develop a conceptual design for the amalysis




of thélparents survey. data. - This second part of the report suggests
the ways in which”thg.parents data might‘bé analyzed to fill in the gaps
in.our'knowledge about family decision making concerning postsecondary
education, focusing on thé ﬁays’thg pérents’.aspirations‘and expectations
fof their child are developed and affect their child's.plans, on the
parents’ kﬁowledge of postsecondary edu;ation options,‘on their willing
to pay énd their planning fof financing of their child's further edu-
cation, and on their ability to make the conErigutions to their child's
posésecondary education egpécted Qnder diﬁferen§ methods of needs assess-
ment for‘financiél aid.-

- I gratefﬁlly acknowledge the research assistance of Lorayn Olson,
Thomas Reif, and Gladys Epting, as well as the assistancg of Patrick
Bova, the National Opinion Rese;rch Center_libra?ian, Susan Campbell,
the NORC editor,‘ and Toshi kTakkahash'i, Chris Loﬁn, Ireﬁe Edward's‘,' and
jane:Martinibf the NORC.Wéfd.Procéssipngeﬁter. "I thank also Jameé
Hearn; of American'College_Tésfiﬁg Png;aﬁ, for his thoughtful commenté

and suggestions.
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PART I. REVIEW OF LITERATURE ON POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION PLANS AND CHOICES

. 1. Introduction

There are many goals that could guide_goverﬁﬁent policies that
affect ﬁho goes  on ip school after high school. One goal is that all
students have the chance to go én, regardléss ofmabiliﬁy'or financial
circumstances. Undérlyiﬁg‘such a-goal might be'# concern for insuring
'thatfeqdality;is prevalent in a society, for redistributing income (éince

\

at a giveﬁ time, those with higher education usually’:eqeive higher incomej,
or for guaranteeing that there is in the society an educé;ed citizenry
capablé.of exercising the increasingly complex rights and responsiﬁilities
‘of‘a.democ:aﬁy‘(Orwig, 1971). To achieve.thisvgqal, government§ at various
‘Iévels migh; subsidiZe education. Today in the United States there is

the goal that all children should have eéual.access to at least primary

and sgcondary schoéiing, and governments contrikute to this,schooling
accordingly. Another goal with reé%eét to who continues in school after
high school-ﬁight be that ﬁhcse-who merit going on have access to further
schooling, that there ée equality of opportunity rather than e@uality
of'access.‘ The idea that meritocratic selection results in the most
effective allocation of rescurces and in the gfgateﬁt productivity (see
Davis and Moore, 1946) might‘lead a government to choose this goal #nd

to provide scholarships basedkon evidence of the promise of doing well

in school or to siﬁply subsidize the postsacoﬁdary education of all who
qualify for it. In theory, the latter policy is‘applied today in the 

U.S.5.R. (although there is evidence that the adtual selection of students




for postéecondary educatioﬁ inﬁolvesvmore than merit coﬁsiderafions).

Still another goal di;ecéiné policy could be that those whofﬁant an education
pa& for it. "The justification for having this goal could be a belief

that education is like other consumer goods, having benefits that accrue

to those who buy itt Educational policy then would involve not subsidizing
education. With respect to education generaily, this is indeed the attitude
that prevailed in the United States before tﬁe late nineteenth century.

| In actuality, of course, it i1s not always clear what goals are
guiding policy. In -part this isxbeéause a cdmbinationlcf goals (and
even‘sometimes contradictory ones) are behind policy. In the U.S. today,
for examéle, governments havé as a goallincreas{ng equality of access

to higher educatiqn. - At Ehevsame time, there is a belief that parents
and studenté have a respounsibility to pay whét they. can since there is

the perceptipn fhat at least some of the benefits of postsecondary education
are individuél rather than social. Also,‘oﬁe needs to kéep in mind that
decisiéﬁs concerning who goes on to postsecondary‘educétion involve actors
other than governments. Postsecondary schools usually impose at least
minimal criteéia for admission. Students and‘their parents choose among
‘alternatives using their perceptiomns of opportunities, cpsts,‘and'benefits.
Testing'tﬁe extent to which educaéional policies have been éffective

in achieving different'goals and determining the extent to which given

types of polfcies can be effective, given the other a;tors in the equatiom,
require a careful analysisvof'the factors behind students’ decisions
as to what to do after high school.-

The following review of the literature on postsecondary education

plans and choices focuses on the characteristics, attitudes, and behaviors

of the student and his/her parents as they affect the nature of the student's
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post-high school activities. Student characteristics are expected to
bé important--given meritocrafic seléction, students’ ability and school
performance would influence their postsecondary education plans and behavior.
One would expect also that fémily characteristics-aré'ﬁnportant‘;sbme
- of ihe student's characteristics will have been shéped by the family
(e+g., aspirations fbr‘the student may affect the student's plaﬁs),,and
the financial position of the famiiy could be a factor in decisions about
what to do after high school, given that parents have responsibility
fqr_paying fﬁr their child's further education. However, the infiuencgs
on the student'.decisions extend outside the family, to pgers;.teachers,
the school structure, and the community. The structure of opportunity
also affects postsecondary education plams: the type, location, and
" number of pdstsecpndary'ins;itutions; job opportunities-as alternatives
to further education; financial aid; genéral eéoﬁomic-and,éolitical cﬁn—
ditions. | | . | | . | | -
dpportunities»which_ar; available bﬁt about which nothing is
known are éffectively nonexistent. Kno&ledge of the opportuniqj'Strdc-'
ture modifies the range of -available opportunity. The type of knowledge
a-student and his/her parents possess may well be affected by student
and\familyy_and by school and community characteristics. This re?iew
will look at ;tudent and family characte:istics and at the effects of
Qpportunity characteristics, including the extent to which there is
-adequate knowledge about the nature.of post-high school opﬁortunity.
Only by examining the whole constellation of factors involved in the
postsecondary edﬁcatidn choice procéss can effective policy be formed.
An important point must be kept in mind in reading this review:.

the effects of student and family characteristics upon postsecondary




education plans and behéﬁiors cannot bevundefstood simply by looking

at what exists at the end of high school. These effects are‘part of

a process. To the extent that parents affect their child's decisions

through‘encouragementg this encodragement dévelops and is in response

to the child’'s aspirations and ability. In cases where financial prep-

aration is ﬁaedédﬂ.it often must begiﬁ before 12th grade, and may affect

the dé;ision made at,thé.gnd of 12th. grade abo;t whether to continue

on in school. Plans may éfﬁegt'information gathering by both'étudeﬂts

and parents, and the informafioﬁ gathered may affect pléns._ Further,

the decision to continue schooling is not one but a series of aecisioqs

(see, for example, Mare 1977): whether fo continue iﬁ secondary school

and, if éo, what courses to take; wﬁether to get a higﬂischool diploma;

whether to pian on going’to Cpllege at all;.whetﬁer to go~right after
~high school or wait (as more students are doing today);?what égrt of

instituﬁion to chooses Qhether éo transfer'or drop-out for awhile, haviﬁg

entered some collegs; whether to éttend full- or pért—time; whgthervto b
Acontinue in college or other schooling until graduation: Famiif'énd

student characteristics méy have an effect’at all stages of thé decision-

makinglﬁroéess, setting the conditions--along wiﬁh exogeneous factors—-

for décisions at the next stage. Only by looking at the pfocess, as

well as at fhe factors within ayd outsidé the family that affect post-

secondary decisions, can poli?y be effective in achieving educatiomal

goals. In most studies reviewed here,'high school students, usual}y

seniors, provided the data. Thefefore, for them, the end of high school

had been reached and the decisions to be made were primarily whether

and how to continue schooling after receiving a high school diploma.
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2. Student and Family Characteristics

2.1, Ability
Sociologists havé tended to focus on student and"family charac=-
teristics, #s’exemplified>ahd reinforced by their reliance on surveys
of students and»(dccasionélly) pafents; In #ssessing equality of oppor?
tunity for higher educatign,bthey‘are often interested in comparing thé
\effectswqf-student ability with the effects of other variables. 1In a:”
strictly ﬁeritodrétic society, ability to do well in school would be
a prime»faétor‘in predicting postsecondary plans and behavior. One
consistent finding is, in fact, that ability, as méasured_by I.Q.‘séores,
other test scorés,»grades, or class ?ank, does have a largg effect on
whether aﬁd where 2 student continues formal education after high school.
Many studies have produceé evidenceroﬁ thé-effect of ability
on postsecondary plané and attendance. Thomas and her,co—agthors (1979:
MISl), using'the‘l§72 National Longitudinal Suryey.of High School Seniors
(NLS72), concluded that "aqademic credentials were the major determinants
of college'access for all groups." Sewell and Sﬁah (1967), using data
from g survey'of Wisconsin high school seniors in 1957 (the Wisconsin
study), found that scholastic ability had direct effeﬁts on planning
to go to college, on actually atteﬁding'college, an& on ;qllege éradu-
ation. For example, 12.2 percent of the maleé and 10.5 percent of the
.females in the low-ability quartile plaﬁned to go to college, compared
with 65.2 percent of fhe males and 53.3 pefcent of the females in the
high-ability quartile. The correlations of mental ability with cbllege
plans, attendance, graduation, and general‘educational_attainment were

43, .45, .40, .48 for men and .35, ;35, .33, .37 for women (see also




Sewell and Hauser 1975). Reporting on results of surfeys of 1956~-57

Arkansas and 1955 Indiana high school students, as well as the Wisconsin

- study, Beezer and Hjelm (1961) mention effects of mental ability and

class rank similar across surveys. With the SCOPE data on 1966 high

school seniqfs; Rohn and his colleagues (1974) showed that the probabil-~

ity of admission of a given student to a given college goes up monoton-

" ically with SAT scores and class rank. These two variables interact,

>

and there is a greater score effect for students with lower class standing.

Increments in SAT scores have a greater effect on admissions when. the

student is below the college's median SAT. Data from the National Longi-

‘tudinal Survey of Labor Market Experience (Parnes survey) of women 14

to 24 years of age in 1968 likewise illustrate the effects of measured

I.Q. on college plans and attendance. For example, the pf0portion of

young white women from families with annual incomes of $13,000 who have

" I.Q.s of 90 desiring to go to college, expecting'to‘go to college, and

actually goiﬁg to college was .68; ;64, and .43, while for those with
I.Q.s df 110, it was .97, .9l,van§ .77 (Saﬁdell and Johnson 1977). Usiﬁg
the NLS72, Jackson (1977) found that the E&ucational Testing Service |
(ETS) cognitive scores and ETS summary of class rank, percentile, and
;ourse gra&es (£rom schoolrrecords) explained 14 percent of,thé variance
in application and 29 ﬁercent of the vériance in attendance, more than
any other set of variables except college plans. In terms of the process
by-wﬁich'"aﬁility" affects educational plans and échievement, mental
ability (as measured by I.Q. and other such tests) tends to be mediated_
(though not entifely) by academic performance and by others- and self-
assessment of ability, which in turn affeﬁﬁ plans and achievement (see .

discussion in MacKinnon and Anisef 1979:308).
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Mental ability, grades, and other academic credentials also ;
affect where a person goes to school after high school. Sandell énd
.Johnson (1977) found that for white womén'a higher I.Q.- led to a better
quality (with quality defined using a &ariety.of indicatbrs) and more
é$pensive coliegew For example, a 10 point iﬁcreaée in I.Q. resulféd
‘in a $62 incféase in‘tuition.paid; Peng and assﬁciates (1977); in thei;
review of‘resuits.of the NL§72, found thatvléwer ability students were
more likely to go to two—yeéf rather than four-year colleges{

There have, ﬁéweﬁe:; been ;hanges over time in thekrelationshipA
 between ability and- college attendance. Peng et al. (1977) note thét,
althoﬁgh it is true that iowvability students in 1972-73 were more likely
to.go to two-year colleges, thé increasg’in’attendaﬁge.at such écho@ls
between>1961 and 1973 came-frdm those of ﬁiddlé ability."Further, tﬁe
proportion oflhigh1y>able students going'on to four-year coliéges:during
.the'saﬁe ﬁefio&'ﬁent'down4—in 1961, 70vpeféeﬁt.of:those iﬁléhe‘top aéility
quarter of their'high school élassés.went on to four-year colleges; in
1972, 54 percent did. Thomaé and others (1979), iﬁ ¢omparing'tﬁe effects
of academic credentials relative to o;her factors, suggested thaﬁ'éhanges_
in admission édlicies over the last 25‘years had made‘these'credentials
more impbrtant for later cohorts than earlier ones, since admission to
-many universities. and colleges had become more selective by the mid-
1970s. This is conmsistent with thé increase in community college atten-
dance by_ﬁhose with middle ability. However, in the short run at least,
6Eher_factdrs may be involved; Sandell and Johnson (1977) noted that
che-importancé,of I1.Q. for college attendance declined for seniors of
1968, 1969, and 1970, net of qther facﬁors. Given the decrease in the

population of 18 to 24 year olds, the traditicnal attenders-of'cdlleges
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and.universities, iﬁ‘may indeed be the case in the future that insti-
tutions eager for students will be less selective.

Ability, then,’has an effect,“A-policy issue related to how
great an effect it should have is‘tﬁat of open admissions.  As Stanley
(1971).pointsvout, things such és SAT scores do have predictive péwer
with respect fo performance and completion of college. Astin (1977)

argues that most colleges are not able to meet needs of studeénts who

*

‘are not well pfepa:ed. In his analysis, he found high grade point average

(GPA) and participation in-an honors p?ogram in college are best pre-
dicted by‘the student's high scﬁool GPAi It may be preferable tb equal¥
ize access to postsecondary schooling by improving test scofes rather
than by changingféelection procedurés. kFurthef, Jencks aﬁd his assoc-~
iates (1972) argue for providing alternative.services and opportunities-
for thqée wh? will not benefit f;bm highér education rather‘than pushing

equality .of educational consumption.

2.2. Aspirations, Expectations, Motivation

Another set of individual-level characteristics that has been

examined for possible effects on higher education is that of aspiratioms,

exceptations, and motivation. Aspirations refer to what someone would

like to do, expectations to what the person expects ﬁo do, and motivation
to both of the preceding terms as well as to other psychological con-
structs. The hypothesis behind the inclusion of such variables in models
of edﬁcational attainment and college attendance is that what people

want to or plan to dovshould affect what they actually do, net of other
factors. A number of studies cited above have also found effects of

aspirations and expectations on the extent of schooling after high school.
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Jackson (1977), using the NLS72 data, found that l& ?ercent of the wvari-

ance in application to.college and 31 percent of the variance in aﬁten_
dance. was explained by the response to a QQgstion‘on how many yeérs of
education beyond high school ;he‘sfudenﬁ~wd§1d like. Sewell and Hauser
(1975), using the Wisconsin data for 1957-high school seniors_and»the

follow-up surveys, report a correlation- of +66 between educational attain-

ment and college plans and of .51 between educaﬁional attainment and

v

occupational‘as?irationsf Otto aﬁd Haller (1979), comparing 1957 Lenawe
‘Cohnty1 Michigan, results with ghpse f;om'the 1957 Wigéoqsinkstudy‘and
the Expldratioﬁs in Equality of Oppoftﬁnitf.(EEO) study, conclude that
aspirations have'substaﬁtial net effecté on educational attaimment.

In an extensive review of the'reséarch on "échiévement motivation" (with
.thg meaning covering aépira:ionéfénd expeqt;tioﬁs), Spennefiand Featherman

(1978:56) concludes
" For the total amount of schooling an individual eventually ob-
tains, educational aspirations during high school hold modest
predictive power. Evidence from longitudinal surveys, using-
simple recursive specifications, shows that about 10 percent
of the variation in educational attaimmeént is attributable to
the net impact of aspirations among white males. . . . Occu-
pational aspirations have a small direct effect on educational
attaimment (beta approximately .03 to .19).

It must be kept in mind, of course, that goals and expectations are formed

. before 12th grade, and that these are revealed in the students' choice

of. classes throughout the high school years.

2.3. Race and Sex

Of ‘course, not all able and éspiriﬁg students ha?e the same‘chance
to go to,coliege‘or other type of postsecondary educational institutionm.
Attendance has varied by race and sex. Further, ability (as it is usually‘
measured) and éspirations are affected by non-meritocratic charactaristics

such as race, sex, and family social position.
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" Differences. by sex and race have been.decreasing. Peng and
others (1977) report that the peréeﬁtagevdifferencé between the sexes
éor fhose attending two—’and four-year colleges went from 9.4 percentage
éoints,in 1961 to 3.7 percentage points in 1972. The net effects of
sex on college application or attendance found with the 1972 NLé data
disappeared‘ﬁhen aspiratiqné were cohtrolled‘(Jackson 1977). By 1976,
the college enrollment rates. of men andﬁwomen were the same (Suter 1978,
‘using Censgs Bureau éaﬁa), and a 1978 AQE repofﬁ concluded that, "Gener—

- ally, more'coliegefage women than men afe now enrolling inlcollege"
(Henderson and Plummer 1978:iii). There are still some differsnces: in
attendance by race. A4s of 1977, blacks werekless likely to attend some
type of higher education than whites, but college enrollment of blacks
had increased from 6 percent of all college s;udenté iﬁ 1967 to 11 per-
éent-in 1977 (Suter 1§78)~‘ Witﬁ‘ability or faﬁilyvinéome controlléd,
blaék_high'échool‘gréduates wére aboﬁt:as likely to eﬁ;oll'in éoIlege.
as whites (;ee also Rice 1376); However, blacks are étill.less likelf
to remain in college, as coﬁpared with whites. tOtﬁer studies, thoqgh,
fail to find differences in withdrawal rates by raée. See Rohn et al.

. 19763 NCES 1977.} Also, blacks tend to go to schools of lower selec-
tivity as measured by a scale &eveloped’by Astin (1965) (which may be
in part an aftifact_of the ranking given to.black colleges): 71 percent
of the blacks in 1972 compared with 49 percent of the whites were going
to less selective'institutions”(Peng et al. 1977). 1In the area of over-
all amount of education received, Hauser and Featherman (1975) demon-
strate that, for men, the negati?e effect on educational attaimment of
being black became positive over the birth cohorts from 1907-11 to 1947-

51. On the subject of aspirations, Howell and Frese (1979) present results




from a study of five éoufhern states showing that race differences are
due to socioceconomic status COﬁposition differences rather than "innate"
race difference. (However,~see_also Rerckhoff and Campbell 1977, for
a discussion of other differences b& r#ce.in the process of developing
.aspirations.) There is some evidence that race and ethnicity effects

are stronée; with respect to earlier decisions; such as whether to con-
tinue in high school, than with’reépect to- the décision of whether‘to

go on in school after finishing high school (see Nielsen 1980).

2.4, Family Backgiound

In general, sex and race effects tend fo be much smaller thanl
.effects of family socioeconomic status. .There is séme evidencé that
ﬁthebeffects of socioeconomic background on ‘educational attaimment have
aiso been‘declining over the years (Hauser and Féétherman 1975). Using
the Occﬁpationélvcﬁange in a Generation II (OCGiI) data on: U.S. males
20 to 64 years:of,ége; Hauser‘and_Féatherman found degreasing effects
of father's occupation and educétion, of being in a broken family, and-
. of farm backg;ound‘(see Mare 1977; for a ﬁethodolégicél discussion of
this trend),"vStill, the effects of socioeconomic background are Lafge.
In 1977, 28 percent of persons of college age were attending or had
completed some college.in families with incomes of less than $10,000,
while the figure for families with inc§mes of $20,000 or over was 66
percent (Suter 1978). " Using the NLS72 data, Tﬁomaé et.él. (1979) found
that students whose fathers had completed college were two and one-half
times more likely to attend colleée than those whose fathers had not
completed high school:. Hogan (1979), using the OCGII data, has shown
that parental soéial position also affects how long it takes to finish

‘a given level of schooling after high school.
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Family social position and background can be measured b§ a vari-’
éty of indicators; as-alfeady shown here. One way of gétting a sense
of how mpch educational difference is‘dué to all the forces within tﬁe
family is to correlate data on siblings. boing this, H#user.and‘Feather-
. man,(l975):concludgd that perhaps‘as much as two—-thirds of the variance
in: length of schooling among U.S. men is due in some way fo‘family influ-
ences. ;enéks and associates-(19?2:l43), after separating out fhe-genetié
influence of th? family (something not>done‘by Hauser and Féatherman),
suggesﬁ that family sociai position and. background accounts for neariy
half of the wvariation in educational attainmént.

To get a sense of_the relative importance of academic ability
and socioeconomic background, we tﬁrnvagain to Sewell and Shah (19677.
They measured intelliéenceAWith the Henmon¥Neison.Teét of Mental Maturity,
administered in the junior year, aﬁd s@ciqeconomic status (SES) by é
"weightedVCOﬁbinatioﬁ'of father‘s occubqﬁion, father's formal education
level, mqther'S'formal education ;evél, aﬁ estimaté of funds-the'fgﬁily
could provide if thé studepﬁ Werelto attend college, the degree of éacri-
fice this would entail for the family, énd the approximate wealth and
income status of thé.student’s family“4(1967: 7). They found approxi-
mately equal effects of SES and intelliggnce on college plans and atten-
dance (net of the other variable) for males, and higher effects of SES
relative to inteiligence on plans and attendance for ﬁeﬁales. (See
Thoqas et al. l§79 for comparisons by sex and race including more vari-
ables; for whités, Thomas and her associatesvfound gréater effects of
~ SES than of’ability for both males and females, controlling for currie-
ulum and class rank; and greater effects of aptitude than SES for blacks
of bothbsexes; ;gain con;rollihg'for curriculum and class'rank.) For

those agtending collége, however, Sewell and Shah show that, for both
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men and women,. SES has only about half the relative effect (standardized
coefficient) of inteiligence on college graduation.  Once students are
- in college, the effe;t of SES tends to decline, and ability becomes more

imporﬁént in finishing college, but the effect of SES dées~not disappear.
Aﬁother way to look at this is in terms of variance explainéd in educa-
tional attainment. Again using the Wisconsinrdata) but only for males
of non-farm origin, Sewell and Hauserk(l972r856) report that "When aca-
demic abilify is added to ;he model (includingvféther's educatioﬁ, mothéf's
_education, father's occupation, and avegagebparental incomé)g the explained _
vé?iance in educational attainment‘almostk&oubles, rising from 15 to ~
28 pe:cent." Using-déta from a cohort of seniors fifteen years latef
(the NL572), Thomas and others (l979)-fouﬁd that SES (a composite of
father's:educaﬁion, mother's education, fa;hef’s occupatibnal status,
ana gvﬁousehold item indei) expl;ined 12.7 percent of the vériance inv
college gttendance among ﬁﬁite malés,‘and'that'acédemic credentials
(class fank, curficulum, and a measure of scholascié aptitude formed
from‘verbélg'math,_readingl-and'letter groups test results) expléined
an additional 21.l1 percent of the variance.

Sewell and Shah (1967:22) conclﬁde, "grom all of this evidénce
it seems clear that although intelligence piajskan important role in
determining which students hill be selected for higher educationm, sécio—
economic status nevertheless seems to bé an importaﬁt factor in deter-
mining»who éhali be eliminated from the contest for higher education
in this cohort of Wisconisin youth." TFrom the evidence in other studies,
it seems that their conclusion can be generalized widely.

The nature of family influence is complex.  Hauser and Featherman

(1975:37), for example, found that only about 535 percent of the correlation
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between the schooling of brothers coﬁld be explained by father's edu;
cation, father's occupation,;number of.;iblings, broken family, farm-
origin, Southern birth, Spanish origin, and racé; The‘remainingfés per—
 cent ﬁés unexplained. There seem to bé.at'léast_fouf'ﬁypes of influences
th#c the family might héve; (1) genetic; (2) gemeral cultural values

and role modeling, which would give a child thé values and skills necessary
to aspire'to'highér educatiph’and do_wéll in schoolj; (3) direcﬁ encourage-
merit; and (4) financial éséiétance and planning. The general conclﬁég?n
‘fréﬁ researah"on.family effecﬁé is that the influence of_thé'famiij defi—_,

nitely comes from more than just financial factors.

2.4.1. Genetic Influenées

Some of the effecﬁrof-family background on a child's attainment
shows up as an effect on écholastic_agility, which in turn affects college
attendance. Thomas and others (1979), for exampie, found that about
one-thifd‘of the c1aéérefféct on coiiege attendance ié’through an effect
on sgholastic aptitﬁde; wﬁiéh includes I.Q.;vacademicrcredentials are
important, b&; are affected by family'backgrduﬁd (seg also Sewell and.
Hauser 1975). ‘Howevef, Jencks and associates (1972:138-139) suggest‘
o ;hat,less than 10 percent of the overall influence of family SES on
educational attainmegt comes through I.Q. I.Q. is‘only one convenient

‘measure of "ability,"
)

which ﬁay represent either "innate" or "learned"
factors or both. (Scarr and Weinberg 1978 and papérs in Sociology of
Education, wvol. 52, July 1979 support the "innate' interpretation. See
aiso Williams 1976 for a discussion ofr"innaté” ability and family environ~-

ment.). Gemetic influences may be transmitted through other, less well

studied factors as well.
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2.4.2. Values and Role Models

Another way in which the family micht eventually affect a
student s post-hlch—school plans and benav1or ls through the general
values and culture of the famlly, through attltudes toward work and

school, and through role modeling. The contlnued small direct effects

of parental education and occupation on childrens' educational attain-—

ment, even after controlling fcr income, ‘ability, grades, encouragement,
an&'asplratzons (e. g.; Sewell and Hauser 1975) might be Lnterpreted as
evidenc;.of role modeling. In4particu1ar; the:larger effects of'mother's
educ%tion on daughter's perception-of parental encouragehent,ZaSPirations
and expectations might be considered support. for this~(Séwéll et al.
1979; see>also discuésicn in Rosenfeld 1978). Krauss (1964), in searching
f&r."sources qf educational‘aspiratidns aﬁong-working class youth" (using
I959’data-on‘BaylAreé ﬁigﬁ school seaniors), foﬁnd that the father's :
having high occupational status within the work <ing class ‘and- having
completedvhigh.school were associated with the child having college
aspirations.b*ln a review by the Natiomal Manpoéer'lnstitute‘(1978),v
studies are described in‘which.it was reported that for black male youths'

the availability of an adult male role model (not necessarily the father)

‘was positively correlated with high self-esteem, school performance,

and aspiratioas.

Motivation to "work hard" might be thought of as a way in which
SES differences im values show'theﬁselves, but those with the same ;est
I.Q. tend to get the same =_a.c‘.es egardless of SES. '"Thus, the higher
academic ability of men from socioecomomically advantaged homes Iully

accounts for the modest affect of the background variables on grades.
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At the same time, ability haé a‘very large effect on grades, most of
which is'indepéndent of backgrouﬁd”‘(SeWéll and>Hauser 1975;91).

Bowles (1972) has hypothesized that parents' work position
affect a child's futﬁfé‘éttaihhéﬂt‘by'ﬁigéiﬁg emphasis on self-airéctionb
(for those with middle—class jobs?) Versus,conformity (for those ‘from
the working class). By passing along'thése work-related values, childfen
from a.given class would tend to get only:enough education to end up
in the same class as their parents. Kerckhoff‘(197l) indeed found class-
related differences in parental values with respect to conformity and

- self-direction. Morgan, Alwin,‘and Griffin (1979); using 1973 data on
Lexiﬁgton, Kentucky, lZﬁh grade studénts and ﬁheir mochers; looked directly
at the effects of parental sélf—direction versus conformity.l They failed
tg find an effect of"ﬁatarnal values on‘grédés; aca&emic seif—esteem,v

’

or educational expectatioms, but found significant effects of more common

indicatofs of socibecoﬁomic sﬁatgs ;uch agyparents} occupations and
family: stability.v One major problem with ;heir’work-is'that conformity
and self-direction.mighp both facilitate-academic achisvement in high
school.

Lane (1972) suggests that the part of parental influence re-
;ated to values might work through pefceived ability to plan for the
future. For someone from a2 home in which:empldyment of the head of
household is intermitﬁen&;limmediata gains might seem more reli;ble than
gains’in ﬁhe future. Going to college might seem lesss seasible that
getting a job now (jobs as én alternative to collegs-going will be dis-
cussed in a later sectiom). Kerkhoff and Campbell (1977) tried to measurs
"fatalism,' or abilifybtq control the environment. " Using data from 1969
Ft. Wayne, Indiana, 12th grade males, they found moderatzly strong cor-

ralations of fatalism with parents' education for whitas bdut almost no
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correlation for blacks.. Fog both wgites and bla;ks, the correlations
of fatalism with ;bility and GPA were stronger. Net of the other vari-
ables (parental education,-abilitj, énd.GPAj, fa;alism had significant
effects on educ;tion expected for both whites and blacks. Although here
"fatalism" seemed more of a companidn to ability than to SES, one could
argue tﬁat other unmeasured SES factors do in fact affect fatalism, which
in :q;n.éffects educational expectaéicns.; Looking at planﬁing by social

"

class might hint at such values. :
More than just the work poéition of the parents seems ihvolved;
Krauss also found that downward @obility of thé family (e;g., a gr#nd—
father who ﬁel& a nonmanual position while the father held a manual one)
and status discrepancy (e.g., wﬁeré the mother held a nonmanual job or
had some ééllege training in céntrast to a father in the working class) .
werewaséociAte& with college.aspir;tiéﬁs; Such discrepancies could give
cldeg‘ag-to the feelings parents have about their'sociéécdnomic positién.
As Jennings and Niemi (1974) ﬁoint out, the affective étructure;of the
family affects imitative processes: The %ational Manpower Institute
reporﬁ (1978) quotes Rosenthal as saying.;hat,parents' satisfaction with
their own lives and with theirvoccupational positions CbﬁstiEuted better
predictors of son's occupaﬁional aspirétions:andbexpectations than the
pareats’' current income and occupation.v The effects of working mothers
on their daughters'’ aspirations and careers have also been'foﬁnd to
interact with the mothers'Asatisfaction with:their lives (Rosenfeld 1978).
Social class differences in wvalues nave often been sﬁudied through
an examination of vafiations in educational éhd occupational expectations
versus. aspiratiouns. Car5 (1963), for examéle, interprets class ﬁifferances

in disparitiss between reportad occupational aspirations and expectations
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as support for class differences in values,Aresulting perhaps from dif-
ferences in perception of accessibility, or from class differences in
~evalua£ion of the occupatioﬁal structure.

Della'Fave_(1974), using data.on white males from four Massa-
chusétts communities, fouﬁd'ciaSSsdifferences in preferences for vgrious
educational lévels, in terms of expectations and in terms.of tolerance
for giﬁen lowest options. However, there waS»considerable,pverlap_in
aspirationms from class to class. The~reiationéhips between social class
and educational preference and :oierance, although‘moderata, were less‘
than that between educational expectations and sqcial class, with social
‘class measured bf an index based on father's §ccup5tiQn.and education.

: Kerékhoff and Campbell (1977:712) have suggested that some of
the family effects not captured by other neasures migﬁt represent degree
of’knqwledée about the educational system. Corwin and Kent (1978:61)
re@ieﬁ ﬁbilett‘as ﬁin&iﬁg a-cofrelation,between pargﬁtal involvement
in schéol (e.g., visiting ﬁhe school) and ;he phild's achievement. Evi-
dence on the inflﬁence of knowledge of post-high—school ﬁlterna;ives

on a student's decision-making will be treated again in a later sectiom.

2.4,3,  Direct Encouféggment and Parents' A§pirations and Expeétations

| ' When parents are asked about théir_aspirations and expectations
for their ;hildren, it appeaﬁs that virtually all parents, regardless
of educatiom, occupation, or income, would like their children to go
on to college. Arounﬁ World War II, about 81 percent of parents said
they would like their children to go om to cbllége; in 1960, 97 percent
said they would. Large proporticms intended (expectgd) to send their
children to college-in 1959: ‘80 percent of those with §ﬁe or two children

and 66 percent of those with larger families. Proportions of parents




-19-
desiring their chi}dren-to continue school were larger than the propor-
tion of the sﬁudénts themselves whq say they plan-to go om. (See also
Rerckhoff i97lQ) However, when parents were asked whether Ehey thought
their child actually Qould go on to céllege, large differences by income
appeared (Jaffe and Adams'l964).

Parental encouragément and aspirations for their children have

been studied directly as influences on the child's plans for after-high-

school education and found to be significant. 1In a review of studies

~done in the late 1950s (ihciuding the Wisconsin: study), Beezer and Hjelm

(1961) point to the attitudes of parents with respect to college as
important: "An attitude of indifference or discoufagement on the part

of parents in regard to going to college is extremely difficult for a

. student to overcome." Bell (1963) discusses a social-psychological model

of aspirations that ‘also includes perceived parental encouragement, and

he tests it using data from 1961 Boulder male higﬁ school students.

He also finds a relationship between the encouragement pareats are seen
as giving and high educational aspiratioqs. The encourégement parents
are seen to give is not unrelated to socioeconomic position, though.
Again using the 1957 Wisconsin data, Sewell and Shah (1568) show that
SES has a greater effect on peréei?ed parental encouragement to'go to
college than I.Q;, and that perceived parental encouragement hés a greater
relative effect on college plans’than that of either SES or 1.Q. The
same sorts of results occur within more elaborate models using eﬁuc;-
tional attainment as the dependent variable. Comparisons oﬁ social-
psychological models of achievement.(which include encouragement from
significant others, including parents, és important variablesj using
the Wisconsin, Lenawee County, Michiganm, Explorations in Equality of

Opportunity, and Youth in Transition (YIT) data sets are presented in
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Otto and Haller (1979). Basically,. the results from ﬁhe fir;t tgree
data sets are fairlyAsimiia#,'wﬁile the Youth in Transition results are
~somewhat at odds with the othe;s,~perhaps bécause of measurement differ-
enceé. MacKinnon. and Amisef (1979) further discuss the differences
’betweénftﬁe YIT and'ﬁther results.b’In their own SOCiallpsychoiogical
model of educationai'attainment uging Canadian data, they found SES
affected both_;he fémilyfs éncoufggemEnt'of thé student and the student's
self-éoncept of his/her academic ability and that,sélf-concept_haa.the.
igreate;t relative éffect on educaﬁionél plans,vfoliowed by fami1y encour=—
agement, then grades, and non—family encouragement. - SES did not directly
affect plans. |
In # study of 1969 sixth, ninth, and twelftﬁ‘grade méles in the
Fe. Wayne; Indiana, schools, Kerckhoff (1971) also found‘that’perceived
encbgrégement was a ppve;fulbpredictor of educ;tional expéctations;
, in.his models, paféhtal encouragement was,préﬁicted-bf I.Q.-and gfades
and to a lesser extent bvaéS,k Havihg fbuﬁd the‘strong effect'of paresntal,
enéouragement, Kerckhoff went on to h&pothesize (1971:112) that
| The probability of parental influence in the seﬁtiﬁg of educa-
tional and occupational goals.should depend to a considerable
extent on the nature of the relationship between the boy and
his parents. '
His analysis, however, did not offér stzrong supportvfor this hypdthesi§.
The extent to which a boykreéorted feeling close to his par;nts did not
- affect the lavel of his'expecta;ion nor ﬁhe way in which he formed his
plans. The egtént to which a boy pérceived his pérents as interested
in his school work had some effect on educational aspirations Zor older
- boys, al:hoﬁgh it laft the rest of the model relatively unchanged. The
‘relatively low agreeﬁent between the boys and their parsnts on the aature

of their relationship. however, casts doubt on the validity of these
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measures. Furﬁher, the degree of agreement was lower for blacks and.
for parents who valued conformity more. Thus the degree of invalidity -
was associated ﬁithvrace and class. : . ' -

In- both Sewell and~Shah's.wdrk and in other studies, however,
there continue to be effects of socioeconocmic status that are not accounted
for by pareﬁtal enqoufagement, important as it is. For‘exampie, while
Jackson (1977) found that almost all of the effects of family background . -
on appliéation.to coilegé were me@ia;ed through ability, aspirations,
;erceived parental encouragement; ;nd so on, he found 18 percent of family

background effect on eventual college attendance unmediated. MacKinnon

and Anisef (1979) found that thef"objedtive" factor of socioceconomic

background (as measured by a scale based on five indicators--father's

occupation, mother's occupation,‘father'é éducatiqn, motﬁer's education,

and parental incdme) continued-td have some effect on.educational attainmént
after contréliing for the "SubjéctiQe"'vafiables of encouragement; self-
concept, and aséiraﬁions and the-"ijedtive" vari#ble,ugrédes.  One problem
may be that pafenﬁ;l encﬁuragement{is often meésured as a characte;istic

of the student--the student's Eercegtibn of encouragement--rather than

as a characteristic of the parent, which might be even more strongly
associated with the family's social position than the student's screening
of what his/her parénts hope he/she will do. As Kerckhoff (1971) showed,
there is less.than perfect agreement between parents and their children
in their perceptions of each.other‘s hopes for the child. The NLS80

data will include both students' perceptions of their parents' aspir-
ations and expectations and the parents' owﬁ attitudes. ‘But, of course,

as already indicated, family position may represent a whole host of values

and attitudes other than those directly related to postsecondary schooling.




2.4.4. Family Income

Egonomists have traditionally modeled demand as a function of
prices, incomes, and tastes. With respect to educationm, Campbell and
Siegal (1967)phave followed this model to discover thét 87vperdent of
variation.in aggrégaté enrollment in four-year schools bj eligible 18
to 24 year olds (1919-1964) could be explained by differencés~in dis-
posable income and tuition costs. The conclusion is that income is an
important factor in access to college. However, results at the aggregate
level ‘should not. be éssumed tO‘hOld for the individual.  And indeed,

with respect to consumption of higher education, individual-level anal-

_‘ysis leads to results very different from those obtained from aggregate

analysis.

Ihé nature of relatiomship at the individual.level“betweén post-~
secondary education and parental income is impoftant. Universities and
the various governﬁental égepéies~expéc£ parents.ﬁé contribﬁte to- finan-
cing their children's postsecondary education, ﬁaking the decision about

attending. an intergenerational one. ‘Further, parental income is a factor

in college and other schooling decisions that' the federal and state govern-—

ments can manipulate through formulae for calculating expected parental
contribution and through tax rebékes.and deductions. Other aspects of
f&mily socioeconomic‘status are notbas accessible to policy-chahgés.

The effects of parental income at various stages in educational
decision-making- and behavior have been foﬁnd to be small. Jencks and
his colleagues (1972:139) say,‘"we would be surprised if momey per se
explained more than 10 or115 percent of the overall difference in attain-

ment between students from different class backgrounds."‘
. 7/
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Much of-the effect of. family income occurs through effectsion
meﬁtal ability, academic performance, s?gnficént otﬁer's influence, and
aspirations-—about 78 percent in the Wisconsin date,ISS.perCent in EEO,
and perhaps 59 percent in Lenawee County (Otto and Haller 1979; Table 3).
Sbme effect is direct, thbugh‘small..‘Lpoking again:at the Wisconsin
study, one sees that, while.mést of the direct meaéurgs of.socioecpnomic
background (parental education, numﬁe: of siblings,'méther's employment,
‘:fémily intac;, rﬁ:gl backé?ound) fail to have significént direct eéfects
~on educational attéinment,finc@me and‘father's occupation .do h#ye such
effects, at 1ea§t for white men, when s;udentiability and perceptions
are contrqlled (Sewell and ﬁauser 1975; see also Sewell et al.'197§ for
sex comparisoﬁs). Jackson (1977), using 1972 NLS data, found no direct
effects‘of‘pafentai incdme on collegé-applicaﬁion or'aﬁténdanceraftef
controlling for o?her»gspects'of'sﬁs and student and school character-
istics. kdhn and associates (1974), caiculating afﬁqueurin;omé_effact
’(coﬁtrolling for effects-oﬁ’availability and attractiveness of various
alternativés); actuélly foﬁﬁd’a‘curvilineaf relationship between income
and'éollége attendance. While in their model the probability of going
to college Qas highér for students froﬁ middle— than frbm low-income
familieé, the progabilﬁty fell again for thdse from high-income families.

: éome people have speculgtéd that family incoﬁe has an effect
on a child's chances to continue in school through its effects.on capital
costs., The argument is that'"Tﬁem~that has, gets," that the cost of
borrowing to finance a child's education would be less for those.with.
higher incomes. There are differeﬁces in propo:tioﬁal amoﬁnt,borrowed
for educational expenses by pérental income.  In 1976-77, middle income
families borrowed about 15 percent of the cost of college,‘while groups

with lower income borrowed about 10 percent (Froomkin 1978). Lazear
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(1980:42), however, usingvl975 data from the Parnes young men‘saméle
found thatb"with 95 percent confidence the poor face Eorrowing'costs
that are gfeater than those for the rich, but greater by an amount less
than one-quarter of a percentage point."

. Mare C1977:4l) implies thé; some of'thg effécts ofvparental'
income are indirect, through affectingkprevious schoo; continuation.
"Differences among the pattefns‘of pareﬁtal status ef%ects is presumpgive
evidence.thét the sociél‘psychological.Beﬁefits of highér éocibéconomié
.origins ére most important ‘at the highest SChﬁoling levels, while eco;
nomic benefits afford greater advantages for grade.progression in pre-
college years."

Looking at‘the issue of money from the perspective of continuing
in céllége, Jgncks.and others (1972:162-163) cite studies in which about
ope—fifth of the4respoﬁdents replied that they dropped out of college
because tbey‘éould not afford to continue.. This, ho&ever,'is'not con-~
cluéive evidenée of the importance of money on cdllege continuation since
finéncial problems may be only part of the reason for dr;pping out; and
those who continue may have money problems but find other aspects of
‘their college activity rewarding enough to contiﬁue.' Parental income
éet se may have no effect_on dropping out. In terms of :ransferring
(NCES 1977a), most transfers are between colleges-with éimilar costs (iﬁ
terms of tuitiom and fees). However, about a third of the‘transfefs from
féur-year colleges are from high- :b low-cost colleges, with actually
greater proportion of high SES students’making this sort of move (perhaps
because of an oversestimates of théir abilicf; since the mors expensivé"
colleges tand also to be more selective).

It is actually not too surpri;ing that the direct effaccs oL

parantal income ars small or nonexistent. The financial comtribution




-35~
of the family to a child‘s postsecon&ary education depends not only on
income at the time. the child is graduaﬁing from high school, but also
on the Parents' willingness.to contribute, on tﬁeir overall economic
well-being, on their past economic circumstances and exﬁéctations for
the future, 6n the number of other childfen, and 6nzgny~pianning they
have done for their child. (See discﬁssion in Longaﬁecker 1978 om thé
usefulness of'after;tax income fof meésuringvabiiity to Pay:for a child's
educat?oﬁ.)v further, given the range of costs of collegés and other
schools, pérental finénci;l cqﬁtribution may éffect'choice among.schools’
more than actual school atten&&nce, even allowing_fdr finaﬁcial aid.
.Lookiﬁg at income‘elasticity--tﬁé ﬁhange in demﬁnd for education’wi;h
changes in income~~economists have fcuhd that there is an increase in
démand.EOr education withlinqteasing income and that ﬁhe income elas-
ticiﬁy is greater in the ﬁrivate»thén.in‘tﬁe publiC»sectﬁr. With rising
family'incqmé,_tﬁer§~i§'a“tendency to buy mbré privateipostseéondary
education (Cdrfazzini et al. 1972, usiﬁg Projgct Talent data and a sample
of Boston high school sﬁudents; Hight 1975;.Nqifi eﬁ'ai. 1978). To the
extent that financial aid is negatively correlated with inéome, as is
the tendency, differences in parental %ncome.effects are largely wiped
out. Financial aid wili be explofgd further inrthe next section——since
- reéeipt.of financial aid dependskin large part om the structure of out-
side agencies (see also-Oison 1979, in Coleman eﬁ al. for a direct focus
on financial aid). The following sub-sections examine some of the con-
ditions within ﬁhe family limiting or modifying effects of parental income

on planning and activities for after high school.
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-2.4,4.1. The Demographic Squeeze -

- As p;eviouély cited, the number of children in a family affects
whether parents intend to send their children to college-(Jaffe"and Adams
1964, from 1959 public opinion poll). One factor thaﬁ recently has
affected the ability of parents to coqtriﬁuté toward their children's
education is the "demographié’squegze" of the mid-lQ?Os. More families
thanjever'beforé now have more than one child in collegeﬂ(or of college
age) at the same time, even though familyvsizé has decreased. families
with‘mdre'thén one dependént in collegé full—timé haveﬁincreased f?om
13.1 percent of’the total. families with any childrén in éollegé to 15.0
perceﬁ;. -0f fémiliés with income over $25,000, omne in five has more
than one person in séﬁe postseéondary course. Nelson and.others (1978)
"ndte thatv47‘percentfoftall filers for fiﬁaﬁcial aid in 1976-77 ha&
ﬁulﬁiﬁle family'membgrs i# gdllege. Further, a larger numbet-of'fémilieé
now Support’éhiLdren in,graduate school as a result of the deéline in
graduate stipendg'(Frooﬁkin 1978). This is likely tO-change‘in the next
few §eafs, sinée the next‘groués'of students are mére‘widaly spaced than
the curreﬁt generapion;of college—age people. One migﬁt spéculate, however,
thaﬁ the changes inkfami?y.coﬁposition that iead older women to return
ﬁo school‘might hé&e some small effect on the number of persons‘per housef
_ hold im school in the future. A 1975 Gemeral Mills survey of American.
families--not all of which had children--found one-fifth to one~quarter
of the adults interviewed aspiring to continue their own education (Yénke—

lovich et al. 1975).

2.4.4.2. Planning for and Willingness to Pay

The extent to which parents are willing to help pay their child's

postsecondary expenses and the ‘extent to which they plan ahead to make
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such payment méy have effects on the child’s élﬁns for after high -school
that are not représented by income alone. Most parents say they are
willing to contribute to.their child's education. 1In a 1971 survey of
Ontario students and their parents, Porter and others (1979) found that
85 percent of the parents expected t0'heip support their éhild in post-
secondary education (97 percent of high SES parents, 73 percent of low
SES parents). Howéver, a large proportion‘of’pgrents had not plannéd
for»tﬁis ékpense. Less than 50 percent of paré;ti in the Ontario 'study,
in all but one SES }evel (the ﬁext to the highests, had made any finan-
“eial pians with respect to their child's éducation° At the same time,
ébout 50 percent of all students expected to. receive support primarily
~ from their parents, with summer work the next most important source of
funding. Comparisons with U.S. studies from ghe 1950s and_l96°s are
appropriate, given the lower cosﬁ of education in Canada. In a 1959
Rope? study of -the céllege plans of pafents witﬁ childrenAunder.iS years
of age, not iﬁ college, parents planned to pay id percent of college
costs. -Howeyer,'in their:estipates of future costs, parents did not
-allow for increases in costs. Most parents e#pected to use a Qariety

of sources to finance college expenées° _Sixty-seven percent said they
would use their savings, 29 ﬁercgnt would use current income, 41 percent
'hoped'thgir child would:-get a scholarship, and 28 percent expectad the
child to earn part of his/her way thréugh school. However, only 40 per-
cént had a savings plan for college, with median savings of $150 a year.
As the time for the child to go to school approached,'more turned toward
current»income as a source of funding. For parents of lOtﬁrto 12th
graders who expected to go to'cdllege, 48 pereeﬁt planned to take care
of college costs out of_currant income, compared with 43 percent of

parents of 7th to 9th graders. Another 1959 survey, undertaken by the
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Economic Behavior Program of the Survey Research Center; also studied
parents' financial plans and contributions (Lansing étval. 1960). Again,
although most families knew well inkadvaﬁce that they‘wduld like their
children to attend collége, only half bad fﬁnds séﬁ aside which they
could use to help pay for their child's education. Those who had set
aside money  had done.so an avérageiofvten years befofé, tﬁough there
was no one étage‘of thé-iife cycle at which they tended to set uf such
funds. Vth surprisingly, famiiiesfwith higher incomes and families.with‘
fewer éhild:en were more likely.té have saved. 'The most coumon. form.
in which money was set aside was in savings accounts or governmenﬁ bonds.
Ong—tenth had money in common stocks, and a fgw had invested in real
estate. Lansing et al. found evideﬁce of increasing proportioms of
families saving through endowment insurance-—iz percenp‘of those with
a child in collége reéent}y and 32 percent where the oldest child was
in grades 7 through 12. A 1963 University of Michigan survey tCampbell
and Eckerman 1964) found much the same. Again, 50 pércent of those who
expected to send one or more’chilaren to college had something saved,
including two-thirds of those with ghildren aged 17 aﬁd'ls. For those
who had saved, the,averégé éaving was $378 (compareé witﬁ about.$2;000
estimated cost);.BO percent had saved ﬁoﬁey from their own income, with
the rest coming from gifts or inheritance.k Endowment poli@ies and in-
surance were the form of savings.for 42 percenﬁ, ;avings accounts for
37 percent, savings bonds for 13 percent, and corporate stocks for 10
percent. Forty percent of those who saved for education in the year .
before.ﬁhe survey admitted that they miéht use the money for purposes
other than education. For the entire group of parents expecting to send

at least ome child to college, the average amount of savings for the
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year prior to the survey was $162, Saving was least likely among those
with the lowest income and the least ability to finance education out

of current income.

== .. . In-the Lansing study (and in another study in Florida at about

the same time, which was reviewed by Wattenbarger 1971), parental contri-
butions paid more than half of the cost of college, and scholarships,
student earnings, and other sources took care of the rest. However,

the correlation between family income and what was spent om college was

only .3. Most parents contributed something. These funds were derived '

from a number of sources. About half of the families with childrem in

" college in the five years up to and including the time of the study were

able to draw on funds set aside as discussed. 1In one in five families

._the mother tbok'a»job to help with céllege bills, and in 8 pe:dent of

the families the father took on extra work. Fot;y-fou: percent reported

7 that they paid -for college out of current income by %educing,expenditures

or living on a_tight budget. TFourteen percent of the families borrowed,
and 8 percent received a gift or inheritance. In three—tenths of the

\

families, parents felt their contribution could have been more, but most
felt they gave‘what was néeded. Those more likely to feel they could
have done more werevthgse with lower income énd no savings. Four-tenths
of the families feltiit difficult to meet the cost of education, two-
fenthé that it waé both difficult and that what they had éaved was i;ade-
quate. Borrowing to pay for COliege was associated to strain. Borrowing
tended ‘to be by the family rather than by the student (this was before.
student loan progfams), suggesting an acceptance by the families of a

responsibility to educate their child. (Still, over half of the students

contributed from their own savings.)
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Spaeth and Greeley (1970) studied the 1968 wave of a panel stﬁd;
of 1961 college graduates whoée parents probablybthought the way these
_interviewed in the 1959 to 1963 studies &idf- These people had fairly
high-level occupations and.incomesl Within thi$ group, 93 percent.éx—
pécted all their Sons to attend college, and 86 percéut expected all
their daughters to go. Sixty percent had taken some‘conc£ete financial
steis to&afd preparing for college expenses, and 99 percent said they
would make some cdﬁ%ribution. Half‘reported thatithey would pay at least
threerfourthé,nestimating a cost of $3,000;,~Eigh£y—two pe;ceﬁt said-
very high academic.staﬁding-was of great importance in choosing a college
for their child, only iz percent said lbw cosﬁ was of great importance.
“To compare sﬁudent aftitudés with these parent attitudés, one can turn
to the SCOPE data. Whep-llthfgraders were asked in 1968 if they had
‘saved for edééatioh after'highbschool, 25 to 50‘perCent_(dependingA69
educational aspirationms, sex, ahd»state) of thoée planning to go be&ond
high school expéctgd ﬁhei: parents to take care of it (CEEB, 1968)..
of course,.tﬁeée stédegts.came from a wider rangé‘of backgrounds thén
thg people in the séﬁdy of the 1961 college graduates.

A national survey in 1969 of college students who had been part
of a national sample of high school juniorsvin 1966 (Haven and Horch
i972) showed that §nly 18 percent of the farents gavé no aid and that
another 13 percent gave $250 or less. The average annual contribution
was $1,099. The level of parental contributions varied, as might be
expected, by type of in;titution. Haven and Horcﬁ prasented the fol-
lowing breakdown for parehts who gava no aid: 17 percent of those with
students in public four-yea; schools (26 percent for commuters), 12 per-
cent of those‘with students in private four-year séhools, 33 pércent

of those with students in public two-year institutions, and 17 perceat




_31_
of those with students.at'other institutions. The percentages of parents
giving over §3,000 were 3 percent for four-year public schools, 19 pér4
cent for fbur-yéar private schools, 1 percent for two-year public ;chools
and 6 percent for other institutions. Though the amount-of parental .
contribution is clearly related td the type oﬁ,institution and probably
to costs, the direction of causality cannot be judged from these cfoss-
sectional data. Choice of institution may have been made on the basis
of expected pareﬁpal cont?ibution,lpar;ntal contribution may~h;vé been
generally‘made equal to need, or there may:have been a combination of
the two. (See Haven and Horch also for a breakdown of other sources
of financing by type of institution,.sex, raée, and commuter vs. non-
commuter status.)

Over the years, the éropqrtional éontribution'of parents to
;ollege‘costs hés gone down, and student earnings and otﬁer sources of
funding have becomé-moreiimportants AParents;von the avefage, finanéed”“
less than hilf of average collége costs in-1975-76. Between 1969 and
1975-76, for cost iﬁcreases'of about $1,100 per full-time dependent student,
pérental cbntriﬁution increased ounly $246, so that the share of college
costs by parents declined by 8 pércent.A The shar; from grants. and loans
during this period increased about 7 percent (Froomkin 1978). The needs-
baéed nature of much aid is perhaps reflected in the association of actual
pafental contribution to students who do go on in schoél with parental
income. Froomkin (1978:260) reports that-"in 1976-77, on the avérage,
parents with incomes'undgr $7,500 did not need to cont:ibgtg anything
to defray the'academic and living costs of their dependents. Parents

with incomes between $7,500 and $12,000 contributed an average of $748,

less than one-fourth the cost of the academic year. The contributions
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of parents with incomes between $12,0CO and $15,000 increased to $1,096;
.between $15,000 and $20,000, $1,905; and those withviﬂcomes gréater than
$25,000 a year averéged $2,672." With the increase in needs-based aid,
many connected with the legislation and administratiéﬁ of financial aid
programs have expressed concern that parents are ﬁot.planning for or
willing to make the contributions that are expected from them to cdmpiete
the financing cf their children's postéecondary education.,

| Analyéés of contributions fiom parents of stu#ents'who.file&

, for_aid,éhed additional light on the contributions of parents whose
children féel the need for financial aid beyond tﬂeié‘bwn eérnings and
family support. As Davis and Vah Dusen (1978:36) emphasize, "In all
needs analysié sy;tems; the key factor is thg determination of.abilit ,
rather than willingness, to.pay for educational costs.” ’The‘financial
aid‘formﬁlae:geﬁerally assume~;hgt’parents will contribute something ‘
andAbase-othgr'aiduog.an‘eXPected‘contribution. In a l9f2-study‘(McMahop'
and Wagner 1973), 25 percent of the pafents-contributed nothing,.lo per-
ceﬁt contributed undervSISO, and ;nother 11 percent gontribuﬁed $150
to $299. Nelson (1974), also using data from 1972-73, found parents
contributed about half of what needs analysis expe;ﬁed but about 95 per-—
cent of what, on the average, was necessary to meet Stﬁdent exﬁenses,
a:.varidqs institutions. Pierog (1976) found differences by income in
whether students received expected parental contributions: low-income
students were more likely than high-income students to receive the ex-
pected contribution. .(These lgsf two studies are reviewed in Davis and’
Van Dusen 1978.) A 1976-77 study of families who filed the Parents'
Confidential Statement of Finamcial Aid.Fcrm, using a sample similar

to that of McMahon and Wagner, found less parental willingness to con-

tribute. As Nelson and his associates (1978) point out, this sort of
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selecﬁion is biased toward families with lower iecome and fewer assets.,
In fact, the sample-Neison et al. osed had lower iqoome and fewer assets
than the families appl}ing for’eid iﬁ the preﬁious year (Nelson et al.
1978:71). BHere the mean‘aﬁount>offered by pareats, according to toe
needs aseessment doCuments, was $422; an amount Below that calculated
u31ng elther Consensus Methodolooy (CM, for which expected contribution
was $762) or Basic Grant (BG) methodology (with mean expected contrz-

bution of $1,293). Nochlng was offered by 54.3 percent, compe:ed with

an expected contribution of nothing from 47.0 percent using CM and 26.1

percent usiog BG methodology.r

In the Nelson et al. (1978) study, willingness' to contribute
varied w1th income as welI as w1th assets, debts, and years of school.
Among those with incomes less than $6 000 80.6 percent sald they were

wlllzng (or able). to contrlbute nothlng. Among famllles w1th incomes

4over $24 000, about one-Sthh said they would contribute nothlng Fami-

lLes owning buSLnesses or farms, two-parent fam111es, parents ownzng

‘homes or otherenon-farm/buSLness assets, and those with fewer children

were'more wiliing.to contribuﬁe»something. As income’increased,,the
percent willing to contrzbute what was expected decreased, and the gap
between w1111ngness and expected contrlbutlon lncreased. Differences
between expected and ofﬁered contrlbutlon did not.decrease when seodent.
contribution end cosos were controlled. Also, while parents of freshmen
were somewhat more likely than parents of previously enrolled students
to offer something, -they were iess likely to offer as muoh as expected.

There wers small indications that, in general, those seeking access for

" their child to postsecoudary education were more likely to do what was

expected, controlling for costs and student contributions, than those
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whose child was continuing. One reason for the gap between eﬁpected
and offered contributions has to do with the way expected contriﬁution
is calculated. Parents thought that the way in which their assets were
treated in the needs Calculaﬁion did not give a realistic¢ picture of
their ability to contribute to their child's education. They We;e espe~

cially reluctant to use home équity to finance their children's education.
. : / ) :

It is not clear to what extent this gap deters students from

entering any college, entering the college of their choice, or coatinuing

in school. (See also section III B in Davis and Van Dusen 1978.for a-

discussion of literature on needs analysis.) Students whose parents

cannot or will not contribute might be in difficulty, despite the. avail-
ability of new kinds of aid. This is ome reason for the independence

issue. Some ‘students-argue that it is not their parents' responsibility

to provide their education and that'thei: needs should be assessed on

the basis of their personal incomes Elone; It is often difficult to
be declared independent for financial.aid purposes, since there is a

strong presumption in the aid programs that families should provide for

. their children's ‘education. This again raises the issue of who benefits

from postsecondary education and who~is.résponsible‘for providing it.
Should students be- punished for havingkuncooperativg parénts, or shoﬁld
we let -students from rich. families get aid when they could afford to
pay their way?

Obviously, general economic condifioﬁs will affect a family's
economic positiom and ability to help a child with the costs of post-
secondary education. In the 1975 General Mills survey Qf American Fami-

lies (Yankelovich et al. 1975), aspirations for a college education for

the child varied with the pareats' perception of their relative economic
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position: 353 percent of those who said their standard of living was
better than last year, 43 percent of those who said it was the same,
and 46 percent of thogevwho séid it was wérse exprasséd aspirations for
 their child to go to college. Overall, 56 percent of the families had
séme‘sévings (again, not all of the surveyed families had children),
but ﬁnly 26 fercent saved regularly and 24 percent had dipped into saﬁings
to meet éurrent expenses. People feeling the crunch of inflation (or
having unexpected expensés) ma§ deplete or reduce any savings they have
=ac¢umu1a§ed fgr their child’g educgti&n. In gny_;ase,'oﬁly‘l7 percent
were saving for their child's education, while 70 percent said that they
were saving for an emergency (more than ome answer could be given).
One concluﬁion of the survey was that Americans are "psychologically
ill—prepared for hard timeé."_'"fwo dgcades'éf relative economic'stabil-v_
ity and rising affluence have. created an eﬁfirpnment in which many things

&

once;congidered luxuries are now taken*fqr granted." Fifty percent of

the American families feit that thé government has the obligation'to
provide each family‘with work and a good scaﬁdard'of living. A majority,
in 1975, felt thiqgs_w&uld continue to impfovevfinancially. Among those
who were not optimistic, about half felt that they had the.right'to an
improved standard of living eachAyéar,vand ;bout’half felt the economic
situation was no longer under their control. The economic sitgation

may affect ability to pay educational costs, and attitudes such as. these

may affect willingness to pay.

The conclusions of Peng and associates (1977:6) about the effect
of family background reinforce the evidence reviewed in this last section:
+ « » it is highly improbable that econocmics is the answer to

persistent attendance differentials between high and low SES
students. - Whether or not one chooses to go to college apparently
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-depends more upon motivation, parental. expectations, and one's
own perception of the value of a college education, plus the
kind of academic prepasration obtained in high school. The class
factor in college access is the end-product of a host of deficits
that, in fact, probably begin to accumulate before a child enters
first grade. .

3. School and Community Characteristics

QOther factors that might affect postsecondary education decisions

and ‘that exert their influence before and while the decision is being

made, are school and community characteristics. One way in which family

background might indirectly affect a child's chances to continue school-
ing after high school is by affecting the type of schooling the child

receives and the typeS‘of encouragement he/she receives from peers and

teachers. At the same time, school and community might have effects

independent of family background. Most community effects will show up
as school effects. There are several different ways in which the school

might affect a student's decision to coantinue schooling after high school: -

(1) through encouragement by teachers, (2) through counseling, (3) through

the kinds  of peers a student has, (4) through the quality'and "normative

climate" of the school generally, and (5) through tracking and courses.

3.1. Teaéhers' encouragement

Sewell and his associates (e.g., Sewell and Hauser 1975) have
examined the effects of perceived teachers' ehcouragement. They found
that the perceived teachers’ encouragement was more affected by academic

ability and performance than by sociceconomic origim, especially in con-

trast to parents' encouragement and plans of friends. A parental income

effect on teacher's encouragement, though small, was present, however,
and perhaps represents to a teacher feasibility of high education for

a student. The influence of teachers, although based on more meritocratic,
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criteria than that of parents or friends, is less (about two to three

times less) than the influencé of parents and peers. Sewell and Hauser

(1975:105) conclude that, "Far from reflecting overt or covert discrim-
ination, teachers' expectations appear to be based on ability and per-

,forhance, and as such, make a fundamental though modest contribution

to the equalization of educational opportunities."

3.2. Counseling = » -
‘Counseling may affect both aspirations and also knowledge of
alternatives (the latter topic to be discussed later). The effects of

counseling in high'school appear to. be small. This is unfortunate since

counseling could be manipulated. Bowers and others (1977:143), using

the NLS72 data, conclude that, in contrast with significant others (such

as parents), "high school counseling programs show. only slight and re-

stricted effects on postsecondary attendance. They definitely coatribute

i to- students' awareness of postsecondary opportunities, but siuch awareness
’ .

plays a relatively minor roie,among the determinants of postsecondary '
attendance by most routes and to most destinations. The exceptions are
in immediate attendance at vocational and technical programs and, to

" Bowers et al.

a lesser extent, at two year college prog:ams.’. -
go on to suggest ﬁhat the poteantial effect of counseling could be real-
ized by having counselors'deal directly wiﬁh.significant others, such.
as.parents, in the decision;making process. With respect to awareness
of occupational opportunities, Mott and ﬁoore'(l976) and Parnes and Kohn
(1973), both using Parnes data, foﬁﬁd that the number of counselors in
the school seemed unrelated to dccupational knowlédge for both males

and females (as measured by a test asking for the descriptiom of the

typical educationblevel and the income of tem occupations). Although




‘—38—‘ . .
this is consistent with the results on influence of counseling on post-
secondary educational plans, the measure of counseling was not one of

direct contact, and some of the items on the test were rather esoteric.

3.3. Peer Networks

| The effects of peers h;ve been stddied at the aggregate and at
the individual 'levels.  The Wiscoﬁsin study asked about the planﬁ'for
college of the student$’>friends. Aqaiysis of these data show an effect
of friends' plans on the students'’ educatiqnal éftainment of a magnitude
equal tO'that'of the parents' aspirations. The pians of friends were
affected by the students' socioecdnomic background as well as by the
students' grades (Sewell and Hauser l9f5). Jéckson (1977:6.24) found
that the efféct of friends'’ pléné varied with the students‘ grades:
"C. students seem to bé'pafticularly $ensitive‘to their.friends’ and class-
matés' plans? a C student whose_f:ienﬂs‘are-mostly gqing to college 
is 11.4 perceﬁtage points wote Iikeif to dé so as Qell." Alexander and
his colleagues (1979:2257 list. further references that support the idea
that what a pérson's friends are'planning to do is impqrt&nt for what
- that individual is pl#nning to do. Kerckhoff (1971), in comparing models
of educational expectations for 6&th, 9th, and 12th grade boys, nétes,
though, ‘that ;he effects of friends' expectatioms are not apparent.until

boys reach the beginning of high school.

3.4. Quality and "Normative Climate" of School

There has been considerable speculation that the average charac-
teristics of the student body also affect achievement. -Such effects,
however, have been hard to find. Jackson (1977), for example, found

no effect on whether a student applied to college of the percentage of
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a student's school going on to college and only-a very small effect (less
than half cf the effect of friends' plans) on attendance (1977:Table 9).
Sewell and Armer-(1966) likewise found little effecc of a§erage SES.
However, Bishop (1977:300), finding a similar éffécc.éf'é§éfcéc‘neighbor—
hood income on entering college, interprets the effect as a large one.
Alexander and associates (1979) 1ooked directiy at school nor-

mative climate (as extracted from student and teacher qucséionncires
admiﬁis:ered in twenty public high‘schoolscin‘1964 and 1965), with the
normative climate characterized as morc or less oriented cowérd academic
excellence.v Though‘earlier research found cn'effect cf this variable,

- Alexander et al. found that when student characteristics cnd friends'
plans were iﬁciuded in thc equation, ﬁofmativelcliméte had no significant
_effect on.studentc'Eeducaciocallplanso In-fact, no measure of average
student charactecistics.(mean.sex, mcan-SES5cmegn abilicy)‘hac an effect.

5

lJencks’and others (1972),.in a-revicw of”reséarch ch schooi.sociceccnomic :
éﬁd racial composition effect, reacﬁed,the same COnclcsion: the scﬁobl
effects are not there. k : S .
The contextual effects of school might have to do with more than
'tﬁexcharacteristics of students in the school. The effects of differ-’
ences in "quality" in terms of expenditure and crograms have also been
a concern since socioeconomic background may affect residence in places
with schools of varying quality as measured in these terms. Jencks et
al, (1972), with Project Talent and EEOS data; estimate that no moce
than about 2 percent of the difference in educational attaimment is
accounted for by differences among schools in their resources, and that

most of the apparent differences are dué to differences in students that

exist at the time they enter school (e.g., effects of sociceconomic
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background ana f.Q.)} Jackséh's results are'consistept with this, with
hié measures  of school "quality" bgiﬁg more df acade@ic_énd vocational
programs offered than financial resources; (See Byrne,a;d,Willi;mson,

1972, for a discussion of the English situation.)

‘The search for school effects has'been_going on for quite a

- while.  One argumént for the lack of success in this search is. that the

.

‘methodology is incorrectffﬂiley 1976). 1In contrast, Nelson (1972) and

others (e.g., Alexander and“Eckland, 1975; Jencks et al. 1972); suggest
that the effects of school comp;sition are more cbmplidétéd. At any

level of intelligence,vgoing to a high-status scﬁool may iﬁcrease‘c&lLege
aspirations; one prediétor of‘college gttendance,'but lower the.student's
class rank, énother prediétorx fhe two net effects may essentially éancel

each other out., . Further, Alexander and Eckland (1977) found an effect

- of high‘school status on where one went to-college: -at-least for boys,

‘going to a high~status high school somewhat increased the chances of

going to a selective college.

-
-

<

3.5f Curriculum Placement

Unlike the previous school variables, curriculum placement, which
impinges more directly on the student, does have an effect on the post-

secondary decisions a student makes (see analysis in Alexander et al.

'1979). Bowers and others (1977) emphasize that not only‘being in a nom-

academic track depresses the chances of college attendance, but also
being in a ggneral or chatioﬁai high.school curriculum tends to ihpede
postsecondary school attendance both immediately after high school’and
later; ﬁnd that it even hinders cqntinding in a program. And these
effects appear even for attendance at ;and continving in two—-year and

vocational/ technical programs, the sorts of programs for which nonacademic
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traﬁks’might be thought to preﬁ#ra a student (see also Peng et al. 1577).
The impact of tracking may be through lower test scores, lowered self-
esteem, and differences in peer contact‘(Aléxander and McDill 1976).
Jencks and others (1972:157-158) suggest ﬁhat for anywhere from 5 to
20 percent of students, whether they go on to collegg is detérmined by
where they are placed. This.is "not.the main:explanation"‘for differ—
ences in a:tainmént, they claim, but it is “not'trivial."_ They suggést
that beiﬂg.in a college tra;k inc;eéses the probébiiity of going on to
college,‘while_increasing éhe proportion of students in college prepar-
étory courses does not increase the proportion of students who go on
to gollege, ceteris paribus. In other worag, if everyone were in college
preparatory équrses, the advantage would be gome. | |

The importance.éf curriculum placement has been ﬁentioned before
as one measure of a student's academic cfedentials (Thomaé et al. 1979;
Jackson 1977)."Comparing the effects of»cﬁrriculum'(academic pfogram]
other) ﬁithvthose of class rankvand test scores, Thomas and others found
that for male and female whites curriculum.had the strongest het effect
on college access (in an equation with_SES and the other academic vari-
ables), followed by scﬁolastic aptitude. For blacks,.curriﬁulum and
aptitude were about equally impo£tant. Curriculum placemeﬁt was thus
sqméwhat less important.for blacks than for wﬁites. MFor thosek&ho main=
tain that such streaming restricts the educational options available
to students, these results suggest that this is less the case for blacks.
Butvfor those who maintain the value 6f tfacking in preparing for colleée
those students destined for college, blacks are less likely toﬁbenefit
from these p;actices than are whites" (Thomas et al. . 1977:147).

Given the potential importanée of ‘tracking for college access

(see discussion in NCFPE 1973), ome can ask what causes placement in




one track versus anothe;. Thomas and associates found‘no sex differences
but moderately strong SES and race effects oﬁ curriculum placement.

Whites from higher SES families were éomewhat.more~like1y to be in aca-
demic prdgfams than lower sES whites with the same ability. . Among blacks,

SES. was not- a strong determinant of placement. Blacks were somewhat

more likely to be in academic programs than whites of the same SES and

aptitude. Jencks etval. (1972) found>the same thing withJEEO Aata.
Morgan andvothers4(1979) also found some effects.of SES (féther‘s edu-
cation, number of siblings, father's occupation)‘ana.péfenﬁal values
on curri;ulum-placement; more for whites than blacks. 'Fot both groups
verbal ability is a relatively. strong predictor of placement.

Noﬁe of these studies controls for‘aSPirations, so it is possibie

that students select into academic programs because of their goals (which '

_are influenced by their SES)..‘Jencks,énd his colleague, using EEO data,

N
] .

argue that preference secems the most important determinant of placement,

being even more important than academic ability. In northern high schools,
84 percent of the seniors said they were in the program they wanted:

90 percent of those in college trécks wanted to go to college, and 62

- percent of those in noncollege tracks did not want to go to college.

(But see also discussion\in Alexander and McDill 1976.) However, it

is not clear to what extent aspiration; beforehand led students to select
into a given track and to what extent aséirations are a result of being
in a given track. Experimental evidence_suggests'somekre3ponse on the
part of the student to expectations teachers have for students'differ—_
entially placed (see especially Ornme, ch. 3, Rosenthal, ch. 6, in Rosen-
thal and Rosnow 1969). Jencks concludes that SES did not play a role

in curriculum placement, after controlling for test scores. Differences
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in results can be due to differences in controls, since so much of the
SES effect is indirect. In any case, social background seems to be coming

in again as it influences aspirations and test scores, which in turn

affect curriculum placement. (See also Heyns-1974 and Rosenbaum 1980.)

4. Alternatives Open After High School--
. The Structure of Opportunity

Whether or not a student goes on for schooling beyond high school:

" depends on more than_his/hef ability, academic credentials, family, and

~ school background. I:.depeﬁds as well on the nature and costs of the

oppbt;unities open at the time the student makes the transition from
high school to ocherAactivities. Getting a job, getting married, or
joining the armed forces are some.offthe alternatives télgoing to school.
These agtivities, of coufse, are not ﬁutuailyiexclusivea Further; ﬂo_
the extent that.they~are,alternatives to schodling, theyAméy be only

temporary alternatives, with a later decision to comtinue on to school.

Even when-the decision is to continue schooling,~thellocation,‘ccsts,

. offerings, and admission criteria of different types of schools are impor-

tant. Government policy with respect to financial aid affects the cost
of schooling for different groups of-étudenté, and the genéral econonic
and political :limate also affects the costs of varigus alternatives.
 Nolfi and others (1978:135), building on work by Radmer and

ﬁiller (1975) and Kohn and a;sociates (1974), incorporata this sort of
thinking into their model of posc-high;schdol choiée: "Qur basic be-
havioral premise is the assumption that graduécing igh school seniors
face a set of possiﬁle aducatidnal and work altermacives and that, amdng
those available, they select the one they most. preferrad at thé time.

Ve also assume that individual valuations of alternatives can be thought
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of as_functions of measurable attributes of alternatives and of charac-
teristics of individual decision—makers." They hYpothesize that the
alternatives availablg.afe-éollege, vocational pfograms, full-time work,
part-time work, part-time school, military service (for males), and
homemaking (for femalés). The_quality of the alternati?es are megsufed
through students’ academic ability, tuition and fees, room and board .
casts, transportgtion:costs, financial ai@, alternatives' incéme, and
family incomé, race and sex. Some of these factors have already been

discussed with respect to individual and school characteristics.

This is an ambitious model. However, it appearsbto be limited -

. by its focus on one decision out of many--that at the time of leaving

high school. Nolfi et al. (1978) recognize this limitation. One problem

with this focus is that it does not adequately take into account earlier

‘decisiqn-méking' ,Jacksoﬁ (1977) found that over half of thé,studenté
studied'aﬁplied go oni& one institﬁtion,-and Ehat somé:showea ué in
college in the féll after having_said.in'the spring that they had not
applied. ‘Some choices had been made; then, by the timg many of the
students finished high school. And some people never made ; decision

to apply at all. (But see also Pp. 20 and 22 in Corwin and Kent 1978,

where Henderson reports finding that students make.a greater number of

" applications.) Weathersby (in Corwin and Kent 1978) comments that "the

preselection process . . . probably takes place in the seventh or eighth
grade, when students or their couﬁselors decide whether thevstddent will
be in the college preparatory track.” At :h;t stage, they may have little
information about the conditions that will hold in five years. - At the
same time, pefhaps.because of the procquional nature of the postsecondary
education decisioﬁ, Jackson (1977) was ablé to predict 85 éercént of

the postsecondary educational decisions without reference to exogenous
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Vari;blES such as institutional pricing or financial aié (79‘percent
when aspiraﬁions were ignored). (This may simplj reflect, however, as
McPherson suggeét§ in Corwin and Kent, p. 47, the greater variance in
~ student charactefistics versus insfitutibnal characteristics.) Yet,
much of eduéational policy focuses on aspects of the altermatives struc-
ture at the time of college enﬁry.

| Fécusingﬂon étudents‘ decisions as they leave high school also
misses decisions made later to'gnroll in,same:form of postsecoﬁdary edu~
cation. Delayed entry to college is also ihcreasingm About 5 percent. -
of the NLS 1972 graduates delayed entry to a two- or four-year college
until 1973 (Peng et ;1; 1977). In general, the same factors leading
to éollegg entry immediately aféer high ;chpol also affecﬁ delayed entiy.
"That is, academic curriculum, écademié éptitude, and rank in high school -
class_are-ahong the high correlates’of college entry, whether delayed
or immediate. Alsﬁ} in both situatibns, fhe,influencé of socia;,c;ass;
parents, and pégrs; as well as the level of education the raspondént
desires, all havé?modest but significant independent effects on college
attendance." (Peng ét al. 1977:5) More and more high school studéntsv
since 1973 have been delaying entry to college. Henderson and Plummer °
(1978:Exhibits 9, 10, and 25) show that, among the freshmen entering
college>in 1973, 61.8 percent were entering the same year as high school
graduation'and 17 percent were entering five years or more after high
school graduatioﬁ. In ;976, 54.8 percent of enterihg frashmen were in
‘their first year after high school graduation, and l9.4‘percent were
fivg or more years from high school graduation. In looking ét withdrawals,
NCES (1977) found.many (one=-fourth to one-thirds of those who withdrew

from four-year schools planned to reenter in another year, while another
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one—-fifth to one-fourth planned,to reenter after’twﬁ.yeags.“ Also, more
students are combining alternatives, going to school part—timé; FurtherAl
decisions are made at each stage of the college careér--whethér to. con— .
tiﬁue, drop out, go full-time or part-time—-and at eacﬁ of these stages
the alternatives ayailablé, as well as prior-preparation and background,
have an effect. To understand the problem of aséeéé-td higher and other .
" postsecondary education,.wé need to understand the whole process of
decision—méking;k Thé.reséarch cited, unéortunaﬁely;.is usually from

information on one cross—sectional decision.

4.1. Noﬁcollege Alternatives

.4.1.1. Employment
 An obvious alternative or complement to;cbllege is taking a job.
One cost dfifufther education is theéopbottuhity cost of earningé.fore-
gone while in'schooi, . For some students, this coét‘willlbe.too high
Ato.allow them .to go om. In a 1971 survey of Ontario students who were
not planning to gontinue in school, 68 percent said, "I want to ggt a
job and eérn money as soon as possible” was an important reason. Thié
answer was somewhat related to social class, with fewer ofithe highést
class vs. lowest class (61 vs. 72 percent) giving ﬁhis as important.
This»could be related tb the opportunity cost of college but might also
represent a desire to be independent (Porter et al. 1979:129). .
Nolfi et al. (1978) included expected annuai income as one measure
of alternatives. The effect of expected wage if work wére taken as the
option after high school was considerably larger for low—incomé than
for high—income groups. However, ‘this vafiable, while it appears to

influence choice, had an effect which was small compared with that of -
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cost and aid;__sgge ch. 9 of Nolfi eg‘al. 1978, for analysis of the
effects of labor‘market conditions on the demand for postsecondary edu-
cation.) ' Peng et-éi. (1977) repofted research showing that those with
higher .earnings are more likely to deléy cpllege entrance.

_Duncén‘(l965) found a relationship between staying in high. school
and general gnempléyment raﬁes.' Weak market conditions may be a factor
in the decison to continue with schooling after high school, to delay
entering such a market. Iﬁdiféct evidence for ché effect of employment
opportunity on the decision as to whether to continue in school comés
from Radner and Milier's (1975) finding that among low‘ability students,
those with higher ability are less likely to enroll in some postsecondary
education. -Radner and Miller speculﬁte thé? for this group the returns

"to further edﬁcation may be‘less than the feturns‘ffom emplofment. Con-
sidering such results, Thomas DiPreﬁe (pfivéte’coﬁmunicétiop) ﬁas suggested
‘tﬁét'oné-ﬁay i;'which.ﬁlué-coilar;6f~self-employéd parents affecﬁ their
childfen's educational choices is byiofferiﬁg themveasy access to jobs,
which reduces .search costs and perhaps makes schooling a le#s attractive
option. | o : ' .

In some cases, employment could facilitate later post;econﬁary
educétion off-the~job. Henderson.and Plummer (1978:11) point out thag
under the Revenue Act of 1978 an expanded number of gﬁployees can use
tax—f:ee tuition benefits provided b} employers. However, although the
vast majority of companies have such programs, only & to 10 percent of
workers participate, perhaps because of lack of knowledge about the pro-
grams' existence.

More than immediate work opportunities are involved in decisions

about whether to continue schooling after high school. Human capitalists
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see schooling as an investment that should bfing increased returns in
the form of higher earnings afterwards. Students, if they are econom~
ically rational, will decide whether to maké this investment by comparing
the present value of returns to education (usually in the form pf'in—
ereased post-schooling ea;nings)'with the costs (Thurow 1970).

-in a spring 1972 survey of potential 1972-73 éollege sophomores,
juniors, and seniors, McMahon ‘and Wagner (1973) asked students, "If you
dfopped out of s;hool‘tbdaj,'ﬁhat type of oCcupation or job would you
most likely be working in?" In response, 9 percent said ﬁrofeséional? -
28 percent clerical, 14'§ercent saies, 16 percent service, and 10 percent
laborers, a distribution different from thét for collegé’graduates.

Wﬁen asked why_they want to go tp'college, students often spéék
Iéf career and eérnings.gdals (e.g., Ca:médy, Fenske, and Scott 1972).
When the»refﬁrns to a éollegé educationvin terms of occupational oppor?
‘tunity and'eafnings decline, students may decide thé‘returné to the
effort are not worth‘the”gost»(see, for egaﬁple, McPheréon 1978). F?ee-
man (1976), for example, shows some resp&nse of college enrollments. to
the decline in a&vantage of college graduation. (For‘é recent discussion

; \ .
of retufns to college, see Journal of Human Resources 1980.) .In con~
trast, Bishop (1977), incofporating iﬁcome for college graduateé in his
model of the probability of going on to college (using Projecﬁ Talent
data), did not find returns on a c011egé education to be‘important.
Choice of college might be affected by anticipation of different returns
to degrees from colleges that differ in quality.. For résearch on this
question, seé Solomon (1975), Weisbrod and Karpoff (1968),’and Alwin

et al., (1975). Solomon (1975) concludes that quality of institution

does have an important impact on life-time earnings. However, the
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mechanism behind this impact is still not well understood (see Layard

and fsacharopoulos, 1974).

4.1,2,, Military Service

The opportunities offered by anq pressures from‘;ﬁe.military

' might affect the decision to pursue a-écllege or vocatiomal érbgram_after
high schooi. On the one hand, - the miliﬁary has‘traditionally'been seen

. as offering low-cost training to those who étherwise wouldvhave no chance
to learn a skill. On the other hand, the'politicai requirements of mili-
'tqry needs can-affgcﬁ whngoes to college. The-declipe in the propqrtion
of men going on to college in the mid-19705'(Suter_;978) has beeﬁ‘explained
iﬁ pért by the easing of the draft. During thevVietnameée Waf, until
“the lot;éry was instituted, being in college (or graduate séhool early‘
during the war) exempted one from the draft., Further, being in certain
pééubatigns, Sucﬁ as teaching, feéulted'in,exemptioﬁ after éompletibdf‘»'
of‘séhooi.x_This encéutaged men to enrollvin school and discouraged them
from dropping Out,.ana.it often altered their choices of'schools and
majors. At the moment, with an all-volunteer army, it seems.that those
taking advantage of the opportunities’in the,pilitary‘are pfedominately
black and of lower socioecomomic status. (Seéialso Nolfi et al. 1§78:ch.

9 and'Lewiﬁ-Eps:ein in Coleman et al. 1979.)

4.1.3. Marriage

Being married may makebit more difficult to go on with some form
of postsecondary education. Further, marriage can be and can be assoc—
iated with an alternative to continued schooling. For women, marriage

may (still) represent an alternative full-time work role, and, for both

sexes, marriage may be associated with a need for immediate income, with
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the result that the couple takes jobs rather than going to school. o
Parental values can come into play here. Parénts may feei tﬁat after
high school the appropriate role, esﬁecially for a womaﬁ, is novlonger.
that of student, but that of spouse. - This attitude has begn mentioned
especially in connéction with problems of college attendance for Hispén;c

womerf (see Nielsen 1980). Beezer and Hjelm (1961) concluded that marriage

as a deterrent to further education affected women more than men and

affected low-ability students-more'fhan those with high‘ability. in
all, howevér, they found that marriage affected only a small proportion
gf'the high school senior popuiation."Bowers’et'al. (1978) found that.
those who married after high school were more likely to delay attendance
than those wﬁg were single.i At the same time, Davis and Bumpass (1976)
document the considgrable pfqportion'of wémeﬁ who continue scﬁooling

some time after their ﬁarriage. Astin (1975) found that those who were

married when they entered college had a good chance of completing college

if the spouse provided major fimancial support. Being married with little
or no financial suﬁport from the spouse increased the chance of dropping
out. Astin (1977:216) discovered that women were more likely to get

married during college, even controlling for marriage_plans-at college

" entry. "Getting married appears to be ome explanation‘for women's slightly

reduced chances of completing college.”

Being married at the time of apﬁlying for some form of postsecon-
dary education may reduce the chances ofifeceiving financial aid. Over
830,0005studehts in.séme sort of posﬁsecondary'program ﬁre married.
However, those administering financial aid still find determining married
students' need and ability to pay problgmatic,~sin¢e they are in a positiom

different from that of the '"typical" young, single student (see Davis

and Van Dusen, 1978:71).
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4.2, Postsecondary Educational Altermatives

There is a widekvariety of'postéecondéry educational optiomns,

~ and the patterns:of enrolimgnt in the different sectors change over time.
For example, betweeﬁ 1969 and'1975, full-time enrollment increased in

all parts of the public sector, especialiy~in two;year collegés; declined
in non*selecﬁive‘private ;chools; remained constant at modefately selec-
tive schodls; and increased in higﬁly selective schools (Corwin and’Kent
;977:14). What college and vocatioﬁal school oﬁtions are available (and
availability may be suﬁjectively defined) shoﬁld affect the ghoicé of
whether to continue schooling, as well as the.decision.abodt which,schooli
to attend. Availability ﬁay»involve distance, costs, financial aid,

and selectivity. Further, students may HaVe preferences for schools

with certain special programs,'or witﬁ certain t§pe§ of student‘bodie;

(e.g., defined by sex, race, or religibn).

4.2.1. Proximity

Distaﬁce is one way of evaluating availabiiity.» Proximity can
affect availability in at least:two ways, through both knowledge and
costs, First, students may know more about schoél; in their areas, and
Quch séhoolshﬁoﬁld'bé more ﬁavaiiéble" to—stﬁdgnts Wifh that knowiedge.
§econd, & nearby school may cost less .to atténd becéuse of the possi-
bility of commuting, of getting some serviceg (a.g., laundry, typing,
and vacations) a£ home, .or of'being in.a-position to find a better part-
time job (see Anderson, Bbwman, and Tinto. 1972). Carmody, Fenéke,’and
Scott (1972) found that 52;2 percent of the studeﬁﬁs interviewed in 1966
said "desirable location" was a major»consideration in éollege choice,

while in 1969 this was a major consideration for 46.6 percent of the
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students. This suggests some decréase over'thatrperiodfin the importance
of locatién, alfhough "desirable location" can mean,mofe thaﬁ just prox-
imity.

The discussion of distance is often in terms of éommﬁnity-colieges.
The increase in educational facilities Eas béen largely through the estab-
lishment or expahsion of junior and comﬁunity colleges: One reason for
the expansion in fhis sectér is the belief that it inéreases accessibility,
especially for the nontraditional student.

vAlthough there seems to be‘a correlation between college atten-
dance and geographical préximity (see review in Tinto 19?1), one has
to be careful about inferring a relationship between a given student's
decision to gB to college and the nearness of the éollege"frcm researchv
Vshowing é relationshié‘bétweeﬁvcﬁmmunitz rates of-attenéange and location
of aAéolleg%{ The general conclusiqn iskthAt proximity is not a éery-
importént ﬁactor, when all else is taken into account. Anderson, Bowman,
and Tinto (1972), for example, concludé that when one begins wifh measures
of ability and family status, adding an index of aécessibility essen~
F;ially explains no'additional variance. A further conclusioﬁ; however,
is that there are important exceptions to the generalicongluSion.

One ghing tha£ must bé kepg in ﬁind.is that there is ﬁrémendous
variation-in the nature of the "local" college by state.and region (Tinto
1971). 1In New England and the mid—Atlantic states; private four-year
-schools dominate. In'Célifornia, there is an extensive state s&stem,
.including many junior and community colleges with'almost open admissions.
In Wisconsin, the two-fear colleges have tended to be teachers' colleges
and extension'centers; with admission requirements the same as ﬁhose -

for the main campus of the University. Jackson (1977) found that the




~53-
number qf ?olleges ﬁearby h;d no effect on attendanée, butfd{d find differ-
ences by region. Students who apply in-state are 10.4 to 14.6 pércéntége'
points ﬁore likely to attend collegé if they 1i§e in"the North-Central
or Western states, 0.2 to 239 pércentége points less likely to attend
if they 1ive elséwhefe. Regional differences.were stronger for low com-
pared with high SES students.

Henson (inﬁdﬁrwin‘and Kent, 1978:21).iooked at the choice among"
schools for those applying to more than one séhodl., Students were more
likeiy to enroll in their first choice school when it was: closer. Stu- ..
dents gdingbto priv;te;schools went farther, buﬁvhigh—;bility étudenﬁs
went farther‘to Eoth public and;privaté schools. ' Bowers et al. (1977)
found basicaliy the same thing as Jackson, except in the case of pre-
‘dicting entry-tc a‘two—yea# ;§1lege.h Then ecological variabléél;uchﬂ
as'proximity of schools had.aAgréater'effect than acﬁdemic crede;tials
or disposable funds. Tinto's review includes the idea that when students
reside in a2 community with a two-year cdllege they tend to substitute
atténdance ﬁhefe for attendahce at scﬁools elsewhere, especially if.they
are low-ability or low-income students. Tuckman (1973), with data from
. Miami-Dade junior éollege students collecﬁed in spring 1970, finds that
* the feductioﬁ in cost from being'able to live at homé does increase the
nﬁmber of low-income studenté'in}collége. He suggest#-that'two sqfts
of students attendkjuﬁior céllege: those whorin'thg‘absence of the junior
college would have entered the labor force (probablybincluding thdSe
from low—;ncome families); and those who have an inelastié demand for
college. but an élastic choice of schoolr(includiﬁg those from middle-
and higher-income groups). (See also Bishop 1977 for discussion of the

effects of proximity on costs and attendance.)




A' .
. Kohn and others (1974) looked at tﬁe residency .choice as part
- of the college-choice process and included distance to schools in their
model. ' They found that the probabilitykof college residencj increased
with distance, and that it was higher at each distance for those from
» higher-income familie;. Those froﬁ 1oWer-incomé fémilies'chbse'to live
at home‘more.ﬁhan those from higher-income families;' Overall; the nega-
tive effect of diétance on'collgge choi;e was highest for the middle-
income‘groupf (Nolfi eﬁ al. 1978, using only two incomé’groups, found
that the negative effect of distance on college choice was gfeater for
low- as comparedfwith high-income'groups;) In a simulation of the éffecté
of a two-year college at varyihg distanceékfrom‘the'student's home on

the choice of a public university,~going to a fwo-yéar school, or not
" enrolling, Kéhn et al;»find that "the two—yeaf college stimulates enroll-
ment only when it is at a distance.at‘which its utility exceeds that

of the clbse-by university,",that.is, at 20 miles for the particular.
situation they simulate (1974:378). Further steps show that the iﬁpact
- of the two-year college on public ﬁniversity enrollment variés o?er the
distances to tge two-year college. |

Bowers et al. (1977) found that ﬁthe elaboration of the two yeag

ébmmuniﬁy and juni&r'college éystem has a definité facilitating effect

on postsecondary education whereas the same is not true for the elabor-
ation of four year college programs. . Evidently, the market for four

year education extends beyond state boundaries.”

4,2.2, Institutional Characteristics
Bower et al., go onm in their conclusion to say, '"Moreover, the

effect [of two year colleges] is not strictly a function of proximity;

there are strong direct -effects of ehrollment on attendance apart from
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proximity." Factors such és low admission requirements and more relevant
career programs have been brought férth as'explanatiops beyond costs
and proximity forvincreasing enrollmenté at two-year schools (e.g.,
Medsker and Tillery 1971). These factois-—selectivity and programs
offered--as weli as characteristics of the studentvbody, might be other
institutional factors affecting the choice 6f what to do after high school,
eépecially the choice of Eﬁiﬁh institution to‘at:end, once the decision
to go on in school hés been made.

| Program offefings do séem to s;fonglyvaffect choiﬁe. '"Special
curriculum" was a majof consideration in choiceé among colleges for almost
55 percent'of'l969 étudent respondents to the Student Profile section
of the ACT éssessment. In 1966,.£he percehtége listing this as a major:
'con#iderationvwas 53‘percent (Carhody‘é; al. 1972525). Carmody et al.
comment on their results: "Of the five factors discussed in the‘éresent
report,,special curriculum had the highést ?eécéntage‘pf’Studentévindi—
Vcating 'major coﬁsideration'. It was also thevcnly'factﬁr with well
over half of the responses in the 'major consi&erétiou' category for
both-of the yeafé stﬁdied" (1972:25). A few years later, McMahon and
Wagner (1973:27) ;howed»Zi percent of the students indicating»tﬁat "special
"curriculum"'Waslsgg most importaﬁt influence éffectiﬁg their choice of )
collegé-(from responses on a fofm filled out generally before students
made their final choice). Kohm et al. (1974:28) found breadth of offer-
ings (an index reflecting number of fields in which a bachelor's degree |
is offered) "had a.positive coefficient,shéwing that studéﬁﬁs préferred
schools offering a wider choice of pbssible specializations. This pref-
erence seems to be stronger in the middle-income stratum than in the

high and low strata.”
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The reputation ofdthe university is another possibly important
factor in choice of a college. Carmod& et al. (1972) show a bit under
one—thitd‘of the students in-1966 and 1969 mentioning "national repu—
tation" as a major consideration.. McMahon and Wagner (1973) found about
12 percent mentlonlna the quallty of the faculty, scholastlc standards,
and the 1nte11ectual atmosphere as the most lmportant 1nfluence..

The effect of ablllty on college attendance. mlght be expected
to be mirrored in selectivity as a factor'in thelchoice of’institutions,‘

- Some studies.have included‘collegebselectinitp and "quality" as a vari--
able. Kohn et al. (19745 did find some small'effectS‘of the ability
difference between a student and the student’body as’a whole on selection
of a colleget College revenue per student, anothet poséible "quality"
measupe,'had no effect;_‘Jackeon found that:selectivlty alone did not
seem to determine~attendance. 'Only about 10. 2~percent of all applicants
he studied. (1977 6.2) were reJected' 3. 3 percent were rejected by all
choices and about one—third of these attended college anyway. Students
applying to higher prestige colleges with higher average ACT scores were
somewhat more likely to attend. ‘Higher expenditures per student reduced
attendance. School characterlstlcs such as these explalned only ahout
5 percent of the wariance in attendance as compared with 23 -percent of
the variance explalned by backggound, ability, and attltudes.' At the
same time, students did seem to match their abilities to schools. The
sort of school applied to depended. on background, ability, and plans
‘(see Sandell and Johnson, 1977, .for similar flndlngs w1th reSpect to
white women), but the sort of college applled to had llttle effect by
itself on attendance. Bishop (1977:299), ln his binomial logit model

of college attendance, found what he interprets as substantial effects
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 of admission requirements on attendance, except for‘those frtm poverty
backgrounds. As might bé e#pected, the lower ability studtnts wogld
be most likely to respond to a'loveting of admissionnstahdards. ,If states
accetted all high,school graduatés, tathér than‘hélf, Bishop's model
predicts an overall increase in the proportlon of hlgh school . craduates‘
'enterlng college of .038, and of 067 for the lowest ability quartlle.
Another kind of school characteristic that might affect choice
is the compositidn of the student body.by éuch characteristics as race,
sex, social background, and religiqn. Some students, at least, might
choote to go to places where the average'stﬁdent iskvery'similar to them-—
selves or where there is the pbssibiiitj>0f a "good" sociai life: The
evidence ‘available, however,kindicates,that tﬁis consideration ié impor-
tant for relati&ely few students. . McMahon and'Wagnet (1973:27) found
only 5_out of over 2,060 students‘meptioning‘ﬁpoed college™ as the.most
important influence on choice. >(Of course,vsince $0 many collégeé and
schools are coed, this aspeét may tot be a feature that discriminates

among schools to any great extent.) Such factors might be more important
with-respect to parents' . attitudes toward different optionms. _Howéver,
Spaeth and Gteeley_(l970:83)_found that ;nly 10 pertentkdf the collége'
alumni they studiea listed "the college éives-a’good religious education"
as very-desiraﬁle'for the ctllege their oldest child of the same sex

. as réspondent would attend: 34 perceﬁt indicated this would bé either
very or somewhat desirable. The proportion who would like their child

to attend a school with students of the same social background ﬁas‘S |
petceﬁt for very desirable and 35 percent for very or somewhat desirabls

In contrast, 77 percent thought it was very desirable that the college

give a. good general education, and 48 percent indicated that it was very
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~desirable that tﬁe college give good-career training. Parental attitudes
with respect to student bodj composition couid be more impqrtant‘in sub-
groups of thebpopulation that feel that they are in a minority positionm,

especially those that negatively sanction out-marriage.

4.2.3.  Cost and Financial Aid

If could be that one reeson fof the'rathef small direct effect
ofvperental_income on college attendance is that there is eo uniform
price for postsecondary education. Posﬁsecbndary education has a fange
of costs, and,'fureher, the neﬁ eoet of eny particﬁlar option may be
decreased by the award of financial éid.A'Students_might‘tend eo choose
~ postsecondary education optiqns on the basis‘of eheir costs, estimeting
what they can afford at least in paft on the basis of faﬁiiy iﬁcome.
~ If this were the case, cost of institution end family income would bee.
related, perhaps more than pareneal incoﬁe‘end attendence>per se. This
relationshi? would be‘attenuated if there were a relatioﬁship between
receiving financial aid and parental income. Thee one would expect et
least low-income stueents to chooeelfheir institutions (and wﬁether to
attend 2ollege or other school at all) on the besie of the net price,
which,would be affected bf the<receipt of finaneial aid. One ﬁight ex-
ﬁect the effects of cost (total ana net) and of financial aiﬁ to be impor-
tant for both attendance and choice of where to attend school after high
school.

Attitudinal data do not support this expeetation to any great
degree (Carmody et al. 1972). For example, among 1969 students responding
to the Student Profile sectionm of the ACT, 33.8 percent said that "low

cost" was ‘a major consideration in college choice, compared with 37 percent

giving this response in 1966,  In 1969, 25.8'percent said that an offer
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of a‘scholarship or other azid was a major consideration, up from 18.7
kpercent in 1966 (although in the earlier,yeaﬁ the qﬁestion was only about
a scholarship offer). 1In both years, of the five factors examined as
important for éollege choi;e:tdistanée, cufriculum, cost, scholarship
offer; énd'nationaihrepdtation); the factor;of scholarship offer received ‘
the highest percentage in the category '"mo importance." Attitudinal

data, however, are ncﬁqtiouély unreliable. .Further, no controls for
'family income, ability, réceipt of aid, or other factors were made‘here.
Therefore, we turn to gtudies that more directly examine the effects

of costs and financial aid on decisions about postsecondary education.
b ' '

4.2.3.1. Cost :

. Above,‘itlvés suééested'that edﬁéationai-costs‘and parental income
might be related. Jackson (1977) found ;hat, net of fihancial‘aidvand
distance, the total cost qf ﬁhe institution ta whiéh a studentiapplied ‘
did depend to some ektentlon family income; as weli as on parental SES,
student characteristics, and'locatioﬂ. Aléo, although multiple appli-
cations By the same étudeﬁt tended to resemblé each other,‘there was
more variafiop-in cost among schools applied to than in quality of the
institution,.perhéps because students &ere not sure of getting the.finan-
cial aid they needed to ﬁ;ke a given‘type of school dffordablef Although
~Jaékson found that’éome college characteristics affectéd attendance (thougﬁ
none affected appiicétioﬁ)} he did not find cosf among these factors.

He concluded (1977:6-15) that "cost péf se has no consistent effect on
whether students attend college once students decide how costly a college
they may apply to. If cost has a significant effect, it is to guide
‘students' decisions where to apply rather than their'décision where to

attend, and therefore perceived cost is the (unavailable) variable of
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interest." Cost had a significant effect only for middle—incﬁﬁe students,
who tendedvnot to choose high-cost institutions. This result is conéis-
" tent wifh tﬁe idea that it is.middle—inéome parents who have more trouble
)financing-their'children‘s educations.

Look{ng at aid appliéants and nonapplicants, Munday (1976, cited
. in Davis and Van Dusen_l978:124) fouﬁa ;géults coﬁsistent with Jackson's.
He found "litﬁle relationship betweeﬂvchoi;e and college costs and family
income for eithetr group. However, educétionél'development (as measured
by test sﬁoreé)'was'shown'tﬁ have a moderate and consistent rélationship
to choices of college; students who'héd higher séores tended to choose
‘colleges that had highér coéts." Cost will affect the choice of where
to a;tend, given application, ohly if more thénrone appliéation is made.
Henson (feported-in Corwin and Kent 1978) examined this situation. He
found that, for those applying to puﬁlic schools, the highest ability
students tended to go to.their'fifst—choice sdhpois when they were rela-
tively cheaper, whilg,.for oﬁher ability groupé; cost had no effect.
“(Inythis study, schools ambng which the”étudent would choose, in order,
were recorded in 12th grade. The extent to which attgﬁdance matched |
- choice was'determined by looking at data §nkstudents when tﬁey were
freshmen in college.) In the private sector,'however, the highef ability
. students were unaffeéted by price differences, while students from the -
bottom ability level were more likelyvto go to their first-choice schools
when they were cheaper (perhaps;because of the association between cost
and selectivity).

Various simulations have analyzed the relationships émong fémili
income, cost, and attendance. Kohn_ef ;1; (1974) included tuition cost

and a term quadratic in tuition in their model. This latter term was
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to compensate for their imability to include a measure of financial aid,
with the réiionale that high—tuition colieges afe most likely to offer
aid. Tuition costs were found to have the greatest negative effect on
collégg-going for the lowest income group. This effecﬁ was sﬁéilest

>for the highest income group, and intermediate for those from middle—
incbme families. The effect of an increése in tuition was éteepest for

.low-income families, less‘;teep for m;ddle-incomg families, and least
sﬁeeé for high income families. - The nega;ivgieffect‘of room aﬁd boa:d
costs, for students 1i§ing‘on campus, was higher for those from low-
and middle-incomé homes. (There are some differences in the results
when North Carolina rather than Illinois data are used.) In another
model simulating choice of post-higﬁ—school acgivity,.Nolfi et al. (1978)>
showed that the negative effects of tuition costs depended on the length
of‘the»program chosen. The negative effect of tuition costs was»greatest
for prégrams~las;ing less than a year, least for p§ogrﬁms lasting between
one and two years. They suggest that thisvvériation might be related
to the expected returns from the different types of programs, with the
immediate returns from the one- to two-year prograﬁs perhaps the»greétest,
asSuming_that these programs are closely tie& in to job opportunities. .

_Thé effects 6f'tuiti6n ébsfsﬁﬁereAmuch greater for the low-income as
compared with the high—income families. Living coéﬁs, though; did not
differ in :hei:.effects by family income. Bishop (1977), using.Projecf
Talent data, found that tuition at the'miﬁimum-cost college available
to the student had a major effect on attendance but that there were dif-
ferences by both ability and incqme: extremes of the abili;y distribu-

tion were least responsive to differences in tuition costs, and those

from low-income and moderately high income families were most respemnsive
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to differences in tuition. On the basis of this, Bishop suggests that
ai&ing the poor will raise attendance in‘postsecﬁndary education more
than aiding the able. » -

Tuckman‘(1973) %ooked at the effgcts'of the presence of one £ype
of "minimum-cost" school: junior colleges. His results. have aiready
been discussed in connection with the effects of distance, which may
represent costs of living at home versus living on campus. _Although
he shows that families with incomes of $7,000 and over received 75 per-

cent of the savings available to parents from children's being able to

‘attend junior colleges and live at home, this was in part because this

group had more children in school. 'He concluded that the presence of

-a commuter school affects'the'apteﬁdance of students from low-income

homes.

Jackson and Weathersby (1975) summarize their review of the liter-

atuie on the impact of cost on individugl demand for higher education
as follows: (1) individuals  from iow-indome families réspond more to
cost changes in higher education than &o indiﬁi&uals.from middle- or
high-income families; (2) at any income, increasing costs  decrease the
proportion offindividuals attending institutions_of Higher e{ucation;
(Q)wa change of $100 in the cost of higher edﬁcation will, §n the aver-
age, induce a change of 2.5 percent .in enrcollment in Highef education,
under 1974 conditioﬁs.- In sum, cost has some effect, more for those
with lower_incomes, but the effect is not a very lé;ge one. <(8See also
Hyde’srexcellent>1978 review which reaches the same conclusion.)

The effects of cost changes seem to vary by educational sector
as well. Another general finding has been that the incéﬁe elasticity

of demand for higher educdtion is greater in the private than in the

|
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public sector. Increasing family income has been a factor tending to

increase the private share of the higher education market. However,

the decline in undergraduate private cbilége-enrollment relative. to that
in public institutions can be attributed to the rise in private versus‘
public tuition, which has swamped the incpme effect. Cross—price elas-
ticities have not been a big factor in distribution acrosé-institutions
(Corazzini et al. 1972; Hight 1975; Jackson and Weathersby ;975). Con~-
siderable attention has been given to the effedﬁs of the tuitiom gap
&the difference'inktuition between privaﬁe and'public sector tuifion)

on choice (e.g:, McPherson 1978; Cofwin and Kent 1978). Middle-incbme

families supposedly face a wider income gap, relative to the ability

to pay, than low- or high-income families. In terms of a high— versus

low-income dichotomy, there has been a stronger tendency for high-income

familiesutoVﬁubstitute:public for private education, since the higher

income students are less sensitive to pricés in deciding'whéther to
atteﬁd, but sensitive to prices in deciding where to attend. Policies
that try to raise attendance by cutting tuition across the board would
be expensive aﬁd not very effective, since most of the studenﬁs affected
would have attended college anyway. The effect of such a policy would
be more on the distribution among colleges and other sorts of institu-
tions (Hyde 1978). :

Some concern has been expréSsea.about the changes in thé costs
of higher education in relation to those in family income. Discussioﬁs
of the "middle-income squeeze" often assume that it is more expensive
in relative as well as absolute terms to educate children now, such that

those without very high incomes or assured access to financial aid are

increasingly at a disadvantage. The evidence on this is not clear.

mp— .
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. The after-tax incomes of‘families with dependents 18 go 24 years‘ofkage
grew at about the same rate or slightlf less rapidly than college costs
from 1967 to 1976. This comparison can Be misleading. ZLonganecker (1978)
p&ints out the difference between after—ta% incoﬁe and discretionary
'incoﬁe.- Discret?onary'income, he says, has risen faé;gr than income

per se. McPherson (1978), in contfas; érgues that, while the cost of
private education may not have risen as a pércentage of family income,

the cost of private education may hévé risen relative to other things

one might buy. However, Magar?eli (1979) reported in ﬁhe Chronicle of

Higher Education that, in 1978—79; coilege cost increases fell below

the general rate of inflation. One ﬁight then conclude with Longanecker
(1978) that there is nd evidence'that the financial burden of sending

children to college has been increasing:

4.2.3.2. Financial Aid

Government policy, at least recently, ﬁas_focused on manipulating
the cost of edﬁcation not by affecting family incéﬁe,(e.g., through the
tax structure) 6r tuition costs (e.g., by institutional subsidies) but
through financial aid to the student. Leslie and Fife (1974:652) comment
that "The financing of Higherjeducétion through students is a recent.
though méjoi trend in American higher éducation."' Thé 1972 Education
Amendmehtsk"established a new national policy for financing of higher
education: - grants to students were to be the new thrust {(plus new emphasis
on loans), and institutions were to get proportionately‘less aid directly

from governments."

The criteria for aid, the nature of the aid, and
the amount of aid are all subject to policy decisions and are all possible
factors affacting access to postsecondary education. The susceptibility

of these factors to policy decisions, in contrast with the other factors

discussed, makes them an important set of variables to investigate.
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Both state and federal governments are involved in these decisionms.

Under the United States Comstitution, it is the respomnsibility

of the states to provide for the education of their citizenms.

The state exercises this responsibility with regard to postsecon~
dary education by appropriating funds to establish and operate
institutions and support financial aid programs which help stu-
dents pay for the costs of education.  Although the states still
provide the largest amount of financial support to postsecondary
education, the federal govermment, in the general public interest,
has gradually increased its role and contributions. Federal
contributions are made through special purpose and categorical
grants and loans to institutions and through direct financial

aid to students (Davis and Van.Dusen, 1978:92).

The criteri& for participation in different aid programs will
determine the possible effects aid can have on the iﬁcome-éécess rela-
tionship, on the ability;access relationship, and §q the choices ;tudents
can-make.- Aid will significantly change the income—access’relatioﬁship
only if aid i; based on need. Until the 1960s, the federal government
gave:student aid on the basis'pf mérit.or'past action (e.g.;:being a
veteran or contributing to social security). Aid based on need, as a
meaﬁs of equalizing access rathgr than insuring access on the bgsié of
merit, was part of the War on Poverty. |

The idea that poverty or need justifies federal help for college
students was strengthened in the early 1960s, when the civil
rights movement, the war on poverty, and the long-standing quest
- for federal aid to higher education came together in a string
of new programs, notably the college work-study program (1964),

- ‘educational opportunity grants (1965), and a second set of partly
subsidized guaranteed loans (1965). 1In addition, the Social
Security Amendments of 1965 exterded benefits to student depen=-
dents (and survivors) of workers covered by social security.

By the mid-1960s the lineaments of federal student assistance
were reasonably clear. Three broad categories of people could
look to Washington for help: the poor, who could not otherwise
afford to matriculate; those pursuing particular disciplines
and professions that the government wanted to emphasize or ex-
pand; and federal “dependents'" of several types, ranging from
army veterans to American Indians and the c¢hildren of social
security recipients {(Finn, 1978:60).

The Basic Educational Opportunity Grants Program (BEOGP) (initiated

in 1972) is a continuation of the emphasis on needs-based programs.
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The Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA), passed in 1978, extended

'the bénefits of federal needs-based financial aid'programs_to middle-

income families.

For needs-based aid, there must be a determination of need.

~ Parental contribution relative to that expected under various methods
. of calculating need was discussed in an earlier section. The failure

" of some parents to make the expected contribution is a matter of concern

to policy-makers, a concern that raises the issué of whether current
needs analyses are actually giving a good sense of "need." At the same
time, there has been a fear that_liberaliZinglthe needs schedule too
much might result in a demand for aid that could not be met. (See sec-
tion III.B. in Davis and Van Dusen 1978 for references on needs analysis
issues.)

Although some federal aid tends to be needs-based, more is not.

But needs-based student aid constitutes only a small portion

of the total federal and state commitment to higher educatiom.

At the federal level, need-based assistance totals about $2.5

billion, and there is probably about $1 billion of state student

aid money targeted on the basis of need. In addition, however,
anywhere from $15 billion to $18 billion in state subsidies have
no need orientation whatsoever, and federal programs such as

Veterans Administration and Social Security grants (neither of

which is need~based) total about $6 billion (Francis, in Corwin

and Rent 1978: :59) ..
The ‘magnitude of need~based versus other types of aid would affect the
size of any effect of "aid" as a general category on higher education
access.

The requirements of aid can also affect such things as choice
ofkinstitution, either directly, by making it easier for students to
use their aid at one type of institution versus another, or indirectly,
byISUbsidizing one type of school versus another. Here there seems to

be a difference between aid programs administered through the states

and through the federal goﬁernment.
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State student financial aid amounted to $829 million in 1978-

79 and helped 1,242,000 students. . . . Although institutional

aid is heavily weighted in favor of the public sector, state

student aid is more helpful to the independent sector. While

.only 13 states offer direct aid to private imstitutions, 47

states conduct student aid programs, only & of which are restric-

ted to students at public institutioms. . . . A survey conducted
by the Illinois State Scholarship Commission illustrates the -
importance of student assistance to the independent sector.

The Commission estimated that without state student aid, private

institutions in Illinois would lose nearly 18 percent -of their

enrollment (Olson, in Coleman et al. 1979:151-152). °

There has also been concern that aid requirehentS'and administra-
tion work to the disadvantage of students who prefer to enroll in programs
lasting two years or less rather than four-year programs (e.g., articles
cited in Davis and Van Dusen 1978). A further issue has been the dis-
crimination through aid criteria against students attending less than
full-time. Social Security and Veterans benefits both require that one
be a full-time student, and "While student aid oppoftunities for students
attending half time or more were improved by MISAA, students attending
less than half time still are ineligible for federal student aid.” (0Olson,
in Coleman et al. 1979; see Olson for further discussion of'policy issues
with respect to federal and state student aid.)

Given the diversity of aid and requirements, who actually receives
aid? As BEOGs have.taken care of an increasing share of the needs of
lower income students, other aid (e.g., Supplemental Educational Oppor-
~ tunity Grant Programs, Campus Work Study) has been channeled to students:
with parents in higher income groups. Dependent students whose parents
had incomes of $15,000 or more received little SEOG or CWS aid in 1974~
75. By 1976-77, the same group claimed 8.9 percent of all SEOGs: and
15.4 percent of all CWS grants to dependent‘studenté (Froomkin 1978).

It has been argued that loans will not be used by»low-inCOme

students, perhaps because of attitudes rejecting indebtedness (Yankolvich
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1975; Porter et al. 1979), perhaps because of problems in dealing with
finencial institutions. On the other hand, Froomkin (1978):has argued
that middle~income families of European ethnicity are also. averse to
debt. Olson found that lower income students were less likely than
middle~ or high-income students to borrow large amounts, perhaps because
of the lower costs associated with the schools they had selected. Yet
lower income and minority students wefevmore likely to participate in
federal loan programs. Minority students (black and Hispanic) were
slightly more llkely to use Natlonal Dlrect Student Loans (administered
by institutions) relatlve to- Guaranteed Student Loans (administered by
private 1enders) than whites (Olson,.in‘Coleman et -al. 1979 using NLS
1972 data). Davis and Van Dusen (1978 52) cite one study by Schlekat,
done in 1968, that found that lower income students were more llkely
than,middle-income students to get loans and wo;k, rather thanggrants,
in their aid packages.
Peng-et al. (1977:6) summarize a study by Riccobono et al.:
Just over a third of the NLS students who enrclled in some form
of postsecondary education in 1972 received some form of aid
other than family and personal support. About half of the aid
came from Federal sources. . . . Those from lower income fam-
ilies, not surprisingly, were more likely than students from
-  higher income families to receive both non-Federal and Federal
aid, but particularly the latter. Ability, on the other hand,
was positively related to receiving non-Federal aid for four-
year college entrants, while negatlvely related to receiving
‘ Federal aid. That is, more students in the lower ablllty quar-
tile received some form of Federal support than those in the
upper ability quartile. This is probably the result of the cor-
relation between ability and SES: Those with greater finmancial
need (i.e., low SES) have lower test scores.
Jackson concludes with respect to his work with a model predicting
amount of aid received (1977:6.13): "Few of the effeets are large—--for

example . . . Black and Mexican-American students receive an average’

of $94 more aid than otherwise identical average students; students in
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academic track receive an'éverage of $30 more aid than otherwise iden-
tical students in other tracks. Stu&énts apélying onlj to private colleges
receive an average of $82 more aid;than otherwise idgntical‘students
applying only to public or religious.sc5001s. In sum,; Aid (Some of Total)
is no more st:ongly rela?ed to backéround, achievement, and attitudes
than any other college~characteristics;" (This analygis includes those
receiving no award an& those noﬁrapplying‘féf award, but Jackson reports
that excluding those with:zero award does not chéngeJthe results.)

Financial aid, therefore, does not seem to beﬁan important mediator
of the effects of family economic.positibﬁ on postsecondary schdoling

decision, given its low association with economic position. .It is still

possible, however, that aid has an-effect on college access and choite.

Hyde (1978:36-37), in his revieﬁ of the literature on the effects éf_
tuition and ai.'d,v finds .th‘atv tﬁo general results of research on these
effects are asvfoilowé:> "The first is'thgt a lafge prqéortion of éid
recipients say thef would not attend without the aid." But, "Seéond,
the effect on enrollment of receiving azid is less fhan the effect of
a change in tuition.”

?eéeiving aid seems to have at least some effect on whether a
student gées to college or university at all. Leslie and Fife (197&)
did a survéy of firét-time state grant and scholarship recipients in :
four states,i;ith additional information on students f;om a fifth state.
They found that, on the average, 42 percent said that they would not
have been able to attend college without aid. (See Co;win and Keﬁ£ 1978
fo? a brief discussion of the validity of such responses;) The average
amount of aid for a state seemed related to the percentage of students
in the étaté saying they would not have been able to attend without the

grant or scholarship. At the individual level, the correlations between .
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amounf df aid and saying aid was needed to attend at all was about .22.
There was some individual relationship between the amount of aid offered .
and attendance, but a small one (Rz-of about f05); Consis;ent with Leslie
and Fife, Jackson (1977), using the NLS 1972 data, found that receiving
some aid "increased the likelihood the average épplicant would attend
college by about 8.6 percentage points. Thiékeffect was somewhatilarge%
for low-SES students,.those wi;h poor ‘grades; or those from North-Central
states..’ Surprisiﬁgly, once thé offer per se was taken into account the
amount offered had 1ittie impact." Other studies have also failed to.
find an association between amount and type of aid and matrichlation‘
{Davis and Van Dusen 1978:124—12§). ‘Nolfi et al. (1978), héwevef, foﬁnd
thét student enrollments werev;esponsive to presence, level, and type
of aid. 'Jéékson went onfto show that when it.came to decidiné between
two colleges receiving some finaﬁcial aid had arlarge effect- —“ﬁe;e
financial aid had an apparently 1argér effects a college cffefing aid
was over 20 pe:ﬁentage points more likely to be chosen by an applicant
than others admitting the aéplicant but offering no aid, controlling
.other differences. .This large effect:was mitigated by the fact that
applicants rarely received aid from one coliege‘but not from others
’ admiftinéjthem. Amoun£ of éid was stillvnot significant;"
| Receiving aid is also related to type of cqllege chosen. - Aid
seems to narrow the tuition gap between public an& private schools for
IQWfincome students. In, some cases{ given the structure of‘financial
aid, what might seem the least expenéive optionk(e.g.,'a ;ommunity col-
lege) is actually'the highest priced option when financial aid is in-
cluded in the calculation of net cost (Cérwin and Kent 1978). Jackson

(1977) found the amoéunt of aid was correlated with‘college cost, but,
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CoﬁtrollinOffor other variables,Athere was é small effect on college
cost. only from receiving some ald, not from the amount received. Leslie
and Fife (1974) found that aid rec1p1ents were somewhat mozre llkely to
be going to prlvate colleges-than all students as a group. They pointed
to this as especially femarkable.given\that'these feciﬁients are probably
less likély to have chosen privaté-colleges.to Begin with. FThey were
1ess‘1ike1y tokgo to two—yéar schools and moré likelf‘to'go to univer-
_sities and small institutions. Sglf4r§po:ts;of choices also indicate
that students whe would otherwise have gone to public schools were able
to go to private schools with the aid; Peng et al. (1977}6) also report
studies where it wés found‘that "Students entering four-year colleges
weré\muqh‘mo:e likely to re?ort receiviﬁg both Federal and non~Fedefa1
aid than were studenﬁs enro11ed in two-year 1nst1tut10ns. Looking juSt .
at féde;alﬂlbaﬁ-progréms, Olson (1n Coleman et al. 1979 310) found "that
a 1arge£ pefceﬁtagg of sﬁudents at 1ndependent, expen31ve, or four—year
institutions thén at pﬁblic, less-expensive, or two-year institutions
do, in fact, m;ke‘use of the two loan programs." “(See also Tiernéy 1978.)
:Voda (1973, citéd in Davis and Van Dusen 1978:124) looked at
the choicé not of type of inséitution buf of full-time versus part-time
attendance ‘at a bcmmunity hollegé and found that fecéiving aid did make
it more iikely that a student would-be enrolled full~time. (Of course,
one needs to remember that students whé prefer to atfend part-time are
often not eligible for éid.)“
Receiving aid and type of aid could affect continuing in a.given
program as well as the initial attendance choice. Kohen, Nestel, and’

Rarmas (1976) found that having scholarship aid was one positive -signi~

ficant factor predicting completion of freshman year for young men.
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Jnniofs and seniors holding a scholarship were aleo more likely than
those without a scholarship to £finish a given year. Astin (1975) dis-
covered.that students with enly loans, especially men, tended more than
other students to dron dut of college. Using'savings and the GI bill
also tended to increase the chances of dropping oue._ Students with -
’scholarenine and grante had a sligntly increased chance of cnmpleting
college, as was true for those with work;study (esnecially those from
middle-income families). (Hyde 1978 fevieﬁs studies‘that:show grants
more effective tnen loans or work in'stinula;ing initial enroilment.)
Astin found that'any type of aid had more effect en pe;sistence than
'did any- aid package. NCES (1977:87) algb,found that financial eid was
a significant varlable in relatlon to w1thdrawal from a four-year school
"there was a sllghtly greater withdrawal rate emong non—f1nanc1al-a1d
rec1p1ents‘after SES . and asplratlons were con51dered (37 percent versus
33 percent)." Davis ‘and Van Dusen (1978 125) report on some add1t10na1
studies. Blanchfield (1971) had results consistent with Astin's (1975)
and "Kinsey (197é) reports that financial eid was vefy impoftant»:e the.
~success of minority poverty studenes at Michigan State University. Winder
(1972) finds that aided students at Austin College had higher,persistence
rates than'non-eided students.” But, "éive SEQAies find no significenf
relationship between financial aid or_neee and retention or persistence
in college“(Barber and Capie 19703 Harris 1976; Russ 19733 Selby 1973
Sutton;1975). Ihe Harris study (1976) indicates that dropouts had less
financial need than those who remained in school.” A survey of stndents
who leff the University of Chicago also found that financial problems
were not the predominate reason that stndentS'gave when they withdrew

(University of Chicago 1979).
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Davis and Van Dusen (1978:125-126) conclude: "The research

findings do nbt conalusivelybindicate that financial ald consistently.
-affects studeatlaccess, chbice, or retention. About the most that can
be said is that aid helps accomplish fhese goals in some inatances for
some students. TFurther study ia needed in which the many variables
affecting access,bchoice; and ratentioﬁ are isolated and accounted for
in fha research desigﬁ." .They further fepbrf‘(p. 15) on fesearah inﬁo
why this might be the case: "Grosa (19?6) suggests that one reason the
iﬁpact of aid pfograms is 1imite& is‘bgcause their real purpose is to
.enﬁance institutional survival,rnot‘to assist finanaially handicapped
students. [Ihls araument may have been less true in the 1970s, but be
relevant again in the 19805 as the available student—aoed population
and the propertion of this population going to college declime.] Othars
suggest that fhebeffects of finahcial aid ara limitedkby a lack 6f con-—
SLStent and coordinated pc11c1es and programs (Fife, 1975; Owen, 1970)
by a lack of adequale program funding (Bloss et al., 1970); and by a :
lack of institutional support (Walkup and Hoyt, 1975)." The CSS Student
Advisory Committee (1976), after a series of public hearings in seven
states in 1975-76, docﬁmented many of these problams from the.perspective

;

of the student, and offered suggesiions for change.

This section has looked, at the ways in which the alternatives
open to a:student leaving high school affect the decisions the studeﬁc
makes -about whether and whers to continue hls/her education. In general,
these factors sesm to explain less of a student's deciaion than fzmily

background, studeat ability, and schooling experisncs. This is even

true for costs of further sducation and financial 2id. Such results

ars 2iscouraging, if one believes that policy to effaectively increase
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, access to postsecondary education must work through such factors, which
are exogenous to a stﬁdén;,khis/her family, and school. As Hyde (1978:17-
18) points out, though, little researéh has been done to .determine fhe'
cost of working through factors that at firét.glanée seemyﬁutside the
raﬁge of policy intervengion, such as test scores. At the same time,

too, -attention shqpldrbe paid to the extent to which it is problems in

the opéfation of policies directed at manipulating the cost of alternatives
a student faces’ratherkthaﬁ the nature of the‘poliéy per se.that-inhibits
their effectiveness. Some of these proﬁlems have just been listed.

In the next section, the research on one possible problem——insufficient

information dissemination~-is examined.

3. Knowledge of Alternatiyes
The link betﬁeen alternatives available to a student and whaﬁ
he or' she decides té do is the knoﬁledge that the student and his/her
parents have of these opportunities. Much of economic theory starts
from the premise that the consumer (here, éf education) has pérfect kﬁowl-
edge of the produéts among which he/she chooses. It is not clear that
this situation exists in the case of postsecondary. education choice.
' To the-extent that it does not, we hypothesize that some students choose
the option that is not the '"best" ome. Given the r§1e of parents in
. planning for and encoufaging the student.in h&s/her plans for postsec-—
. ondary education, the knowledge the parents hold is also important. We
suspect that those with better knowledge are better able to realiée their
ambitions. At the same time, given the preselection of options that
séems to go on (Jackson 1977), it is difficult to analyze the relation-
ship between knowledge and behavior, since one could argue that people

do mot seek knowledge about a range of alternatives once they have decided
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on a oarticular option. Jackson (1978) suggests that the decision to
seek information parallels the decision to select a given college or
type of eollege. Only longituolnal data would allow us_to sort out the
effects of’better information from the process of preselection.
| Research on the knowledae young people have of educational possi-
bilities and of the world of work 1nd1cates that they have a fairly |
.reallstlc view of p0591b1e-attaznment. Grasso and Kohen (1977, using
the Parnes-data) found that about three-flfths of the.young men not yet
finished w1th high' school in 1966 had educational goals congruent with
their occupatlonal goals. For those w1th‘noncongruent goals, the usual
situation was that of holding educatlonal goals higher than those needed
to attain occupatlonal goals. This study did not support the 1dea that
those in hlgher .grades as compared w1th those  in lower grades had a better
idea of‘what educatlonawent with what occupat;on. Kerckhoff (1977), however,
tound that older American boys had a hore realistic view of their probable
educational achievement than yohnger boys. By their sehlor year, sthdents
maf be well aware oflthe limitations on their achievement resulting froo
the'procese of decision—maklng.andiinfluence that came before. With
respect to information about the range of occupations-one might fill,
" Mott and Moore (1976, using. the Parnes.youog women data) and Parhes and
Kohen (1973, usihé the Parhesvyoung men‘data) found that whites, at least,
had a2 reasonably high knowledge of the world of work.  For men, knowleoge?
of the world of work had anlindependent effect on later'occopational
location and wages, while for women, only among blacks was the knowledge
of the world of work score even marginally significant in predicting
wages .
Although recenthmerican studies on parents' and students' knowl-

edge of postsecondary education costs and sources of funding are scarce,
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there is SOmé evidence that neither group has much information on such
issues. The 1959 Roper poll (Roper 1959) found that 48 percent of'par;
ents of children 1eéé than 18 years of age and notvin ¢ollege had no
definite idea of college-costs. The other 52 pefcent gave a median guess
($1,450) tﬁat was- reasonably élo;e to actual costs. At the same time,
46 percent of those who did not expecé»their'child,to'go on to college
said it was because of money. It is not clear'to‘what extent the 1ack
of expectations of higher education (which might be based on per;eption
ofAthe‘child's ability, moiivation, gnd.so on) le;ds to a. failure to
search for knowledge. ThevCamﬁbell and Eckerman (1964) study done a
few years ldter also fdundvrealistic perceptions of costs among parents.
However, this study does not report how many_pgreqts.gave no answer.
Méoré (1973, citéd invbavis'andean ﬁusen 1978:50), surveying parent
participants atrfinanciallaid nights in New York,Aféunq that "only one-
fourth of the pareﬁté had received finanﬁial aid information from éuidance |
counselors and that most had made no plans for college expenses.'" And
those results are from parents who were actively seeking knowiedge.

A study that sheds ﬁore light on the interrelationships among
parents' and students’ knowledge; social class; and student ability is
that done in 1971 in Ontario,of high school students in grades 8,‘10;
and 12, and of parents of a fandom éubsample of students (qufer, Porter,
and Blishen 1959). This survey found tﬁat 50 percent of grade 10 stu-
dents, 41 percent of grade 10 parents, 33 percent of grade 12 parents,
and 26 percent of grade 12 students did not know the range of the-average
fees at Ontario institutiomns. .Parents of 10th graders and grade 12 stu-
dents and their parents were about equally likely to know thé éorrect

range, 35 to 40 percent. Those who gave incorrect answers were more

e ——.
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‘likely to overestimate than underestimate costs. (Other studies have

shown some underestimation of other collegé—felated costs, though. See

Corwin and Kent 1978.) -Those actually planning ‘to go on to university

. were somewhat more knowledgeable: 62 percent of grade 12 students and

55 percent of parents of grade 12 students planning to go on knew the
correct range-df average £ees; ho&ever, among:gradevlovstudents plagning
further education after high school, only one;foﬁrth kﬁéw. There wera
some differences among grade 12 students going on to unive:sity by social

class. More of those to whom costs might be expected to be most impor-

‘tant (those in the low-SES group) knew the average range, as coﬁpared

‘with those in higher groups., "Of course, there may well be something

of a vicious cifcle'at work. At the lower end of the class structure
ﬁniversity.iSISeen_as impdssibly:expgnsiyéf Students select their courses
and set aéheivement‘levels for théméelveé which’in time preclude them
from.going §ﬁ tb-uﬁivefsity. They pay little attention ﬁovthetinforma—
tion abouticostg ﬁhicb might>be available, and so continue in ignorancét
It is only the srightest and the high achievers who have,brékeh out of
the circle, have set their sights on university, and are better informed
about the éosts and means of financing it" (Porter et al. l979:110—111).»
Under the Ontario system of finénc;al aid, parents are eﬁpéctéd
to contribute.. Most ﬁarenfs were willing to do 50, including almost
two-thirds of those who were‘expecting their children to go to work.
However, a large proportion did not. know how much they were prepared
to spend: 37 percent of those who wanted their child to go to university
and around 40 percent of those who expected their child to go to a commun-=
ity college Aid not know how much they would spend. Higher proportioms

of parents with high-achieving children did know how much they would
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spend, qut the ;nes for whom going on in school was most probable.
Even among parents who had made some plans (40 percent), 36 Pércent did
not know how much theyAwould spend. As Porter, Porter, and Blishen
suggest, thése inconsistencies migﬁﬁ be the result either of real un-
certainty abbut future plans and optiomns (e.g., whether the c¢hild would
be living at home or not) or of giving sociaily acceptable answers that -
break down when details are requested.

" When asﬁed-about the chances of gétting financial aid, among
those in the five-year program (i.e., those who would take gradé 13 and
~therefore be eligibie for ﬁniversity).with gradés of 60 or higher (55
- beiﬁg a C grade), approximately 40 to 60 peréent of those in grade 10
and 20 to 30 per;ent.of.those in- grade 12 thought their chances of getting
financiai'aid'weré nét good. There ﬁas soﬁe Eendency for those from
lower SES béckgrounds td:think they could get gid._ This is apptopfiaté
since the c:iteri&n fbr_aid in Ontario is need; but 1ess than half of
the grade 10 students ;nd»their parents knew this. kHowever, two-thirds
of the grade 12 students and 55 pefcent of.their4paren;s realizea that
any student who had need waé eligiblg for financial aid, and somewhat
more of,theupafents §f the highest aﬁility students did know the cri-
teri;n used. High proporti&ﬁs of'students in both graies did :not know
how much the§ could expect from aid,(relative to total,éosts).

Seventy-five percent of the grade lZ‘studenﬁs and their pareats
knew aid wﬁs available, but there was less knowledge among thbse in the
lower grade, a time Qhen decisi?ns were being ma&e. The most knowledge~
‘ able were from lower SES groups. With respect to written materials
on opportunities for education, 85 percent of .grade 10 parents and 76

percent of grade 12 parents nad not read anything. However, 75 to
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80 percent of the lower SES students planning to go on had read some-
‘thing. Still, it is not clear what happened to the students not planning
to go 6n? whether the 30 to 40 percent of this groué who had not read

the materials might have made different plans with mdre‘information.

A large ﬁroportion of students and their_families at both grade '
levels did not even understand the system of higher education and its
. requirements. For example, 69 percent ofkthe gréde 12 students did not
.kﬂow,frbm which grade ome could enter an Ontario pniversity. About 50
petcept did mnot knqw-wﬁat high school programs were accepted.

In general,.this survey shows some learning: ‘thqse who are moré
immédiately faced with the postsecondary education decision know more about
what 1is ava%lable. Also; to some extent, those of high ability and from
.IOW'SES;—the‘groups'most liiely to use and to need such information~-
aré more knoﬁledgeable,abou£ éosts and sources of funding. Parents and
students were, on the éverage, probably-equally Qeil—infofmed, perhaps
reflecting som; interaction in the pfocés; of geﬁting information, though,
in the earlier grade, parents tended to have a slight edge with respect
to information;f The level_of information in general, however, was lower
than would be expected for rational decision-making with respect to the
important area of-education. To some extent t%oée‘most likely to use
an option knew most aboutﬁit. It is not cieaf whether this informaﬁion
resul ted iﬁ the decision (many students at least had read about educa-
tional opportunities).or resulted from it.

We have not been able to find a survey comparable to the Ontario
one in the United States. The range of postsecondary'schooling alter-
natives is narrower in Ontario than in the U.S. generally and the costs

are lower and more uniform. ' At the same time, & smaller proportion of
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Canadian students go on to university than in the U.S.,'so going to uni-
versity is seen as a more elite activity. It isrthus ﬁot clear whether
the situation in the U.S. would be worse than in Ontario. There is soﬁe
scaftere& evidence. of lack of knowledge and concern about this lack on
the part of U.S. students and their families’in addition to the studies
‘already cited. Various studies have found that studentsﬂunderestiméte
the total costs of college (CEEB 1976), that tﬁey give "money" as a reason
for not going.on, and that about 50 percent of all students technically
-quelified for .aid do not apply. (Onlthevother hand, Carroll 1979 reporﬁs
that even students in college and receiving aid cannot accurately report
costs and aid amounts.) Another concern is that those who need the infor-
mation most do not get it. At least aﬁong seniors in the NLS72, there

do not. appear to be dlfferences in knowledge of loan programs among stu-
dents by plans, eduCational'goals, or familY»SES (01son, 1n-Coleman et
al. 1979). Approximately one-fifth to one-third of students said they
did not know about any loan plaﬁ‘atvell. However, it is difficult to
~disentangle not using the plan from lack of knowledge about it, since

the two dimensions were combined ipto one question. There has.also been
concern that students do not know whether they will have aid at the time
they hare to select a school, so that they makeﬁthe choice of where to‘
apply on the besis of tuition and other costs rather than net costs.

Hyde (1978:37) suggests this as the reason that the enrollment respense
to a change in tuitiom is greater than that for aid: students are sure
of tuition costs but unsure of the availability of aid. Hearn (1980)
speculates that earlier information on eligibrlity»for aid might infle-
ence at least some students of lower academic preparation to enroll and,

further, to 1nfluence some students to Shlft from two-year to four-year
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;chbols, with perhaps an overall closer matching of students to insti-
tutions.k One re;ent complaint is that there-ére long delays in notifying:

‘students of receipt of'aid, éspeciélly in some states, so tﬁat the deci-

- sion even of where to go may now be madg without good information about
net cost (although Leslie and Fife, 1974, report that 90 percent of thei;'
scholarship winners "knew they were receiving aid" or "'were counting
on receiving aid" before making their decision). Those'wﬁo enroll with-
~out aid, even after.identifyiﬁg a need fcf it may have 1es§ of é chance
to complete SChool”(Carmody et al.'1972;‘CEEB 1976). .

A survey by Willett (1976) illustrateé the realnpfpblems students
have in getting information. She wrote to sevemty-seven colleges and
universities “in the Boston afea,.asking for information about costs and
finénéial aid. A 1afge.number of schools did not reply at all. : The
ones ﬁhaﬁ did ;eply did.ﬁot give an accuraﬁe‘picﬁure of the types of
zid they cbui& offer. .The-résearcher found that for studenﬁs to get
sufficient detéilfon costs and aid théy would'have actually fo apply.
or even be admitted to tﬁe school. CEEB (1976) reports some of.the
reasons given by institutions oﬁ why the information is not available.

" These include the fear that "the tfuth will.scafe them away;" that it
is too éomblicatedvto commﬁﬁicaté, that policies are not clear even to
the university itself,‘that'thé§ cannot handle more students. A survey
of prospective students done by CSS in connecﬁion with ﬁhe project to
improve communication about costs and financial aid found that students
asked for more information about general costs and ho% and when they
wera to be paid rather than for detailed information about various xinds
of financial aid. The suggestion from the project was tﬁat zeneral infor-

mation needed to be availables 2arly so parents.could begin planning and




-82-

- students would realize the feasibility of college if they were to persist

in school, with hore_detailed information later. As of 1976, Section
493A of the Education Amendments of 1976 requires that imstitutions re-
éeiving federal aid funds provide infdrmation about suéh programs. It
is not clear to what extent .such information is available énd accurate.
The CSS Advisory‘Ccmmittee (1976:22), aft;r a series of public
hearings in seven states in 1975-76, concluded in part, "éhoice.is_also
predic;ted on another myth within the financing debate--the myth of
perfect information. . . .bUnfortuqately, ;his érgumgnt assumes that;
all pafticipants enjoy equal information.about financing possibilitieé

and educational alternatives; however, the goal of equal information

remains a distant objective." Théy discuss problems arising from knowl-

edge gaps with respeé; to both»acééss énd persistenéem »Probiemé with
fin;ﬁcial aid éounseliﬁg can lead to later problems as well, Olson (in
Coleman ét al. 1979), for exémple; foﬁnd that those who had not.discussed
the terms and conditions of their studeﬁt 1oans with someone were more
likely to default. In geﬁeral; there is little direct information on

the link between~information and attendance, retentién and later achieve-
ment. To get am accurafe picture, we need loﬁgitudinal &ata,‘including
d&té from thése who do not éo on immédiately into some-postsecondary

| .
education program. o

6. Summary

This literature review has surveyed the research on the influ-
ences on a student's pdstsecondary education plans and activities of
the étudent's characteristics, of the family's socioéconomic.position
and of the parents' attitudes, of school and community attributes, of

the nature of school and non-school alternatives open to a student after
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high school, and of knowledge about postsecondary education ana financial
aid. The focus had been on the famil&'s effect and decision—making'after
high school, but the other factors have been examined as the conditions.
under which family &eci#ion—makingkoccurs' ’

Sgudents'lcharacteristics, especially acadgmic ability, were

found to havé'a large iﬁpactron the student's:educational.plans and'actiQQ‘
ities. This is not surprising, given that pursuing higher education
‘requires a solid base from previous schooling. However, family socie-
economic background ié_also an impbttant set of variables expiaining
educational plans and attainment. The naturg of this effect, though,
is:not clearly understood.k Parents' attiﬁudes an& valﬁes,ias well as
their objective social position, seem to be invﬁlved.. One definite
»_finding is that the effect of family soéial position is more than an
effect of family income.. Faﬁily income,.nét of bther factors, tends
to>have~reiatively little influence on what a. student does after high
school.  Outside the famiI&,‘during_the high school and earlier years,
the séhools' socioeconomic composition and 'quality" seem to have little
effect, although the planms of a student's peers and the track he/she

is in do ﬁnfluence.plans and att;inments.

There is an intuitive belief thét moﬁey is a big barrier to

"higher educational attaiﬁment for some students. Given the lack of
effect of parental income on educational plans and activities, it was
" reasonable to shift attention to the nature of costs of different types
of activities after high school.  Taking a job, getting married or en-
tering the military may be alternatives or complements to continuing

in school after high school. Purusing these other activities may in-

directly indicate that the cost of further education immediately after

‘high school is too high. Further, engaging in these activities may
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affect the .met cost'of'education; for example, Being married may make
it difficult to éet financiai aid, or having been in the military may
qualify one for special aid. Although some research has included exam-
ination of these alternatives to schooling, ﬁost work has not fully
.explored the implications of such activities for the cost of schooling.

Looking directly at reseﬁrch on the effects of edﬁcational cost
and aid on educational behavior led to rather weak conclusions. Direct
costs do seem to bevmore important for low~income than for high income
étudents. Yet the direct cost of an inmstitution is not geﬁerallf one
of the main factors in choice of a school, perhap§ because much of the
choice about where to go_to school after high school has already been .
ﬁade»by the time a'studené ap?lies to colleges. _Einancial aid might
be théught to attenuate the effects of costs, yet the conclusion with
.- respect fo aid's impact is that it is sometimes important to some stu-
dents. Im géﬁéral, the impacf of aid om a.student's choice.of whether
and where to go to college is less than that of cost. Thé review of
the research suggests the need for more comprehensive treatﬁent of costs
and alternatives as they affect students' decisidng for activities after
high school.

' :In the final seﬁﬁion of the réview, research on the effecfs of
knowledge about educational opportunities and aid was sought. ‘Although
the Canadian study berorter et4a1;'suggests that this may be an impor-
tant area to examine, little has been done on this topié in the U.S.
What little has been done indicates that the amount of information parents
and children have about postsecondary .education may be too iow for ratiomal
decision-making.

In the next.sectionlof this report, the results of this review
are applied to developigg_a plan for the analysis of the parents survey

data.

\A

\
k
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PART II. CONCEPTUAL DESIGN: HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND PARENTS SURVEY

‘1. Introduction

-

' The importance of family baékgroundffor a student"s choice about

© what ﬁo-do after high school is a recurrent theme in the preceding lit-
erature review. The choices students make at tﬁis stage in the lifecycle
are importantQ—educational'attainmeﬁt cpntinues to affect levels of stétus
and income received later, in the wofld of work. ‘To the extent that
parents ihfiﬁence the nature and quantity of the education their children

h

receive, parenﬁé have indirect influence on these later attaiﬁments.
Governments at the various levels‘are,intereSted'%n the defer;inﬁntsi
of educati;gai:decisions, siﬁce goverﬁmgnts can1ﬁore easily intervene
»to-preﬁent educational‘inéquéiiﬁy'thaﬁ later occuéatidngl inequality.
(Hauser 1975). As the~1iterature review'make; clear, the ways in which
'parent;' attifudes, behavior, and socioeconomic pesition inflﬁeﬁce é
student's planniﬁg and behavior are many. The data from the parentsA
survey of High School and Beyond will emable researchers to explore in
more depth the nature of_thé effect of family background.bn,aichild'g
postsecondary education plans. : .

Of particular interest jith respect to‘futufe policy éécisions
are the parents' willingnessAand aﬁility to finan;iaily support théir
child's activities after high school. Federal aid programs expect thét
parents will make a "reasonable" contributiom to their child's postsecon-
dary educaticﬁ. Yet, it is not known to what extent parents will not

or cannot make such contributions, and- to what extent these contributions

are affected by the level of their general aspirations and expectations




~86-
for their child, their knowledgekgﬁoutithe costs and'requiremen;s of
postsecondary educatibn, and their planning for such activity. WNor is
it entlrely knowm to what extent such parental attltudes, knowledge,
and prior action affect their child's chance to enter and complete dif-
ferent types of.postsegondary education.

‘As the 1ite:a£ure.review indicates, the data have.not been avail-
able to answef these gquestions. . Pre#ious studies have gathered detailed
financial data from parents of students who have applled for aid and
have gathered detalled attltudlnal data (including perceptions of parenfs
‘attitudes) from hlgh school students generally._ They haye not coqblned
.detailed-parental‘financial informa:ion and attitudinal data wiﬁh data
from students on their;abiiities, plans, and perceptions}. Because the
parents»survey of High Schdolnand Beyond will provide data that-can be
combinedeithyﬁhe data £rom the éﬁu&gnﬁ surve&;Ait will open the way
for anmalysis that will fill in mény gaps in our knowiedge about the pfoc~
ess by which students and their families make decisions for thé sgudents'
lifé after highFSChool. 7

Unfdrtunately, the ‘data that will be éathered, despite their
richheSS5 have a sefious limitation. There will be no possibility of
‘real longitudinal analysis; As the precedlng review has repeatedly
emphasized, postseéondary plans are made as a result of a long ﬁrocess,
one that begins before thé senior year in ﬁigh ;chool an& continues
beyond it. Data from parents will be céllected only for a subsample
of parénté of seniors, without special attention to the parents of stu-
dents who will be surveyed again in the follow-ups. We will therefore
miss the chance to see what changes occur in parents’' knowledge of post-

secondary options as their child gets closer to the end of high school
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(changes that the Porter et al. (1979) study suggests do occur) and will
we miss the chance to see hcw’students’vdecisions.to delay university
entf& (deéisions more students are making) interact with changéé in
>parents' attitudés and socioeconomié situation. Indeed, as currently
fpnded‘we will not be able to deter&ine whatvthe relationship-is between

 parents' input and students' behavior, as contrasted with plans for after -
high scho;I, since oqiy a relativéiy few students in the follow-up will

be those whose parents are sﬁrveyeﬁ. |

The cross—sectional nature of the data has serious implicaﬁions

for the sorts of policy inferences that can be made from it. Assume,

for example, that ome is using regres;ion analysis. The input to the
regression.program is a correlation matrix. qurelations give no hint

in theﬁselves.of the direction of causality. The researcher‘therefore
hypothesizesbthe causal ordering. Say he/she'éééumes X causes Y.  Finding
an effect of X on ¥ might suggest manipulating X to bring ébout a change
in Y. Parentalvknowledge of financial aia options might be found to
affect a studeng's‘plans for COllege; The obvious.policy implication

is that increasing parents' knowledge of available financial aid would
increase college;attendénce. Yet, it is péssible that the relationsﬁip
is'spdrious, that bo£h &afiableé are the result of much earlief’deéisioﬁs;
“and that manipulating‘oné dées not affect the other. The analysis-ﬁith.
cross-sectional data thus could not give sfrong evidence that providing
financial aid information earlier would affect the enrollment décisionf
Obviously the extent to which this is a problem will depend, in part

at least, on the reéearcher's imagination. Fﬁrther, even data on all

the high school years would not necessarily go far emough back to find

the real sources of postsecondary plans. However, having data over even
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a few years enables one to getvsome'ideg of the ways in which sets of
variables change,.aﬁd‘of which’variabigs seem to change before others.

There are, of course, forms o£ statistical analysis that enable
one to specify fof cross-sectional data models»ﬁith rec%procal causation,
which when esfimatgd suggest~;he relative strength of the causal paths
in the two directions. Unfortunately, nonrecufsive models seém to be
very sensitive to the way;in which  the estimgtion procedure is set up
(e.g., to the choice of instrumental variables). .Despite this, nonrecur-
sive models»should be used to‘explbre the relationships between parents'
ané S£ﬁdents"pléns, attitudes, and actiqns.i ‘
" In the following sections of ‘this design repﬁrt,byarious stages
'in;the analysis_aré;suggested,:in ﬁery rdpgh ofder. Behind these sugges-
“tioms is a concepﬁqal model su;h’as fiéure l;v This ﬁodel, while showing
a causal ordéfing,‘ié é pfeliminary:oné;',lt remains tq'be tesﬁed.v For
the moment, it provides a way of organizing the concepts invelved in an
analysis of postsecondary education deﬁision—making. The ultimate: depen~
dent variable is the student's éhoice of whaf to §o after high school.
This'decisibn will involve more than simply the parents’ inflpence, but
the focus here is on the parents' contribu;ionbto the decision. One
way in which the aﬁalysis;could proceed, hqﬁever, is by predicting va?ious
outcomes wiéh parental déﬁa alone and then with both parents' and students'
data to-get a sense of the magnitude'of the contribution of pérents and
famiiy background to educational outcomes. The suggestions thét follow
focus on four aspects of ﬁhé famiiy-student interacﬁion: parents' aspir-
ations and expectétions for their child; parents' knowledge abéut post=
secondary education; parents' planning for and willingness to contribute
to their child's educationtaftef high school; and parents' ability to
make the contributiogs'they are expected to make-—ﬁheir "need."

N
A
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Fig. 1. Conceptual model of post-secondary education deciqién—making.
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2. Parents' Aspirations and Expectétions

- The 1i;e:atu¥é review showed cdnsistently that parents' aspir-
ations and expectations for their children affect the child's plans and
actual attainments. Generally,‘the data have come from students' reports
of their perception of their parents' hopes for them. errckhoff's (1971)
results show a less than perfect.associétion between such'perceptions>
and the~parents' attitudes; The parents survey will ﬁake available parent#'
reports that can bercomfared with ﬁhe students' reports. One piece gf'
analysis to be done will certéinly be'feplibétion'of earlier studies
‘ofveffects df parents' aspiratiods on their child's plans, using the
parents' reﬁortég |

The determinants of parenté' expé;ﬁations'and_aspirationé have

:not‘bgen fullf exﬁléined, although Sehelllandvhis associates in a numbér'
of papers have inciﬁdéd sfudeﬁts' perceptions‘ﬁf:their parents' aspir—.
ations and'expectaﬁionsvfor them as intervening between family socio-
economic status and child's ability.and later outcomes. Given the |
. arguments about the differences in values by socioeconomic class, it
will be important to seebto‘what extent values concerﬁing higher edu—
cation and lifecyclé activities vary by parents' education, occupation; .
and ethnicity (an& sex of tﬁe ¢hild), and whether such values in turn .
affect the parénts' aspiratioﬁs and expectations for their child. (And.
here too, we will be‘ablé.to use the parents' presumably more accurate
reports of their socioeconomic position rather than the students'. See
Bielby et al. 1977 and‘ﬁare and Masoﬁ 1978 on the réliability of chil-
dren's reports of ‘their parents' SES.)k Further, to the extént that valﬁes
related to higher education rather than perception of the chiid's ability

seem to influence the parents' expectations and aspirations ome can talk
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about Barrie:s within the family to the child's contihuing educétion.
One research finding is that most pérents want_theif child to go omn in
school. It will be important to identify any subgroup for which this
is not the case. |
The difference betweén expectations and aspirations' and beﬁween
occupational and educational aspirations and expecf.at;'.ons might give
clues as to (1) whether parents are aware of the levels of education"
reguiréd to get ﬁertain kinds of joBs and (2) whether parents have hopes.
higher or lower than they think are reasonable for their children. (Barri-
ers to fulfiiling aspirations'céﬁ be explored wiﬁh data on ﬁhe child's
ability.aﬁd on available knowledge And resources). |
Comparison of the étudenis’ réports of their own aspirations

' andvexpectationsvanﬁibf their_percéption'of fheir.parenté'bwith the
parents;'reports will proQide»evidence onr(l) the»validiﬁy of ;he stu-
dents; repdrts,.(Z) ﬁhe strength of commuﬁicétion bétween parents and
,child,vand (3) the congruence between what the child wants to do and

_ what his/her parents want him/her to do. Direct questions are asked
.about the last two points, as weli.

By looking at~parents; aspirations and expectatidns, then,
one can? | . - .' T ' |

o Replicate previous work on the effects of parental aspirations
and expectations, using parents' reports

o Discover attitudinal barriers to high aspiratious

o Identify subgroups that do not have high educational and occupa-
tional aspiratioms for their children

o Find out to what extent parents know about the work world and
its requirements : ‘

o Discover which parents see the greatest gap between what they
would like for their children.and what they expect and why

o Find whether parents communicate their goals for their child
to their child
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Analysis of aspirations and expectations should inform policy on infor-

mation dissemination and on counseling focus.

.The variables are operationalized as follows:

The ultimate dependent variable here is child's plans.:'Indi-
cators of this are avallable, probably most reliably from the

student survey. See ch. 5 in Coleman et al. (1979) for reference

to the specific question numbers. On the parent questionnaire

. (using the pretest, self-administered version--see Appendix A),

parents reported their child's plans for the fall after high

" school in Q. 13. Questiomns 38, 39, 41 and 42 ask for more.

details about schooling plams.

Parents aspirations and expectations, which are the dependent
variables £or most of analyses in this section, are operation-
alized as follows: Q. & gives educational aspirations, Q. 6
educational expectations, and Qs. 7 and 8 give occupational
expectations in open—ended and precoded form (no occupational
aspirations are given). Pretest results from both parents and
students on these questions may enabl® a choice of one or the
other of the two question forms. Ideally, Q. 7 would be retained
since it potentially provides more detail. Question 9 gives

a retrospective history of college expectations for the child.

Determinants of aspirations and expectations can be measured
as follows:.: :

a) Socioeconomic position of family: Q. 43, respondent's edu-
cation; Qs.'52-54, respondent's current jobj Qs. 55-56,
respondent's job five years ago; Q. 60, spouse's education;
Qs. 61~63, spouse's current job; Qs. 6465, spouse's job
five years ago; Q. 70, age of respondent, Q. 72, number of
dependents; Q. 73, number of .child's .siblings; Q. 75, ethni-
city; Qs. 76-77, language use; Q. 78, household possessions;
Qs. 79-83, information on housing debts and assets; Qs. 85-88,

" income, assets, and debts.- ‘

b) Perception of child's ability: Q. 2, child's high school

program; Q. 3, child's grades; Q. 5, child's aspirations;
Q. 10, child's ability to complete college; Q. 11, whether
the child is a hard worker; Q. 36, whether the child would
be accepted at different types of schools.

¢) Values with respect to higher education and other activities:
Q. 17, feellngs about the child's planms; Q 18, ideal age
for marriage, etc., Q. 19, reasons for going on in school;
Q. 40, factors in choosing a school; Q. 44, whether parent
feels he/she has had enough education; Q. 46, attitudes
toward women and work.

d) Plans of students may affect parental aspiratioms. This
causal connection should be explained as well as that in
the reverse direction.
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- 4. ‘Communication channels ‘and influence.

a) Indirectly, this would be measured from comparison of stu-
. dent's and parent's perception of the other's feelings,
including Q. 5 (how far in school do you think your child
would like to get) and Qs. 4, 5, 7, and 8.

b) Direct measures (from parents' points of view) include:
Q. 15, have you influenced your child's plams; Q. 16, how
much have you talked with your child about plams for after
~ high schoolj Q. 67, how much the spouse has influenced the
child's plans. '

3. farents' Knoﬁledge pf Postseéondary Educatioﬁ
| As the liﬁerature review scaﬁes, knowledgg is the link between

options available and the individual‘s decision—making. With respect

" to postsecondary education, to make a ratiomal choice among alternatives
 one should know at least three things: the raﬁge of échoéling options
avallable, the dlrect costs. of dlfferent types of schoollno (lncludlng
11v1ng expenses); and the avallablllty of ald, whlch wlll affect the
net cost of attendance. Ideally, a student will attend an institution
that best suité his/her career aspirations and ability. Choice among
suitable institutions should be based on reliable information about ﬁhe
net cost (i.e., ﬁotai cost minus any fiﬁancial aid). To receive finan-
cial aid, a student (and/or his/ﬁer family) has to know of the program's
existence, criteria for eligibility; and applicatio; procedure#. Fuftﬁer,
families who are aware of the extent of their expected comtribution to
the student's education may be ones who have planned for and encouraged
their student's plans for further education. Tho;e who expect too little
from financiallaidvmay discourage their child from planning for further
schooling, while those who expect too much may fail to plan ahead ﬁo
make the finaneial comtribution that will be expected of them. Parents'

general knowledge of postsecondary education options may affect their
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encouragement of and expectations fdr.their child's educétioﬁ. OrvtheiE
aspirations for their child may have led them to,séérch for information.
A third possibilit§ is that those from higher socioeconomic backgrounds
know more about postsecondary éducation tofbeéin with, because of their
own alumni status (representiﬁg both-thei; own participation,&hd_receipt
of continuing information) and because of the sorts of informal networks
in which they are located. 1In this last case, greater knowledge of post-
secondary education ﬁay ekplaiﬁ some - of the difference in college atten-
dance by socioeconomié group, but as a result of general culture associated .
with being from a certain strata rather than a résnlt of any'éearch-for |
knowledge. L / | : |
One justificatioﬁ fdr federal aid programs is to ensﬁre that
students are abie to choose to attend some fo:ﬁ of postéecondéry edu-
;ation~and to attend the t&pe of program from which‘th§y will bes£ benéfit,
regardless of family income“ Yeg, as the literature review ﬁade ¢lear,
there is very little information évailable on whethef‘parenﬁs know about
aid progra;s or the range of institutibns‘(with their differing costs
and programs). The most extensive data av;ilable on tﬁis_topic are from
Canada, which has é differenﬁxfinancial aid and_postsecondarj education
structure. The parents survey can help fill in this gap for the United
States. We will have data on parents of students planning to goAdirectly
on to college, planning to go to college at some time (as indicated by
their educational expectations) but not immediately after hiéh school,
planning to take some oﬁher type of tréining, and not planning to con-
tinue their schooling after high school. We can thus examine in cross-
section the_extent to which preselection of post?high—school options

is accompanied by a limited search for information: Do those who do
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not plan on furthgr‘eduCation have less kﬁowledge aﬁout Vaiious aspects
of postsecondary education thén those élanning t§ continue?v Do those
planning to continue have the 1nformatlon approprlate to their choice
at the end of h;gh school? Unfortunately, unlike the Porter et (1979)
' »study, the parents suivey will not enable us to disentangle the direction
of causality, beyond what cén be done Qith nénrecursive models. We will .
not be able to tell,'fo; eiample, whether‘parenté' knowledge of ﬁoét-
secondary education increases over time (as we could even ﬁitﬁ data from
parents with children in different‘gradés), nor will we be able to téll
, w@etﬁer a lack of knowledge"oﬁ the part of:parénts inhibits their own
and their child'éiaspirations or is thé result of them.

The sorts?qf'iSsues that can be explored with the parents survey

data are:

o The extent of knowledge that parents have about the selectivity"
of postsecondary institutions, about costs, and about financial
aid programs (and this can be compared with student data to see
how evenly knowledge is distributed: throughout a family)

o The relatlonshlp between knowledge about postsecondary education
and famlly socloeconomic backoround

o The relationship»between a student's post~high school plans
(including application for financial aid) and knowledge about
pcstsecondary educatlon

o The relatlonshlp between parents' aspirazions and expectations
for the child and their knowledge about postsecondary education

o The relationship between the parents' understanding of financial
aid and costs and their planning for their child's education

o To some extent, the sources of information about postsecondary
education

o The effects of different sorts of state efforts to disseminate
information which might be analyzed with the addition of state
level data to the data set. The student and school data might
suggest how parents with children in different types of special
programs vary in their knowledge about post secondary education
(e.g., do parents of children in special federal programs know
more or less?).
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The variables are operatioﬁalized,aS'follows:

The central variable in this stage of the analysis is knowledge

. of postsecondary education. Q.- 23 asks generally about knowl-

edge of costs, although it requires that parents know of a specific
institution of each type (which may result in missing information
for parents who know the general range of costs for, say, 2 commun—
ity college, but who do not know the name or location of a specific
institution). Q. 27 and 28 ask for an estimate of the child's
living and schooling expenses. These can:be compared with esti~-
mates of the costs of different sorts of situatioms. Q. 31-33

ask about knowledge of specific state -and federal programs.

(There may be problems here with parents knowing about a program

in terms, of the source of aid, for example, through . a bank or

through an institutiom, rather than in terms of the name of the
program.) Q. 10, about the child's ability to complete college,
and Q. 36, about the possibility of the child being accepted

at different sorts of institutions, combined with data on the
child's grades and test scores, can provide a sense of the extent
to which parents understand the chances that their child actually
could get into some postsecondary education program. Q. 41 and
42 will enable us to control for actual acceptance. Q. 35,
eliciting a response to various statements about financial aid,
also shows the sort of understanding parents have about flnanc1a1
aid. :

Socioeconomic status, student"s plans, and parents' aspirations

have already been discussed. Q. 34, about whether the student
has applied for financial aid, can be used to see the extent
to which those who do plan to use a1d have more knowledge of
ity

Planning for postsecondary education will be discussed in the

© next section.

Sources of information. Q. 35 has as one statement, "We have
not been able to get much information on how and where to apply
for financial aid," that might indicate that parents are search-
ing for lnformatlon without much luck. Q. 30 asks directly
whether parents have tried to get information on fimancial aid,"
and, if so, where. ‘ '

4. Planning for and Willingness to Contribqte.to'a Child's Education

The literature reviewed showed that parents, even those expecting

to contribute to their child's education, do not plan for such expenses.

Why is not clear. Lack of édequate knowledge about the costs of ‘schooling

and what financial aid can contribute could be a factor. The previous

section suggests that this relationship be analyzed. General lack of
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financial planning, particularly in anje;a of genera1iy increasing infla-
tion; could be another reason. The;Genéral Mills study‘demonstfated
that only about a quartér of American families save money for the future
without dipping into these funds for curfént,expenditures;‘ One might
éxpect such'generél financial sttitudeé to vary by a family's socioecon-
omic position and income. As Lane (1972) hyﬁothesized, those with an
experience of an unpredictéble future might also be less likely to plan‘
for the future. Attiﬁudes‘specifically'about Qho is responsible for
postsecondary education could be yet.anothef f%ctor,affecting parents'
planning for and willingness to contribute toward their child's educa-
tion. Again, the General Mills survey showed a large ptoportion of
'Ame;ican families felt the govermment owed_thea an increasing‘standard'
of living. This-attitﬁde might.éxtend to expécting thé government to
pay forithéif chiid’s education. Parents who feel that more should be
done for students in the pérson'of their chiid ﬁay beﬂfelqctant to take’
responsibility for providing the necessary funds for postsecondary edu-
cation. Of course, some parents might not be able to qontribute to ﬁheir
child's education. Others, however, might be willing and able to sacrii
fice for it, for example, in terms ofva'wife going to work, avhusband
taking on extra jobs, or parents refinancing their home. tRemember that
one argument over the reasonableness of ﬁeéds(assegsment had to do with
the extent to thch parents saw their homes as a liquid asset.) Some
parents might also be willing tobgo into debt to help provide théir child
with an education.

Once again, the direction of causality is not clear. Parents'
lack of planning and motivation to make a financial contribution to their

child's education may result in a child not planning to continue his/her
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education or planning to go into a two-year or vocational program father
than a four-year program. ' Or pérents may adjust.theirkplanning to their
perception of their child's plans. We do have‘a_ret:ospéctive measure
of whether parents expected their: child to continue s;hooling at dif-
ferent grades. Further, we have sgﬁé info;mation on the parents' own '
experiéncé in financing additiénal educatiq# after high»school. Parents
who themselves were helped by relgtives might be more willing than others
to help their>child, essentislly holding the belief that each‘generatioﬁ
helpé the next. A parents' age'may’also ihdicate-the sorts of eﬁpgrienées
he/she has had. ‘Those who wefetof college age Hufing.the ﬁeprgssion,,
for example, migh; have had a hard time themselves financing postsecon-~ -
dary éduéation'(pefhaps ﬁo’the'exteﬁt'thatsthéy did without it). They
might be more (or less) williné to help théi::chiid than thoseiwho did

not have td.face the b1eak situation,§f the 1930s when they were feady
for college.

Witﬁ the parents<su#vey ddta, 6ne‘canAexplcre the following:

o The ektent of family planning relative tovexpected costs
o The association between general attitudes toward saving, borrowing,
and budgeting and planning for a child's .education, controlling
for the child's plans

o. The ways in which plannlng attitudes generally and plannlng for
college vary by socioeconomic background and ecomomic history

o Attitudes .toward who is responsible for funding postsecondary
education, and whether they seem to relate to planning for a
speific child's education

o The extent to which parents seem willing to sacrifice in order
to contribute to their child's further education

o The effects of the parents own life experiences on their atti-
' tudes toward financing of postsecondary education and actual
contriBution to it

Knowing which parents feel responsible for their child's further education

and how they plan to fulfill this responsibility may help in planning

s \
3
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and explaining programs that imvolve pareats' contributiphs‘toward their
child's achievements. It is also to the pdlitical»advantage‘of those_
administering programs to develop a sense in those affected by any pro-.
graﬁ that it is administered fairly and meets the needs of its clientele.
The variables are operationaiized as follows: | |

1. Here the central variable is extent of family planning to meet
- the expenses of postsecoudary education. This will be used as

part of the explanation of the student's plans and will be ex~
plained in terms of the parents' socioceconomic status, attitudes,
experiences, and perceptions of student's plans. Q. 24 asks
about specific actions parents might have taken in anticipation
of their child's postsecondary education expenses (e.g., starting
a savings account). Q. 25 asks when parents began to set aside
money for their child's education after high school. Q. 26 seeks
information about how much has actually been set aside. Q. 29
is on the ways in which parents expect expenses to be met.

2. Attitudes toward saving, borrowing, 'and budgeting. Question 47
asks under what circumstances the parent feels it is alright _
to borrow money (with "to finance children’s educational expenses"

~ omne option). Q. 48 measures general attitude toward saving.

A Q. 49 has the respondent indicate whether he/she usually plans
© spending, and, if so, how.

3. Attitudes toward financing post-secondary education. Q. 20 asks
directly, "Who should have the main responsibility for the cost
of education beyond high school?" Q. 21 is about who should’
receive finanecial aid, and Q. 22 is about how federal ald should
be provided.

4. Ability to contribute to child's education. More will be said
about this in the next section. Parents' perception of their
ability to help finance their child's education could be affected

" by the extent to which they overspent their income (Q. 50), which
might be an indication of some extraordinmary problem (Q. 51).
Current employment status and current employment of spouse (Qs. 52
and 61) could also indicate special financial problems if one
or the other is unemployed. Comparison of the respondent's current
occupation with that five years ago (Q. 54 versus Q. 56) and
of the spouse's current with past occupation (Q. 63 versus Q. 65)
might indicate whether the family has been experiencing upward
or downward mobility, or the addition of income from a sescond )
adult working for pay. Q. 57 and 68, asking for employment history
in terms of the child’s schooling, also measure, to some extent,
the stability of the parents' employment. Qs. 79-83 and 85-

88 give current income, assets, and debts,

- eeq. 3. Willingness to sacrifice. As already‘mentioned, Q. 47 asks
whether the parents would take out a loan to finance their child's
education. Q.84 asks whether and under what circumstances the
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parents would refinance their home or take out a second mqrtgage
to help with their child's education. Q. 58 (for the respondent)
and Q. 66 (for the spouse), asking for work plans five years

from now, might tell us whether a woman has gone to work outside
the home or a man delayed retirement to prov1de extra income

to help support a child. Unfortunately, there is not a direct
question about whether the parents could or would reduce other
expenditures to contribute to their child's further schooling.

5. Ability to Contribute and Expected Contribution

For aid based on need, the procedures used to assess need can

critically affect thé'ability of some students to continue their edu-

" cation after high Sctiool. Thié was diééusse& in the literature review.

One of the major reasdéns for the parents survey was the collectiom of
income, assets, and debts information from parents of students who had
noﬁ applied for aid, of those who were not planning to comntinue séhéoiing
as well as from parents of those who had applied. With data from the
parents=survey,‘it'will be éossiblg to estimate the contribution that
might be expeéted from thé parents of tﬁése who afe not planniﬁg to use
financial aid. ;It’will be possible, in this way, to see whether therg |
are large numbers of students eligible for aid who are not planning to =
use it, perhaps.to-the detriment of their fprﬁher education. We will

be able to compare eligibility for aid-with students' and parents' re-
sponses about why they have not applied for aid and why the student is

not going on in school to see whether lack of knowledge about aid is

a barrier. TFor parents whose student is applying for aid, we can compare

4 . . L . . .
the parents' estimate of the amount they will spend om their child's

education with that expected from them under different schemés for esti-
mating need.

There have been complainﬁs'about the failure of needs analysis
to take into comsideration ther;ctual financial situation of the family.

We will be able to. examine the family's employment history and perception
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- of their financial situatién in the previous year to try to explain dis-
crepancies between expected and actual contributions. Nelson et al.

(1978) explored the determinants of,under-tontribﬁtion for parents whose
students applied for s?udept_aid. We can now look at over— and under-

contribution for a sample of those whose children are plamning on con-

Y

tinuing in school but not necessarily with aid.
The supporting statement for the pretest instrmi;ent suggests
 using the data to simulate the effects of policy change:

It is frequently necessary to be able to simulate changes in the
procedures for computing expected contribution for planning purposes.

- .Examples of policy issues that will have to be analyzed are: How
will aggregate need for student aid change—-

a. if home equity is excluded from the computationm,
b. if all assets are excluded from the computation,

¢. if the family maintenance allowance is lncreased from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics low to moderate standard,

d. if family income is deflated by the rate of infaltion. (NCES,
" OED, NORC, 1979:7-8) e '

'With respect to the need for fimancial assistance, we can answer

questions such as:
o  What is the distribution over all families of high school semniors
of eligibility for aid and of expected parental contribution?
Do there seem to be groups that under-use the financial aid pro-
grams, and, if so, do the students from these groups seem less
likely to plan on continuing in school?

o How large is the gap between what parents expect to contribute
to their child's education and what they are expected by the
aid programs to contribute? What are the determinants of this
gap? '

o What would be the results of various 51mu1ated changes on policy
with respect to fimancial ald7

The variables are operationalized as follows:

1. Factors that go into calculation of need would include: parents'.
assets, debts, and income (Qs. 79-83, 85-88); number of dependents
and of other children in school (Qs. 72-74); marital status and
age (Qs. 59, 70); student's income (Qs. 12, 29). (See the aid
forms in Appendix ‘B. Medical and dental expenses not covered
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by insurance, casualty and theft loss, unreimbursed elementary
and high school tuition are items mentioned in the aid forms
but.not specifically in the questionnaire.  Also, we need to
add again the question om number of people in the household.)

2. Parents' anticipated contribution. Q. 294 (along with Q. 26).

3. Reasons for not using flnanc1a1 aid or not contlnulngg;n school
Qs. 35 and 37. .

4. Other aspects of the parents financial situation. See previous
~ section. '

Theseksuggestions;fo; analysis do not exhaust the possible uses
of the parent data. Im combination with the student, school, and oﬁher
data, the survey permlts repllcatlon and éxtens1on of many of the sorts
of studies reviewed in the 11terature search. The analyses listed here
are perhaps the most unique and pressing to be pegfofmed with the parent
data set,_ Théy are. the onesvﬁhat should make thg»mosﬁ contribution té

i decisions about information dissemination and financial aid planning.
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01-05/

06/R

07/1

Thank you for participating in HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND. Your partici-
pation will help us learn more about the’ experlences of high school
students and thelr plans for the future. '+ -
All Lnformatxon which would permit identification of the individual
will be held in strict confidence, will be used only by persons engaged
in and for the purposes of this survey, and will not be disclosed or
released to others for any purposes except as required by law.

PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Parent's Name

Child's Name

Prepared for
THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS

by
THE NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER

NCES FORM 2408-23




This questioﬁhaire is adthdtized by law 20 USC 1221e-1.

‘The Federal Ptzvacy Act of 1974 requires that’ each respondent be informed

of the follov1ng.

1) Solicitation of information about the respondent as detailed in
the questionnaire is authorized by Sectiom 415 of the General
- Education Provisions Act as amended (20 USC 1226b).

- 2) Disclosure of this information. by the respondent is subject to

no penalty for not ptov1d1ng all or any part of the requested :
information.

3) The purpose for which this information is to be used is to provide
statistics on a subsample of parents of a national sample of stu-
dents as they move out of the American high school system into the
critical years of early adulthood and relate these statistics to
postsecondary educational costs and financial aid and other factors
on the educational, work, and career choices of young adults.

4) The routine uses of these data will be statistical in nature as
" detailed in 9 in Appendix B of the Departmental Regulations
- (45 CRF 56) published in the FEDERAL REGISTER, Vol. 40, No. 196,
October 8, 1975.




GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

PLEASE READ EACH QUESTION CAREFULLY.

It is important that you follow the directions for respondlng to each kind of
- question. Here are some examples. o

(CIRCLE ONE)

What is the’ color of your eyes? (CIRCLE ONE)

Brown D....'.‘..-."'..-:.’...'.';.l'...... 1 " . |
Blue se s s eB SRS ARESE .'; ' . . If the c°1°r Of your eyes - .

; rerteRenneeneee .'is green, you would circle the
Green .eeevvesetrecnssssassosasancssons ®  number to the right of green.

Another color ...-......;.;..,...;..; 4
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) o
‘last week, did you do any of the following? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
If you went to a movie and
attended a sporting event last

_week, you would. circle the two
numbers as- shown.

Seeaplay oo.--o'-»o.--noulo---,r‘oo-or,- 1
GO t0 @ MOVIE i.ciiiiienieincensoccons )]
<)

Attend a sportlng event ...}.-.;...,.

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER on EACH LINE)

.

Do you plan to do any of theifolloﬁing next week? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) .

* [¥es | Not Sure] No| ‘
a.. Visit a relative ... 1 2 ©) If you plan to have dimner at

a friend's house, do not plan to
b. Go to a museum: ..... 1 @ 3 visit a relative, and are not
PR _ ‘ sure about going to a museum next
¢ Ha;:ieig?:rhzﬁs: CD’ 9 3 week;,you-would circle one number
- e - on each line as shown.

Sometimes you are asked to.fill 1n an answer--in these cagses, simply write it
in on the line provided.

Some'questlons have instructions follo&ing the different responses, telling you
which question to answer next. Please follow the instruction next to the answer
you mark. If there is no 1nstruct1on, just go on to the next question.
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This first series of questions is about your child's education up to this time and
how you feel about it. When answering the questions, please think about the child
whose name is written on the cover of th1s booklet.

1. First of all, how satlsfled are you with the educatlon your Chlld has received
up to now? ’
Very satisfied ceesvesosssssnassnss. 1 08/
Somewhat satisfied ....eccvceseeses 2

Not satisfied at all l‘..l.ll..."l. 3

2. Which of the following best descrzbes the hlgh school program your child was in
: this last year? CIRCLE ONE.

General Program ‘-O‘.Q;O..l'l‘.....ll‘... 01 . : 09-10/

Academic or college preparatory
PTOZGram  sscesssccssccsssnsscoascosss 02

Vocational or techmical program:
Agricultu;al'occupations sessessesss 03
Business or office occupations ...... 04
Distributive education .eeeceeseecsess 05

- Health occupations ..t.....;..-..,.m 06 °
Home ‘economics occupations ....eeee. 07
Trade or industrial occupations .... 08
Industrizl arts tesecessssesescness 09

Don't knOw s 0600 s s 9N e ER S SIERGECSEIEETIREIEOGRNS 98

3. Which of the following best describes the grades your child has recelved so far
in hzgh school?

Mostly A's (a numerical average
Of 90-100) L I N R A I R R I S S I I N A S A Ol 11-12/

About half A's and half B's (85;89) .. 02
Moétly B's (80-84) '................L.. 05»
About half B's and haif C's (75-79) ... 04
Mostly C's (70=74)  vv.veeernesennenses 05
About half C's and'hélf D'sr(65-69) .. 06
Hostly»D'sv(60-64) B ceses 07
k Mostly below D (below 60) .eeaveees «es 08

DOn't KNOW tecevransceossacscanenaaaess 98
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The following questions are about'your'child'é plans for the future.

4, How far in school would"fou like your child to get? CIRCLE ONE.

Less than high school graduatiom Ceereceseesesseeeeressaanninee

High SChOOl graduation Only 'obo.o'o.o‘on;onooo-----l-.ooo..cooo

. vocational, trade! . Less than one year --oo--v--oanbo;c--_-o
' Orbusiness School Between one and two years sessscesnsen

after high school | TWO years Or MOTE scesscccsasescannnas

. Some Col.lege' .---or-‘-o-co‘oo.n-ao---or-

, » 1 Finish -a two-year program ....c.ceeeee
College program... Finish a four- or five-yeéar program ..
' | Master's degree or equivalent ....eeee

Ph.D., M.D., or equivalent eeecsecscscecs

01

02

03
04
05

06
07
08
09
10

DECK 71

13-14/

5. You have indicated how far in school you would like your child fo get. Now,

indicate how far in school you think your child would like to get.

Less than high school graduation .~...l...II..I"O....\‘..?:'I.....

. Highschool graduation Only n-oo.l.o.cn...o.ooococwnv.---o-o_tcoo-ou

. Vocational, trade,

Less than onEVYEar -'o‘-.u-oo»o-..-oioa..
.- Between one and two years sececseccsocss
TWO Years Or MOTE secvsccssnascccscnns

or business. school --
after high school

Some college cececccsvccscvsnosnnsonee

- Finish a two-year program eeccecesececscse
College program... Finish a four- or five-year program ..
' : Master's degree or equivalent cceecees
Ph.D., M.D., or equivalent scesecoacss

CIRCLE ONE.

o1

02

15-16/

6. As

things stand now, how much education do you expect your child will get?
.CIRCLE ONE. -

Less than high school graduation }...............,.............

High school graduation only cesenecseeheseteentestecanesessonns

Vocational, trade, Less than one year ie.isciecccecccssncs
or business school Between one and two years «ccccccssaes
after high School T TWO years or more se00s00essvssresvenes

Some college ceveicsercssiscescsccnnne

‘ Finish a two~year Program cccccecesoes
College program... Finish a four- or five-year program ..
Master's degree or equivalent ....cc..

Ph.D., M.D., or equivalent .sesveseess

0l

02

03
04
05

06
07
08
09
10

17-18/

Lo o e e e e e o e e et s e - e e s =
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Write in here the name of the job or occupation that you expect your child to
have when he/she is 30 years old. Even if you are not at all sure, write in
your best guess. ‘

'19-21/
22-23/

A. Do you expect him/her to be self-employed, or will he/she probably be worklng
for someone else!? CIRCLE ONE.

SE].f-empioyed see0cesesesrserene e 1 i ) 2‘}/

Working for someone else ....... 2

What kind of work will your chlld be d01ng when he/she is 30 years old’ CIRCLE -
THE NUMBER FOR THE ONE THAT COMES CLOSEST -TO THE KIND OF WORK YOU EXPECT HIM/HER
TO- BE DOING.

CLERICAL OR SALES, such. as secretary3'sa1es'c1erk, insurance
agent, mail carrier, real estate broker ..c.ceecesesessess Ol 25-26/

CRAFTSWORKER, such as baker, auto mechanic, plumber, _
telephone insStaller tiiiepescscsscccscsostcacaccccscacses 02

. FARMER, OR FARMMANAGER .....'.........‘.I..."..‘l...".'..l 03 .

TECHNICAL, such as draftsman, medical technician,
computer programer seees e s n-.n-rc..ro.-o'o----.o--‘-.-;-c-. 04

HOMEMARER OR HOUSEWIFE +.usecunesecssncsoncsennensasisannss 05

LABORER, OPERATIVE, OR SERVICE, such.as construction
. worker, machine operator, truck driver, barber, _ _
. practical nurse, janitor *eeecstacectressntecaenasssccsss 06

MILITARY OR PROTECTIVE SERVICE, such as career officer
or enligted person, police officer, guard .......ccenee0en 07

PROPRIETOR OR OWNER, such as contractor, restaurant
.owner, small Dusiness OWNEr .icicseesvevseciscanaasenssss 08

MANAGER OR ADMINISTRATOR, such as sales or office
manager, school administrator, buyer, government official. 09

- PROFESSIONAL, such as dentist, physician, lawyer, scientist,
* college teacher, minister, priest, rabbi veesteresesnasss 10

OTHER PROFESSIONAL, such as school teacher, accountant, .
artist, registered nurse, engineer, librarian, politician. 11

NOT WORKING ..'l.'-l‘."."..'....l".l‘..-...-....».l‘.l'-'... 12




As far as youkrémember, did you expect that your child would be

JPURCUNENRC
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9. / going on to a
college or university . . . - CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE. '
A. when he/she was in elementary school ;......;.......... 1 2 27/ .
B. when he/she was in middle (junior high) school cecersnes 1 2 28/
C. when he/she was in the tenth graae P | 2 29/
D. when he/she was in the eleventh grade .;..;{,........;. 1 2. 30/
IOa_-Whateqér your child's plans, do you think that he/she has the ability to
complete a four-year college or university program? CIRCLE ONE.
Yes, definitely ccoccensinnncinccranees 1 3i/> )
Yes,-prbbably-..............,......;}.. 2
No; probaﬁly NOL cocevennsceccscnnanans 3
No, definitely not seesveseriticistcaes 4
Not sure .....;.;..r......,........a.;.i 8
11. All in ali, would you deécfibe’your child as ; « « CIRCLE ONE.
a very‘hard WOTKer cceceeeccsesasvecnnss 1 32/
a hard worker ....;.f....,.........;... 2
somewhat of a hardIWOrker‘;............ 3
not a hard worker .................Q;.. 4
‘not a very hard worker at all veceeeess 5
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12. What is your child doing this summer? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.
LOOking fOI Wo‘rk L R R R I R I BRI T I A l ' 33/
Working, Part"'time ..;...I..a........--. 2 ) 34/
Working, full-time .. eeeevecessoessees 3 35/
. Taking vocational or technical courses ‘
at a trade or business school ....... & 36/
Taking academic courses at a comﬁunity ‘ '
or four year college .seeecccscnssses 3 37/
Traveling, taking 2 DLEAK seveseesessss 6 38/
Other (DESCRIBE) ' 7 39/
13. Below is a list of things'that your child may be doing this fall. For each type
of activity, indicate if you think your child will be doing it full-time, part-
time, or not at all this fall. CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE. »
Full-| Part-| Not at |Don't
- o : o | time time all |know
A, Working ' SIS : iy I 2 3. 4 40/
B. .Enterlng an apprenticeship or on~the- 1 "2/ » 3 & 41/
job training program _
| C. Going into regular military service 1 2 3 A 42/
(or service academy) :
E. Taking a vocational or technical. course
at a trade or business school 1 2 3 & 43/
F. Taking acedemlc courses at a junior 1 2 3 4 I,
or community college
G. Taking techmical or vocational subjects
. . ) . 1 2 3 4 45/
at_a junior or community college ,
H. Attending a four-year college or 1 2 3 4 46/
university .
I. Other ‘(travel, take a break) A 1 2 3 I 47/
14.. How certain is your child about what he/she wants to do after finishing
high school? : )
Very certain  ..csessseccse 48/

Fairly certain J.eeveenscss

Fairly uncertain ..esovesse

Bow N

Very uncertaiil ssseesesesse
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15. How much have you influenced your child's plans for after high school?

CIRCLE ONE.

Not 8t 8‘11 secestssnscnnsse 1

Somewh&t o.u----‘coo‘oooo--- 2

A great deal ....ceecveaes 3

Don't kNOW c.sseeceescesce 8

DECK 71

49/

16. For each time period mentioned below, how much did you talk to your child

~ about his/her plans for after high school? CIRCLE ONE- NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

Not at | Some~ | A greaﬁ

all what deal
A In eleﬁgntary'school 1 2 3 50/
B. In middle (junior high) school o1 2 3 51/
'C. In the tenth grade | 1 2 3 _52/.
D. In the eleventh grade . - 1 .2 3 | 53/
E.. In the twélfth grade . 1 2 3 54/

17. How do you feel about your child's plans for after high school?
Do you ,.. CIRCLE ONE. oo )

| | approve of them? ...cececessssvscecccses 1 55/

disapprove of them? .ieeecesscscsccecons 2

have mixed feelings about them? ....... 3

have no particular feelings about them?. 4




18.

At what age do you expect your child to . . .

Don't Has

expect -already

DECK 71

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

Age in Years:

to: do done Under ) 30 or
_this  ctnis 18 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 more

A. Cet married? ol 02 03 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 56~57/

B. Have his/her. | ’ ,-
ficat child? 01 0z 03 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 58~59/

.. Start his/her ) . v
first regular ; C . e
(not temporary) O} 02 03 18 19 20 21 22 23724 25 26 27 28 29 30 60-61/
job?. ’ :

D. Live in his/her e .
own home or. o1 02 " 03 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 - 30 62-63/

- apartment? ’ ’

E. PFinish his/her . , - T : : o
full-time oL. 02 03 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 64-65/
education? ]

19. Below is a list of reasons for going to college. How important do you think
each is? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.
Very Somewhat Not very . Not
_ important|important | important. {important
A. Training for a good job 1 2 ' 3 4 66/
‘B, Learn how to makefbne's. 1 2 ‘3' 4 67/
own. decisions : - ,
C. Chance to meet someone who 2 3 "4 68/
will make a good husband/wife - :
D. Learn how to be socidble and’
. 3 4
- get along with people 1 2 69/
E. = Increase understanding of . . /
the world and oneself 1 2 3 4 70/
F. Develop interest in good 3 4
books, music, and art l 2 /
The next series of questions. is about the cost of education beyond high school.
20. Who should have the main respon51b111ty for. the cost of educatlon beyond
high school? CIRCLE ONE.
SEUdENES weevevnrensanassosenseness 1 " 72/

Parents

S e s s e s PP I eLIEEstOENCOEREEETPRS 2

State or local. govermments ........ 3

The federal government ...eesseeces &




o
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There has been much discussion of who should receive financial aid for education

21.
after high school. Please indicate to what extent you agree or dlsagree w1th
each of the following. CIRCLE. ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.
Agree Agree Disagree | Disagree
S strongly | somewhat | somewhat | strongly
‘A, All high school graduates who S
~ want it should receive financial .
aid for at least two years' edu- .1 2 3 4 07/
: cation after high school. :
B.. Intelligent students should
: receive financial aid for :
- schooling even if their parents 1 2 3 4 08/
can.afford to pay for it. ~ - : -
C. Financial aid should only be .
given to students whose parents can- 1l 2 3 4 09/
___not afford to pay for schooling. - - :
De A special effort should be made
to see that members of minority : , .
groups receive financial aid L 2 3 4 10/
for education after high school.
E. Financial aid. for schooling is
best given to students through ~ 1 L2 3 4 11/
Work-Study Programs.
22. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree: with each statement about
‘ ~ the federal government 8 part in flnanclng education beyond high school.
The federal government should . . . . CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH LINE.
Agree Agree Disagree | Disagree
: , strongly | somewhat | somewhat strongly
A. have a national student loan o '
program covering all schoollng 1 2 3 4 12/
costs, - '
B. provide funds to schools only, o '
- mot to individual students. 1 z 3 4 . 13/
C. give financial aid to. the states
and the states should decide how 1 2 3 4 14/
to give it to parents and students
D. allow parents to deduct tuition o
expenses from their federal 1 2 3. 4 15/
income tax. ‘
E. provide financial aid to colleges 1 2 3 4 16/

to help create jobs for students.
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23. For each type of school listed below, write the name and location of a school

you know about. Now. for each school; what is the lowest amount you think
it would cost to attend that school full time for ome year? Think about-
tuition, fees, books, and living expenses. If you have any idea at all,
give your best guess. CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE..

Schooling expenses would be . . .

Le: . : More '
. a8 - A e
£ $1,001-{ 32,001~ | 43,001~ {$5,001- | $7,001 : on
ENTER NAME AND IOC’.TtONl OF : 1 OanO ;2:000 SS:OOO $5:000 $7,000 | $9,000 $9,0m00 ow"

A. a public junior or community R o o o o
' college - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 17/
18-20/
" B. a state foﬁr—year‘coliege or o D '
university ' ‘ 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 2/
22-24/
C. a private four-year college or o c
university T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 25/
26-28/
D. a private vocational or
trade school u . 1 2 3 & 5 - 6 7 8 29/
30-32/
E.'a~public vocational or

trade school 1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 33

34-36/




24. Have you done any of the following in order to have some money for your
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child's education after high school? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

DECK
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“Yes No
A. Started a savings account- cesesirsaccssesanensss 1 2 37/
B, 'Bought an insurance policy .......;...;..,...... 1 2. 35/
C. Bought U.S. Savings Bonds .cesccecsceccccescenes 1 2 39/
D. Made investments in stocks or real estate ...... 1 2 40/
E. Set Up & trust fund .eeoeeevesscecssosocacsssios 1 2 41/
F. Other (DESCRIBE)  *° ° : vevens 1 2 42/
25. When did you first begin to put aside money for your child's education beyond
high school? CIRCLE ONE. : " - B o
Have not put any monej 3side c.ececoesesescscsccsanan 43/

Before he/she was‘iﬁ elementary School eeeeseevssons
When he/she was in elementary 5chool ceessccsvccncos
When he/she was in middle (junior high) school .....

When he/she was in high 8chool .e.iececcecenecannans

MI#MNH

i -
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26. How much money have you put aside for your child's future educational needs?

CIRCLE ONE. -

None .;..;.......‘...;...........‘. 01- b4-45/
Less than $1,000 .eeesesceceess 02
§1,000 £o $3,000 c.veveseessase 03
$3,001 £0 $6,000 seveeernssesss 04
$6,001 to §10,000 .eveveesscss 05
$105001 to $15,000 +eeenesecess 06
More than $15,000 cevececcasess 07

27‘.

About how mudh.money:do you expect your child to spend on living expenses (such as

‘room and board and clothing) next year? Include expenses even if they will be

paid by a scholarship or loan. (But don't include tuition or other schooling
expenses.) CIRCLE ONE.

Almost nonew-he/she‘élaﬁs to live at home «seivsn 01 45-4?/

None, for other'reasons.(DESCRIBE:

. . ). 02
" Less than $1,000 .<ecveveveevevssasnoresasanssenses 03
$1,000 £0 $2,999 +ecrurrrnnrereciercansnieaneceess Ok
©$3,000 £0 §4,999 <ururcurrarraninerneeneceereses 05
$5,000 £0 $10,000 .eveenseeciosnssasecsosessesases 06
More than $10,000v....,........;;...,;.;.ﬂ........., 07

28 -

About How much do you expect your child's schooling expenses will be next year?
Include expenses for fees, tuition, books, and so on, even-if they will be paid
by you, a scholarship, or a loan. But don't include the costs of room and

" board, or other living expenses. CIRCLE ONE.

NOne «icessesccasnssacsscrsancess (1 : 48-49/
Léss than $500 .eieevaascsasncases 02
$500 to $1,000 ..iiiiceeevecacses 03
$1,001 to $2,000 teeeeevesonacass 04
$2,001 to $4,000 +ivieieveoecaess 05
$4,001 £0 $6,000 . veusnnsenseeanses 06
More than $6,000 «eveereseacasasss 07
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29. How do you expect your child willvpayzfor'his/hér living expenses and schooling

expenses (if any) next year? For each source listed below, indicate how much
money you expect he/she will receive for expenses between June 1979 and June .1980.
If you are not sure, make your best guess. ~CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

o [ Under | $500- ] 32,001 | Over

A. His/her parents or o k $500 $2’0°9 34,000 |$4,000
other relatives -1 2. 3 4 5 o 50/
B. His/fier husband/wife 1 23 4 5 51/
C.. ﬁis/héf'earnings, savings 1 2 3 4 .5 | 52/
D. A scholarship . _Tl 2 3 4 5 | 53/

" E. A loan” : S 4'11 2 3 4 5 o 54/»‘
F. - Other (Write in here: L |

' ’ y L 2 3 4 5 . 55/

- 30.

Have youftried to.find‘out about possible finanéihl aid for education
after high school for your child? . y : L : ' 56/
B R : Yes -7‘ ceenen .»..-»o»o sae s se L. .:."." eees 1 ANSWER A

. NO .‘-..-l-...—l..l-l sessesaesvese s 2 Go TO Q' 31

A. _IF. YES: What have you done? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

'1) Talked with high school guidancg‘counselor wesessecsese 01 - 57-58/
’2) Talked with coliege counselor orArgpresentative' ceseens 02 . 59-60/
3) Talked with my bank's loan officer ..c.eceeseecceccececss 03 61-62/
4) Talked.with.vocationai or trade school counselor ...... 04 63=64/
5); Read U.S. Office of Education material ""'ff";""" 05 65-66/
6) Read other books, pamphlets on finmancial aid ..ccceee.. 06 67-68/

7) Other (DESCRIBE: - . ) .. 07 69-70/
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31. Below is a list of programs that provide loans for'stﬁdy beyond high school.
For each program, indicate how much you know about it. CIRCLE ONE NUMBER
ON EACH LINE. - .

| Nothing iiﬁtle A lot
A. National Direct Student Loan Program o 1 2 3 07/
B. Federal Guaranteed Student Loan Bfogrém 1 _ 2 3 \ 08/"
C. Health Professions Student Loan Program k 1 2 3 C9/'
D. , Nufsing Student Loan Program o 1 2 3 10/
E,f:A state student loan program 1 C2 3w
F. - College or university sﬁudent 1oan programs . -1 -2 3 12/
‘G.. Regular bank education loan ' 1 2 3 13/

32, Below is a list of programs that provide SCholérships;~fellowships, and
grants for study beyond high school. For each program, indicate how much
you know about it. CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE. - ’

o . ‘ “Noth;ng little A lot L
“A. Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program - L2 -3 14/
B. Supplemental Educational Opportunity Sy v '
, 1 2 3 15/
Grant Program ,

C. - Veterans Administration survivors' ‘ :

- benefits or direct benefits (GI ‘ 1 2 3 16/

© Bill compensation or pension) ) ' »
'D."ROTC'Scholarship'Program : : ‘ 1 2 3 17/

E. Social Security. benefits (for students . :
age 18 to 22 who are children of dis- 02 3 18/
abled or deceased parents ' )

F. Health Professions Scholarship Program ‘ 1 -2 3 19/
G. Nursing Scholarship Program ' 1 2 3 20/
H. Law Enforcement Education Progrém S 1 2 3 21/

I. Veterans Administration Dependents

Educational Assistance Program L ? 23 22/.
J. A state scholarship program ' 1 2 3 23/
K. .Scholarship programs for specific : 1 2 3

colleges or universities 26/
L. Scholarships from private organlzétlons 1 2 3 95/

or companies
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33. Below is a list of programé which provide an opportunity tovearn.money while

going to school or enrolled in a training program.

For each program,

indicate how much you know about it. CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

73

28/

. A
| | | | Nothing little A lot .
A. Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) = 1 2 3 26/
B. College Work-Study program ' ' 1 2 3 27/
C. Cooperative education progfam (Co=-o0p Ed,) ' '1 1 2 3
34. Has your child applied for financial aid for his/her education beyond high
school? CIRCLHE ONE. ‘ o : '
Yes QO...0.00..G....I.'.Ql'l.......l...';...l'.... 1 29/
No, but pléns t0 aPPlY sescecscscscasccances 2
NO, and dDes not Plan to apply X EE R X R RN 3
35. Which of the following statements about financial aid are true for your family?
CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY. ‘ ‘ : )
"A.. Child will be able»tb earn all the money he/she will o
" need for schooling beyond high scho0l eeceveuessscscceanss 1 30/
: B;r We can pay for thegchild's,further'eduqatiqn.without'getting _ ,
any outside finances i.ecesessstcesccsessoncenscronsennnan 2 .31/
C. Ihe'famiiy'does not want to go into debt for schooling ....: 3 32/
D. The family income is too high to qualify for a
loan ot Scholarship PP 0SS CCEO OB EL SNBSSV CETEGEESEERIDNRNSEDS . 4. 33/
E. My child's high school grades are not high‘gnough . .
to qualify for a loan or scholarship ...ececeteevonsscess 5 34/
F. My.child's test scores are not good enough to. .
-qualify for a loam or scholarship sevsesscescesscccesssses .6 35/
G. Student's from our ethnic group have too much difficulty
getting a loan or scholarship ..cceeesecesrsnsansscscascns 1 36/
H. Too much paper work is required in order to take
out a 1oan .'......l...'.....A.Q'.l.‘........‘..',l“l.l..... 2 37/
I. We have not been able to get much information on how
and where to apply for financial aid ...eececesnscnsocnes 3 38/
J. We do not see any w;y of gettingrenodgh money to let
the child get mOTe education ..ceecsssessesccsacessscesscs 4 38/
K. Other sources of outside financing for the child's 5 40/

further education are available £O US secsocscsssssssoseose

41-49/R
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CIRCLE ONE NUMBER

[v

NO. veseececosetacancasossanans

. | Yes No |}
A. a nearby public junior college «...... 1 2 50/
B. your State univerS]'.ty niooooc‘-o;.o.gq. . 1 . 2 51/ ]
C. one of the best private colleges ..... 1 -2, 52/°
D. . a well~known vocational or .
. trade school ...cieviiierniecinncanas P 2 * 53/
.37. Which of the following might interfere with your child going on to school
' " or a training program this fall? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.
A. Has no desire £o0 do 80 .................... O1 54-55/
B. Can get a good job without ;
further schooling "...... ..viuvenvsenin.. 02 56-57/
C. Has low grades in high school ............. 03 58-59/
D. Lacks money for'échodling sereosersesanesene OB 60-61/
E. Has famiiy respbnsibilities vereensveseaaes 05 62-63/
F. Would rather get married .................. 06 6465/
G. Wants to get practical experience first ... 07 66-67/
E, Lacks the high school courses needed
for further schooling .........eeevee.... 08 - 68-69/
I. Is tired of being a student ............... 09 70-71/
J. Entering the military service ............. 10 72-73/
BEGIN DECK 74
K. Noné Of theabove ¢ ¢ 60 O0EAVECNGIENGESIIESCECOENOSRAS ll 07—08/
38. As things stand now, do you expect your child to have some kind of
schooling or training .this fatl? CIRCLE ONE. 09-10/
Yes, for sufe; ...... '........
. GO TO Q. 39
Yes, maybe‘ ................. 02
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39. Cohcerning the school or training program your child will attend, is it
most likely to be... CIRCLE ONE NUMBER IN EACH GROUP.-
A, a four-year college or university== ....eeccsvcaseccesss 1 11/
OR
a'two-year junior or community college-- cecssescsenvene 2
another type of school or training program? .....cccece. 3
B. ‘a state school or training'pfogramr- seseccevessesssnses L
other public school or ;raining PTOBTEN== :..vesevoeoess 2
. o )
a private School OF PIOZTAM? ....ieeseveenceavosooocacees 3
C. in this StatE" ;oco‘ooocoooonbooon‘occoo----‘c-..c.n‘oooc l 13/
R -
in another state? .O-DG."l,...'ﬂﬁ..ﬂl.‘.ﬂ‘..l,--‘.....l.‘ 2
40. " How 1mportant to you are each of .the follow1ng in chooszng a school or
- training/program for your child to attend? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.
Not  Somewhat -Very
: v : important | important | important
A. Expenses (tuition, books, room 1 2 3 14/
___and board)
B. Availability of finmancial aid ,
such as a school loan, scholarship 1 2 '3 15/
or grant ' : T
C. Availability of specific courses 1 2 3 16/
: or curriculum
D. Reputation in 1 2 3 17/
academic areas -
E. Social life y 1 2 3 18/
" F. He/She would be able to get 1 i 3 19/
away from home ~
G. His/Her friends plan to attend 1 2 3 20/
H. College admission standards 1 2 3 21/
____not too high
I. He/She would be able to live at 1 3 3 22/
home
J. He/She would be able to return
home frequently because of the 1 2 3 23/
nearness. of the school or program '
K. A religious environment 1 2 3 24/
L. Extracurricular activities 1. 3 25/

(sports, music, drama, etc.)
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41, Has your child épplied'for admission to any vocational or trade school, or
any training or apprenticeship program? '

YES tevveesseeseesecsececesss 1 ANSWER A : 26/
NO coaooccoa-vu-n'ot-;poooooon 2
A, IF YES: Has he/she been accepted by at least one school or program? '

YeS G'-..ll.l.'.l...l.’..'..l.." l B .27/

NO wevevessoeosocvonososnnans 2

42. Has yourvchild applied for admiésion to any college or university?:
| YES srverrrieersieresienees 1 ANSWER A 28/
No ...;,..7.........;..;.... 2
A. IF YES: Has he/she been accepted by at least ggg college or university?
o Ye8 eeierneiennaeneniaraees 1 29/

NO VG 8208 PP 000 0CERGRECCeee 2

The next series of questions are about your educational and work eXperiences
and your feelings and attitudes about various money matters.

43. What is the highest level of education you héve-completéﬂ?_ CIRCLE ONE -
Less than high school g:éduation cesecesesessssssssssosasesasss  OL 30-31/

High'school graduatibn OnlY tieennnnccssescccscercecsacscosssas 02 -

Vocational, trade, ‘Less than ome Year «eceesecessececsscs 03
or business school " Between one and tWO YEArs ..ecevececees 04
after high school TWO YRArS OF MOTE eesevsossesssscsscess 05

Some c0llege cicesescescracascencsanas 06
Finish a two-year program .ccecccceeses 07
College program... ' Finish a four- or five-year program .. 08
Master's degree or equivalent «.esess. 09
Ph.D., M.D., or equivalent ...esevees. 10
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44. As you look back, do you feel that you got about the right amount of education?
CIRCLE ONE. ' )

No, I got tqo'mﬁch‘ B ‘ 32/
No, I didn't get emough ,........... 2

Yes, I got the right amount ,,...... .3

45. If you received some schooling after high school, other than on—the-job or company
training, how did you pay for it?, CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

‘A.. Haven't had aﬁy other sthooliﬁg ;,... 3 33/
kB. My pgrtnts~paid forvit cecvsesssassse 2 34/
C.. My earnings and 8avings ....cceceeee. 3 ‘ .> 35/
Do G L Bill sevvevvrnnenveensenneinnon 4 o 36/
E. A scholarship ...ccieevcinennnecnnnes 5 37/
Fo A 10BN cirieeeeeeenneseneeseensnnenens 6 38/
‘G. My spouse's earnings and;savings cvees 1 39/
H. ﬁmployer paid for BB vieveevncseceses 2 40/
I. Itfwas‘freé (EXPLAIN: ' '

_ . . ).;.1 s . \/

J. Other (DESCRIBE: | |
) e b : 42/

43-49/R

46. How do you feel about each of the followxng statements? KIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON
EACH LINE.

Disagree

Agree Agree]| Disagree strongl

strongly|’

A. A working mother of pre-school children
can be just as good a mother as the , 1 2 3 4 50/
woman who doesn't work. :

B. It is much better for everyone concerned if )
the man is the achiever outside the home and 1 -2 3 4 - 51/
the women takes care of the home and family. :

C. Women are much happier if they stay at 1 9 ‘g 4 52/
home and take care of their children.

" D. If anything happened to one of the children
while the mother was working, she could 1 2 3 4 53/
never forgive herself, .

£. A pre-school child is likely to suffer 1 2 3 4 54/
if his/her mother works. ‘
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" 47. People have mahy different reasons for borrowing money which they pay back

- QVer a

period of time.

Would you say it is all right for someone like yourself to borrow money - . .

CIRCLE
A, To
B. To
C. To
D. To
) E. To
F. To
G. To

H. To

ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

l‘ Yes | No |
cover expenses due to illness> Civeeciaievases | 1 2 55/
cover - the expenses.of aAﬁacation trip ceeeee 1 2 :' 56/
finance the purchaSe ofvé fur céat or jewelry. 1 2 57/
cover livingrexPensesvwhénlipcéme isAcut ceee 1 2 58/
finance children's educational expenses ..... 1 2 B 59/
finance the purchase §f~a car ..,....;......fk 1 2 60/
finance the,furchase of furniture eeveeseesss - 1 2 61/
pay bills-which,have piled UP coevvcnvosacess 1 2. - 62/

"48. Which of the following.best répresents your feelings about séﬁing

ONE.

One does not have to save; if things get

bad, things will work out SOmMENOW = c.ccvscscocsssoonssnsese

One- does not have to save if you are

covered by health and accident insurance ‘....evececesnsscas

One should save mostly for old age, with

a little in the bank for emergencies .csececessscssscnsess

One should save for old age as well as

for many other reasonsS .eccsescecssscescssscssescansocncens

One should always be concerned about

saving whatever the situation may be  ...cicecvenscncosanns

Other (DESCRIBE)

money? CIRCLE

1 63/




T S S AL P URNIESPURIE e SIS EIVELON SPR R S eSS S

-21- : S DECK 74
49. Do you regularly try to plan how you will use your money? CIRCLE ONE.
* . Yes VO P8 S 88 S O CH O ODP SIS ESS 1 ANSWERA ’.”

NO oootnoolc;.'-onolaooo-'o 2 GOTO Qo 50

A. IF YES: How do you usually plan? Wbuld you say you « e e
- 'CIRCLE ONE.

plan for essentlals (bills, food, etc.) and L o
spend what is left without planning .e.eeesescsecesse 1 o7 65/

plan for essentials (bills, food, etc.), '
spend on what -you want without planning, _ T
_and put what is left in the bank ..cccoevccsscacscees 2

plan for essentials (bills, food, etc.) and savings -
and then spend what is left without planning .ceeeoee 3

plan all the money in advance (for essential-
bLlls, food, savings, entertainment, etc.) ..ceeccces &

'50. For the last year (1978), did you (as a famlly) spend more money than
you made?. .

‘.‘YES‘;onooogto.;.o;»1‘ ) : -J66/>7

.No o--ooa.royu.&-otnz

51. Have any of the following caused you financial problemé this last year (1978)?
CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

A. Layoffs or inability to get a jab ceeccsscnaassess 1 2 67/

B. Extra expenses due to having children Ceeiedevenas 1 2 : 68/
C. Heavy expenses due to health problems :

' or accidents ..........,..........y......;}....... 1 2 69/
- Ds  Heavy expenses due to other factors (DESCRIBE) '

1 2 70/

E. Poor investments ,............................;..; o1 2 71/

F. Any other reasons (DESCRIBE)

1 2 72/
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52. During the past week, were you working? CIRCLE ONE.
Yes, working full-time T R T | Q7/
Yes, working part-time ...eeevecceeees 2 '
Mo, I have a job, but was not at GO TO'Q. 54
work because of temporary illness,
vacation, or strike .......eece00000 3
NO teveevnionnseenesasssanoasanconenes &  ANSWER A
A. IF NO: What were you doing? CIRCLE ONE. _
' Unemployed, laid off, lookiné
for woTk ce.eierveviciiraieeiiraenes 1 08/
Retired ..;..........;..........,...... 2.
IN SCROOL veuereneneneneorenosesonnnnns 3.
Keéping house (full-time) .eeveesceoees &
Sométhing else (EXPLAIN) ...ccovvesesees 5
53. Have you ever held a reéular’job (include self-employment)? - CIRCLE ONE.
, Y8 seeeeeiieieveseeeseanes. 1 ANSWER Q. 54 99/
| MO eeieereieiieeicssnseeses 2 SKIP TO Q.. 58 |
54, | |

Please describe your-preéent or most recent job.

A.

What kind of business or industry is (or was) this? (For example:  retail
store, manufacturer, state or city govermment, farming, etc.)

(WRITE IN)

‘What kind of job or occupation.do‘(or did) you have in this business or

industry? (For example: . salesperson, auto mechanic, police officer, mail
carrier, farmer, teacher) c ‘

(WRITE IN)

What are (or were) your main activities or duties on this job? (For example:
selling cars, keeping accounts, supervising others, operating machinery,
finishing concrete, teaching grade school) :

(WRITE IN)

10~-12/

13-14/
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55. Now we would like to know what you were doing five years ago. Five years ago,
were you working? CIRCLE ONE.

Yes, working full-rime esesesssssanse !
Yes, working part-time sresessccessnes 2

No, had g job, but I was not at GO TO Q. 56
work because of temporary illness,
vacation, Or Strike ccieesceceseacesos 3

NO o--o--c.-o‘oca.'.on-oo—--o-coluo‘oc,voa-'co 4 ANSWERA

A. IF NO: >Whét'were you doing? CIRCLE ONE.
. Unemployed, laid off, looking

for-work-.Il..'.......0..."......... l 16/
Re:lred ........".O.'Q.'.‘l.ﬂllu....0. 2 '.
) In school ld."'.'.'....ll.l..ll"....l 3 SKIP TO Q' 57
Keeping house (full=time) veessvenecees &
Something else (EXPLAIN) .ecovcsccscess 3
56. 1Is this the same kind of work as the job you hold now?  GIRCLE ONE. -
4 - - ’ Yes 0.0.l-.‘.l.l'.‘....—. .-‘..."l‘. .'»‘_ 1 Go To Q.. 57 :
: . v ‘ No ’..I;-.O'C....O.'l..'li...._.. 2 MSWERA
A. IF NO: If this is not the same kind of work as the job you hold no&,
- would you please describe this job below.
1) What kind of business or industry was this? (For example: retail
store, manufacturer, state or city govermment, farming, etc.)
(WRITE IN)
2) What kind of job or occupation did you have in this business or
industry? (For example: salesperson, auto mechanic, police officer, mail
carrier, farmer, teacher)
(WRITE IN)
3) What were your main activities or duties on this job? (For example:
selling cars, keeping accounts, supervising others, operatxng machinery,
finishing concrete, teaching grade school)
(WRITE IN) '
18-20/

21-22/
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57. Did you usually have a job durlng the following perlods of your child's life?
CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE. .

_ Did not Worked Worked

_ work ° part time | full time
A. When he/she was in high school R S 2 3 : 23/
B. When he/she was in elementary school 1 'e_ 2 324
C. Before he/she went to elementary N 1 »‘ 2 3 25/

school

58. Do you think’ you will be working five years from-#ow?‘ If you are not sure,
give your best, guess. CIRCLE ONE. )

_ Yes, working full—:ime .........{......' i 7 ;26/
~ Yes, working part-time seevscssenencens 2

NO .;CI.......'.q.....‘v;..i'Q.Q._I...OOO" 3

59. What is your current marital status? CIRCLE ONE.

R Married '-..l.....I'..?.‘..‘.‘....-l..".... 1 . GOTOQ. 60 22/
Wi_dowed...ﬂ'.vl"ﬂ.~.'.....v'..'...."..'.... 2 B
Divorced ..—l’...-I.‘.'.."’.....‘JO—O-OOOCOOOOO 3 :
. | \ - , SKIP TO Q. 69
Separated 2S5BSR LISELLOOISIES veeee 4 - ’
Never'married Cesssserresesceessessnses D
60. What is the hlghest level of education your husband/w1fe has completed?
CIRCLE ONE. '
Less than high school Sraduation «..eessececosencoooonssssenses 01 28-29/
High school graduation only e eesenineneienanenianeeninesesnane 02

Vocational, trade,
or business school
after high school

Less than one year ceseesvcecscscseces 03
Between one and WO FEELS5 ceservcsccees 04
TWO years Or MOTE eeesescscessnssccnes 03

" Some c01lege visisiiaescscancsscnsceas 06

Finish a two-year program ..csceeseeacs 07

College program... Finish a four- or five-year program .. 08
Master's degree or equivalent ..ses... 09

Ph.D., M.D., or equivalent ....eeesee. 10
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61. During the past week, was your husband/wife working? CIRCLE ONE. '

-

Yes, working £ull=time ceesessvssrescs '1)' 30/

- .'.' i
Yes, working part -time Meessssreseesss -\ 60 T0 Q. 63

No, he/she has a job, but was not at work
because of temporary illnmess,

vacation, or Strike eseececescsescees 3

No 46000600 ¢ 200000 INIPSIPIILOIGOGIOGOGRGOGREBOTS 4 ANSWER A

A. IF NO: What was he/she doing? CIRCLE ONE.

Unemployed, laid off, looking ' ' :

" £OT WOTK sceveescssasnnnsacsnsscsanes - 3y

" Retired cecececscsvescscecaencsnnnoces |
In SChOOL sesesescenecesssasasescncans
Keepiﬁg house (full~time) seveeseoceves

Smething else (EXPmIN) s 00O GOS®ORORS

Y -V R

62. Did he/she ever hold a regular job (include self-empioymént)? CIRCLE ONE.
» Yes .‘.”....‘..'...‘.'.'.‘.v.,..l LR ) 1 Go To Q. 63

*

No 0..-o‘:-"-I‘roc-..—;o.‘co-o.-nvv 2 'SKIPTOQ' 66

32/

63. Please describe his/her present or most recent job.

A. What kind of business or industry is (or was) this? (For example: retail
store, manufacturer, state or city govermment, farming, etc.)

(WRITE IN)

B. What kind of job or occupation do (or did) he/she have in this b§siness or
industry? (For example: salesperson, auto mechanic, police officer, mail
carrier, farmer, teacher) : '

(WRITE IN)

C. What are (or were) his/her main activities or duties on this job?
(For example: selling cars, keeping accounts, supervising others,
operating machinery, finishing concrete, teaching grade school)

(WRITE IN)

33-35/
36-37/
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64. Now we would like to know what your current husband/wife was doing five years ago.
F1ve years ago, was he/she working? CIRCLE ONE.

A.

Yes, working full-time eivevisnveenes 1 38/

Yesf worklég Part~time sveevveansocces 2 GO TO Q. 65
No, had a job, but not at work
‘because of temporary illness,

vacation, or strike .i.ccieiiiaiienss

w

'VNO'.-o.-e.-ao-co.o--o-n_--o-c-nln--rt--o 4 ANSWERA

IF NO: What was he/she doing? CIRCLE ONE.

Unemployed, laid off, lcoking

for WOTk siesessascieiiiiiiiieienees 1 39/
Retired R I S .
In SCROOL tuuieeseraeaerasesesseansess 3 $EKIP TO Q. 66
) Keeping house (full-time) ...eviveeees 4
Something else (EXPLAIN) ..ovvedvinees 5
65. 1s this the same kind of work as the job he/she holds now? CIRCLE ONE. .
- = f%m--‘~ L YeS eeernernrenerineniessses 1 GO TO Q. 66 0/
. 'No tetieeeersiencieniiiiees 2 ANSWER A

A

1)

2)

3)

IF NO: 1If this is not the same kind of work as the job he/she holds now,

would you. please describe this job below?

AN

What kind of business or industry was this? - (For example: retail
store, manufacturer, state or city govermment, farming, etc.) '

(WRITE IN) } :

What kind of job or .octupation did he/she have in this business or
industry? (For example: salesperson, auto mechanic, police. officer, mail
carrier, farmer, teacher) »

(WRITE IN)

What were his/her main activities or duties on this job? (For -example:
selling cars, keeping accounts, supervising others, operatlng machinery,
finishing concrete, teaching grade school)

(WRITE IN)

41-43/
4445/
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Do you think your husband/wife will be working five years from now? If you
are not sure, give your best guess. CIRCLE ONE. ’

Yes, Working full time sesnsnescrsenes 1

Yes, working part time ..eceecivccsces

(]

NO (A RS RN BN EREEE NN ENE N NRNNENERENNN N NN NN

DECK 75

67.

How much has’ your husband/wxfe influenced your child’s plans for after ..
high school’ CIRCLE ONE. :

th at allvoo-'o.;o;..o;oc--umv}'..;l
SOEEWhat.-..;...1.,..-..c-q........a-

A great deal deescresessssEsPeePIOERSERS

o W R

an,t know .a-o-.o..o.---.-.;..Q.-ﬁ-.

B

417/

68..

Has your husband/wife usually had a Job durlng the follow1ng periods of your

- child's 11fe’ CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE.

Did not Worked. Worked

» _ ST T work part time | full time |
A. When the child was in high slch-:ml_~ ) 1 2 3

B. When the child was in elementary school 1 . 2 v 3

C, Betfore the child went to 1 2 3

elementary school -

48/
49/
50/
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This final series of questions is about the present situation of yod—amd-your family.
We need this information in order to compare your answers with those . of other
people who take part in this survey. And remember, this information will be kept

private and it will never be used with your name.
69. Are you male or female? CIRCLE ONE.

N

Male o..o..o;oo..ooc.oio;cio;cc 51/
Fem‘le .l."‘..‘..."-l...O.Cl..'.. 2~
70. In what jgar were you born?
" 52-55/
Year
71. OMITTED. GO TO THE NEXT QUESTION.
56-61/R

72.. Altqgether, how many people are dependent upon you (or you and your husband/wife)?
Count everyone who receives one-half or more of their financial support from
you or your husband/wife, but do not include yourself or your husband/wife.

TOTAL NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS

62-63/

- (Not counting you or your husband/wife)

73. How maﬁy sons and daughters are there ﬁho;are 61der, the same age, and younger
than the child named on the front cover of this booklet? Please include step-

sons. and stepdaughters if they live, or have lived, in your home. CIRCLE ONE
NUMBER ON EACH LINE. ' .
, Five
None One Two |Three | Four| or
more
a. Older teesosssesv s 0 1 2 . 3 4 5 64/
SONS  .acen b, Same 2ge ceeeerstsconss 0 | R 2 3 3 5 65/
' c. Younger +...eececesces C 1 2 3 4 5 66/
I e 'Older coeecvseaenesnsaesa 0 l 2 3 4 67/
Daughters . b. Same 886 .+.eeeevesece. O 1 4 68/
C. YOUNZET .uevesensseses O 1 4 69/

-. s b .

P
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74. How many of the children referred to in Question 73 will be in school beyond
~high school-~a college, university, or vocational, trade, or business school--

this £3ll? , :

None .....'..'...'...‘...‘l.'...
One Sesresestenscer It sentsaRsn e
Two o-».-v--c'-oa-on-conocoo.--.-.c

Three .Q.QC.I.;O.-...‘.0..00‘0‘

FOUY OF MOTE . ceesvsnscaionnmons

0

. 75. The following catggories'are used to déscribe people. Which category would you -

use to describe yourself? CIRCLE ONE.
American Indian or Alaskan Native cesiessesssscessensnnsne
Asian or Pacific Islander (includes: Chinese,‘Japanese;
‘Filipino, Korean, Vietnamese, Pacific Islander,
Asian Indian, or other Asian) ....ciececcecessrmserensene
Hispanic or Spanish:

Mexican, Mexican—-American, Chicano seevsececccscocss

Cuban, CUBano Dil.lll..l;q..'.ll..l.l'0.!..0.!.l..vc

Puerto Rican, PuertorriquUenc :cecescsccccecccscecese

Other Latin American, Latino, Hispanic or
SpaniSh descent'---c-a-.......ey.c;----....-.--‘--

Black, not of Hispanic origin cecesecrsscncessscccaasassess

White, not of Hispanic Origin cecciceseccececescscscnsencens

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

71-72/
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76,  What language do the people in your'h9me usually speak? CIRCLE ONE. »

English | T "07-05/'
>Spaﬁiéh :........;...;;;....... 62‘

Italian .iveveenenniniinenenees 03

ChineSe ievevesveceeseeennnaias 04

?reﬁch S ¢ .

German 'f"""""f“""f;"‘ 06
_iéreek ...;.....,....,..,.,,.,;. 07

Portuguese' Ceeeeenieineeaenenss 08

6thér (SPEFICY) |

77. What other language is spoken in‘ydur home? CIRCLE ONE.
o No OERET vvvirviveivniieesnees. 0L 09-10/

ENGLISh .evivevenenineniniiiens 02 |
Spanish .;ﬁ;Q.;,{Q..;;;-;..,,,.T‘o3~

_ Italian .;.;.........;....;.;,. -04.

._Cﬁiﬁese Citeseecrritecseneeases 05
French ......;....;............' 06
German .i.evviieecccedasansaeas 07
Greek .........;...........;... 08

- Portuguese e etteeresesieeesense 09

Other (SPECIFY)

10




78. Which of the following do you have in your home?

L e A
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‘Have Do not
v 4 have
A. A specific place for children to Study .ee.s 1 2

B. A.daily newspaper ...;.........,.......7.... .1 2 )

C. Dictionary .;..............‘I.....{;......;.. D : 2
D. Encyclopédiavor other reference books ICLEEETICRIEE 3 2

AE. Maga;ines ;...........7..gf..a.r....7....... 1 "; 2.
F. Tape recorder or éaséette-playef veessisavas 1 2
G. Record player ....,....,.....;,.............'» 1 2
H. Color television .ccceccsccssscccscscanadnnn 1 -2
I. Typewriter . 1 2
-.Jf. Electric dishwasher ........;.;............. 1 2
K. Two or more. cars or trucks that run.-....r.... T | 2
L. More than 50 books ...;..;.;...;;.%..7...;;. 1 2

CIRCLE ONE CODE FOR EACH LINE.

11/-

12/
13/
14/

15/

16/
17/
18/
19/
zo/»_'

21/

22/

-As you know, we plan to keep in touch with your child and thousands

of high school students like him/her for the next few years and to see
how their plans worked out, how they have changed, and what they would
do differently if they had to do it over again. An important part of
this study is to see what happens to children from different backgrounds,
especially those from various income groups. It is important, therefore,
that you complete this last section about your financial situationm.

In most cases, we do not ask for exact amounts of money but only for
ranges of income. This information will be sufficient to place you

and your family into ome of many income groups representing all families
in the United States.
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79. Do you own or rent the house; apartment, condomlnlum, or mobile home in which
you now live? _
OWR evveevennniessennesss 1 GO TO Q. 80 23
Rent l..lll..ﬂ.i.!l'..lttz ' .
Other wveerveneeensens.., 3 JSKIF 10 Q0 85
éO. How much would the house, condomlnlum, apartment, or mobile home in whlch
you now live sell for right now?
| | | o
- . : ’ : 24-29/
81l. Do you or anyone in your famlly owe any money on the house,. condom1n1um,
apartment, or mobile home in whlch you now live?
: o : 30
Yes voveveiiiiaienssese 1 GOTO Q. 82 o/
O wevnevececnsesennses 2 SKIP TO Q. 84
About the mortgage, loan, or land contract on your home. If you have more than

82.

one mortgage, provide information about the . first morgage only.

A. How much of the Erinclgal do you stJ.ll owe on the
mortgage, loan, or land contract for this dwelling?
Please enter the amount you still owe not counting

interest ot charges on the loan. - : 8 :
: ' 31-36/

B. What was the amount of the loan when you first

borrowed the money? If it is a refinanced loan,

please enter the total amount after refinancing. $ ./

. ' ) 37-42

C. 1In what year did you first take out the loan? '. 19 43-44]
D. What is the intérest rate on the loan? ' % 45-48/
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83. Do you ﬁave a second mortgage on your house, condominium, or apartment?
| YeS eeeeseceseeceseees 1 ANSWER A o e/
NO ...‘o....-..;....-... 2 GOTO Q- 84
A. IF YES: How much of the gr1nc12a1 do you still owe
on that mortgage? Please enter the amount you will
owe not counting interest or charges on the loan. $
o ' . 50-55/
84. A. Have you censidered refinancing of-taking a second mortgage on your
home to help pay for your child's education beyond high school?
Yes ’I..v.'..ﬂ...".."...‘.llv 1 56/
No .‘ll.l.'..f'.'...l.....l..l 2"'
B. Suppose you were given a chance to refinance or take a second
mortgage on your home to help pay for your child's education beyond
high school under the following interest rates. Would you refznance
or take a second mortgage if the interest rates were ...
Yes ' No
a. at,current average rates in your aresa ,;..........;... 1 2 57/
~b. at a rate 3 percentage points- less than '
the current rate in yOUT 4Tead .eeeeceesscsssrsvaccsnnes 1 2 58/

c. at the rate which you took out the first .
mrtgage or loan ..........l.l‘l'.....’."I.O."....‘..'..' 1 2 59/
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" For this ﬁr*] sectwn on your financial situation do not write down the exact amount
of money, but only fill in the code letter from the box below that comes closest to
the right amount.

For example: Suppose you and your husband/wife received $I, 250 in dividends
in 1978. v : »

1) From the box below, $1,250 is between $1,000 and $2,999.
. 2) The code for an amount between $1,000 and $2,999 is D.
3) Write D in the box to the right of dividends.

Dividends +iveesss {__D.

For those types of income that you do not have, write in the letter "O"Iin the box.
IF YOU ARE NOT SURE ABOUT THE AMOUNT FOR SOME TYPES OF INCOME, PLEASE ESTIMATE.

None 9"""""“""“ o $7,500 - $9’999 l’..o-.l G $50’000 - $74,999 eee M
Less thansloo seas e A $10,000 - $l4,999 s H $75,000 - $99,999 oo;'N
$100 ~ $499 ciiicnoee B $15,000 - $19,999 .... I $100,000 - $199,999 . P
$500 - $999 ...ceceee © 0 $20,000 - $24,999 .... I $200,000 - $299,999 . R
31,000 - $2,999 ..... D $25,000 = $34,999 .... K $300,000 - $499,999 . S
 $3,000 - $4,999 ... . E $35,000 - $49,999 .... L  $500,000 or more .... T
- $5,000 - $7,499 ..... F L ' ‘ '
85. About your income in 1978... _ ' ‘ - Letter Gode
A. How much did you receive from wéges; salary,
" commissions, or tips from all jobs, before - :
deductions for taxes or anything else? ...ceeescsescses 07-08/
B. = How much income did you receive from working
on your own or in your own business or farm?
(Net income, that is, income after expenses) ...ececees au 09-10/
86. About the income of your husband/wife in 1978...
(IF A ONE PARENT FAMILY, CHECK'BOXJ IAND GO TO Q. 87..
A. How much did your husband/wife receive from wages,
salary, commissions, or tips from all jobs, before L
deductions for taxes or anything else’ tesssensssersrees 11-12/

B. How much income did your husband/w1fe receive from
working on their own or in their own business or
N\ farm? (Net income, that is, income after expenses) .... 13-14/
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For the following types of income, please use the code letters listed in the bcx
on the previous page. .

If a two—-parent family, combine the income of you and your husband/wife.
Do not include any income of your child(ren).

For those types of income that you do not have, write the letter "0" in the box.

.Letter Code

A'c DiVidends 'oooenoo.-..o-atcgoono.voacooo»-.-coo-oo.o.a-;ac 15...16/

B. Interest C‘."Il.'.l"...~.'.'0.-.";‘..lt.'.l."..‘..."”.“v. ' 17-18/

-c. mat fun&s L..o.'...A...v..».Ococ'...’l‘..".}.'.".'.t.n..-.o ‘ 19-20/

D. Rent R R R 21-22/
E. 'Royalcies'.,;...;;....-.........;......;.....3.....;,.. ¥ 23-24/
F. Sécial Sécurity_......;........,s,..........f..e;...... _ : ' 23—26/
G. Peéqions or annuities @5...,,.;.,y.;f.......m,..m,...,m ‘ : 27-28/
H. 'Othef-retirement pay ......}..;...,......;.;..f;....;.. ' : 29-30/

I. DUnemployment benefits, or strike Denefits ceeeseeesocae. ' 31-32/

Je Non-taxable 8ift8 Qr inheritanceS- esseaee e - Cesssecorees A ) 33’34/

Ké Child Bupport Payments 400000000000 000ttt NEsI OGS 35-36/

Lo AlimOny OQQOQOO‘QOQOQQOOQOOCIDQO'l-';'.oo..l»to,o.rnoti‘.-l. : 37-38/

M. FOSter Child payments ’06.0-000-.-.’..--.-co.!o.on-n.oov00t 39-40/

N. Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) «eevcens B 41=42/

0. Supplemental Security Income (SSI) taceenassecesseassas , 43=44/

P. Financial help from relatives ceeeeececeesscesscansense | ) 45-46/

Q. ROOMETS OF DOATAETS cvececsccascoscoscoseotoasconessnss _ 47-48/
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FAMILY FINANCIAL SUMMARY

When filling ocut this summary of family finances, consider the assets and debts
of you and your husband/wife but not those of your child(ren).
In completing this section, do not write down the exact amount of money, but
choose from the box below, the code letter that comes closest to the right
amount of money. '
For those types of income that you do not have, write the letter "0" in the box.
IF YOU ARE NOT SURE ABOUT THE AMOUNT FOR SOME TYPES. OF ASSETS AND DEBTS, PLEASE
ESTIMATE. ' ' ' '
None ..1.;...s.;,.... 0 $7,500 - $9,999 ...... G $50,000 - $74,999 ... M
Less than $100 ...... A  §$10,000 - $14,999 .... B  §75,000 - $99,999 ... N
$100 - $499 ...ee.... B $15,000 - $19,999 .... I ~ $100,000 - $199,999 . P
$500 = $999 veeeevee. C $20,000 - $24,999 .... J  §$200,000 - $299,999 . R
- $1,000 - $2,999 ..... D $25,000 - $34,999 .... K $300,000 - $499,999 . S
$39000_ - $4,999 ceose E $35’000 - $49,999 se s e L $500,000 Or MOYE eoe T
$5,000 - $7,499 ..... F - . |
| Assets |
Item ' ~ Letter Code
A. Amount in checking account .;..........................;. 49=-50/
B. Amounts in savings accounts or shares:
1. Bapk (include certificates of depoSit) cevescenncenns ) 51-52/
2. Savings and loan association eiesrseeersresmessises : 53-54/
3. Credit UNIOM cccsecenscioersensresensosasnanssasassense 55-56/
C. Approximatéd amount invested in U.S. Government
Savings Bonas.l.ll.'......l.'.l...‘..'.‘.v...rﬂi....‘.lﬁ;.." 57—58/
D. Approximate amount invested in common and preferred
StOCkS and mutual funds €8 e e NP NP LUSINIIAESFSATRAGEESES e SE A . ! . 59-60/
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F.
G.
H.

I.

Jo

-

B.

‘Continued
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(Continued)

BEGIN DECK 78

Item lLetrtrar Code

Amount invested in other marketable securities
(e.g., other bonds or commodities) e.ceceiocrssccces

Amount_of principal paid off to date on land and

real estate (other than home or apartment) eeceeeeses

cagh;v;lue'bf 1ife inﬂurance poliCies 01.;0c0000ﬂ’-;

Cash value of pension plans ..;.....;.....:....}.;..

Va;ué of livestock and farm equipment ..cevececsases

VBIBEOf buSiness S 084000000 CN0sesIRBLRPOOGESISIOIEBRESBOISESIOE

07-08/
09-10/
L1-12/
13-14/
15-16/

17-18/

. Item;'”,J SRR S o Lettér'Code"‘

Amount still owed on:

1. Laﬁd-and;real egtate (other than home or
aparmnt) ..‘.;‘:...’...'.l.:..'l.'..’..ll"t."....'

.

2‘ Livestock and farm.equipment o.b;.o--ocooccooond
3' Auto Ioan ‘C.‘...'.'-;..I.".I'...‘..I...C.‘.I'..‘."..C
40 BusinESS oboohoo.ooo'aococao.o.n-.nco--oooooiyin
Debts on personal property (e.g., unpaid balance

on furniture, other credit accounts, etC.) secessacn

Amount owed to friends and relatives .ceecssceccsscs

Other personal debts (e.g., finance company loan,
bank loan, credit union loanm, €tC.) eseeececocecocess

19-20/
21-22/
23-24/
25-26/
- 27-28/

29-30/

31-32/
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: i : ACTUSEONLY
R 73 ACT STUDENT DATA FORM 1980-31 et
oy If you ars applving only 10r a Basic Grant. do not il oul. thes form, C BO | F |

COtnerwise, complate thus lorm ano mait 1t 10 ACT witn your 18580-31 Family Fmancvm Statement [FFS). - i

Plamwe Print Using Black. lnk . . AQ ;

. STUDENT INFORMATION

WHAT SCHOOLS OA AGENCIES SHOULD AECEIVE THIS FORM? ’
(Enter the ACT cugas lrom item 77 of your FFS.)

[ —[—

13t Choice Jd Chowcw 4iv Cnovce

1. NAME-
lasd hrst madie

2 PERMANENT: :

MALING numDer strwet aot. no.

AL ~

ay sae 18 coge

LPHONE ( ) : .
4 SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 1

£ SEX tovvonsl) [ Mate [ Female
5 STATUS DUATHG 1980-8¢ SCHGOL YEAR :
[ Fuli-time stucent [ Haietime student L] Lass than.hail-kne student
7. CLASSIFICATION DURING 1980-31 SCHOOL YEAR
g ing-fi Oe ing. ing D Transfer student

& MAJOR AREA OF STUDY

%, WHERE WiLL YOU LIVE QURING THE 1930-81 SCHOOL YEAR?

D Qn campus D With paranty G Qi campus
t! yOu are sencing reports 10 more Nan ane school, and your hving plans with
Be Qiftarent for each school. axplam n tsm 15 Datow.

10. INDICAT! FINANCIAL AID FREF!RENC! {enter 1 tor first choice, stc.)-

aemGrant
enebONgG-term ioan . ’
s PRt WOk . -

——Activity {name activily)

. PARENTAL INFORMATION

11, FATHER/ 12 MOTMER/

STEPFATHER = name . STEPMQOTHER Nime

" aadrees “Wodress
Co 2D Sty g T code ity ale . T €009
- ... QCCUPATION-. - QCCUPATION -
NQ. OF NQ. OF

EMPLQYER YRS, WITH . EMPLOYER YRS, WITH e
13. NAMES AND AGES 6" PARENTS DEPENDENTS
s X Nama - T Age 3. Name Age 5. Name- Agc'

2: Nama® Lo Ags 4. Name Age’ 6. Name " Age
14 : STUDENT'S ESTIMATED RESOURCES 15, MARRIED STUDENTS (OR SINGLE WITH DEPENDENTS)

INCOME AVAILABLE TO MEET EXPENSES .
DURING TERM{S) FINANCIAL AID IS DESIRED N
Personal savings is
Total sumrer earmings] § | amount saved far schook IS
Earmings while i scho { College W Study) H
Parantal sugport 5
Soouss’s income 3
Sociat Secunty banehits S
Vetarans beneiis/War Orohans Senehits S
S
S
S
3
3

Waitarg Denelits

Anmany

Schotarsing received |nm SQuUrSet
Private {cans.

Qther incoma |name squrce)

TOTAL INCOME |5 1

AGESI_ ] [ [I

NUMBER OF DEP S

SPOUSE'S NAME -

SOCIAL TY NO. " AGE
SPOUSE'S OCCUPATION
SPOUSE'S EMPLOYER

SPOUSE'S GAOSS EARNINGS FROM
JULY 1, 1980 TO JUNE 30, 1581 $

WILL YOUR SPOUSE 3E A STUDENT DURING 1960-317 [ Yas D No
IF YES, AT WHICH SCHOOL QR COLLEGE?

WiLL YOUR SPQUSE ARPLY FOR FINANCIAL AID FOR 1980-817 D Yos

O e,

i} yau nead mars SpACSe. use the Sack of s form,

18 it there are-any unusudl Circumatancas that sancusiy aftfect your famiy 8 hnancias SIUaNoN, you mMay explain nam nare,

ACT it 3802 COoies ot I form 0 (he SENQOIS and 0rograms you coded on your =35,
Information (nat you give On iy farm won t aitact the analysis gone oy ACT. Dut SCAOG hranciai aigd aGrmiAstrators Can use il when thay canlider you {or 11d.

1379 Dy Thew Amarzan Cooeqge Tosung #e0gram At GRS resenned.




THE AMERICAN COLLEGE TESTING PROGRAM

FAMILY FINANCIAL STATEMENT (FFS) 1980-81
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B. - STUDENT'S STATUS

. 12] in 137927 | In 19807 lﬂl in 19797 | in 19807 ]_*"J hnml in 19807
oo counls o e slvdents parked e win parewa tor . |Oves  Over prphughivloyo N [T (U8 Smort ten W50 wor OV furven
betore you snawet questions 33, 14, and 15, move than six weeha: ONo ()No lncome tax exémplion; : ONo ONn o support from the parents: r)"" (o
It you answered “Yes" 10 any of the questions in Section B, complete pages i you answared “No" to all 6 of the'questions in Section B, cdmplele Sec-
3 and 4 of this form; skip Section C below. tion C below and go on to page 4; skip page 3.
Note: All students must answer the questions on page 4.
(C. STUDENT'S (AND SPOUSE'S) FINANCIAL STATEMENT—Round all figures lo doflars; do not enfer cents. h
o e s e et or- b 2 EXICHEC N EE . N
A I L L R R 0 T L T G| s |
» sludent .8, Income txamptions Adjusted intams Iax iterlzed . . u...,,.,“;., wition paid
or ’::muu u; twelum cldimed aro1s income R pala daduclions Sludent Spouse 32;7“‘::“I|V . mmnnbln income
[X] igures
III ERERREIRRRE RN RN RRRREARARERARERRRED
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: 0j0 oo@@|ooo-@,ooo|oe|®o;o,ouoolooooloo@@lo’@mo@@@0000.0@0@00@
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T -WHAT IS THE FINANCIAI. AlID FORM?

"OLLEGE SCHOLARSH!P SERVICE OF THE COLLEGE BOARD

are conﬁdermal and are not sent to institutions and programs. Some

The Financial Aid Form (FAF) is a document used o collect i
for determining a student’s need for financial aid. You submit the FAF to
the College Scholarship Service (CS5), an activity of the College Board,
where it is analyzed. The information you report on the FAFis confiden-
tial and is sent only to the recipients you indicate.

The CS5 does not award financial aid; rather it evaluates your financial

_ability to contribute to the costs of education beyond hngh school.

- The FAF may be used to apply for:

" the Basic Educational @pportunity Grant Program
' © many state‘scholarship and grant programs

e finandial 2id-administered by colleges and oxher insmunons of edu-

cation beyond high s:hool .

The decision ta award fi 1 aid rests walh the mdmdual msmu-
tions and programs, which directly inform students whether or nat they
are eligible for financial aid. Some of these may aiso request completion
oi financial-aid.appli

Y

‘WHO COMPLETES THE FAF?
The FAF is compieted by parents, in behaif of their children, and by stu-
dents who are applying for financial aid for the academic year 1575.80.
1f you answer “Yes” to ANY part of items 13, 14, or 15 for ANY of the
. years indicated, your parents MUST complete the parents’ section

mems 17-48) of the FAF, Refer 1o the definition of “parents” in the

for Completing the FAF.
Even if you answer “No” ta ltems 13; 14, and 15 fOl‘ all years, the
institution you are applying to may req n. You

should follow any specific instructions you teceive from the institution
or program.

When parents’ information is requnred and your parenls are separated
or divorced; ltems 17-38 should be completed by the parent who has (or
had) custody of you. Information may also be required of parent’s pres.
ent spouse, if any. See the ir for C leting the FAF.

Student's: information (items 1-16 and 49 and followmg) should be
_completed by all students. .

WHEN SHOULD THE FAF BE COMPLETED?
The FAF shquid be completed after january 1, 1979, Mail this form as
soon as podsible, preferably at least one month or more before the

earliest financial aid deadiine for the institutions and programs you list -

to receive the FAF.

Do not file this FAF aiter March 15, 1980

1tis not necessary to delay filing the FAF until the 1978 U.S. income tax
retumn is filed. If the 1973 return has not been'Tiled, estimate amounts
you expect to report on the return,

WHAT PROCEDURES ARE FOLLOWED
TO ENSURE ACCURACY?
It is jimportant that you provid: and ion on
the FAF. Failure 1o do so may jeopardize your request tor financial aid.
1f you use the FAF to estabiish eligibility for federal student financial
. aid funds, you shouid know that any person who mtenﬂonally makes
faise statements or misrépresentations on this form is subject to fine, or
to imprisonment, or to both, under pravvs:ons of the United States Crim-
inal Code.
in order to-ensure accurate reporting of data on the FAF, the C55 may
request autherization to, obtain an official copy of the parents’ or stu-
dent’s 1978 U.S. income tax return from the internal Revenue Service
{IRS). Do not send any income tax returns with the FAF ta the CSS. Your

pl s

authorization and any tax returns obtained by using the authorizatibn

The Ack PPy St l Aeleties

and p may request that you send a copy of your
income tax return to them. If 50, send it directly to the requesting in-
stitution..Failure to provide requested documentation may result in de-
nial of aid. i -

" WILL THE CSS SEND AN ACKNOWLEDGMENT?

lf an msmuuon or prognm is fisted in ltem B1, the CS5 will send you an

g hen pr g of your FAF has been completed.
| College Request (ACR)
form for you to submit if you later want copies of the FAF sent to institu-

" tions or programs not originally listed, The fee for ACR processing is

$3.50 for the first institution or program later designated to receive a
copy of the FAF and.$2.50 for each additional one.

WHAT 1S MY CSS EST!MATED CONTRIBUTION?
Your is the of money the CSS calculates -

you-and your family are able to provide for the expenses of college or

other education beyund high school. Each msmullon or program has
finai responsibility for d g your ion. This figure may
differ from the C5S estimated contribution.

. The CS$ estimate is provided as part of the Acknowiedgmenr and is
sent with explanatary materiai. If you want to receive the report of C55
Estimated Contribution, add 51,00 1o the processing fee and check the -
appropriate box in ltem 82,

WHAT IS THE FEE FOR FILING THE FAF?
The CS5 processing fee s %4,75 for the first institution or program deslg-
nated to receive a copy of the FAF and 52.50 for each additional one. If
you are requesting the report of your CSS Estimated Contribution,~you
should include an additional fee of §1.00. .
The fee covers the costs of ana!yzmg the FAF and sending copies of
the FAF and the analysi Please make your
check or money-order payable to the College Schnlarshvp Service. Do
not send cash..
There is no charge for using the FAF 10 apply for the Basic Educational
Qpportunity Grant (BEOG) Program.

WHERE TO MAIL THE FAF

-Mail yourlcompleted FAF in the attached envelope to the appropriate

€SS ofties hsted below.

COLI.EGE SO:HGU.RSHIP SERVICE OR COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIP SERVICE
Box Z700 :
Princeton, Ni 08541

IF YOU LIVE IN:

Alab. res AL e NH
Canal Zone .. CZ Naviersey...m
Connecticut.. €T New Yoric ... NY
Oelaware .... DE  North Carofina. NC
istri Ohio OH

Trun Territory
{Marshait,
Vermant ..... Nortnem
Virgin Ishnds VI Mariana, and
Virgmia . Caroiine 15,3 TT.
West Virg Minnesota Urah ..l uT
E Wisconsin Missouri .. Washington .. Wa
Mississippi ... MS Montana..... MT . Wyoming .... WY

1f where you live is not listed above, send your FAF to the CS5 oftice in Princeton,
NJ. .
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GENERAL INFORMATION

The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) Progran is a Federal
dent aid prog designed to provide financial assistance, in the

form of a grant (which need not be repaid) 10 those who need it to

attend colieges and other institutions offering education: beyond high

school. The amount of the BEOG is determined according to your own -

and your family’s fi 1t is. esti d that grants will
range irom $200 to 57,800 during the 1979-80 academic year.

This form may be used to apply for a BEOG and/or for financial assis-
tance from institutions, states, and other programs. As a result of com-
pleting this form, you may be found eligible to receive BEOG assistance
for any period of enroliment beginning July 1, 1979, through june 30,
1980.

To use this form to apply to the BEOG Program , you must check “Yes”
in ltern 83 and file the FAF after january 1, 1979. The C55 will forward the
necessaty information to the BEOG Program at. no cost to you. The
deadline for receipt of this form for purposes of applying to the BEOG

. Programis March 75, 1980. If you want, in addition, 10 have the CS5 send

copies.of this FAF 1o institutions and programs, you must enter them in

itam 81 and enclosa the appropriate ige.

STUDENT ELIGIBILITY

You will be eligible for a Basic Grant If you meet all of the following

criteria: )

1. You have established your financial need for a BEOG by means of this
form. . ’ .

2. You will be enroiled (at least half-time) in an undergraduate course of
study in an eligible program at one of over 6,000 institutions approved
for participation in.the BEQG Program. :

3. You will not have previously ived 3 bachelor’s degree from-any
institution. :

4. You are a U.S. citizen or meet the criteria stated In the instructions for

item 8.

5. You will have received no more than four. full years of BEOG pay-

ments. Exception: you may receive BEOG assistance for five years

only when the institution either: (a} designed the program of study

leading 1o a bachelor’s degree to be up to five years in length; or (b)

required your enroliment in-a remedial course of study which meant

you were unable to complete-the regular program in four academic
years.

Within six weeks after you mail this form to the CS5, you will receive a
Student Eligibility Report (SER) from the BEOG Program. The 5ER is the
official notification of your eligibility for a BEOG and must be presented
to the school you will attend to determine the amount of your grant.
When you receive the SER, carefully read and foilow the instructions it
contains. .

BEOG SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES

“.If you experience a dramatic change in income fron 1578 to 1979, you

may be eligible to apply for a BEOG based on estimated 1979 income
rather than actuat 1978 income. For further details regarding your eligi-
bility to apply for a- BEOG in this manner, contact your high school

id - lor or fi jal aid admini and ask- about the

BEOG Supplemental Form.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

1f vou wouid tike to receive additional information on- the BEOG Pro-
gram, as well as g i information on student finandial aid, -please
write t10: BEOC, Box 84, Washington, DC 20044. Ask for a copy of the
Student Guide.

" NOTICE TO APPLIGANTS © 7™ -

INFORMATION COLLECTED ON THIS FORM
FOR BASIC GRANT PURPOSES
Subsection (e}3) of the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.5.C. 552a) requires that
an agency inform each individual whom it asks to supply information:
(1) the authority (whether granted by statute, or by executive order -1
the President) which authorizes the solicitation of the information and
whether disclosure of such information is mandatory or voluntary; (2)
the principal purpose or purposes for which the information is intended
to be used: t3) the routine uses which may be made of the information
as pubiished in the Federal Register: and (4) the effects, if any, of not
providing ali or any part of the requested information.
1. The authority ior coilecting the requested information is section

411tbN2) of Title IV = A = 1 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as

BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM

amended (20 U.5.C. 1070a(b)(2}). Applicants are advised that, except
as noted in paragraph 4, the disclosure of the requested information
is mandatory. .

2. This information is being collected in order to calculate a student’s
eligibility index under the BEQG. The eligibility index is one of the
three factors used in-determining the amount, if any, of the appli-
cant’s BEQG,

3. The “routine uses,” as deiined-in 5 U.S.C, 552a(al{?), which may be

made of the inf ion coll d are: An applicant’s name, address,

sacial security number, date of birth and efigibility index will be pro~
vided to the institution of higher education which the applicant indi-
cates.he or she is attending or will attend and to the State scholarship
agency of the applicant’s state of legal residence if such an agency has

an agreement with the C issioner of Education permitting it o

secure such information. Such information will be used by the State

agency in coordinating its program of student financial aid with the

BEOG Program. Furthermore, on request, information may be pro-

vided to members of Congress who inquire on behalf of 2 student

who isa ¢ i or, where appropriate, on behalf of the parents

of the student. In addition, the routine uses fisted in Appendix B of 43

CFR 5B 'may be utilized. .

Applicants must provide information for all of the following items in

order to have their application for a BEOG award processed: Items

13, 5, 7, 8, 9B, 1315, 83, and the Certification and Authorization

&

- section. in addition, if the applicant answers “Yes” for any question

far any year in ltems 13-15, then tems 16, 17A (1978), 17B (1978), 19
(1978), 20 (1978}, 23 (1978), 23, 24, 26-28, 30-35, 40-43, 45, and 65-71
must be complated. If the applicant answers “No” to afl years and all
questions in [tems 13-15, then ltems 49 (1978}, 50 (1978), .52 (1973), 53
(1978), 57-61 (1978}, 6364 (1978), 65-71, 74A, 748, 75 and 76 must be
completed. : .

Students need not complete items 6, 9A, 83 institution choices), and 84;

however, answering these items will facilitate the administration of state
d i Failure to answer ltem 84 will be consid-

G

" ereda "No"'responge to that item.

Responses to all other items are voluntary with regard to the BEOG
Program.

USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER
Section 7(b) of the Privacy Act of 1974 (U,S.C. 522a) requires that when
any Federal, State, or local government agency requests an individual to
disclose his or her social security account number, that individual must
also be advised whether that disclosure is mandatory or voluntary, by
what y ar other authority the ber is solicited, and what uses
will be made of it. Accordingly, applicants are advised that disclasure of
their sacial security account aumber (S5AN) is required as a condition
for participation in-the BEOG, in view of the practical administrative

difficulties which the program would encounter in maintaining

q program.records without the inued use of the S5AN.

The S5AN will be used to veriiy the identity of the appilicant, and as an
account number (identifier) throughout the life of the grant in order to
record necessary data accurately. As an identifier, the SSAN is used in
such Program activities as: determining Program eligibility; certifying
school attendance and student status; making grant pay underthe |
alternative disbursement system; and verifying grant payments.

Authority for requiring the disclosure of an applicant’s SSAN is
graunded on section 7(a}{2} of the Privacy Act, which provides that an
agency may continue to require disclosure of an individual's 55AN as a
condition for the granting of a right, benefit, or privilege provided by law
where the agency required this disciosure under statute or regulations
prior to January 1, 1975, in order to verify the identity of an individual.

The Office of Education has, for several years, consistently required
the discl e of SSAN bers on application forms and ather naces.
sarv BEOG documents. (See section 411(bK2} of Title IV — A ~ 1 of the
Higher Education. Act of 1963, as amended (20 U.5.C. 10707(b)(2).)

in addition, it shouid be noted that the social security account number -
af a parent of the appiicant is aiso requested, Parents are advised that
disclosure of their SSAN is voluntary and failure to provide it will not
afiect the applicant’s eligibility for a BEOG award. Parent’s 3SAN will be
recorded only on the application farm itself and will not be maintained
in any other system of records. Its use will be restricted to a sample of
cases which may be used for further verification of information reported
on the application by the applicant and/or pareni(s).

- I you are not applying to the BEOG Program, provision of your 53AN

'is optional: however, ecause many of those who complete the FAF

have similar names, the SSAN is most helpful, and often critical, in
assuring proper identification of an individuai student by the CS5 and bv
institutions and programs using the FAF. You are, theretore, strongly
encouraged to include your S3AN if availadle.
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