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Executive Summary

Reconciliation Act include a number of provisions
designed to help individuals and families to save
Paying for college has always been consideredfor, repay, or meet current higher education
primarily a family responsibility, to be met to the expenses by reducing their federal income tax
extent possible through some combination of liability. Some of these benefits phase out as
income, savings, and borrowing. However, a income increases, but they are broadly available
variety of government, institutional, and private  (U.S. General Accounting Office 2002). In
programs exist to help students who lack the addition to federal aid, students may have access
necessary financial resources or whose academico state- or institutionponsored aid (Berkner et
or other achievements qualify them for al. 2002). Income restrictions for these programs
scholarships. This aid may take the form of grantsvary. Finally, most states offer prepaid tuition or
or scholarships, which do not have to be repaid; college savings plans to help students at all
loans, which must be repaid; or work-study, whichincome levels pay for college (The College Board
provides aid in exchange for work, usually in the 2003).
form of campus-based employment. In 1999—

Paying for College

2000, more than half (55 percent) of all As debates continue over who should get what
undergraduates received some type of financial akinds of aid and how much, it is important to
to help pay for college (Berkner et al. 2002). know what students and their families are actually
paying for college, where the money is coming
Originally, the goal of federal student aid from, and how students’ methods of paying vary
policy was to increase college access for studentawith their family income and the type of
from low-income families, but as tuition institution they attend. To inform these debates,

increased, this objective was expanded to make this report uses data from the 1999-2000 National
college more affordable for students from middle- Postsecondary Studehid Study (NPSAS:2000)
income families as well (Spencer 1999). Federal to describe how the families of dependent
grant aid is targeted to low-income students, whilestudent’ used financial aid and their own
subsidized loans are available to both low- and resources to pay for college, emphasizing
middle-income students. In the 1992 Amendments/ariation by family income and type of institution
to the Higher Education Act of 1965, Congress  attended. The study covers students who were
made it easier for students to qualify for financial dependent undergraduates attending a public 2-
aid, raised loan limits, and made unsubsidized
loans available to students regardless of need. In 1Undergraduates under 24 years of age are generally
the past decade, the federal government has considered financially dependent for the purposes of
increasingly relied on the tax code as a tool to determining financial aid eligibility unless they are married,

. . have legal dependents, are veterans, or are orphans or wards
assist students. The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 o the court. However, financial aid officers are permitted to

and the 2001 Economic Growth and Tax Relief use their professional judgment to declare students to be
independent under unusual circumstances.
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year college or a public or private not-for-profit 4- income levels need more financial aid at higher
year institution full time, full year during the priced institutions than at lower priced ones. By
1999-2000 academic yedApproximately one- reporting data by income within type of
quarter of all undergraduates met the criteria for institution, the tables show both of these patterns.
inclusion in the analysis. Differences between public and private not-for-
profit institutions reflect their different prices of
The tables in this report show many aspects ofattending. Although data are presented separately
student financing at five types of institutions, and in the tables for the five income groups, the
within each type, at five levels of family income. discussion focuses on students from low-income
The categories of institutions were chosen to (less than $30,000) or middle-income ($45,000—
group institutions that are similar in terms of $74,999) families.
mission, characteristics of students, and,
especially, levels of price and availability of
institutionally funded student aid. They include
public 2-year; public 4-year nondoctoral; public 4- For aid purposes, a student’s financial need is

Financial Need

year doctoral; private not-for-profit 4-year defined as the difference between the price of
nondoctoral (except liberal arts); and private not- attending and the expected family contribution
for-profit 4-year doctoral and liberal arts (EFC). A student budget, which represents the
institutions# The family income levels were price of attending the institution selected, is

chosen to correspond roughly to levels of financiatalculated for each student. It takes into account
need and eligibility for certain types of federal the amounts needed to cover tuition and fees,
grants and loans. books and materials, and reasonable living
expenses in that area. The amount allocated for
Low-income students have a greater need for living expenses depends on whether the student
financial aid than middle-income students within lives on campus, independently off campus, or
each type of institution, and students at both with parents or relatives. The EFC is calculated
using a formula based primarily on family income

2 o and assets (with some adjustments for
Students who attended more than one institution were . o .
excluded from the analysis because of themanding effects ~ Circumstances such as the number of siblings in

of attending different-priced institutions and receiving college), and is not related to the price of

different financial aid awards at each institution. Students ttendi Th tudembuld b ted t
who were not U.S. citizens or permanent residents were also@t€NAING. 1huS, a studenbuld be expected 1o

excluded because they are not eligible for federal financial ~contribute the same amount regardless of the
aid. Students who attended e for-profit institutions or it ition selected but would have greater
less-than-4-year institutions other than public 2-year were ) L . . .
excluded because there were nugh full-time dependent ~ financial need at an institution with a high price of
students at those types oftitistions to make meaningful attending than at an institution with a low one.
comparisons.

3About one-half of all undergraduates are independent, and o

about one-half of dependent students do not enroll full time, ~ In 1999-2000, average tuition and fees for full-

full year at one institution. time dependent students ranged from $1,600 at

40n several key measures related to paying for college, . T .

including tuition, institutional and other forms of aid, and pUth 2-year institutions to $19,900 at private not-
students’ highest degree expectations, students at private nofor-profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions, and
for-profit liberal arts institutiongppear to be more I|k_e their the average student buetdi.e., price of

counterparts at doctoral than at nondoctoral institutions. .
Therefore, they were grouped with doctoral institutions for ~ attending) ranged from $8,600 to $28,800. The

this analysis.
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average EFC for low-income students (calculated nondoctoral institutions than at any other type of
including those with a zero EFC) was between  institution.
$1,000 and $1,500, but many low-income students
(between 31 and 45 percent, depending on the
type of institution attended), had a zero EFC.
Because EFC depends on the families’ financial To illustrate the relative importance of the
circumstances and is not affected by where different types of aid for low- and middle-income
students enroll, variation across institution types students across institution types, figure A shows
reflects variation in the financial circumstances of the average amounts of each type of aid computed
the students who chose those types of institutionsusing all students as the base (i.e., including
Virtually all middle-income students had a unaided students). It shows several patterns: more
positive EFC (at least 99 percent at each type of aid for low-income students, more aid as price
institution), which averaged between $8,300 and goes up, more grant aid for low-income students
$9,000. than middle-income students at most types of
institutions, and more loans than grants for
Virtually all low-income students (99 percent middle-income students at public institutions.
or more) had financial need, regardless of where
they enrolled. Among those with need, the averag
amount ranged from $7,400 at public 2-year

Types and Amounts of Aid

Relative Importance of Grants and Loans

institutions to $26,000 at private not-for-profit For aided low-income students, aid covered
doctoral and liberal arts institutions. The almost half (48 percentf the student budget, on
percentage of middle-income students with average, at public 2-year institutions. At both

financial need varied, depending on where they types of public 4-year institutions and at private
enrolled. At public 2-year institutions, 48 percent not-for-profit nondoctoral institutions, aid covered
of middle-income students had financial need, but64 to 68 percent of the student budget, and at
at private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts  private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
institutions, 97 percent had need. The average institutions, it covered 75 percent. For aided
amount for middle-income students with need middle-income students, aid covered 29 percent of
ranged from $2,600 at public 2-year institutions tothe student budget, on average, at public 2-year
$20,900 at private not-for-profit doctoral and institutions, 46 to 50 percent at public 4-year
liberal arts institutions. institutions, and 62 to 63 percent at private not-
for-profit 4-year institutions.

Financial Aid At each type of institution, low-income

Most low-income students received financial students had more of their budget covered by
aid: 78 percent at public 2-year institutions, and 8@nancial aid than middle-income students, on
to 98 percent at 4-year institutions. Among average, and a greater proportion was covered by
middle-income students, less than half received grants. For low-income students, 39 to 49 percent
aid at public 2-year itgutions (40 percent), but  of their student budget was covered by grants, on

71 to 93 percent did so at 4-year institutions. average, depending on the type of institution they
Students from both income groups were more  attended. For middle-income students, the
likely to receive aid at private not-for-profit percentage of their student budget covered by



Executive Summary

Figure A. Average amount of aid received by all full-time, full-year dependent low- and middle-income undergraduates,
by type of aid, type of institution, and percentage with aid1999-2000

Low income
Percent
Type of institution with aid
Public 2-yea 78
Public nondoctora 5,900 90
Public doctoral 2,900 7,800 86
Private not-for-profig 5(:)0
nondoctora 4,100 12,400 98
(except liberal art 700
Private nonjfor-profl 12,500 5,600 18,900 90
doctoral and liberal arg
$0 $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000
Average amount
Middle income
T Percent
Type of institution 00 with aid
Public 2-yea 1,000 40
Public nondoctora 3,700 71
Public doctoral 4,800 71
Private not-for-profi 5(:JO
nondoctoral 5,800 13,300 93
(except liberal arts) 700
Private nonjfor-proﬂ 8,900 5.100 14.700 84
doctoral and liberal art]
$0 $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000

Average amount

B Grants@LoansO Work-study‘

Averages computed using both aided and unaided students.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. mtailrmay
to totals because types of aid other than grants, loans, and work-study are not shown. Average “other” aid did not eatesy $200
institution type. Due to space limitations, components less than $500 are not labeled. See table 6 for amounts.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary StuaBnt Aid St
(NPSAS:2000).

Vi



Executive Summary

grants did not exceed 16 percent at public

institutions, but in the private not-for-profit sector,

it was higher: 32 percent at nondoctoral
institutions and 37 percent at doctoral and liberal
arts institutions. The percentage of the total
student budget covered by loans was greater for
middle-income students than for low-income
students except at private not-for-profit doctoral
and liberal arts institutions, where no difference
was detected.

Sources of Aid

For low-income students who received
financial aid, federal aid (including grants and
loans) constituted from 46 to 73 percent of total
aid, on average, depending on the type of
institution attended. For aided middle-income
students, it ranged from 30 to 61 percent. The

income students, and from $2,100 to $10,700 for
middle-income students. At public institutions,
low-income students with unmet need averaged
higher amounts than their middle-income
counterparts. At privatnot-for-profit 4-year
nondoctoral institutions, no difference was
detected between the two groups, and at private
not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions,
the apparent difference was not statistically
significant.

After Financial Aid

The amount of money that students and their
families have to pay (after financial aid) during a
given year to allow the students to enroll is called
the “net price.” For this analysis, net price was
computed as total price minus all financial aid
exceptwork-study (i.e., total price minus grants

relative contribution of state grants to total aid wasnd loans}y. Because work-study programs

also higher, on average, for low-income students
than for middle-income students except at public
2-year institutions, where no difference was
detected. At each type of institution, institutional
aid made up a greatergmortion of total aid, on

provide wage subsidies to institutions and other
employers, they helpwsients obtain jobs. From

the perspective of students, however, work-study
earnings are still earnings from work and therefore
they would have reported them in the telephone

average, for middle-income students than for low-interview when asked about work. If work-study

income students.

Remaining (Unmet) Need

Remaining, or unmet, need represents the
amount of the total budget not covered by either
the EFC or financial aid. In 1999-2000, about

earnings were included in aid, they would be
double-counted later in this analysis when the
relative contributions of aid and work are
examined.

Among low-income students, those at public
nondoctoral institutions appeared to have the

one-half of all full-time dependent students had a lowest average net price ($4,600). No differences
calculated unmet need. Depending on the type of were detected in the average net prices of low-

the institution attended, 74 to 92 percent of low-
income students and 38 to 65 percent of middle-

income students at public 2-year, public doctoral,
and private not-for-profit nondoctoral institutions

income students had unmet need. At each type of($5,400 to $6,000). Because there were

institution, low-income students were more likely

than middle-income students to have unmet need>The calculation of net price does not include the future cost

Among students with unmet need, the average
amount ranged from $4,000 to $9,300 for low-

vii

of repaying loans. For students with loans as part of their
financial aid package, the total amount they pay for their
education includes the amounts they borrow, plus interest, in
addition to the amounts paid while enrolled.
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differences in the average prices paid at these  receiving help at public doctoral institutions (34
types of institutions (as discussed earlier), more percent vs. 28 percent), but no differences
financial aid compensated for the higher prices. between the two groups were detected at other
Low-income students atrivate not-for-profit types of institutions.
doctoral and liberal arts institutions had the
highest average net price ($9,100). Paying for College: A Summary
Among middle-income students, those at public Figure B shows data for low- and middle-
2-year and public 4-year nondoctoral institutions income students separately, with two horizontal
had the lowest net prices ($7,700 and $7,400,  bars for each institution type. The top bar in each
respectively). Their counterparts at public doctoraket represents the average student budget and its
and private not-for-profit nondoctoral institutions two components: financial aid (excluding work-

had the next highest net prices ($8,700 and study) and what students and their families must
$9,400, respectively). Middle-income students at pay (net price). The lower bar shows the known
private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts family effort: loans (including PLUS loans) and
institutions had the highest average net price student earnings from work while enrolled
($14,600). (assuming that these earnings are used entirely for

educational expenses). The averages shown
include both aided and uidad students in order

Work to indicate the relative contributions of the

Working during the school year is the norm,  different amounts to the totals.
even for full-time students. In 1999-2000, 76
percent of all full-time dependent students worked The circled numbers represent the expected
while enrolled (including students with work- family contribution (EFC). When the net price is
study jobs). Those who worked put in an average greater than the EFC—that is, when the amount
of 22 hours per week and earned an average of students and their families must pay is greater than
$5,100, including hours and earnings from work- the amount they are expected to pay—students
study programs. At each institution type, no have unmet financial need. A comparison of the
difference was detected between the percentagesEFC to work specifies how much of the family
of low-income and middle-income students who contribution theoretically could have come from
worked, the amount they worked, and the averagestudent work while enrolle@iThe boxes on the
amount they earned. right show the percentages of students whose
parents (or others) helped pay their tuition and the
Help From Parents percentages who lived at home.

Reflecting the greater financial resources of For low-income students at each type of
their families, middle-income students were more institution, the EFC fell short of the price students
likely than their low-incone peers to report that  had to pay, even after financial aid. At public 2-
they received help from parents paying their year institutions, low-income students appeared to
tuition at each type of institution. With respect to cover their educational expenses by receiving aid
nontuition expenses, middle-income students were

more likely than low-income students to report  éthere is no way of knowing what sources of funds families
actually use.

viii
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(primarily grants), living at home, and working resources are not considered in the EFC formula;
while enrolled. At public 4-year institutions, they or used more of their income or savings than
appeared to depend primarily on aid (both grants required by the EFC formula, to name some

and loans) and their own earnings, with some helpossible strategies.

from their parents. While low-income students at

private not-for-profit 4-year institutions received At public institutions and private not-for-profit
substantial amounts of aid, it is difficult to nondoctoral institutions, middle-income students
understand how they covered their educational and their families were in a better position than
expenses given the gap between the net price andheir low-income counterparts to cover their

EFC and the amount these students reported expenses. With access to student loans (and
earning on their own, espatly at private not-for-  substantial grants at private not-for-profit

profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions where nondoctoral institutions), these families, on
relatively few students lived at home. To meet  average, generally appeared able to bring the net
their expenses, low-incongudents at private not- price into line with the EFC. At private not-for-
for-profit 4-year institutions may have reduced  profit doctoral institutions, however, despite

their standard of livingpelow the institutionally grants and loans, there remained a relatively large
determined budget; acquired additional funds unexplained amount of the net price to cover
through gifts or loans from grandparents, beyond the EFC.

noncustodial parents, others whose financial

Xi



Foreword

This report describes howeliamilies of dependeniull-time undergraduas use financial
aid and their own resources to pay for college, emphasizing variation by family income and type
of institution attended. Most studks under 24 years of age who do not have spouses or children
are considered financially deps#ent for the purposes of detening financial aid awards. The
tables present data for five income groupivattypes of institutionspublic 2-year; public 4-
year nondoctoral; public 4-year doral; private not-for-profit 4-¢ar nondoctoral (except liberal
arts); and private not-for-profit 4-year doctoratidiberal arts. The text, however, discusses only
two income groups—Ilow- anaiddle-income students.

The data used in this report are dreivam the 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000), which is the fifth in a ®sriof large-scale datmllections sponsored
by the National Center for Edation Statistics. These studied)ich were also conducted in
1986-87, 1989-90, 1992-93, and 1995-96, are based on fatiepeesentative samples of
students enrolled in postsecondary institutions. Ereydesigned to prale detailed information
on how students and their familiesydar postsecondary education.

The estimates presented in theport were produced usitige NPSAS:2000 Data Analysis
System (DAS). The DAS is a microcomputer application that allows users to specify and
generate their own tables an@@uces the design-adjusted standardrs necessary for testing
the statistical significance of differences showthiese tables. It is available for public use on
the NCES web site &titp://nces.ed.gov/dag\ppendix B of this rport contains additional
information on the DAS.
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Introduction

Paying for College

“How will we pay for college?” is one of the crucial questions that today’s students and
their parents face. Even when high schsiotents have preparadademically, submitted
applications, and been accepted, their accesslitege ultimately depends on their ability to
assemble enough fundsdover their tuition and living expensts the duration of their studies.
While college affordability has always beenissue for many families, public anxiety increased
after prices started to rise faster than tiesamer price index (CPI) in the early 1980s (Harvey
and Immerwahr 1994; Immerwahr 2002). Althougbvgh in tuition (adjusted for inflation)
slowed for awhile during the 1990s, tuition increase$e past few years have been high by
historical standards (e College Board 2002a).

Paying for college has always been congderimarily a family reponsibility, to be met
to the extent possible through some combinatidncome, savings, and borrowing. However, a
variety of government, institutional, and private programs exist to help students who lack the
necessary financial resources or whose anader other achievements qualify them for
scholarships. This aid may take the form @irgs or scholarships, W do not have to be
repaid; loans, which must be repaid; or wotkdy, which provides aid in exchange for work,
usually in the form of campus-based employment.

In 2001-02, a total of $90 billion was awardedtadent aid, about 70 percent of which
came from federal programs (The Coll&gard 2002b). In 1999-2000, more than half (55
percent) of the 16.5 million undeagluates enrolled in postsecondaducation received some
type of financial aid: 44 percereceived grants, 29 percent tamkt loans, and 5 percent held
work-study jobs (Berkner et al. 2002). Those weve awarded grants received an average of
$3,500, and those who borrowed took out an aeeod@5,100 in loans. Average work-study
earnings for students participatimgthese programs totaled $1,700.

Originally, the goal of federal student aid policy was to make it easier for low-income
students to attend college, but as tuition increéatbes objective was expded to make college
more affordable for students from middle-incofamilies as well (Sperer 1999). Federal grant
aid is targeted to low-income students, while subsidized loans are also available to middle-
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income students. The federal government pays the interest on subsidized loans until students are
required to start repaying them (6 monthsraftey leave school). In the 1992 Amendments to

the Higher Education Act df965, Congress made it easier fopeledent students to qualify for
financial aid, raised loan limits, and made unsubsidized loans available to students regardless of
need. With these changes, more students from middle- and high-income families qualified for
federal loans and the grant/lobalance began to shift. #001-02, 54 percent of all aid was

awarded in the form of loans, up from 47qet a decade earlier (The College Board 2002b). In
the past decade, the federal government has begise tine tax code as a tool to assist students.
The Tax Payer Relief Act of 199PL 105-34) created tax credfts postsecondary educational
expenses, and the Small Business and Jofe&ron Act of 1996 (P 104-188) established

section 529 in the Internal Reven@ede, thereby providing tax incentives for saving for college.
These benefits are availattefamilies with incomes up 100,000, but those with incomes less
than $20,000 typically do not have sufficient liability to benefit (US. General Accounting

Office 2002). The 2001 Economic Growth and Relief Reconciliation Atcreated a new tax
deduction for tuition expenses (for familieglwincomes up to $130,000) and expanded other

tax provisions.

States have used both financial needstndent achievement @rit) as criteria for
eligibility for state aid. During the late 199@snumber of states ingmented met-based
programs, resulting in faster growth in state merit-based aid than in need-based aid (The College
Board 2002b). Although states provisieme financial aidirectly to students, they still provide
the bulk of their support for postsecondaglyeation through operating support for public
institutions, which keeps prices down for all students regardless of income. Finally, most states
offer prepaid tuition or college savings plans tiptstudents at all income levels pay for college
(The College Board 2003).

Institutions, especially private ones, have considerable freedom to devise their own criteria
for awarding institutional aid. They may use thid to support a variety of goals, such as
assisting financially needy studemwho would not otherwise belalio attend college, attracting
students with high academic ability, achievingeusity in their student bodies, or meeting
institutional enrollment goals (Redd 2000). Finallyaaiety of private organizations offer grants
and scholarships to studentsing their own criteria.

The goals of the financial aid system andsfwas about who should be eligible for how
much and what kinds of aid are continually bedetpated and adjustedthe federal, state, and
institutional levels. To inform these debates, it is important to have information on what students
and their families are actually paying for college, where the money is coming from, and how
students’ methods of paying vamyth their family income and pe of institution they attend. It
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is also important for studengsd their families to have thisformation because high school
seniors and their parents are generally well informed abowbllege tuition and fees (U.S.
Department oEducation 2001).

To contribute to a better understanding ofitvind how students pay for their education,
this report describes where low- and middle-income dependent students who attended full time
enrolled and how they used finaacaid and their own resourctspay for college. Specifically,
it addresses the following quests about paying for college:

* What prices do low- and middle-incomedents pay to atterdifferent types of
institutions, and how mudmancial help do theyeed to attend each type?

* What types and amounts ohéincial aid do students regeito help cover their
expenses at different types of institutions?

* How much of their expense is not covebgdfinancial aid, and what is known about
how students cover that amount?

It is important to point out that while thieport describes howase students who do enroll
use financial aid, it does not adssghe extent to which finantaid is adequate to provide
access to college. The population studied is lintitestudents who actually enrolled in college,
which means that the analysis includes onlglshts who somehow foundethecessary financial
resources to do so. It does not include stiglefio may have been discouraged from even
considering going to college because of thegrdid not think they could manage on the amount
of aid offered, or were unwilling to borrow what they needed to enroll.

While the report provides usefuisights into how students pay for college, the picture is
unavoidably incomplete. Institutior@se required to maintain agate records on financial aid
awards and consequently ganovide detailed and reliabletdaon what students receive.
However, information on otheosarces of support, such as pageg contributions and earnings
from work, can be collected only through telephorerviews with studest Obtaining detailed
information in this way is difficult becausestlamount of time availadlto discuss students’
situations is limited, and respondgmay not recall the amounts thegrned or other specifics of
their financial situations. Tegkaone interviews with studentsveanot proved to be a reliable
way to gather information on their parents’ uséhef various tax credits or college savings plans
either.

Approach and Key Variables

Providing a meaningful description of howdents pay for collegequires taking into
account where they enroll, thémcome, whether they are considd financiallydependent on
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their parents for determining aid eligibility, and whether they enroll full or part time. The
postsecondary education systemmsists of many types ofstitutions, from less-than-2-year
institutions providing occupational training to students in their own geographic area to
internationally renowned research-oriented universities with extensive graduate programs
drawing students from all over the world. The priassociated with attending these different
types of institutions vary widely, as do the ty@ad amounts of financial aid the institutions can
provide for their students. A usgfdescription of what studenpgy and what sources of funds
they use must also take income into accoeethbse income affects what families can afford to
pay and also their eligibility for financial aid. Students’ financial dependency status must also be
considered because parerfiisancial circumstances areken into account for dependent
students but not independent orfésally, any description of payinfgr college must control for
attendance status becauserattace status affects bothgariand financial aid eligibility.
Descriptions of the study population, institution typand family income categories used in this
analysis and the rationales for choosing them follow.

Study Population

To keep the analysis manageable,stuely was limited to undgraduates who were
considered financiallgependent on their parents (i.e.,shstudents under 24 years of §gand
who were enrolled full time for the full999-2000 academic year. The study population was
further restricted in several y& First, students who attendedvpte for-profit, public less-than-
2-year, or private not-for-profit less-than-4-y@astitutions were excluded because there were
not enough full-time dependestudents at those types of institutions to make meaningful
comparisons. Consequently, the study popaaitncludes only studentgho attended public 2-
year, public 4-year, or private not-for-profityéar institutions. Send, students who attended
more than one institution during 1999-2000 werewdell because of the confounding effects of
attending different-priced institutions and reweg different financihaid awards at each
institution. Finally, students who were not Uc8izens or permanentselents were excluded
because they are not eligible for federal financial aid.

Approximately one-quaet of all undergraduasemet all the criteria for inclusion in the
analysis. About one-half of alihdergraduates at the institutiansluded in the study were
dependent, and about ohelf of these students wererelted full time, full year at one
institution (table 1). Unless otherwise specifidtireferences to “studesit or “undergraduates”

lundergraduates under 24 years of age are generally considered financially dependent for the purposes of determining financial
aid eligibility unless they are married, have legal dependemtseterans, or are orphansaards of the court. However,

financial aid officers are permitted to use their professional judgment to declare students to be independent under unusual
circumstances.
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Table 1. Percentage of undergraduates with selected edhment characteristics, by institution type:

1999-2000
Percent of
dependen Percent of full-time, full-year dependent
Percent of students who students enrolled at one institution who
all students enrolled full Lived
who were time, fulyear a Lived on indgendenty Lived
Institution type degenden  one institution campus off canpus  withparents
Total 50.6 53.7 38.7 30.0 31.3
Institution type
Public 2year 37.4 30.0 7.5 24.5 68.0
Public nondoctoral 57.2 61.2 35.3 325 32.3
Public doctoral 68.1 66.3 40.7 41.2 18.1
Private not-fomprofit nondoctoral
(except liberal arts) 57.1 72.2 59.1 17.7 23.2
Private not-fomprofit doctoral and
liberal arts 79.2 79.3 68.8 20.0 11.2

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and puhlicpaivate not-for-profit 4-year institutions who were U.S.
citizens or permanent residents. Detail may not sum to totals becaosading.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).

in the text of this report reféo this population, and all referees to “full time” mean full time
for the full 1999-2000 academic year.

Institution Types and Family Income

The tables in this report show many aspedtstudent financmat five types of
institutions, and within each typat five levels of family incomeThe categories of institutions
were chosen to group institutions that are similderms of mission, chacteristics of students,
and, especially, levels of pg and availability of institutionlst funded student aid. The family
income levels were chosendorrespond roughly to levels ohfincial need and eligibility for

certain types of federgrants and loans.

Low-income students have a greater needifi@ancial aid thamiddle-income students
within each type of institution, and students ahkiatome levels needore financial aid at
higher priced institutions than at lower priced ones. By reporting data by family income within
type of institution, the tableshow both of these patterns.
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Institution Types

The analysis used an aggregation ofGlaenegie categories established in 2000. The
Carnegie Classification of Itigitions of Higher Education is a taxonomy of institutions
developed for analytical purposes. Originallyeleped in the 1970s and modified most recently
in 2000, its purpose is to identify categoriexolleges and universiseahat are relatively
homogeneous with respect to their functiond the characteristics of the students and faculty
members (The Carnegie Foutida 2000). For the 2000 classiftazn, the categories are based
on the types and numbers of degrees awardedlmEjor categories include associate’s colleges
(which offer almost exclusively associatdsgrees and certificates); baccalaureate colleges
(liberal arts colleges, general baccalaureatkeges, and baccalaureate colleges that award
associate’s as well as bachelor’s degrees); master’s colleges and universities (committed to
graduate education through the master’s degree); and doctorate-granting institutions (committed
to graduate educatidhrough the doctoraté)For this report, institutions were aggregated into
five categories, based on the Carnegie categand institutional conttopublic 2-year, public
4-year nondoctoral, public 4-yedoctoral, private not-for-pf 4-year nondoctoral (except
liberal arts), and private not-for-prbéi-year doctoral and liberal arts.

Public 2-year institutions typically serve students from their own geographic area and enroll
many older and part-time stuttes. Compared with students at 4-year institutions in 1999-2000,
students at public 2-year institutions were less likely to be dependent (37 percent vs. 57 to 79
percent), and if they were dependent, less likely to enroll full time (30 percent vs. 61 to 79
percent) (table 1). Most publitzyear students (68 percent)dd/with their parents, while
relatively few (8 percent) lived on campus.

Nondoctoral institutions include many staiolleges and small private not-for-profit
colleges. Doctoral institutions put a greater emphasis on research and tend to include the larger
state universities and private not-for-profit institutions. For this analysis, private not-for-profit
colleges with a “liberal arts” Carnegie Codtere grouped with privatnot-for-profit doctoral
institutions. Liberal arts colleges emphasize baccatdea programs, partiady in liberal arts
fields, and therefore are properly identifiechasdoctoral institutions. However, in the private
not-for-profit sector, the liberal arts categorgludes many of the natn’s most selective and
highest priced colleges. On several key measetated to paying for college, including tuition,
institutional and other forms of financial aid, and students’ highest degree expectations, students
at private not-for-profit liberal arts institutioappear to be more like their counterparts at
doctoral than at nondoctoral institutions. Faos tieason, private not-for-profit liberal arts
colleges were grouped with private not-for-praifiictoral institutions. (See table B-4 in appendix

2See the glossary in appendix A for more detailed definitions of these categories.
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B for the comparisons among institution typé&ecause the public sector does not have a
comparable set of institutions, tfeav public liberal arts colleges the analysis were left in the
public nondoctoral category.

In 1999-2000, undergraduates at dogtmstitutions were more likely than those at
nondoctoral institutions to be fineially dependent,ral if so, more likely to attend full time
(table 1). The highest proportion of studentsivon campus was found at private not-for-profit
doctoral and liberal arts iutions, followed by private not-for-profit nondoctoral institutions,
and then public doctorahd nondoctoral institutions.

Of key importance for examining how the stotiein this study pay for college are the
differences among types of institutions in terms of tuition and fees and the availability of grants
from institutional sources:

Average annual Percent with

Institution type tuition and fees institutional grants

Public 2-year $1,600 16.2

Public 4-year nondoctoral 3,500 20.4

Public 4-year doctoral 4,900 26.5

Private not-for-profit 4-year nondoctoral

(except liberal arts) 13,300 72.3

Private not-for-profit 4-year doctoral

and liberal arts 19,900 60.4

Family Income Categories

Students were divided into five categories based on their family income: low, low-middle,
middle, upper-middle, and high (as shown glorhe low-income grup was constructed to
correspond roughly to the target population fer fideral Pell grant progm, while the middle-
income group was designed fopaoximate the population usually redigible for Pell grants, but
typically eligible for federal subsidized loans to attend public 4-year institutions. The low-
middle-income category containstlidents who were not cleartyeither category. The upper-
middle-income group includes stude who tend to qualify for subsidized loans only at the
higher priced institutions, while the high-omae group includes students who typically do not
gualify for need-based aid at any type of insiio. The criteria used to establish the income
categories are described in mdegail in appendix BFor reference purposes, the tables in this
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report present data for all fislecome groups, but the text discussion focuses only on the two
groups of primary interest—Ilovand middle-income students.

Family income Percent of the study population
Low: Less than $30,000 22
Low-middle: $30,000-44,999 15
Middle: $45,000-74,999 30
Upper-middle: $75,000-99,999 15
High: $100,000 or more 18

Distribution of Students Across Institution Types by Income

Income diversity existed at each type dtitution, although the peentages of students
from the various income levelsfidired, especially at the lowestd highest levels (figure 1).
Students at public 2-year institutions were generally more likely than those attending other types
of institutions to come from low-inconfamilies (29 percent vs. 15 to 24 percénfompared
with students who attended other types of institutions, students at private not-for-profit doctoral
and liberal arts institutions were the most likely to come from high-income families (30 percent
vs. 11 to 21 percent). Depending on the institution type, between 27 and 33 percent of students
were from middle-income families.

Data

The data used in this analysis cofmen the 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000), which atudes data on student cheteristics, enrollment, and
financial aid collected from institutions andebtly from students throlgelephone interviews.
NPSAS also includes extensive student backgramadfinancial informton on aid applicants
from the Free Application for Federal Student AfFAFSA), and for fedal loan recipients,
includes longitudinal loan data from the Natib8&udent Loan Data System (NSLDS). All
variables used in this analysis are describetierglossary (appendix AAdditional information
on NPSAS is included in appendix B.

3The apparent difference between the percentages of stadgntslic 2-year and public 4-year nondoctoral institutions who
were from low-income families was not statistically significant.




Introduction

Figure 1. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates according to family
income, byinstitution type: 1999-2000

Type of institution

Public 2-year 29 17 33 11

Public nondoctoral 24 17 30 13

Public doctoral 18 15 29 21

Private not-for-profit
nondoctoral 21 15 31 17
(except liberal arts)

Private not-for-profit

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent
OLow OLow middle O Middle B Upper middle EHigh

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail
may not sum to totals because afimding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).

Organization of the Report

The rest of the report begins with a description of the demographic and enroliment
characteristics of full-time dependent students, by income. Next, it examines the students’
financial need and desises the types and amounts of finiahaid they received from various
sources. The following section describes wh&nown about how students paid for the portion
of their expenses not coverbd financial aid. The final séion of the report summarizes the
major findings of the analysis to provide @rerall picture of how lv- and middle-income
students pay for college at each type of institution.
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Demographic and Enrollment Characteristics

In 1999-2000, 22 percent of alliftime dependent undgraduates were from low-income
families, and 30 percent were from middle-income families (table 2). Thus, together, these two
groups made up about halftbie full-time dependenindergraduate populah. In addition to
their income disparities, low- and middle-income students tended to have different demographic
and enrollment characteristics.

Demographic Characteristics

Students from racial/ethnic minorities were more likely than White students to be from
low-income families. Forty-six percent of Blaok African American students, 44 percent of
Hispanic or Latino students, and 38 percent of Asian students were from low-income families,
compared with 15 percent of White students.

Table 2. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates according to family
income, by selected studd characteristics: 1999-2000

Low: Low middle: Middle: Upper middle: High:
less than $30,000- $45,000- $75,000- $100,000
Student characteristics $30,000 44,999 74,999 99,999 or more
Total 21.6 15.2 29.9 15.4 17.9
Sex
Male 20.1 15.9 29.7 154 19.0
Female 22.9 14.6 30.1 15.4 17.0
Race/ethnicit*
American Indian 28.2 12.0 33.0 9.5 17.3
Asian 38.1 14.2 23.9 8.2 15.7
Black 45.9 17.9 17.9 9.4 8.9
Pacific Islander 15.3 23.5 16.4 22.7 22.2
White 14.6 14.6 33.0 17.5 20.3
Othef 26.2 15.7 26.9 18.8 12.4
More than one race 36.8 12.6 24.9 13.4 12.3
Hispanic 44.4 17.7 21.0 7.8 9.1

*American Indian includes Alaska Native, Black includes African American, Pacific Islander includes Native Hawaiian, and
Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin unless specified.

2Respondents were given the option of identifying themselves as “o#tver” $ee glossary for details.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and publicpaivate not-for-profit 4-year institutions who attended only
one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permaresidents. Detail may notsLto totals because adunding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefioteEducation Statistics, 1999—-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).

11



Demographic and Enrollment Characteristics

Viewed from the opposite perspective, low-inedstudents were more likely than middle-
income students to be from amarity racial/ethnic group. About Haf all low-income students
were minorities: 19 percent were Black or African American, 17 percent were Hispanic or
Latino, 9 percent were Asian, aatout 5 percent were othermorities or more than one race
(table 3). In contrast, aboliB percent of students inetmiddle-income category were
minorities.

Low-income students were also more likelgrirtheir middle-incomeounterparts to have
parents who did not attend colledgght percent of low-incomstudents had parents who did

Table 3. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates within income level
according to selected student characteristics: 1999-2000

Family income

Low: Low middle: Middle: Upper middle: High:
less than $30,000— $45,000- $75,000— $100,000
Selected student characteristics Total $30,000 44,999 74,999 99,999 or more
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sex
Male 45.6 42.3 47.6 45.2 45.5 48.4
Female 54.5 57.7 52.4 54.8 54.5 51.6
Race/ethnicity
American Indian 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.5
Asian 51 8.9 4.7 4.1 2.7 4.5
Bladk 8.8 18.7 10.3 5.3 5.4 4.4
Pacific Islande 0.7 0.5 1.0 0.4 1.0 0.8
White 73.8 49.9 71.2 81.5 83.6 83.7
Othef 1.2 1.5 1.3 1.1 15 0.8
More than one race 15 2.6 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.0
Hispanic 8.4 17.3 9.8 5.9 4.3 4.3
Parents’ education
Less than high school 2.8 7.6 35 15 0.1 0.8
High school graduate 22.4 36.3 30.0 22.4 12.9 7.9
Some postsecondary education 22.2 25.7 24.1 26.3 20.3 11.6
Bachelor’'s degree or highe 52.7 30.4 42.4 49.8 66.7 79.7
Delayed enrollment
No delay 86.2 81.1 86.9 86.4 87.9 90.2
Delayed 1 or more years 13.8 18.9 13.1 13.6 12.1 9.8
Housing
On campus 38.7 32.2 35.0 39.2 42.9 454
Off campus 30.0 28.7 28.4 28.9 32.6 32.7
With parents 31.3 39.1 36.7 32.0 24.5 22.0

*American Indian includes Alaska Native, Black includes African American, Pacific Islander includes Native Hawaiian, and Hispani
includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin unless specified.

Respondents were given the option of identifying themselves as “other” race. See glossary for details.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail may not sum to totals becamnsinof. r

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarRiasts8tudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Demographic and Enrollment Characteristics

not finish high school (vs. 1 percent of miekdhcome students), amahother 36 percent had

parents who graduated from higthool but did not go on to college (vs. 22 percent of middle-
income students). Conversely,ddie-income students were mailely than their peers from
low-income families to have parents who attained a bachelor’s degree or higher (50 percent vs.
30 percent).

Enrollment Characteristics

Low- and middle-income students also had different enrollment characteristics. Compared
with their middle-income peers, low-income students were more likely to have waited a year or
more after finishing high school to go to coll€d® percent vs. 14 perceiftable 3). They were
also more likely to live at home whitnrolled (39 percent vs. 32 percent).

Where students attended collegso differed for the two groupsow-income students were
more likely than middle-income students to attend public 2-year institutions, and less likely to
attend either public doctoral or private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions (figure 2).

Figure 2. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates according to the type of
institution attended, by family income: 1999-2000

Family income

o[ m s e
lowmade [ 22 [ 2 ] 3 o |
won [ [0 ] g

0 20 Percent 60 80 100
OPublic 2-year OPublic OPublic @ Private M Private

nondoctoral doctoral not-for-profit not-for-profit

nondoctoral doctoral and

(except liberal arts) liberal arts

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail
may not sum to totals because aiimding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student

Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).

13



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



Financial Need

The first step in determining a student’s eligibility for financial aid to attend a particular
institution is a need analysis. The need analysis establishes how much students and their families
are expected to contribute from their own resources and compares that to the price of attending
the institution. The gap between the pricettérading and the family’s expected contribution
(EFC) is the student’s financial need.

Price of Attending

A student budget, which represents the poicattending the institution selected, is
calculated for each student by the institutibhe budget is based on the amounts needed to
cover tuition and fees, books andterals, and reasonable living@enses in that area. Living
expenses include housing, food, transpgmma and miscellaneous expenses. The amount
allocated for living expenses depends on wirethe student lives on campus, independently off
campus, or with parents or relas: For certain students, adjushtsemay be mad® take into
account unusual circumstances, such adilityarelated expenses. The student budget
represents what the institution thinks the stuaemild have to spen attend the institution,
but it may or may not accurately reflect thaidgint’s actual expenses, because the budget does
not fully take into account individligircumstances or expectatioregarding standard of living.

In 1999-2000, average tuition and fees fdlrtime dependent stlents ranged from
$1,600 at public 2-year institutions to $19,900 atgie not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
institutions, and the average student budgeged from $8,600 to $28,800 (table 4). Differences
by family income within institution type refleeariation in tuition and student budget across the
particular institutions attended and differences in where students lived while enrolled. Within
each type of 4-year institution, middle-incostadents were more likely than low-income
students to enroll at higher priced institutions (as measured by both tuition and fees and total
student budget).

Expected Family Contribution (EFC)

While the price of attending is specific to an institution and the student’s living
arrangements, the EFC is independent of eiiee student enrolls and depends only on the
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Financial Need

Table 4. Average tuition and fees, student budget, and expected family contribution for full-time, full-year
dependentundergraduates, percentage vih financial need, and fa those with need, average
amount of need, byinstitution type and family income: 1999-2000

Average Percent with For those with
Student budget Expected family financial need need, average need
Institution type Tuition (determined by contribution (Student budget  (Student budget
and family income and fees the institution) (EEC)greater than EFC) minus EFC)
Total $6,900 $14,900 $11,100 69.5 $10,200
Public 2-year
Total $1,600 $8,600 $8,800 60.5 5,400
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 1,600 8,400 1,000 100.0 7,400
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 1,700 8,700 4,000 94.4 5,000
Middle: $45,000-74,999 @00 8,600 8,800 48.2 2,600
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 1,600 8,600 16,400 4.5 ¥
High: $100,000 or more 1,400 8,500 27,700 1.1 ¥
Public nondoctoral
Total $3,500 $11,000 $9,400 67.6 6,900
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 3,100 10,300 1,100 99.9 9,200
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 3,500 10,700 3,700 97.8 7,300
Middle: $45,000-74,999 800 11,100 8,300 72.7 5,000
Upper middle: $75,000-9899 3,900 11,500 15,500 25.2 3,700
High: $100,000 or more 3,700 11,500 26,700 9.3 2,800
Public doctoral
Total $4,900 $13,500 $12,500 64.2 8,300
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 4,400 12,900 1,500 99.1 11,700
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 4,700 13,200 4,100 98.8 9,300
Middle: $45,000-74,999 400 13,300 9,000 82.5 6,100
Upper middle: $75,000—-9899 5,000 13,600 16,100 32.0 5,300
High: $100,000 or more 5,600 14,200 29,800 10.7 4,400
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total $13,300 $21,400 $10,900 84.8 14,400
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 10,900 18,100 1,200 98.9 17,000
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 12,700 20,800 3,800 99.4 17,100
Middle: $45,000-74,999 1300 22,100 8,400 95.2 14,800
Upper middle: $75,000-9899 14,200 22,600 16,100 815 9,700
High: $100,000 or more 15,100 23,700 28,100 40.0 8,600
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total $19,900 $28,800 $14,800 84.7 19,300
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 18,300 27,300 1,400 99.9 26,000
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 19,900 28,900 3,900 100.0 25,000
Middle: $45,000-74,999 1900 28,700 8,600 97.5 20,900
Upper middle: $75,000—-9899 20,200 28,900 15,800 89.3 15,500
High: $100,000 or more 2600 29600 30,900 56.9 10,300

FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)
Average computed including zero values (9 percent had no expected family contribution).

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-yéatiams who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarfélesisStudent Aid

Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Financial Need

family’s circumstances. The fornaulised to calculate the EF&ea into account family income
and assets, family size, and the number of other college students in the family. For dependent
students, the income and ass#tboth students and parents &ken into account. Institutions
must use the Federal Methodology legislatecdCbpgress during the 1992 reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act to determine eligibility for federal aid, but states and institutions can use
different formulas to allocatineir own aid. These formulas rhigrequire students to make

greater contributions. In this report, EFC refierthe amount requirediféederal aid eligibility
purposes.

It is important to recognize that while EFCs represent what families are expected to
contribute, they are not necesaaccurate measures of abilitypay. Because financial aid is
limited and everyone’s need canibet fully met, the formulas are designed to compare one
family’s ability to pay against others’ ability to pay so that available aid can be distributed
equitably. The formulas for calculating EFCs have been changed numerous times as
policymakers have tried tevelop rules that are fair apdsy to understand and that encourage
families to behave sponsibly (such as saving for theiildts education). ©ntroversial issues
have included, for example, theigdent’s age at which their parghincome should no longer be
considered (currently age 24); how to treat notozial and stepparentsicome when parents
are divorced; how home equity should be &datvhich assets should be counted; what
percentage of income ands&ts should be contributedidBhow much students should be
expected to work.

Many low-income students (between 31 and 45 percent, varying with the type of institution
attended) had a zero EF®ecause the EFC depends on thmilias’ financial resources and is
not affected by where students enroll, the variation across institution types reflects the differing
financial circumstances of the students who chose those types of institutions. The average EFC
for low-income students (including thosé&lwzero EFCs) was between $1,000 and $1,500 (table
4). Virtually all middle-incomestudents had a positive EFC (at 2@ percent at each type of
institution)® Their average EFC (inatling those few with a zero amount) ranged between
$8,300 and $9,000.

Financial Need

As indicated at the beginning of this sectibimancial need is calcul@d by subtracting the
EFC from the price of attendance. Thus a student’s financial need reflects both the family’s

4see Baum (1999) for a thorough discussion of need analysis.
51999-2000 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:2000), Data Analysis System. Not shown in table.
61999-2000 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:2000), Data Analysis System. Not shown in table.
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Financial Need

financial resources and the choafanstitution. For federal aid, student would be expected to
contribute the same amount regardless ofrtsttution selected, but would have greater

financial need at an institution with a high price of attendance than at an institution with a low
one. At the same time, a low-income student would be expected to contribute less than a middle-
income one attendinpe same institution.

Virtually all low-income studest(at least 99 percent at eacpeyf institution) had some
financial need, regardless of whehey enrolled (table 4). Among those with need, the average
ranged from $7,400 at public 2-year institutiem$26,000 at private not-for-profit doctoral and
liberal arts institutions. In contrast, the percentage of middle-income students with financial need
varied by type of institution. At public 2-yemmstitutions, 48 percent ohiddle-income students
had financial need, comparedthw97 percent at private not-forgdit doctoral and liberal arts
institutions. For middle-income students witbed, the average amount ranged from $2,600 at
public 2-year institutions to $20,900 at private natgoofit doctoral and liberal arts institutions.

Figure 3 illustrates the relatiship between the average budget at a particular type of
institution and the average EFC for students wid#@nh income interval. The difference between
the two represents the average financial neadtémd that type ahstitution—the amount of
financial aid for which students that income range would bégeble (although not necessarily
awarded). Thus, assuming tha¢ 88BFC accurately represents wfahtilies can afford to pay,
students from families with incommeinder about $55,000 could not affdo attend any type of
institution without aid in 1999-2000. At the other endhaf income scale, ¢haverage student at
an income level of $95,000-99,000 would need aid talbe to afford to attend a private not-
for-profit institution.
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Figure 3. Average expected family contribution (EFC) for full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates by income and average student buddpy
type of institution: 1999-2000

Average student budget

Average EFC

$30,000 private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts ($28,800)
$25,000+
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts) ($21,400)
$20,000+
$15,000- Public doctoral ($13,500)
Public nondoctoral ($11,000)
$10,000- Public 2-year ($8,600)
$5,0004
$0 -
Less $15-19 $20-24 $25-29 $30-34 $35-39 $40-44 $45-49 $50-54 $55-59 $60-64 $65-69 $70-74 $75-79 $80-84 $85-89 $90-94 $95-99
than
$15 Family income (in thousands)

TO READ: The horizontal lines indicate the average student budgesaébrtype of institution. At each income level, the difference between the avadage and the average
EFC represents the average financial need at that typeiaftios. Thus, for example, students from families with inconmesen about $55,000 would have financial need
at all types of institutions.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CenteEércation Statistics, 1999—2000 National Postsecondary Studentutig (8tPSAS:2000).
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Financial Aid

Once a student’s need for fingalcaid has been establishedireancial aid officer develops
an aid package that comes as close as possibiedtng that studentf;ancial need. However,
students do not always receive the full amourgidffor which they qualify. First, students who
would be eligible mayot apply for aid or may fail to pvide all the requed documentation.
Second, funds for some progra are limited to specific amowappropriatedyhich may be
exhausted before all eligible students are helped. Finally, students sometimes decline to take out
any or all of the loans for which they are eligjljpeeferring instead to wk more, spend less, or
find other sources of funds. Throughout this regoegeived” aid means #t the student actually
received the aid, not simply that an award was offered.

Among full-time, full-year dpendent undergraduateslifa9o9—2000, 79 percent applied for
financial aid and 70 percent reced some form of aid (tab®. Although virtually all low-
income students had sorfiieancial need (table 4), not ajpplied for aid even though it appears
that most would have qualified for grant addnumber of explanations are possible. For
example, they may have not realized that thenevedigible for aid; they may have had access to
income or assets not considered in the rieedula (from a noncustodigarent, for example);
they may have been able to live on less tharestimated student budget and decided that they
did not need aid; or their financial circumstances may have improved since the time of the need
calculation, which for the 1999-2000 academic yeauld have been based on their 1998
calendar year income. For middle-income studemsgdditional reason why the percentage of
students with financial need may be greater tharpercentage applying for or receiving aid is
that much of the aid for which they qualify istive form of loans, which they may have decided
not to take. Among upper-middle and high-incastedents, the percentages receiving aid were
sometimes higher than the percgemwith financial need becauset all aid is awarded on the
basis of need.

Type and Amounts of Aid Received

The proportions of students receiving amtlahe amounts they receive vary with both
family income and type of imitution. Reflecting the way in whircthe need-based financial aid
system is designed to work, the general paitethat as income increases, students tend to
receive less aid, especially grants, and as price increases, students tend to receive more aid. The
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Financial Aid

Table 5. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates who applied for and received
financial aid and type of aid, by institution type and family income: 1999-2000

Type of aid
Loans
Institution type Applied fo Received (including Work-
and family income financial aid financial aid Grants PLYS study Othef
Total 78.9 70.3 56.4 44.3 13.7 2.2
Public 2-year
Total 65.5 50.8 43.8 14.1 4.0 1.9
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 82.6 77.5 75.1 14.6 9.3 1.5
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 69.8 55.3 47.7 18.3 3.1 2.1
Middle: $45,000-74,999 . 40.3 31.1 14.8 25 1.3
Upper middle: $75,000-9899 56.6 34.3 23.6 14.9 # 0.9
High: $100,000 or more 42.2 22.7 15.5 3.6 # 5.4
Public nondoctoral
Total 81.2 73.1 53.6 47.7 9.9 2.4
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 93.4 90.2 87.7 525 15.8 3.2
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 85.5 81.1 65.7 54.4 13.8 1.1
Middle: $45,000-74,999 a2. 71.3 425 51.6 9.2 2.3
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 74.6 64.4 33.0 41.8 4.5 2.2
High: $100,000 or more 59.3 46.3 25.6 29.1 2.4 2.7
Public doctoral
Total 78.0 68.9 50.2 45.6 9.1 25
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 89.3 86.3 83.1 59.6 18.8 2.4
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 81.5 75.9 62.7 51.7 14.6 3.3
Middle: $45,000-74,999 7. 70.7 45.6 50.7 8.7 2.6
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 75.0 61.3 35.4 36.7 3.6 2.6
High: $100,000 or more 66.8 53.0 31.0 29.6 1.9 1.7
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 94.7 925 83.7 68.3 31.2 3.0
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 98.2 97.8 96.3 67.3 355 3.9
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 96.7 93.5 88.9 74.3 40.9 4.7
Middle: $45,000-74,999 %A, 93.1 83.1 77.9 34.9 2.9
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 93.1 91.2 79.6 66.8 22.6 1.3
High: $100,000 or more 90.7 85.3 69.0 48.3 18.5 2.3
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 81.8 76.9 68.2 58.7 28.6 0.9
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 91.0 89.5 87.2 76.5 40.5 1.8
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 86.9 84.5 79.3 70.1 39.9 29
Middle: $45,000-74,999 &. 83.7 76.6 68.2 36.7 0.3
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 80.2 75.0 66.3 56.7 23.5 0.8
High: $100,000 or more 70.8 625 47.8 37.9 13.7 0.4

#Rounds to zero.
'PLUS loans are taken out by parents.
2l other types of aid, such as ROTC, aid for veterans’ dependents and survivors, and other unidentified types of aid.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarRiasts8tudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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relationship is not precise, because students do not always take out the loans for which they are
eligible; the federal government, states, and institutions have different criteria for distributing
need-based aid; and not all aid is need based.

In this analysis, the average amounts oftléd students received were computed in two
ways: for only students who received that typaidfand across all students, including those who
did not receive that type ofdaiThe first average is usefulrfonderstanding the typical amounts
that aided students received, whhe second is useful for lookirag the relative contributions of
different types of aid.

Overview of Aid Packages

Aid packages consist mainly of some comboraof grants, loans, and work-study, plus a
small amount of “other” aid for certain studersisch as ROTC and afdr veterans’ dependents
and survivors. The particular comhtions awarded vary systentatily with income and type of
institution. As income increases, eligibility for nelealsed grants declindsading to a greater
reliance on loans. Variation by institution type reflects both price differentials and availability of
particular types of aid. Private not-for-profit institutions, for example, typically provide
institutional aid to more of thestudents than public institutions.

Most low-income students reged financial aid: 78 perceat public 2-year institutions,
and 86 to 98 percent at 4-year institutions (table 5). Among middle-income students, less than
half received aid at public 2-yemustitutions (40 percent), but 7d 93 percent did so at 4-year
institutions. Students from both income groups weoee likely to receivaid at private not-for-
profit nondoctoral institutions than ahy other type of institution.

In all institution types, low-income students were more likely than middle-income students
to receive grants, and when they did, they gahereceived larger aounts (table 6). The one
exception was at private not-for-profit nondoctaonatitutions, where both low- and middle-
income students with grantsaeived an average of about $8,000.

About 15 percent of both low- and middlesome students borrowed at public 2-year
institutions, and about 52 percent of botbugrs borrowed at public nondoctoral institutions
(table 5)7 In the private not-for-profit sector, lowgome students were more likely than middle-
income ones to borrow at doctoral and liberal arts institutions, but the reverse was true at

"For the purposes of this analysis, PLUS loans to parents were included with loans to students because paying for college is a
joint responsibility for dependent students and their pareotsségjuently, considering only loans to students would provide a
incomplete picture of how much a family borrowed to pay for college.
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Table 6. Average amount of aid received by full-time, fullyear dependent undergraduges, by institution
type and family income: 1999-2000

Average for students with type of aid Average for all studerfts
Loans Loans
Institution type Total (with  Work- Total (with  Work-
and family income aid Grants PLOS study Othet aid Grants PLUY study Othet
Total $8,700 $5,500 $6,10061,700 $3,400 $6,100 $3,100 $2,700 $200 $100
Public 2-year
Total 3,200 2,400 3,200 1,600 ¥ 1,600 1,100 400 100 #
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 3,900 3,200 3,100 ¥ ¥ 3,000 2,400 500 100 #
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 0 2,100 3,800 ¥ ¥ 1,700 1,000 700 # #
Middle: $45,000-74,999 2,500 1,500 3,000 ¥ ¥ 1,000 500 400 # 100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999  2M0 ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ 700 200 400 # #
High: $100,000 or more ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ 500 400 100 # 100
Public nondoctoral
Total 5,700 3,200 4,800 1,500 2,900 4,200 1,700 2,300 200 100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 6,600 3,900 4,100 1,700 ¥ 5900 3,400 2,200 300 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 5900 280 4,600 1,400 ¥ 4,800 2,100 2,500 200 #
Middle: $45,000-74,999 5,200 2,3004,900 1,600 ¥ 3,700 1,000 2,500 100 100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 280 2,500 5,800 ¥ ¥ 3,300 800 2,400 100 100
High: $100,000 or more 5,200 2,800 5,400 ¥ ¥ 2,400 700 1,600 # 100
Public doctoral
Total 7,200 4,200 5,700 1,800 3,300 5,000 2,100 2,600 200 100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 9,000 5,400 4,800 1,800 ¥ 7,800 4,500 2,900 300 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 7,600 300 5,300 1,800 ¥ 5,800 2,700 2,700 300 100
Middle: $45,000-74,999 6,800 3,5005,800 1,900 ¥ 4,800 1,600 2,900 200 100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999  6,0003,300 6,400 ¥ ¥ 3,700 1,200 2,400 100 100
High: $100,000 or more 6,100 3,600 6,600 ¥ ¥ 3,200 1,100 2,000 # 100
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 13,100 7,700 7,400 1,500 4,600 12,100 6,400 5,000 500 100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 12,700 7,900 6,200 1,400 ¥ 12,400 7,700 4,100 500 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 14,200 380 6,800 1,500 ¥ 13,300 7,300 5,100 600 300
Middle: $45,000-74,999 14,300 8,3007,400 1,500 ¥ 13,300 6,900 5,800 500 100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 11,900 6@ 7,800 1,400 ¥ 10,800 5,300 5,200 300 100
High: $100,000 or more 11,200 460 9,700 1,700 ¥ 9,600 4,400 4,700 300 100
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 17,100 11,500 8,100 1,800 ¥ 13,200 7,900 4,800 500 100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 21,100 14,400 7,300 1,700 ¥ 18,900 12,500 5,600 700 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 20,700 &30 8,000 1,700 ¥ 17,500 11,000 5,600 700 200
Middle: $45,000-74,999 17,600 11,7007,500 1,800 ¥ 14,700 8,900 5,100 700 #
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 16,400 1@ 8,800 2,000 ¥ 12,300 6,700 5,000 500 100
High: $100,000 or more 1300 8,300 9,400 BP0 ¥ 7,800 3,900 B8O 200 100

#Rounds to zero.
fReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)
!See table 5 for percentage of students with each type of aid.

?Includes zero values (that is, unaided students). Average total aid is the sum of grants, loans, work-study, and othitneigl.M@esum to
totals because of rounding.

3PLUS loans are taken out by parents.
“All other types of aid, such as ROTC, aid for veterans’ dependents and survivors, and other unidentified types of aid.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-year institutions who attendesliosiijudion
and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999—2000 National Postsecondary Studbnt Aid St
(NPSAS:2000).
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nondoctoral institutions. Both low- and middle-ino® borrowers at private not-for-profit 4-year
institutions borrowed more, on average, than tb@imterparts at public stitutions (table 6).

The likelihood of participating in a worktsly program reflects both the availability of
work-study funds at the different types of indittas and student need.uients at public 2-year
institutions were the least likely to participate in such a program, while students at private not-
for-profit 4-year institutions were the mostdilg to do so (table 5). At public institutions,
participation rates for work-stly programs were higher ftow-income students than for
middle-income students, but ndfdrences were detected betweka two groups in their rates
of participation at private not-forepfit 4-year institutions or ithe amounts earned at any type of
4-year institution (table 6).

To illustrate the relative importance of the different types of aid for low- and middle-
income students across institution types, figustows the average amounts of each type of aid
computed using all students as the base (iduyding unaided students). It shows the general
patterns describedave: more aid for low-income studentsore aid as price goes up, more
grant aid for low-income students than middle-income students at most types of institutions, and
more loans than grants for middle-income students at public institutions.

Types of Grants

Overall, 56 percent of all fuitime, dependent studés received some type of grant aid,
averaging $5,500 for recipients (tables 5 and 6is &ld often came from more than one source,
each of which uses different criteria for alltng grants: 23 percent received federal grant aid,
22 percent received state grants, 34 percentved@nstitutional grantsand 15 percent received
grants from private sources (tables 7 and 8).

The federal government distributes almost all of its grants according to demonstrated
financial need. The major federal grant program is the Pell, which awards grants to all
undergraduates whose EFdiddelow a certain level, esta@hed annually. Whefinancial aid
officers package aid for an undergraduate, theywitirtthe Pell grant if t student is eligible
for one. In 1999-2000, the maximum Pell award $8,125 (U.S. Departmeof Education
2000). Another importarfederal grant is the Federal Sugplental Educational Opportunity
Grant (FSEOG), which assists ungiaduates with exceptionadéed. Designed to supplement
the Pell grant (priority is given to Pell recipients), it is administered by institutions. Eligibility
does not guarantee an award because the awadable to a partical institution are limited.
The maximum FSEOG in 1999-2000 was $4,000 (Department of Bucation 2000). In
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Figure 4. Average amount of aid receivedy all full-time, full-year de pendent low- and middle-income
undergraduates, by type of aid, type oinstitution, and percentage with aid: 1999-2000

S Low income Percent
Type of institution 500 with aid
Public 2-year 3,000 8
Public nondoctora 90
Public doctoral 7,800 86
Private not-for-profit 500
nondoctoral 4,100 12,400 98
(exceot liberal art$ 700
Private non-_for-proflt 5600 18,900 90
doctoral and liberal artg
$0 $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000
Average amount
Middle income Percent
Type of institution with aid
Public 2-year 40
Public nondoctoral 71
Public doctoral g4 71
Private not-for-profit 590
nondoctoral 5,800 13,300 93
(excent liberal art3 700
Private non-for-profit
14,7 84
doctoral and liberal artg 2 (Y 700
$0 $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000

Average amount

B Grants@LoansO Work-study‘

'Averages computed using both aided and unaided students.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail
may not sum to totals because types of aid other than grants, loans, and work-study are not shown. Average “other” aid did not
exceedb200 at any institution type. Due toage limitations, coponents less than $500 are not labeled. See table 6 for

amounts.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 7. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependentindergraduates who received federal grants and
average amount received, by instittion type and family income: 1999-2000

Institution type

Average for students with
type of grant

Percent with federal grant

Average for all studehts

and family income Total Pell FSEGG Total Pell FSEOG Total Pell FSEOG
Total 22.7 21.9 7.2 $2,400 $2,200 $1,000 $500 $500 $100
Public 2-year
Total 24.0 23.8 5.6 2,300 2,200 500 600 500 #
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 65.9 65.4 16.6 2,500 2,400 500 1,700 1,600 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 26.6 26.6 4.8 1,600 1,500 s 400 400 #
Middle: $45,000-74,999 2.2 2.2 0.3 s T t # # #
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 1.2 # # s s s # # #
High: $100,000 or more # # # s s ¥ # # #
Public nondoctoral
Total 26.9 26.4 5.7 2,300 2,200 700 600 600 #
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 78.9 78.6 16.9 2,600 2,500 700 2,100 2,000 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 39.0 38.3 6.4 1,600 1,500 900 600 600 100
Middle: $45,000-74,999 4.1 3.3 1.6 1,000 900 ¥ # # #
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 0.3 # 0.3 s s b # # #
High: $100,000 or more 0.1 # # b ¥ ¥ # # #
Public doctoral
Total 19.0 18.2 5.8 2,400 2,100 1,000 500 400 $100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 69.2 68. 24.2 2,800 2,500 1,000 1,900 1,700 200
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 31.2 30.1 7.3 1,700 1,500 800 500 500 100
Middle: $45,000-74,999 5.3 4.0 0.9 1,100 800 ¥ 100 # #
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 0.6 0.2 0.2 b ¥ ¥ # # #
High: $100,000 or more 0.7 # # b ¥ ¥ # # #
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 26.0 24.8 12.6 2,500 2,100 1,000 700 500 100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 86.9 84. 45.2 3,000 2,500 1,000 2,600 2,200 500
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 40.2 39.1 15.8 1,500 1,200 900 600 500 100
Middle: $45,000-74,999 54 4.1 2.6 1,200 s s 100 # #
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 1.0 # 0.5 s s b # # #
High: $100,000 or more 0.4 # # b ¥ ¥ # # #
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 18.7 17.3 10.4 2,800 2,000 1,600 500 300 200
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 74.8 14. 427 3,300 2,400 1,600 2,500 1,800 700
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 39.7 37.6 22.7 2,100 1,300 1,600 900 500 400
Middle: $45,000-74,999 8.6 B 4.2 1,800 1,100 s 200 100 100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 2.3 0.4 1.0 ¥ ¥ ¥ 100 # #
High: $100,000 or more 1.1 0.3 0.4 ¥ ¥ ¥ # # #

#Rounds to zero.

FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)
Yncludes zero values (that is, students without grants).

Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarRiasts8tudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 8. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependentindergraduates who received nonfederal grants fim
various sources and average amount receivebly institution type and family income: 1999-2000

Average for students with

Percent with grants type of grant Average for all students
Institution type Iistitu- Institu- Institu-
and family income tional State Private tional State Private tional State Private
Total 335 21.7 148  $5,200 $2,100 $2,200  $1,700 $500 $300
Public 2-year
Total 16.2 18.3 8.5 900 1,200 1,300 100 200 100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 25.2 35.4 7.6 800 1,300 ¥ 200 500 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 16.1 21.2 8.6 ¥ 1,100 ¥ 200 200 100
Middle: $45,000-74,999 11.8 Bl. 113 1,000 1,100 1,100 100 100 100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 15.2 3.2 8.2 ¥ ¥ s 200 # #
High: $100,000 or more 7.8 5.0 2.9 1 s s 100 100 100
Public nondoctoral
Total 20.4 22.3 12.9 2,000 1,800 1,800 400 400 200
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 25.0 38.2 10.0 1,600 1,900 1,800 400 700 200
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 229 335 16.8 1,900 1,900 2,200 400 600 400
Middle: $45,000-74,999 19.6 ™. 13.0 2,200 1,400 1,600 400 300 200
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 37. 5.5 16.6 2,500 1,700 1,600 400 100 300
High: $100,000 or more 14.6 6.1 8.9 2,300 ¥ 2,400 300 100 200
Public doctoral
Total 26.5 19.4 16.2 3,300 2,200 2,000 900 400 300
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 37.9 83. 1438 3,000 2,400 2,100 1,200 1,000 300
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 325 %6. 17.6 3,300 2,300 2,600 1,100 600 500
Middle: $45,000-74,999 25.7 6. 165 3,500 2,100 1,900 900 300 300
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 80. 9.5 17.8 2,900 1,900 2,100 600 200 400
High: $100,000 or more 18.2 6.6 14.7 4,100 1,800 1,700 700 100 300
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 72.3 32.3 21.5 6,100 2,700 2,300 4,400 900 500
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 65.6 50. 17.3 4,900 2,700 2,300 3,200 1,400 400
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 74.5 F7. 254 6,200 3,100 2,200 4,600 1,500 600
Middle: $45,000-74,999 77.5 34.3 24.7 6,800 2,700 2,500 5,200 900 600
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 76.5 16.3 20.9 6,000 1,700 1,800 4,600 300 400
High: $100,000 or more 65.5 8.5 17.9 5,900 1,500 2,400 3,900 100 400
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 60.4 20.3 17.9 10,000 2,800 3,700 6,100 600 700
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 73.2 B88. 16.7 11,200 3,500 3,300 8,200 1,300 500
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 715 %1. 204 11,900 3,200 3,000 8,500 1,000 600
Middle: $45,000-74,999 69.7 29.6 19.9 10,400 2,500 3,900 7,200 700 800
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 60. 7.0 20.7 9,600 ¥ 2,800 5,900 200 600
High: $100,000 or more 40.9 6.2 14.1 7600 1,700 4600 3,100 100 600

#Rounds to zero.
FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarRiasts8tudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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1999-2000, more low-income students receiveddraiits (65 percent) than FSEOGs (17
percent) (table 7).

The percentage of low-incons¢éudents with federal graaid ranged from 66 percent at
public 2-year institutions (where the avezagnount received was $2,500) to 87 percent at
private not-for-profit nondoctoral institutions lgere the average amount was $3,000). In both
the public and private not-for-profit sectors, loveome students at nondorbinstitutions were
more likely than their counterparat doctoral or doctoral and lilaéarts institutions to receive
grants despite the lower average pricatténding a nondoctoralstitution. Low-income
students at private not-for-profit institutions wenere likely than those at public institutions to
receive FSEOG awards because ¢hastitutions have greater accésshis type of aid rather
than greater eligibility on the part of students.

Reflecting the fact that the target populationfederal grant programs is low-income
students, relatively few middledome students received fedegednts: 2 percent at public 2-
year institutions and 4 to 9 percent at 4-year institutions. Those middle-income students who do
receive federal grant aid are likely to hdeeer than average EFCs because of family
circumstances, most likely multiple students in college.

The criteria for receiving state grants are more diverse than those used in federal programs.
Most state grant programs are need-based, but they differ in the rules they use to establish
eligibility (Lee and Clery 1999). Since the mid-1998s\umber of states have introduced merit-
based grant programs basedhigh school performance (Creech and Davis 1999), but in 1999—
2000, relatively few students (3ngent) received merit-only gres(Berkner et al. 2002). The
percentage of low-income studsmeceiving state grants randgenim 35 percent at public 2-year
institutions to 50 percent at private not-for-grobndoctoral institutions éble 8). Low-income
students were generally more likely than médoicome students to receive state graiise
average amount of state gramanged from $1,300 to $3,500 for low-income recipients, and
from $1,100 to $2,700 for their middle-income counterparts.

Some institutions, especially those in the atévsector, have their own funds for grant aid.
As indicated earlier, they can distribute this aid to meet their own specific educational or
enrollment goals. Low-income students were nlidedy than middle-income students to receive
institutional grants at public 2-year institutiof25 percent vs. 12 psnt) and public doctoral
institutions (38 percent vs. 26 percent). However, no differences were detected between low- and
middle-income students in their likelihoodreteiving institutional grant aid at public

8At private not-for-profit doctoral and libakarts institutions, there was not enough statistical evidence to confirm therdgppa
difference in the percentages of low- and middle-income students receiving state aid.
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nondoctoral institutions or private not-for-profit da@band liberal arts institutions. At private
not-for-profit nondoctoral institutions, middle-inoe students were more likely than low-
income students to receive institutiogeants (77 percent vs. 66 percent).

Unlike federal and state grant aid programs,amount of institutional aid awarded is not
subject to maximum limits. Institutions’ own financial resources and policies determine the size
of awards. At nondoctoral institutions in both sesf middle-income studés with institutional
grants generally received larger awards ttieir low-income counterparts, but no such
differences were found at tle¢her types of institutions.

Grants from private sources are awarded adcgrw criteria established by the donor, and
therefore do not vary systematically with incoréteen percent of afitudents obtained private
grant aid. For those who received this tgbaid, the average amount varied from $1,300 at
public 2-year institutions to $3,700 at private natyfoofit doctoral and liberal arts institutions.

Figure 5 shows the average amount of grahfai all students, computed including those
without grants, to illustrate the relative progan of total grant aid that came from various
sources for low- and middle-income studentsaath type of institution. It highlights both the
extent to which federal and state aid (especially federal aid) is targeted toward low-income
students and the relatively l@mgamounts of institutional aid that private not-for-profit
institutions provide to both low- and middle-income students.

Types of Loans

Most students who borrow use federal loan programs: 44 percent of all full-time dependent
undergraduates or their parentsrbaed from nonfamily sources telp pay for their education
(see table 5), and 43 percent borrdwlerough one or more of tliederal loan programs (table
9). Undergraduates attending at least half time who have financial need can take out subsidized
Stafford loans, which are interest free to stuslemtil 6 months after they graduate, leave school,
or fall below half-timeattendance status. The annuakimaums allowed for dependent
undergraduates in 1999-2000 were $2,625 in thieyfiar, $3,500 in the second year, and $5,500
in later years, with a cumulative maximwh$23,000 for subsidized Stafford loans (U.S.
Department of Educatn 2000). Students may also take outulnsgdized Stafford loans whether
or not they have financial neégbut students may not borrow more in combined subsidized and
unsubsidized loans than the annual and cumulative maximums imposed for subsidized loans.
Federal Perkins loans are administered by the institution and are targeted toward students with
exceptional financial need. They haveaammual maximum of $4,000 and a cumulative
maximum of $15,000. In addition, y@ts of dependent underdtetes may take out loans
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Figure 5. Average amount of grant aid received by all fl-time, full-year dependent low- and middle-
income undergraduates, bytype of grant, type of institution, and percentage with grants:

1999-2000
Low income Percent
Type of institution 00 with grants
Public 2-year 1,600‘ ” 24,000 75
700
Public nondoctoralfizXe[els] ‘ Il 3,400 88
Public doctoral 1,700| 4,500 83
Private not-for-profit
nondoctoral 3,200 7,700 84
(except liberal art$
Private non-_for-proflt 8.200 12,500 87
doctoral and liberal artg
$0 $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000
Average amount
Middle income Percent
Type of institution with grants
Public 2-yearfil 5 oog 31
Public nondoctoral 1,000 43
900
Public doctoral 1,600 46
00
Private not-for-profit 690
nondoctoral 5,200 6,900 83
(except liberal art$ 700 800
Private non-for-profit 7,200 ' 8,900 -7

doctoral and liberal art:
I

$0 $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000

Average amount

B Pell OFSEOGME State O Institution O Private

'Averages computed using zero values.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail
may not sum to totals because afimding. Due to sgce limitations, coponents less than $500 are not labeled. See tables 7

and 8 for amounts.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 9. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates whabk out federal loans and average amount received, by instiioh type and

family income: 1999-2000

Average for students with

Percent with federal loan type of loan Average for all students
Stafford Stafford Stafford Stafford Stafford Stafford
Institution type sub- unsub- sub- ung- sub- unsub-

and family income Any sidized Perkins sidized PLUS Any izd Perkins sidized PLUS Any iddzed Perkins sidized PLUS
Total 43.2 32.5 7.3 18.2 7.0 M0 $3,300 $1,800 $3,200 $7,600 $2,322 $1,080 $129 $579  $531
Public 2-year
Total 134 8.9 0.2 6.6 0.5 2,700 2,200 0 2,100 ¥ 400 200 # 100 #
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 14.0 13.6 0.4 1.6 0.9 2900 @50 * ¥ ¥ 400 300 # # #
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 18.3 16.4 0.7 8.2 # P,70 ¥ ¥ t ¥ 500 300 # 100 #
Middle: $45,000-74,999 13.1 6.7 # 8.2 0.6 D60 ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ 300 100 # 200 #
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999  14.9 1.0 # 14.9 0.4 ¥ ¥ ¥ t ¥ 400 # # 300 #
High: $100,000 or more 3.6 # # 3.6 # ¥ ¥ s T t 100 # # 100 #
Public nondoctoral
Total 46.5 34.2 4.0 22.9 5.6 500 3,000 1,700 3,100 5,500 2,100 1,000 100 700 300
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 51.5 49.4 82 98. 21 4,000 3,300 1,800 2,000 ¥ 2,000 1,600 100 200 100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 53.1 495 7.4 166 55 4,400 3,100 1,800 2,300 ¥ 2,300 1,500 100 400 300
Middle: $45,000-74,999 50.2 36.1 2.0 29.6 7.8 4,600 2,800 ¥ 2,900 5,300 2,300 1,000 # 900 400
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999  41.0 14.1 0.7 735. 7.0 5,100 2,300 ¥ 3,700 6,300 2,100 300 # 1,300 400
High: $100,000 or more 275 6.9 0.3 25.8 51 5,400 ¥ ¥ 4,000 1,500 100 # 1,000 300
Public doctoral
Total 44.5 31.9 7.2 20.0 7.7 IFO 3,300 1,700 3,400 6,900 2,400 1,000 100 700 500
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 59.1 56.0 15.7 9.3 34 4,600 3,500 1,800 2,400 ¥ 2,700 2,000 300 200 200
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 51.0 48.1 14.4 11.1 .47 5000 3,400 1,700 2,400 5,400 2,500 1,600 200 300 400
Middle: $45,000-74,999 49.0 37.7 6.2 23.7 104 ,409 3,100 1,600 3,100 6,500 2,700 1,200 100 700 700
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999  35.4 154 16 126. 7.8 5,900 2,900 ¥ 3,800 8,100 2,100 400 # 1,000 600
High: $100,000 or more 28.7 5.2 0.5 255 87 6,400 2,900 ¥ 4,000 8,200 1,800 200 # 1,000 600

See notes at end of table.



Table 9. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates whabk out federal loans and average amount received, by instiioh type and
family income: 1999-2000—Continued

Average for students with

Percent with federal loan type of loan Average for all studehts
Stafford Stafford Stafford Stafford Stafford Stafford
Institution type sub- unsub- sub- ung- sub- unsub-
and family income Any sidized Perkins sidized PLUS Any izd Perkins sidized PLUS Any iddzed Perkins sidized PLUS
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 66.9 53.8 13.0 24.5 13.2 $60 $3,600 $1,700 $3,300 $8,200 $4,100 $2,000 $200 $800 $1,100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 65.8 61.6 234 81. 6.6 5,300 3,800 1,600 3,200 ¥ 3,500 2,400 400 400 400
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 73.7 70.9 24.4 16.312.9 5800 3,700 1,700 2,800 5,700 4,300 2,600 400 500 700
Middle: $45,000-74,999 76.7 66.0 12.4 26.6 15.9 5,900 3,600 1,8002,900 7,200 4,500 2,300 200 800 1,100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999  65.5 43.3 21 35.6 216. 6,500 3,300 ¥ 3,600 9300 4,200 1,400 # 1,300 1,500
High: $100,000 or more 45.8 17.6 1.3 331 63. 7,800 3,700 ¥ 3,800 12,200 3,600 600 # 1,200 1,700

Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts

Total 57.1 46.4 19.0 17.9 11.6 9%0 3,800 2,000 3,200 10,200 3,900 1,800 400 600 1,200
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 75.2 70.1 35.0 72. 75 6,200 4,200 2,000 3,500 t 4,600 3,000 700 400 500
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 69.7 63.5 271 2A7. 95 6,300 3,900 2,100 2,600 ¥ 4,400 2,500 600 500 900
Middle: $45,000-74,999 66.2 61.1 25.3 16.3 15.1 6,600 3,700 1,9002,600 7,900 4,300 2,300 500 400 1,200
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999  54.6 39.8 14.0 20.413.1 7,300 3,600 1,500 3,60012,200 4,000 1,400 200 700 1,600
High: $100,000 or more 36.1 18.2 5.0 20.8 310. 8,100 3,600 2,600 3,60013,500 2,900 700 100 700 1,400

#Rounds to zero.
FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)
Yincludes zero values (that is, students without loans).

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-y@atiams who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent
residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarRiasts8tudent Aid Study (NPSAR00).
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through the federal Parent Leato Undergraduate Students (F&program. There are no fixed
limits, but parents must demonstrate that they are not credit-unworthy (i.e., parents with no credit
history are eligible) and may not borrow ancamt that exceeds the student budget minus any

other financial aid.

Students at public 2-year institutions were less likely than those at any other type of
institution to take out federaldms (13 percent vs. 45 to 67 peyétable 9). At public 2-year
and public 4-year nondoctdnastitutions, no differences wedetected in the percentages of
low- and middle-income studestaking out federal loanslowever, at other types of
institutions, low-income students were generally more likely than middle-income students to
borrow through federal loan programs. Theeption was at private not-for-profit nondoctoral
institutions, where middle-income students were more likely than their low-income peers to take
out federal loans (77 percent & percent). Both low- and ddle-income students at private
not-for-profit 4-year institutions tended to borrown@an federal loans than their peers at public
institutions? Depending on the type of institution aitied, the average amount of federal student
loans ranged from $2,900 to $6,200 for low-income borrowers, and from $2,600 to $6,600 for
middle-income borrowers.

Low-income students were generally more hktlan middle-income students to take out
subsidized Stafford loans, except at ptesnot-for-profit nondoctoral institutions, where no
difference was detected. At allogs of 4-year institutions, low¢ome borrowers took out larger
subsidized Stafford loans, on average, ttiair middle-income couatparts. This pattern
reflects the fact that mdle-income students haless need to borrow, but also that the amounts
that middle-income students can borrow in subsidized loans are restricted by their calculated
financial need. In other words, even if they veahto borrow more, they might not be eligible to
do so.

At 4-year institutions, middle-income students were generally more likely than low-income
students to take out unsubsidized Stafford $pamcept at private-not-for-profit doctoral and
liberal arts institutions, where no differencesntetected. The averagmount in unsubsidized
Stafford loans ranged from $2,000 to $3,500 for loeeime borrowers with this type of loan,
and from $2,600 to $3,100 for middle-income borrowers.

The percentage of studentgiwparents who took out PLUS loans ranged from 1 to 8
percent for low-income students and from 1 tgp#&fcent for middle-incomstudents, depending

9For middle-income students, there was not enough statistical evidence to confirm the apparent difference in the average amounts
borrowed at private not-for-profit nondocéb versus public doctoral institutions.
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on the type of institution. Among middle-incorseidents whose parents took out this type of
loan, the average amount ranged from $5,300 to $7,900.

Figure 6 shows the average amounts taken dotims for all students, computed including
those without loans to illustrate the relativeguortion of total borrowing that came from various
sources for low- and middle-income studentsaah type of institution. It highlights the amount
of unsubsidized borrowing (Stafford unsubzedi and PLUS) by middle-income students
compared with low-income ones.

Among low- and middle-income studemtbo earned a bachelor’'s degree in 1999-2000,
about 60 to 70 percent of those who gradiiftem a public institution and about 72 to 88
percent of those who graduated from a private not-for-profit institution had borrowed to help pay
for their education (table 10). Middle-incorstidents borrowed more, on average, than low-
income students except at @te not-for-profit nondoctoral instiions, where no difference was
observed.

Relative Importance of Grants and Loans

Table 11 shows what percentage of the studedget was covered liypancial aid, among
those who received aid, and what percentage of aid came from grants and loans at each
institution type. For aided low-income studeiisl, covered almost half (48 percent) of the
student budget, on average, at public 2-yestrtutions. At both types of public 4-year
institutions and at private not-for-profit nondoctdrestitutions, aid covek64 to 68 percent of
the student budget, and at private not-for-profittdiad and liberal artsistitutions, it covered 75
percent. For aided middle-income students,cavered 29 percent tdie student budget, on
average, at public 2-year institutions, 46 to S5&eet at public 4-year institutions, and 62 to 63
percent at private not-for-profit 4-year institutions.

At each type of institution, low-income studse had more of their budget covered by
financial aid than middle-income students, oarage, and a greater proportion was covered by
grants. For low-income students, from 39 to 4&eet of their studertiudget was covered by
grants, on average, depending on the type of institution they attended. For middle-income
students, the average ratio of grants to budgknot exceed 16 percent at public institutions, but
in the private not-for-profit sector, it was haggh32 percent at nondoc#b institutions and 37
percent at doctoral and liberatamstitutions. The percentagetbe total student budget covered
by loans was greater for middle-income students than for low-income students except at private
not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions, where no difference was detected.
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Figure 6. Average amount borrowed in federal loans by all full-time, full-year dependent low- and middle-
income undergraduateshy type of federal aid, type of irstitution, and percertage with federal

loans: 1999-2000

Percent with

Low income
Type of institution federal loans
Public 2-year 14
Public nondoctora 1,600‘ ‘ 2,000 52
Public doctoral jgeelele] I | 2,700 59
Private not-for-profit
nondoctoral 66
(except liberal art3
Private non-for-profit 75
doctoral and liberal artg
$0 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000

Average amount

Percent with

Middle income
federal loans

Type of institution

Public 2-year' 300 13
1,000900
Public nondoctoral 50

Public doctorali 49

Private not-for-profit
nondoctoral Y | . 4,500 -

(except liberal art3 ,
Private non-for-profit RN I . 4,300 o

$0 $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000 $20,000

Average amount

M Stafford, subsidized Perkins @ Stafford, unsubsidizeQ PLUS

'Averages computed using zero values.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates who attended only one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail
may not sum to totals because afimding. Due to sgce limitations, coponents less than $500 are not labeled. See tabte 9 fo

for amounts.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 10. Among full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates who received a bachelor’s degree in 1999—
2000, percentage who ever borrowed federal loans (including PLUS), and for those who
borrowed, the average cumulative amount borrowed, by institution type and family income:

1999-2000
Average
Institution ype and famy Perceh amourt
Total 62.0 $20,100
Public nondoctoral
Total 56.8 15,500
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 66.2 13,900
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 55.7 15,000
Middle: $45,000-74,999 63.6 17,900
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 55.1 14,300
High: $100,000 or more 35.8 14,500
Public doctoral
Total 56.2 19,200
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 70.0 15,200
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 59.0 19,000
Middle: $45,000-74,999 60.5 18,600
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 49.5 18,400
High: $100,000 or more 44.1 26,000
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 78.4 20,800
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 87.6 19,700
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 80.0 19,200
Middle: $45,000-74,999 84.6 21,000
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 76.1 21,200
High: $100,000 or more 62.2 23,000
Private not-fa-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 63.1 24,500
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 81.9 19,800
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 78.7 21,600
Middle: $45,000-74,999 71.6 26,200
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 58.9 26,600
High: $100,000 or more 42.7 26,100

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and publicpaivate not-for-profit 4-year institutions who attended only
one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999—-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 11. For full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates who received finacial aid, average percentage
of budget or aid from various sources, bynstitution type and family income: 1999-2000

Institution type Total aid/ Grants/ Lodhs Grants/ Pell/ Loarfé
and family income student budget student bubisteident budgét total aid total aid total aid
Total 52.7 26.6 23.7 54.2 11.9 40.7
Public 2-year
Total 38.1 26.8 9.6 74.0 29.5 20.6
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 48.1 40.4 6.1 86.0 55.2 9.0
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 35. 21.0 135 69.9 26.9 26.8
Middle: $45,000-74,999 2. 14.4 12.2 63.0 2.5 30.8
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 24.6 9.7 14.8 59.0 # 40.9
High: $100,000 or more i ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥
Public nondoctoral
Total 52.1 22.0 27.6 46.2 15.0 48.6
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 64.0 38.6 22.3 64.5 39.8 30.7
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 g53. 23.2 27.2 47.8 15.0 47.2
Middle: $45,000-74,999 4. 12.2 31.4 33.3 1.2 60.9
Upper middle: $75,000—-9899 43.7 10.9 31.3 35.9 # 58.4
High: $100,000 or more 42.7 13.0 27.6 39.7 # 56.2
Public doctoral
Total 52.5 22.6 27.5 47.3 7.5 47.9
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 68.3 39.9 25.5 61.7 24.9 33.8
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 56.6 25.7 27.4 48.7 9.6 45.1
Middle: $45,000-74,999 4D. 16.2 31.1 37.7 0.8 57.4
Upper middle: $75,000-9%99 42 .4 14.6 26.1 42.3 # 53.0
High: $100,000 or more 41.4 14.5 25.1 47.4 # 48.8
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 60.2 325 24.7 56.5 7.5 38.2
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 67.9 43.4 20.8 67.6 29.6 27.0
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 65.7 36.1 25.1 55.7 5.7 36.6
Middle: $45,000-74,999 6. 31.7 27.8 51.1 0.4 44.1
Upper middle: $75,000-999 52.6 25.8 25.0 53.1 # 43.5
High: $100,000 or more 47.7 22.1 23.5 55.8 # 38.4
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 59.9 35.2 22.1 59.1 2.9 36.2
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 75.0 49.1 23.0 64.9 12.3 31.0
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 70.8 43.8 23.6 61.6 4.6 33.1
Middle: $45,000-74,999 6R. 36.9 22.4 59.7 0.6 35.4
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 56.8 30.6 23.7 56.6 0.1 38.9
High: $100,000 or more 42.7 21.9 19.2 545 0.1 405

#Rounds to zero.

FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)

'Ratio computed using zero values for grants and loans.
Includes PLUS loans.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-yéatiams who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarflesisStudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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At each type of institution, grants constituteligher percentage of total aid, on average,
for low-income students than for middle-incostadents. Among low-income students with any
financial aid, an average of 86 percent of their total aid came from grants at public 2-year
colleges, and 62 to 68 percent at the other types of institution attended.

Sources of Aid

As mentioned previously, students are abldraw upon several sources of aid—from
federal and state governments, institutions, and private organizations—to meet their financial
need. For low-income students who receivednana aid, federal aid (including grants and
loans) constituted from 46 to 73 percent of total aid, on average, depending on the type of
institution attended (table 12). For aided middle-income students, it ranged from 30 to 61
percent. At 4-year institutions, the relative contribution of state aid to total aid was generally
higher, on average, for low-incomadéents than for middle-income studektat each type of
institution, institutional aid made up a gregtesportion of total aid, on average, for middle-
income students than for low-income students.

Remaining (Unmet) Need

Remaining, or unmet, need represents the anafuhe total budget natovered by either
the EFC or financial aid. In 1999-2000, about oné-diall full-time dep@&dent students had at
least some unmet need (table 13). Depending on the type of the institution attended, 74 to 92
percent of low-income studerdad 38 to 65 percent of middlesmme students had unmet need.
At each type of institution, low-income studentsre more likely than middle-income students
to have unmet need. Among students with ehneed, the average amount ranged from $4,000
to $9,300 for low-income students, and fr&h100 to $10,700 for middle-income students. At
public institutions, low-income students with uethmeed averaged highamounts than their
middle-income counterparts. At private fiot-profit 4-year nondoctoral institutions, no
difference was detected betwdew- and middle-income studentmd at private not-for-profit
doctoral and liberal arts institutions, the apparent difference was not statistically significant.

While it would be tempting to use the amountuofnet need as a meas of the adequacy
of the amount of financial a@warded relative to need, it woube misleading to do so. To
evaluate the adequacy of finglaid, one would havi® consider the circumstances of not only
enrolled students, but also potential students who did not enroll because they lacked the

10at public 2-year institutions, there was not enough statiséiciglence to confirm the apparent difference between low- and
middle-income students in the ragiof state aid to total aid.
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Table 12. For full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates who received finanial aid, average ratios of
federal, state, and institutional aid to total aid, by institution type and family income: 1999-2000

Institution type Federal aid/ State aid/ Institutional aid/
and family income total afd total aid total aid
Total 52.1 10.5 25.0
Public 2-year
Total 51.4 16.3 17.5
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 69.9 14.5 11.2
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 52.0 19.3 18.7
Middle: $45,000-74,999 29.9 20.0 20.7
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 41.2 4.1 354
High: $100,000 or more ¥ ¥ t
Public nondoctoral
Total 63.3 11.3 13.8
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 73.4 13.2 8.0
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 63.1 15.4 11.5
Middle: $45,000-74,999 60.7 10.1 15.7
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 53.8 6.3 19.6
High: $100,000 or more 52.9 8.0 23.3
Public doctoral
Total 55.3 11.2 19.4
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 62.5 15.0 14.8
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 56.7 12.4 18.1
Middle: $45,000-74,999 56.3 10.4 19.6
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 49.9 9.0 21.2
High: $100,000 or more 47.0 8.1 24.9

Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)

Total 43.2 7.4 39.5
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 60.2 9.8 22.9
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 42.6 11.7 36.3
Middle: $45,000-74,999 39.4 7.0 41.7
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 38.9 4.7 47.3
High: $100,000 or more 31.8 3.2 53.6
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 38.1 5.2 46.1
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 46.0 8.2 39.7
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 37.1 6.8 48.7
Middle: $45,000-74,999 35.3 6.2 48.6
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 35.3 2.5 48.4
High: $100,000 or more 38.0 2.8 B,

FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)
'Ratio computed using zero values for federal, state, and institutional aid.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-yéatiams who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 Nationarflesis8tudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 13. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates according to the amount
of unmet need, and for those with unmet need, the average amount, by institution type and family

income: 1999-2000

If unmet
need,
Institution type Less than $1,000— $3,000— $5,000— $10,000 average
and family income None $1,000 2,999 4,999 9,999 or more amount
Total 51.5 6.4 13.1 10.9 12.4 5.7 $5,100
Public 2-year
Total 47.5 7.2 16.7 13.5 13.4 1.8 3,900
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 7.7 6.8 214 26.4 335 4.3 4,700
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 18.8 9.7 27.6 19.7 20.5 3.7 3,900
Middle: $45,000-74,999 6L. 10.7 18.4 8.2 11 # 2,100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 97.8 1.1 # # 1.1 # ¥
High: $100,000 or more 10D. # # # # # ¥
Public nondoctoral
Total 52.8 7.5 15.8 12.4 9.8 1.7 3,600
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 17.3 9.2 27.8 22.6 19.3 3.7 4,000
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 2. 12.1 23.7 20.0 16.5 2.4 3,700
Middle: $45,000-74,999 56.1 is) 15.1 11.0 7.2 1.2 3,100
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 92.2 2.3 3.3 1.6 0.7 # 2,600
High: $100,000 or more 98.1 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.5 # ¥
Public doctoral
Total 57.5 6.0 11.3 9.2 11.9 4.1 4,700
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 26.3 9.6 17.7 13.3 22.0 11.2 5,400
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 24.6 6.5 18.3 19.0 23.7 7.9 5,200
Middle: $45,000-74,999 51.0 .® 13.9 11.0 12.4 2.7 4,000
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 83.7 3.0 6.0 3.4 3.0 0.8 3,600
High: $100,000 or more 95.4 1.1 1.4 0.9 1.3 # 3,200
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 48.4 6.3 10.9 12.1 14.1 8.2 5,600
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 18.5 5.7 15.8 26.0 22.9 11.2 5,600
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 2. 9.7 141 15.6 225 11.7 5,800
Middle: $45,000-74,999 49.3 8.7 11.3 9.1 11.8 9.8 5,700
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 66.6 3.9 8.3 6.4 9.6 5.2 5,200
High: $100,000 or more 84.8 2.0 4.1 3.3 4.5 1.4 5,000
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 43.6 4.4 9.4 7.0 14.7 20.9 9,700
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 21.6 8.8 14.7 8.6 20.0 26.3 9,300
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 29.6 2.8 10.5 8.9 18.5 29.8 12,000
Middle: $45,000-74,999 35.4 ol 10.5 6.7 15.8 26.7 10,700
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 47.5 3.2 10.6 6.1 9.1 23.7 9,100
High: $100,000 or more 65.3 2.9 4.7 6.3 12.9 8.0 7,000

#Rounds to zero.

FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-yéatiams who attended only one

institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail may not sum to totals becaunsinof r

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 Nationarflesis8tudent Aid

Study (NPSAS:2000).
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necessary funds, and students whapped out because their altdima strategies for obtaining
funds were no longer workabIRPSAS includes only enrolledustents, and even for enrolled
students the adequacy of finan@al is difficult to assess. THact that students with unmet
need enrolled anyway means that somehay tbund enough money to attend, even though
their enrollment may have created a financial hardship for their families or had personal or
educational costs for the student. They may lisreel more frugally than the student budget
allowed, managed tassemble more funds than the EFChath. To cover their remaining need,
they may have worked moressumed credit card debt, obtainefisgor loans from grandparents,
a noncustodial parent, or othevhose financial resources are nonsidered in the EFC formula,
or used more of their income or savings theguired by the EFC formula, to name just a few
possible strategies.

Another difficulty with trying torelate unmet need to the gdacy of financial aid is that
financial aid includes loans, and loans areréiscnary. If studentsral their families choose not
to borrow the maximum permitted or not to borrow at all (working more instead, for example),
their calculated unmet need will go up. Wheaidsints decline to borrow the maximums allowed,
their need is not truly “unmet.”
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Financial aid does not usuallg\er all the education-relatedpenses of aided students,
and not all students receive fir@al aid. The amount of mondyat students and their families
have to pay during a given year to allow the stwsiéo enroll is called the “net price.” For aided
students, it is the amount remaining after saditng all student finamal aid from the student
budget (including grants, loans, work-studydany other aid). Forwdents without financial
aid, the net price is the same as the student budgetmportant to note that net price reflects
only current outlays. When students take out lotrestotal amount they pay for their education
includes the amounts they borrow and repay latas, interest. Thisextion describes the net
prices paid by full-time dependent students, compares them with the EFC, and then describes
what is known about students’ausf work, help from parentand credit to cover net price.

Net Price

For this analysis, net price was computed as total price minus all financgicaipiwork-
study. Because work-study programs provide vwaagpsidies to institutions and other employers,
they help students obtain jobs. From the pecipe of students, however, work-study earnings
are still earnings from work and therefore theyuld have reportethem in the telephone
interview when asked about work. If work-stuelgrnings were included in aid, they would be
double-counted later in this analysis whea télative contributions of aid and work are
examined.

Among low-income students, those at publbmdoctoral institutions appeared to have the
lowest average net price ($4,600) (table 14)difierences were detesd in the average net
prices of low-income studenat public 2-year, public doctd, and private not-for-profit
nondoctoral institutions ($5,400 to $6,000). Becausetivere differences ithe average prices
paid at these types of institutions (table 4), more financial aid compensated for the higher prices.
Low-income students at private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions had the highest
average net price ($9,100) (table 14).

Among middle-income students, thosgablic 2-year and puic 4-year nondoctoral
institutions had the lowest net prices (aB®r600). Their counterparé public doctoral and
private not-for-profit nondoctoral institutions htwee next highest levef net price (around
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Table 14. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates according to the net
price and average net price, by institution type and family income: 1999-2000

Institution type Less than $5,000- $10,000- $15,000- $20,000 Average
and family income $5,000 9,999 14,999 19,999 or more netlprice
Total 27.6 37.6 22.4 5.7 6.7 $9,000

Public 2-year
Total 23.3 61.1 15.4 0.2 # 7,000
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 47.0 42.7 9.9 0.4 # 5,400
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 24.6 59.9 155 # # 7,000
Middle: $45,000-74,999 11.4 71.5 17.1 # # 7,700
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 12.9 65.9 21.2 # # 7,900
High: $100,000 or more 6.0 74.6 18.4 1.0 # 8,000
Public nondoctoral
Total 35.6 41.0 20.2 3.1 # 6,900
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 64.5 27.6 6.9 1.0 # 4,600
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 43.7 40.2 14.3 1.7 0.1 6,100
Middle: $45,000-74,999 25.8 48.7 22.6 2.9 # 7,500
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 21.3 46.8 26.3 5.6 # 8,200
High: $100,000 or more 11.9 42.0 39.7 6.4 0.1 9,200
Public doctoral
Total 26.5 31.8 32.6 6.4 2.7 8,700
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 55.0 26.7 15.1 2.1 1.1 5,500
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 33.7 34.8 24.8 4.7 2.0 7,700
Middle: $45,000-74,999 2. 36.5 33.0 6.1 1.7 8,700
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 14.0 34.6 40.5 8.0 3.0 10,000
High: $100,000 or more 12.3 25.6 46.0 10.5 5.6 11,000
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 29.9 29.8 18.2 11.2 10.9 9,800
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 52.7 32.6 9.0 3.8 2.0 6,000
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 29.4 45.0 13.9 6.0 5.7 8,000
Middle: $45,000-74,999 28. 30.5 22.2 10.7 7.8 9,400
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 16.8 26.2 26.4 16.5 14.2 12,100
High: $100,000 or more 17.1 15.0 18.6 20.8 28.5 14,400
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 20.5 16.3 16.6 11.6 35.1 16,100
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 45.8 19.0 15.3 7.3 125 9,100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 31.2 19.7 19.4 6.3 234 12,200
Middle: $45,000-74,999 19.0 22.7 19.0 12.9 26.4 14,600
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 14.9 17.7 18.9 11.2 37.2 17,100
High: $100,000 or more 8.2 7.0 12.8 B4. 575 22,000

#Rounds to zero.
'Computed including those with zero net price. Net price is total budget minus all aid except work-study. Aid includes RLUS loan

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail may not sum to totals becamnsinof. r

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarRiasts8tudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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$9,000). Middle-income students atvaite not-for-profit doctoral anliberal arts institutions had
the highest average net price ($14,600).

Net Price Compaed to EFC

If the financial aid system works the way isispposed to, the net price should be roughly
equal to the EFC. That is, what is left to pédter financial aid should bebout the same as the
amount the EFC formula calculates. Consequgatig way to examinamilies’ ability to pay
for college is to compare the net price with the EFC. This addresses the question: After grants
(and any other nonloan types of dd)ve been awarded and loansenbeen taken out (either the
maximum allowed or the amouittiat families have chosen borrow), did families have the
financial resources (at least theoretically, ldase their EFC) to pay for what was left?

When comparing net price and EFC, it is important to keep in mind that families’ choices
about borrowing affect their net price. lbdents have not borrowdide maximum allowed or
their parents have not taken &itUS loans (but could have)usients can reduce their net price
with additional borrowing. That is, by borrawg more they could cover more of their
educational expenses from fir@al aid and reduce the amoypatid from income and savings
(the net price). In fact, it is likely that studsrmind their parents decide how much to borrow in
conjunction with assessing how much they cawamt to pay in the current year from income
and savings.

For low-income students, the average EFC was well below the average net price at each
type of institution (figure 7). That is, even aftmancial aid (includinghe amounts they were
allowed or willing to borrow), the net price @eded the amounts that students’ families were
expected to pay. This implies that the famitasne up with more funds than expected by the
EFC formula. Since most low-income families are unlikely to have substantial assets to tap
beyond the EFC, one of the ways they are likelgave obtained the funds needed is through
additional work by the student while enrolledhéfamount that students work and the relative
contributions of work and other sources tgipg for college are discussed below.) Another
strategy that some students niaye used to help close thgpdzetween their net price and EFC
could have been to adopt arstlard of living below that pvided for by the student budget.
Some students may use more tbap strategy to close the gap.

For middle-income students at public indittas and at private not-for-profit nondoctoral
institutions, the average EFC either excedtiecaverage net price or no difference was
observed. That is, students and their families seemed to be able (at least on average) to cover
their educational expenses through their ownnme@nd savings and fineial aid (including
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Figure 7. Average net price and expected family contribution for full-time, full-year dependent low- and middle-income undergraduates, lype of
institution: 1999-2000
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After Financial Aid

borrowing). At private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions, in contrast, the average
net price exceeded the average EFC. This implies either that students at these high-priced
institutions had expenses below those assum#tkir budgets or that their families came up

with more financial resourcesah required by the EFC formuteby additional student work, for
example, digging deeper into their savingssseds than required by the need analysis, or by
obtaining contributions from grandparents, notedisl parents, or bers whose financial
circumstances did not enter irttee EFC calculation. Students maycourse, use a combination

of strategies. Middle-income students at other types of institutions who are not able to meet the
EFC may use these strategies as well.

Work

Working during the school year is the mgreven for full-time students. In 1999-2000, 76
percent of all full-time dependent students worked while they were enrolled (including work-
study jobs) (table 15). Those who worked pusimnaverage of 22 hours per week and earned an
average of $5,100, including hours and earnings fronk-study programs. Most of those who
worked during the school year worked in thensuer as well (89 percent), and those who worked
during the summer reported working an averag&/dfours per week and saving an average of
$1,200 to help pay for their education expenses.

At each institution type, no difference was detddbetween the percentages of low-income
and middle-income students who worked wieiteolled, the amount they worked, and the
average amount they earned. However, there sare differences across institution types. For
example, low-income studenigho attended public 2-year titstions worked more hours per
week (26), on average, than their counterparéatother type of institution (17 to 22 hours),
and low-income students who attended private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts institutions
averaged fewer hours (17) than students abéttye public institution types (21 to 26 hours).
The pattern was the same faiddle-income students.

Although working while enrolled provides studs with an opportunity to earn funds to
pay for their education, it has other effects aB. \@» the positive side, it can help students with
their coursework and with career preparat@hpercent of all studentvho worked reported
that their job helped them to prepare for their career, and 25 percent reported that it helped them
with their coursework (table 16). However, winilg can have negative effects as well, and these
seem to be related to the amount of tinuelehts work. The more hours students worked, the
more likely they were to report that their job limited their choice of classes, their class schedule,
the number of classes they could take, and their library access.
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Table 15. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependentindergraduates who worked while enrolled and
during the summer, average hours worked peweek, average earnings while enrolled, and
average savings from summer employment, by institution type and family income: 1999-2000

Summer employmeht

Work while enrolled Average
Average Average Average Average saved
Worked hours Average earnings Worked hours saved if worked
Institution type while  worked earnings ifn@luding during  worked fiworked (including
and family income enrolled per wéek worked  zeros) summer per weekand saved  zerod)
Total 76.3 21.8 $5,100 $3,800 88.7 37.5 $1,600 $1,200
Public 2-year
Total 87.7 27.7 $6,800 5,900 89.8 36.7 $1,300 900
Family income
Low: less thar$30,000 83.7 26.5 6,100 @0 79.4 33.7 1,300 800
Low middle:$30,000—-44,999 90.3 27.8 6,600 5,900 97.5 37.2 1,300 900
Middle: $45,000-74,999 90.1 27.3 6,800 060 93.3 37.4 1,300 1,000
Upper middle$75,000-99,999 85.4 28.5 7,200 060 94.5 38.8 1,700 1,200
High: $100,000 or more 89.4 311 8,500 7,500 88.1 38.1 ¥ 700
Public nondoctoral
Total 76.1 22.4 $5,200 3,900 88.0 37.6 $1,600 1,200
Family income
Low: less thar$30,000 75.4 22.3 5,000 &0 79.7 35.2 1,400 1,100
Low middle:$30,000—-44,999 80.5 23.4 4,900 980 81.9 36.4 1,600 1,200
Middle: $45,000-74,999 80.0 22.6 5,300 2a0 93.0 39.7 1,700 1,400
Upper middle$75,000-99,999 71.8 21.2 5,100 680 93.3 36.7 1,700 1,200
High: $100,000 or more 68.9 22.1 H&O0 3,900 92.4 38.7 1,700 1,100
Public doctoral
Total 69.9 20.4 $4,900 3,400 87.7 37.2 $1,700 1,300
Family income
Low: less thar$30,000 76.1 20.7 5,100 &)o 79.2 35.7 1,500 1,100
Low middle:$30,000—-44,999 69.5 19.3 4,900 380 88.3 36.4 1,700 1,400
Middle: $45,000-74,999 76.2 211 5,100 780 91.0 37.5 1,600 1,200
Upper middle$75,000-99,999 66.2 20.2 5,100 380 90.8 38.3 2,000 1,600
High: $100,000 or more 60.4 19.7 500 2,600 88.0 37.6 1,700 1,200
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 77.5 18.4 $3,700 2,800 90.4 38.4 $1,900 1,600
Family income
Low: less thar$30,000 73.7 19.3 3,700 7m0 88.2 36.2 1,500 1,300
Low middle:$30,000—-44,999 89.7 19.9 4,000 580 87.3 39.4 2,000 1,700
Middle: $45,000-74,999 78.9 17.7 3,600 8Q0 93.1 38.7 1,900 1,600
Upper middle$75,000-99,999 82.4 18.0 3,800 180 95.3 39.5 1,800 1,400
High: $100,000 or more 64.3 17.2 600 2,300 85.8 38.0 2,200 1,800
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 71.0 15.2 $3,500 2,400 88.0 38.5 $1,800 1,500
Family income
Low: less thar$30,000 82.1 17.0 3,500 o 82.0 38.1 1,600 1,200
Low middle:$30,000—44,999 78.8 154 3,700 900 92.2 38.0 1,900 1,500
Middle: $45,000-74,999 80.7 15.9 3,400 720 90.0 39.5 1,700 1,500
Upper middle$75,000-99,999 66.0 14.3 3,300 100 87.9 37.6 1,800 1,500
High: $100,000 or more 57.7 13.7 3500 2,000 87.7 38. 1,900 1500

FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)

'Only students who worked during the school year and considered themselves primarily students who worked (71 percent) were asked
the questions about summer employment. Students who did not work during the school year and students who considered themselves
primarily employees were not asked these questions. Thus, this is a biased estimate of summer employment. The netleffiegt of exc
these two groups is unknown.

2Among students who worked. Includes work-study.

%Includes students who worked but did not save.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999-2000 NationarRiasts8tudent Aid
Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 16. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependet undergraduates who worked and considered
themselves primarily students who reported various effects of working while enrolled, by hours
worked per week: 1999-2000

Helped with Limited
Hours worked Career Choice of Class Number of Access to
per wed Coursewok  preparation classes schedule classes Ijprar
Total 24.5 55.4 22.0 33.8 23.6 21.6
Hours workedoer wed
1-15 27.2 52.1 9.2 15.9 10.1 9.6
16-20 24.4 54.6 19.0 31.9 20.1 18.1
21-30 21.6 57.0 31.3 44.3 32.4 29.1
More than 30 24.2 61.2 38.9 58.3 44.0 40.8

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and puhlicpivate not-for-profit 4-year institutions who attended only
one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).

About half of all working students thoughtthworking had some effect on their grades,
but not necessarily the samee. Among students who thoughlad an effect, about half
thought the effect was positivadabout half thought it was ndiy& (table 17). Among students
who worked 15 hours per week or less, 57 perteught that working had no effect on their
grades, 29 percent thought it had a positive eféext,14 percent thought it had a negative effect.
As the number of hours worked increased, sdltkdpoercentage of stuaks who reported that
working had a negative effect on their gradesn 14 percent for those who worked 15 hours a
week or less up to 42 percent among ¢hesrking more than 30 hours per week.

Table 17. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates who worked and
considered themselves primarily sidents according to the effecof their job on their grades,
by hours worked per week: 1999-2000

Hours worked per week Positive effect No effect Negative effect
Total 25.9 47.1 27.0
Hours workedper wed
1-15 29.1 57.1 13.8
16-20 26.9 48.2 24.9
21-30 23.0 39.7 37.3
More than 30 22.6 35.9 41.5

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and publicpaivate not-for-profit 4-year institutions who attended only
one institution and who were U.S. citizens or permaresidents. Detail may notsLto totals because adunding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National CefloteEducation Statistics, 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student
Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).

49



After Financial Aid

Help From Parents

Institutions do not have records of studeaistess to help from parents in paying for
college, so the only information availablehsit provided by studemthrough the telephone
interview component of NPSA$ 1999-2000, students were asketthéir parents paid some or
all of their tuition, if their panets provided money for nontuition ganses (and if so how much),
and if they lived with their parents while enrolled. If they did live with their parents, they were
asked if they paid room and board.

Reflecting the greater financial resources of their families, middle-income students were
more likely than their low-income peers to report that they received help from their parents or
others in paying their tuition at each typearadtitution (table 18). With respect to nontuition
expenses, middle-income students were moreyltkeln low-income students to report receiving
help at public doctoral institutions (34 percent vs. 28 percent), but generally no differences
between the two groups were deteaédther types of institutioris.

The majority of low-income students at public 2-year institutions appeared to be on their
own financially when it came to financing theidducation: 81 percent received no help with
tuition from their parents or others, and 80ceat reported receiving no help with other
expenses. However, many were not truly on their own, because 66 percent lived at home while
enrolled, which represents an imfamt parental contribution. Fgen percent of those who lived
at home reported paying th@arents something for rooamd board, but the amounts are
unknown. At private not-for-profit doctoral and libegats institutions, aboutalf (48 percent) of
low-income students receivedlaast some help with tuitionnd 35 percent reported receiving
help with nontuition expenses. Among thodeoweceived such help, the average amount was
$1,400. Thirteen percent of students at private nepiffofit doctoral and liberal arts institutions
lived at home while enrolled.

Credit

Credit is another source of funds thatdgnts can use to cover their expenses.
Approximately two-thirdf all full-time depadent undergraduates hadit cards, regardless
of family income (table 19). lfhough students were asked abodit card balances, there is no
way of knowing whether this debt was im@d to cover theit999-2000 education-related
expenses. However, these numbers do provide sodication of gerral financial stress.

Overall, 27 percent ofllsstudents usually carried a creditddralance. Although it appears that

11at public nondoctoral institutions, there was not enough statistidgeence to confirm the apparent difference between low-
and middle-income students in the percentages reporting that they received help.
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Table 18. Percentage of full-time, full-year dependentindergraduates who received various types of
support from their parents or others and average amount received for nontuition expenses,

by institution type and family income: 1999-2000

Money for nontuition expenses

Lived with  Paid parents

Institution type Some or all Average amount parents while room and
and family income of tuition Any Ifreceived All enrolled board
Total 49.0 31.6 $1,600 $500 31.3 8.2
Public 2-year
Total 36.8 21.4 1,100 $200 68.0 9.2
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 18.5 20.1 1,100 200 66.0 14.8
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 30.0 27.6 900 300 69.6 13.4
Middle: $45,000-74,999 49.0 20.7 800 200 68.3 4.6
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 50.5 24.4 s 500 65.3 9.8
High: $100,000 or more 42.1 14.9 ¥ 200 72.9 4.3
Public nondoctoral
Total 43.5 31.7 1,100 $400 32.3 6.7
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 22.3 26.3 1,100 300 40.2 8.2
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 37.7 29.7 1,000 300 39.3 9.0
Middle: $45,000-74,999 2w 32.2 1,100 400 30.4 4.2
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 53.8 33.9 1,300 400 22.2 5.1
High: $100,000 or more 65.1 39.2 1,400 500 25.0 7.0
Public doctoral
Total 51.5 36.3 2,100 $800 18.1 8.3
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 31.1 27.9 1,500 400 19.9 18.4
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 37.9 35.0 1,600 600 20.4 11.7
Middle: $45,000-74,999 48. 34.3 1,900 600 19.2 5.6
Upper middle: $75,000-9899 64.1 45.0 2,300 1,000 16.5 #
High: $100,000 or more 69.7 39.6 2,700 1,100 14.7 4.1
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 55.2 30.9 1,200 $400 23.2 6.3
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 40.4 31.9 800 200 38.2 9.2
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 48.3 27.5 1,200 300 29.7 8.2
Middle: $45,000-74,999 53. 28.4 1,000 300 20.7 7.5
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 66.4 33.0 1,500 500 16.1 0.5
High: $100,000 or more 72.2 35.3 1,900 700 10.7 1.2
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 67.5 38.6 1,900 $700 11.2 6.2
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 47.7 35.1 1,400 500 125 1
Low middle: $30,000—44,999 63.9 47.3 1,200 600 13.9 s
Middle: $45,000-74,999 65.1 36.5 1,300 500 11.2 #
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 71.9 37.3 2,100 800 12.9 ¥
High: $100,000 or more 78. 39.2 2,700 1,000 8.4 i

#Rounds to zero.

FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)

Yf lived at home.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one

institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999—2000 NationalrflesisStudent

Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).
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Table 19. Percentage distribution of full-time, full-year dependent undergraduates according to their usual
credit card status, and for thog who usually carry bdances, percentage diribution according
to current balance and average balance due, bgstitution type and family income: 1999-2000

Usual credit Current balance due on
card status all credit cards if usually carry a balance
No credit Pay off Carry Lessthan $1,000- $5,000 Average
Family income cards each month balance None 1,000 4,999 ormore balarfce
Total 34.6 38.7 26.7 2.6 45.3 44.0 8.1 $1,700
Public 2-year
Total 44.5 30.1 25.3 3.1 50.9 37.9 8.1 1,500
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 45.2 25.6 29.2 1.9 53.7 39.5 5.0 1,100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 42.1 35.1 22.9 ¥ ¥ ¥ T t
Middle: $45,000-74,999 42.0 . 27.2 6.8 42.5 36.3 14.4 1,900
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 48.2 35.4 16.4 ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ t
High: $100,000 or more 49.8 27.6 22.7 s ¥ b T t
Public nondoctoral
Total 32.7 36.0 314 2.6 48.9 41.3 7.2 1,500
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 29.1 33.6 374 3.2 42.3 48.7 5.9 1,400
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 35.5 28.5 36.0 0.3 49.2 47.2 3.3 1,500
Middle: $45,000-74,999 32.7 Z. 30.1 3.3 53.5 36.3 6.8 1,500
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 83. 40.8 255 1.6 56.5 32.8 9.1 1,500
High: $100,000 or more 33.9 40.5 25.6 4.2 44.0 37.5 14.4 1,700
Public doctoral
Total 28.4 43.0 28.6 11 40.6 49.5 8.8 1,900
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 22.6 38.6 38.8 2.2 33.1 57.4 7.3 2,000
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 2. 43.3 30.5 # 43.2 47.5 9.4 1,900
Middle: $45,000-74,999 29.3 Q. 29.7 0.7 38.2 50.0 11.1 2,000
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 31. 43.5 254 1.8 46.1 46.0 6.1 1,700
High: $100,000 or more 31.1 48.1 20.8 0.3 47.2 43.4 9.1 1,900
Private not-for-profit nondoctoral (except liberal arts)
Total 36.5 38.9 24.6 5.2 44.4 43.9 6.5 1,500
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 45.8 30.9 23.3 2.6 314 61.9 4.1 1,700
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 30.9 26. 32.9 10.6 39.8 38.6 11.0 1,800
Middle: $45,000-74,999 36.4 39. 245 3.2 47.4 43.2 6.2 1,300
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 33. 47.6 18.9 0.6 50.9 41.9 6.6 1,300
High: $100,000 or more 35.1 41.5 23.4 7.6 51.6 37.2 3.6 1,300
Private not-for-profit doctoral and liberal arts
Total 33.8 47.8 18.5 3.3 39.5 47.0 10.3 1,800
Family income
Low: less than $30,000 27.0 40.8 32.2 3.4 315 50.7 14.4 2,100
Low middle: $30,000-44,999 . 45.8 21.7 # 45.2 51.6 3.2 1,500
Middle: $45,000-74,999 32.8 R 24.6 1.0 44.7 47.2 7.0 1,600
Upper middle: $75,000-99,999 36.9 496 13.6 4.6 56.7 28.7 10.0 1,500
High: $100,000 or more 36.5 55.0 8.5 9.8 22.2 51.1 16.9 2,300

#Rounds to zero.
FReporting standards not met. (Too few cases.)

Not all students who usually carry a balance have a balance in the current month.

?Including those with no current balance.

NOTE: Limited to undergraduates at public 2-year and public and private not-for-profit 4-ygatioms who attended only one
institution and who were U.S. citizens or permanent residents. Detail may not sum to totals becamnsinof. r

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999—2000 NationairRiesis8tudent

Aid Study (NPSAS:2000).
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low-income students were more likely than middle-income students to carry a balance at some
types of institutions, there was retough statistical evidencedonfirm these differences except

at public doctoral institutions, where 39 percent of low-income students reported that they
usually carried a balance, compared witlp8écent of middle-income students. Among low-
income students who usually caxia balance, those at puldicprivate not-for-profit doctoral
institutions carried larger balances, on ager ($2,000 and $2,100, respectively) than those at
public 2-year institutions ($1,100). In additiond@dit cards, students threir parents may have
used private loans to help pay for their education.
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