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Growtih e grants ever the last decade
x |nstittienal grants; and state-fundeadl grants

» Need-pased and mernit

Whoei receives grrants — boethrmerit and need

Impact of grants on college access
Implications for the future

Response; questions, and disclssion
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Growih off Institutienal grants

Data frem| the Nationall Pestsecondary: Student Aid Stuady/
Spoensoered by Natienall Center for Education’ Statistics
Nationally-representative sample of students
Conducted! every four years
Data firem student and parenit interviews, Institutional recerds,
federalidatabases, (CPS, NSLDS, IPEDS)
624 varakles (Undergraduate)

Student & family demographics

Student & family finances

Student academics (pre-college and college)

Student cellege financing

Student college experences

Institutionall characteristics

Sample (Undergraduate & graduate)
s 1,360 PSE institutions
s 101,000 students
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Institttionall grants, 1995-96/ and 2005-04

All institutions, billions of dollars
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Institutional grants
All institutions, $$ awarded based on need and merit
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1995-1996 2003-2004
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State spending en undergraduate: grants
Billions of dollars
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Comparison dlMnong grant PrOgiraims
2003-2004 spending for dependent students, billions of dollars

Total $17.2 billion

Institutional Federal
merit $4.03, 23%

$5.47 , 33%

State need

(0)
Institutional $2.31, 13%

need
$4.69 , 27%

State merit
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Distributien off grant dellars by Inceme quartile
2003-2004 dependent students, all institutions

Federal grants, $4.0B
Eamily income guartiles 3rd 4th

(2002) 2% 1%
s 15t < $33,346
s 20d: $33 346 - $60,175
s 39 $60,176 - $92.433
m 4t > $92,433
Census benchmark —
Mediani income: of all
families with at least one

child ages 6 to 17 In
2002: $54,249
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State grant dellars by Income guartile
2003-2004 dependent students, all institutions

Need grants, $2.3B Merit grants, $0.7B
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Institutional grant: dellars by Inceme guartilie
2003-2004 dependent students, all institutions

Need grants, $4.7B Merit grants, $5.5B

$360 million to $727 millionto

students with students with

income.above income above
$125,000 $125,000

31%0
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Grants te high-Inceme: students

Dependent students receiving grants, by income

<$54,249 (median
Income)

$54,249 - $108,497

$108,497 -
$164,104 (95th %b)

>$164,104 M Institutional grants
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Grants te high-Inceme: students

Dependent students receiving grants, by income — full-time in 4-yr private

<$54,249 (median
iIncome)

$54,249 - $108,497

$108,497 -
$164,104 (95th %0)

>$164,104 B Institutional grants
[] State grants
| |
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State menrt scholanship progiams

14 states hiave broad-hased, entitlement: programs

Many: funded: firom lottery and other nen-appropriation
SOUKCes

Totalfeff $1.6B), or 26%0 ol state: grant spending

Critera used are generally, grades and/or test sceres
(SAT, ACT, state NCLB)

Fhree: primary: poelicy’ ehjectives articulatea
a Promoeie college access and attainment
a Encourage the “best and brightest™ ter attend college In-state

s Reward or encourage students to Work hard and achieve
academically
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State menrt scholanship progiams

Eindings: frem tWwo reperits ofi The: Civil' Rights
Preject at Harnvard URiversity

x 90% off expenditures on the Georgia IHOPE
Schelarship’ Program: susidized existing college
participation; program has led teran Increase in the
gap inl cellege participatien hetween white and Afrcan
Amerncan; students

s [HOPE participantsiwere more: likely: terengage: in
detriimental academic penavior 1ni college

n | all states studied, minoknty: and IewWer-inceme
students were less likely tor gualifiy, for the
scholarships
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Massachusetts’ Adams Schelanship: Program

Anneunced by Governorr Mitt Remney: in his
State of the: Commonwealth Address inr 2004

Based on students’ scores on the 10™ grade
Mass. Ceomprenensive Assessment System
Englishrand Math tests

Students must achieve a specified perormance
level ana’'score In the top 25% In thellir district

Provide free tuition fier up ter 4 years at any.
public cellege or university In the state
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Adams, Scholarship: results

Proportion of students qualifying by race

Asian American
+6.9%

_a White +4.3%

All races +4.5%

Native American +5.3%

African American
+4.3%

Hispanic +3.8%
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Adams, Scholarship: results

Proportion of students qualifying by student status

Not disabled or
LEP +6.2%

Not free/reduced
lunch +4.3%

Free/reduced
lunch +4.0%

Limited English
Proficiency +1.3%
i —
DisabledI +1.1%

2002 2004 2005
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Other objectives; off state ment aidl pregrams

Retaining vest and brightest” students' In-state

m Yes, but no evidence that these students stay In the state
When they: enter the lakhol: force

x Would states e better offi following the Celerado medel of
simply. Imporiing educated Workers?

Rewarding or encouliaging students 1o Work hard

x Ne evidence that these schoelarship programs: provide an
Incentive effect for students

s Evidence that they do enceurage seme: detrimental
pehaviers while enrellealin; college In erder te retain the
schoelarships
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Implicatiens for the future

Little evidence: that trend teward ment aid will abate
elther In; states or mstitutions

Little helprfremi the federal gevermment — Pelll Grant
maximum has Increasearjust 1% in the'last five years,
wWhilertuition; prces; havernecreased by ene-third

President’s) 2007 hudget adds a merit compenent te) Pell
WIth! BeRUSES fie) studentsi maintaining a 3.01GPA

IHandfulf eff Institutions have made: commitments of aid te
low=Income students, Ut largely elite Institutions
enrelling few: ofi these: students

Continued challenges to affirmative action inf admissions,
financial aid, and college preparation programs

©) 2006, Dbonald E. Heller




