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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to ascertain the 

relationship between student persistence and financial aid 

through a meta-analysis of existing empirical research. 

The significance of the study was that financial aid policy 

would be enhanced if the facts regarding the relationship 

were clearly known. 

The meta-analysis assessed forty-nine studies, 

representing seventy samples. Studies were organized into 

two categories: (1) studies that compared financial aid 

recipients to nonrecipients and (2) studies that examined 

persistence differences among financial aid recipients. 

Studies were integrated by converting each study 

result into the common metric of effect size. The meta

analysis results were reported in average unweighted and 

weighted effect sizes. In the latter case results were 

weighted by the number in the treatment group. 

Average effect sizes were interpreted by (1) 

absolute magnitude of effect sizes, (2) graphic representa

tion, and (3) an elasticity measure. 

The meta-analysis examining the total sample found 

financial aid to have a small, but significant, positive 
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effect on student persistence, thereby enabling lower 

income students to persist at a rate roughly equal to that 

of middle and upper income students. The average un

weighted and weighted effect sizes of the total sample were 

+ .13 and + .96, respectively. The length of persistence 

measured, the type of institution attended, and whether 

studies controlled for academic ability were found to be 

mediators influencing the magnitude and direction of the 

effect size. 

When results of studies that examined persistence 

differences among financial aid recipients were integrated, 

the following conclusions were reached: (1) there was 

little difference in the persistence of males and females, 

(2) minority students persisted significantly less than 

white students, and (3) the amount of financial aid had a 

significant positive effect on persistence. When forms of 

financial aid were analyzed, although the effect sizes were 

reasonably small and the differences in effect sizes among 

forms were minimal, combinations of aid were determined to 

be more effective than single forms. This finding probably 

reflects more the amount of financial aid than the form of 

financial aid. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1643, the first known scholarship in American 

higher education was awarded at Harvard University. 

Academic ability and financial need were eligibility 

requirem~nts for receiving the financial aid, establishing 

the award objective as assistance to the poorest of the 

"best" (Godzicki, 1975). Over time, student financial aid 

has been provided for various reasons: to meet emergency 

manpower shortages, to reward past military service, to 

promote advanced studies and research, to recruit minori

ties, to provide opportunities for physically and 

academically disadvantaged students, and to assist in the 

survival of educational institutions. 

Yet, for over 24~ years, the original aims estab

lished by the Lady Mowison Scholarship at Harvard have 

continued to operate as the primary rationales for student 

financial aid policies. Those aims have solidified into a 

philosophy of removing financial barriers that may hamper 

the educational opportunity for students who have the 

desires and capabilities to continue their education in 

postsecondary institutions. Institutional, state, and 
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federal student financial aid programs are one of the means 

by which America has pursued equality of educational 

opportunity. 

Framework 

"The predominant concern in [American] higher 

education has always been with 'equality of opportunity'" 

(McPherson, 1983, p. 257). However, as pointed out by 

McPherson, the concept of equality of opportunity is 

notoriously ambiguous. John Rawls draws a distinction 

between "formal" and "fair" equality of opportunity. 

"Formal equal opportunity requires merely the absence of 

legal barriers to occupational mobility but does not make 

actual social mobility a test of equal opportunity. • •• 

All have at least the same legal right of access to all 

advantaged social positions" (1971, p. 72). In a "fair" 

equality of opportunity setting, "the expectations of those 

with the same abilities and aspirations should not be 

affected by their social class" (p. 73). Rawles explains 

that the accomplishment of "fair" opportunities necessi

tates the imposition of "conditions" in the social system. 

Political and legal institutions must regulate the free 

market tendencies that encourage economic inequality, and 

regulatory agencies must preserve the social conditions 

necessary for the obtainment of "fair" equality of oppor

tunity. "The elements of this framework are familiar 
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enough, though it may be worthwhile to recall the impor

tance of preventing excessive accumulation of property and 

wealth and of maintaining equal opportunities of education 

for all" (p. 73). "Fair" equality of opportunity implies 

economic and social mobility and public intervention to 

promote it. 

In America, the concept of equal educational 

opportunity arose in a fledgling nation dedicated not only 

to a belief in a democratic government but a "commitment to 

democracy in education" (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976, p. 400). 

America rejected the elitist and value-laden heritage from 

whence she came and demanded utility, pragmatism, and 

egalitarianism in her educational system. The traditional 

European higher education system, which fostered aristoc

racy, intellectual elitism, and an occupational hierarchy, 

was inappropriate for an American society undergoing 

transformation in a free, receptive, and open frontier. 

Democracy and the belief in egalitarianism could only 

function in a society composed of an educated populace. 

Belief in social and political equality, inherent 

in a democratic society, does not necessitate strict 

adherence to the concept of "economic equality.n Tradi

tionally, the American culture has defined neconomic 

equality" by placing 
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greater emphasis in ftequality of opportunityft than 
it [has] in the ftequality of economic outcomes.ft 
The opportunity to move from a position of economic 
weakness to one of economic power has, undoubtedly, 
been an important factor in American history 
(Herber; 1985, p. 344). 

Also, a democratic society does not dictate the absence of 

a social class system in order to be egalitarian. nThe 

purely egalitarian state is a luxury enjoyed by only the 

most simple and primitive groups because their populations 

are small enough and their problems of suf(icient sim

plicity to permit it ft (Warner, 1944, p. 145). What is 

important for a successful democracy is the opportunity for 

social mobility within the social class system. Social and 

economic mobility are the foundations upon which American 

democracy operates, thus fulfilling that part of the nfair n 

equality of opportunity criteria. 

Given that for the most part America does not place 

legal restrictions on social or economic mobility, how does 

one acquire mobility? Warner (1944) emphasizes that 

numerous variables interact to promote and conspire to 

limit economic and social mobility, variables such as 

family background, character, intellect, and ambition. 

The question arises: Is there one indiscriminate factor 

that allows for the achievement of mobility by the masses? 

The perceived answer is education. Nineteenth century 

economist Alfred Marshall (1961) recognized education as 

the means by which an individual could achieve social 
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mobility and discover ftlatent abilities ft that might have 

otherwise gone unnoticed or undeveloped. For those who 

aspire to reach the pinnacle of economic and social 

attainment, the answer, more specifically, is higher 

education. ftIt [higher education] is not only the royal 

road but perhaps the only road to success for the vast 

majority" (Warner, 1968, p. 152). However, as emphasized 

by Rawls (1971), for ftfair ft equality of opportunity to 

endure, there must be equal opportunity of education. 

ftFairft equality of educational opportunity dictates public 

intervention, a second criterion, into the educational 

system to offset the effects of financial and social 

inequalities that exist at birth. Public intervention into 

higher education has come about in the form of legal 

sanctions and subsidies. Legal intervention has weakened 

discriminatory practices against minorities, and subsidies 

to students have been justified on the basis that they 

remove economic barriers. 

Current student financial aid policy has stressed 

the overall objective of equal higher education oppor

tunity. More specifically, the numerous federal, state, 

and institutional student financial assistance goals are 

summarized as follows (Fife, 1975): (1) to provide the 

financially disadvantaged students with access to some form 

of postsecondary education; (2) to allow these students 
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some freedom to attend the college of their choice: (3) to 

provide aid over a period of years to allow students to 

achieve their educational objectives; (4) to provide a 

freer flow of students in the educational marketplace; (5) 

to help preserve the diversity of higher education; (6) to 

encourage more students to major in certain socially needed 

occupations; and (7) to insure that students of higher 

artistic, athletic, and academic achievement are able to 

continue their education. The first three goals--access, 

choice, and persistence--have been the driving forces 

behind the major objective of "fair" equal educational 

opportunity. 1 

In the past, educators have emphasized the impor

tance of access and choice as necessary components for any 

policy with an objective of equality of educational 

opportunity. Not only have student financial aid programs 

been means to that end, they probably have been a somewhat 

successful means. Notwithstanding some data to the 

contrary (e.g., Hansen, 1983), studies such as the College 

Student Grant Study (Fife and Leslie, 1976) and the Leslie, 

Johnson, and Carlson study (1977) suggest the positive 

1. Persistence at this point in the discussion 
refers to the length of time a student desires to invest in 
the attainment of an educational objective. That time 
investment differs among students depending upon whether 
the objective is a one-year certificate, two- or four-year 
degree, or an advanced degree. 
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impact of financial aid on access and choice. Recent 

reductions in federal funding of student assistance have 

led educational leaders, such as Derek C. Bok, to prophesy 

the loss of equal educational opportunity and the return of 

elitism in higher education. 

By imposing a limit on the cost of college educa
tion which the federal government will support, it 
sharply limits the choices available to students of 
modest means. The result will tend to segregate 
colleges and universities according to social 
class--the very evil which federal student aid was 
created to combat (The Chronicle of Higher Educa
tiQn, May 1, 1985, p. 22). 

How important is persistence in the formula for 

actualization of equality of educational opportunity? Both 

Jensen (1983) and Fife (1975) emphasize the significance of 

persistence. "Equal educational opportunity will be 

achieved only when students who have entered the institu

tions of choice are able to continue to the limits of their 

capabilities and motivation" (Jensen, 1983, p. 299). "In 

other words, students should have sufficient means to 

pursue their education. • If this does not occur, then 

the aid program falls short of full equal educational 

opportunity" (Fife, 1975, p. 8). The statements by Jensen 

and Fife are generally accepted explanations but, in 

reality, fail to clarify why it is just as important for a 

student to persist in higher education one, two, or three 

years as it is to obtain a degree. What is the value of 
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one year of higher education as opposed to none or two 

years of higher education as opposed to one? 

Persistence in higher education can be related to 

"human capital" theory. Promotion of persistence through 

student financial aid policy is based on two premises: 

"fair" equal educational opportunity and the classification 

of education as a quasi-public good with intergovernmental 

positive externalities or spillovers. If one accepts the 

basic principles of conventional human capital theory, then 

a logical relationship can be drawn among persistence, 

equal educational opportunity, and financial aid. 

The human capital theory began to gain prominence 

in the 1969s under the guiding hand of Theodore W. Schultz. 

Early economists such as Adam Smith, Heinrich Von Thunen, 

and John Stuart Mill recognized the concept of human 

capital but did not consider human beings a practical 

element to include in economic analysis. Although educator 

Horace Mann and economist Von Thunen emphasized the 

significance of education and human beings as part of the 

nation's capital, only sporadic recognition was given to 

those concepts until the 1969s (Johns, Morphet, and 

Alexander, 1983). The triumvirate of resources--1and, 

labor, and capita1~-has been the traditional foundation 

upon which economic models have measured a nation's wealth 

or productivity. Capital may exist in tangible or 
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intangible forms. Tangible capital is represented in such 

physical forms as factories and machines. "Intangible 

capital may be embodied in people--labor resources. This 

••• constitutes a hybrid class of productive resources--a 

combination of labor and capital which might be called 

'human capital'" (Weisbrod, 1971, p. 79). Human capital, 

thus defined, is an individual's productive skills, 

talents, and knowledge. 

Like physical capital, human capital can be 

augmented through investment. However, investment in human 

capital is considered more precarious than investment in 

physical capital because acquisition of human capital may 

take substantial time, and the investment cannot be sold 

and is lost upon the death of its owner (Nicholson, 1979). 

Nevertheless, individuals can expand their potential 

productivity capabilities by investing in education and 

training. 

Properly conceived, education produces a labor 
force that is more adaptable to the needs of a 
changing economy, and more likely to develop the 
imaginative ideas, techniques, and products which 
are critical to the processes of economic expansion 
and social adaptation to change. By doing so--by 
contributing to worker productivity--the education 
process qualifies handsomely as a process of 
investment in human capital (Weisbrod, 1971, p. 
74) • 

In addition, the marginal productivity theory 

proposes that a worker's wages are dependent upon that 

worker's marginal contribution to the revenues of a firm. 

9 
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Thus, variations in labor income are partially due to 

marginal productivity or labor quality. Labor quality is 

predominantly dependent on the amount of human capital 

acquired by the worker. Theoretically, investment in 

e~ucation (human capital) yields higher productivity which, 

in turn, yields higher earnings (Cohn, 1979).2 Hence, if 

individuals wish to increase their human capital value, 

they must invest in some form of education or training. 

The more time or persistence invested, the greater the 

value. If a nation desires to reduce income inequality, it 

must promote human capital investment for those lacking in 

educational opportunity. 

Human capital theory acknowledges that education 

yields private and social benefits. Private benefits are 

those benefits retained by the individual, and social 

benefits are those benefits that the individual cannot 

appropriate and are, therefore, absorbed by other members 

of society. Increased worker productivity through 

2. It must be noted that this conventional human 
capital theory has not gone unchallenged by other econo
mists. The "screening approach" argues that the correla
tion between education and earnings does not prove the 
human capital theory. Education credentials are utilized 
by employers to screen or select workers. Higher salaries 
are paid for the credential regardless of worker productiv
ity. Advocates of the "dual labor market approach" 
theorize that the human capital approach does not apply to 
minorities and poor people admitted to secondary labor 
markets. Neo-Marxist proponents argue the nradical 
approach n that public education is not an equalizer but 
serves the interest of the wealthy elite (Cohn, 1979). 
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education increases worker earnings and economic expansion. 

Numerous methods have been utilized in an attempt to 

measure the private pecuniary benefits derived from 

education: earning differentials, net present values, and 

rates of return. Individual rates of return are calculated 

by comparing one's stream of incomes or benefits with one's 

stream of outlay or explicit and implicit costs, each 

properly discounted to reflect present value. 

Social pecuniary benefits have been measured 

through the rates of return approach and the "residual 

approach." Beginning in the 1960s, both Schultz and later 

Denison, utilizing the "residual approach," set out to 

determine what portion of the unexplained economic growth 

was attributable to education. Depending on the rate-of

return used, Schultz (1961) estimated that during the 

period between 1929 and 1957 the increase in labor earnings 

attributable to additional education averaged 44 percent. 

Denison (1974) calculated that between 1920 and 1960 the 

increase in national income attributable to increased 

education was 20.6 percent. 

Thus far the discussion has centered on pecuniary 

private and public benefits. What of nonpecuniary private 

and social benefits? Cohn (1979) classifies education as a 

private benefit "in between" consumption and investment. 

Education bestows consumption benefits by providing 
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satisfaction to the student at the time the student is 

receiving it and investment benefits through increased 

utility over time in the form of increased productivity and 

greater capacity to enjoy life. Idealistically, education 

helps to develop an individual's character, integrity, 

self-understanding, tolerance, aesthetic and cultural 

appreciation, civic responsibilities, and self-reliance. 

Education also provides "psychic n benefits in the form of 

increased job opportunities, mobility, and self-satisfac

tion. These are intangible qualities that continue to 

escape accurate measurement. However, Bowen's (1977) 

summarization of various studies regarding cognitive and 

affective development of higher education students does 

lend credence to these desired educational outcomes. An 

individual's intellectual tolerance, aesthetic sensibility, 

cultural pursuits, self-discovery, citizenship, adapta

bility, and futuristic orientation appear to be enhanced 

through the higher education process. Also, the extent to 

which those qualities fully develop within the individual 

appear to be associated with the length of time the student 

remains in the higher education environment--in other 

words, persistence. 

Nonpecuniary social benefits are considered 

external benefits in that they are jointly consumed by the 

public. Cohn (1979) emphasizes that there is little 



argument about the types of external benefits associated 

with education, but there is some controversy over the 

magnitude of those benefits. Educationalists are charged 

with assessing too large a proportion of educational 

benefits to the unquantifiable external side. There have 

been attempts, however, to investigate the existence of 

those external educational benefits. Studies have shown 
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higher levels of education to be associated with better 

health, lower rates of work disability, longevity, and 

decreased crime rate (Cohn, 1979). Thus, education is seen 

to benefit society through reduced demands for public 

service agencies such as health, protection, and welfare. 

By measuring voter participatiori, researchers have linked 

education to social consciousness and public-spiritedness. 

Weisbrod (1971) found positive relations between voter 

participation and education. He associates the relation

ship with the preservation of a democratic society. 

No statistics can be marshalled to prove that 
education itself brings about a stronger democracy, 
but the relationships between people's educational 
attainments and their participation in activities 
that help make a democracy strong are striking (p. 
81) • 

Weisbrod also emphasizes the intergenerational 

value of education and the vested interest that all of 

society has in education. Better educated parents are more 

likely to raise children who recognize the value of 

education and, consequently, continue to invest in their 
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own human capital. Parents and children are not static in 

their residency but are somewhat mobile. wThus, residents 

of areas of in-migration have a stake in the education of 

children in the areas of out-migration" (197l, p. 8~). The 

nation as a whole reaps the benefits of a better educated 

populace. 

The desire of a society for a well-educated 

citizenry constitutes a public demand for education. 

Higher education is defined as'a quasi-public good because 

it contains both divisible and indivisible benefits--both 

private and public benefits. The fact that part of the 

benefits are indivisible and are shared by society as a 

whole makes it difficult, if not impossible, to price 

education. The free rider problem emerges since there is 

no feasible manner by which to exclude nonpayers from 

obtaining the external benefits. Therefore, indivisible 

benefits or positive externalities are "by-products" of an 

economic action that represents a gain not reflected in the 

market price. Positive externalities are characterized by 

the economic phenomenon of underproduction. 

Private firms are likely to produce less than the 
social-optimum amount of an "economic good W because 
the firm is adding benefits to society greater than 
the quantity of benefits for which it is being 
compensated in' the market. ••• Solutions to 
correct these economic reactions are frequently 
referred to as efforts to "internalize" the 
externalities, which carries the connotation of 
converting the external effects back into the price 
system (Herber, 1983, pp. 39-4~). 



The typical solution to correcting the undersupply of a 

good that yields positive externalities is some form of 

government subsidy to encourage production. Thus, in the 

case of higher education, the costs of divisible benefits 

are charged out to the individual in the form of tuition 

fees. Governmental subsidies for operational expenses and 

partial tax financing of higher education are provided to 

help defray the cost of joint consumption. 
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Student aid also serves to subsidize both divisible 

and indivisible benefits. The economic controversy is 

whether student aid is primarily a means to promote equal 

educational opportunity or an effort to internalize the 

externalities. Equal educational opportunity is argued 

from the standpoint of allocative and redistributive 

aspects. Lack of student assistance to disadvantaged youth 

can result in ntalent lossn to the individual and society. 

Student aid also can assist in income redistribution by 

providing disadvantaged individuals the opportunity to 

increase their future income. If the argument for large 

e~ternal benefits is accepted, then outright subsidies are 

appropriate, and many would advocate an even greater 

investment on the part of the federal government in higher 

education. If, however, equal educational opportunity is 

the objective, then many economists would contend that 



grants to the student are inappropriate. The same objec

tive could be met with an adequate loan program. 
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Disagreement over the objective of student finan

cial aid, the proper role of the federal government in 

obtaining that objective, and the most efficient manner of 

allocating and distributing that aid has been present 

throughout the history of student financial aid policy. 

Basically, the problem has been the lack of evidence to 

support either side of the argument. Proving that educa

tion reduces poverty or that society benefits to a much 

greater extent from education than the individual is not an 

easy task. Not only do numerous tangible and intangible 

variables complicate the issues, but the very fact that the 

issues are enveloped by social values makes the problem 

even more complex. 

In conclusion, "fair ft equality of opportunity 

necessitates the opportunity for economic and social 

mobility and public intervention to promote it. Education 

is perceived as one indiscriminate means of allowing 

achievement of mobility by the masses. Thus, nfair" 

equality of opportunity translates into "fair" equality of 

educational opportunity. In turn, "fair" equality of 

educational opportunity has been interpreted to mean that 

individuals must have the opportunity of access to educa

tion and the opportunity of choice in the type and quality 
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of education desired. However, it is not enough for 

individuals to obtain access to the educational institution 

of their choice, but the duration of their stay in the 

educational environment and their persistence towards some 

objective is associated with their eventual human capital 

worth as well. Since education is a quasi-public good 

emanating both private and public benefits, public inter

vention into higher education has come about in the form of 

legal sanctions and subsidies. Student financial aid 

serves to subsidize both divisible and indivisible bene

fits. It promotes equal educational opportunity by 

removing economic barriers and assists in internalizing the 

externalities. Whether student financial aid has actually 

accomplished its perceived objectives is a question still 

open to debate. 

Statement of the Problem 

In 1979 the Aspen Institute Conference on Student 

Aid Policy identified the need to accumulate and review 

evidence on whether financial aid programs were actually 

achieving one of their major purposes--which has been 

variously labeled as increased retention, successful 

academic program completion, or student persistence. The 

Institute implied that a strong evaluation of the effec

tiveness of financial aid programs could not occur without 

further research and that a general public confidence 
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crisis could transpire since it "appeared" that a relation

ship might exist between "free rides" and nonperformance by 

aided students. In 1983, Eric Jensen reiterated the Aspen 

Institute's concern for evaluation of the effects of 

financial aid on student outcomes, a matter of particular 

urgency owing to the recent reduction in federal student 

aid funds by Congress. Jensen's evaluation of student aid 

effectiveness involved a review of the empirical litera

ture. Jensen based his conclusions on only eight published 

studies of the relationship between student aid and 

persistence. Even within those eight studies, results 

varied as to the effect of financial aid on persistence. 

Typical descriptive reviews of the literature shed little 

light on the relationship between student financial aid and 

persistence. Too often, the reviewers rely on a small 

number of nonrepresentative studies from which to draw 

their conclusions. Hood and Maplethorpe (1980) were 

heavily dependent on Astin's (1975) study and expanded 

their review by inclusion of only five other studies. 

Wedemeyer's (1972) review of Guaranteed Student Loan and 

the National Direct Student Loan programs included no 

undergraduate impact studies and mainly concentrated on 

studies related to defaults and to the initial introduction 

of loans into student financial aid policy. Herndon's 



(1982) review of the efficacy of student financial aid 

cites only four studies in his evaluation of persistence. 
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Numerous studies of the relationship between 

financial aid and student persistence have been conducted. 

Researchers have analyzed the relationship at individual 

institutions and nationally, through the use of the 

National Longitudinal Study. The relationship has been 

examined with regard to student persistence and specific 

state financial assistance programs, financial aid programs 

for minority and disadvantaged students, and federal loans, 

grants, and work-study programs. 

The problem does not appear to be the lack of 

research on the relationship between persistence and 

financial aid; rather, the problem seems to be the lack of 

systematic integration of the existing studies so that true 

relationships can be discerned.. Systematic integration 

would allow for generalizable conclusions, thus providing 

more reliable guidelines for national, state, and institu

tional financial aid policy. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to perform a meta

analysis of existing empirical studies that have investi

gated the relationship between student persistence and 

financial aid. Meta-analysis is "the statistical analysis 

of the summary findings of many empirical studies" (Glass, 



1981, p. 21). The meta-analysis will allow greater 

generalization of the research results and more valid 

conclusions upon which to base financial aid policy 

decisions and evaluations. 

Significance Qf the Study 

The Reagan Administration'S emphasis on dual 

federalism, tax reform, and increased defense spending 

caused real dollar student financial aid cutbacks between 

1980-81 and 1983-84. The movement by the federal govern-
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ment to reduce student financial assistance brought a cry 

from the higher education world for more impact studies to 

be performed in order to provide a sound research basis for 

financial aid policy makers. Herndon suggested that 

legislators might consider allocating a fraction of 
aid appropriations to systematic research on these 
interactive factors (financial aid variables) 
before employing wholesale programmatic cutbacks 
that greatly limit the attainment of equal educa
tional opportunity (1982, p. 43). 

Stampen (1984) argued that, historically, financial 

aid policy decisions have been a result of political 

battles and negotiation rather than action based on 

evaluation and empirical research. Even if decision makers 

had been inclined to consult research for input, "they 

would have found little help, because the results of the 

few studies focusing on impacts are mixed" (p. 13). 

Stampen based his judgments on the fact that of the 899 



21 

financial aid studies conducted between 197e and 1978, only 

one in ten focused on strategies or purposes, environmental 

factors, or the impacts of student aid. Most studies 

concentrated on program and structure "to the neglect of 

legitimate concerns raised by policy makers and the general 

public about the overall success of student aid in reaching 

its policy goals" (p. 13). One problem with Stampen's 

analysis is that he somewhat confined his research review 

to sponsored and published research. For the period 

between 1978 and 1984, Stampen made reference to only the 

four impact studies reported in the 1983 Handbook of 

Student Financial Aid. 

Many more financial aid impact studies have been 

performed than ordinarily are alluded to by research 

reviewers. The meta-analysis contained herein includes 

almost fifty research studies that investigate the rela

tionship between student aid and persistence alone. 

Admittedly, from a descriptive standpoint, results of past 

studies appear mixed. However, to date, there have been no 

meta-analyses and no true integrative reviews conducted on 

research examining the relationship between student 

financial aid and persistence, although numerous descrip

tive research reviews have been written. Cumulation of 

results across studies is needed in order to provide 

generalizable evidence as to whether student aid actually 



increases persistence in higher education and, hence, 

assists in achieving the major objective of equal higher 

education opportunity. 

Research Questions 
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Two main research questions will be investigated as 

a result of the integration of multiple research studies: 

1. Does financial aid promote student perSistence 

in higher education and, thus, achieve a major 

goal of federal and many state student finan-

cial aid programs? and 

2. What implications do the meta-analysis results 

h~e for financial aid policies? 

The number and diversity of studies located may 

allow the answering of further categorical meta-analysis 

and research questions. Some of these are 

1. Do certain forms of financial aid or combina

tions of financial aid forms increase persis

tence better than others? 

2. Is there a difference in the impact of finan

cial aid on persistence at four-year institu

tions as compared to two-year colleges? 

3. Does the impact of financial aid on student 

persistence vary with the measure of persis

tence employed, particularly when measurement 

extends beyond the first year of education? 



4. Does the dollar. amount of financial aid affect 

persistence? 

5. Does the impact of financial aid on student 

persistence differ by sex or racial or ethnic 

groups? 

Limitations 

General limitations to the study are considered in 

this section. More specific limitations dealing with the 

meta-analysis are included in Chapter 4. 

This study deals only with the effect of financial 

aid on persistence and does not attempt to incorporate or 

compare financial aid with all the other potential psycho

logical, sociological, or academic variables operating on 

student withdrawal. 
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The study's framework, based on equal educational 

opportunity, implies the process of initial enrollment in 

the higher education system and continuation toward some 

type of undergraduate degree or certificate. Therefore, 

the student population was limited to undergraduate 

students only. In addition, economic educational oppor

tunity legislation was established to remove economic 

barriers confronted by financially needy American youth. 

Hence, foreign students were excluded from the sample. 

Students on athletic scholarships also were not included in 

the sample. There is no doubt that athletic scholarships 
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have assisted many students in obtaining a college educa

tion, but financial need is seldom a determining factor in 

the awarding of those scholarships. In actuality, no 

studies were found that investigated the relationship 

between scholarships and athletic persistence, and the 

foreign student persistence studies located dealt only with 

students of graduate status. 

This study deals with the effect of financial aid 

on persistence. Studies were included in the sample only 

if. they measured persistence in some temporal way. 

Academic achievement studies were excluded. 

Although a concerted effort was made on the part of 

the reviewer to locate as many financial aid persistence 

studies as possible, it is probable that some studies may 

have eluded the reviewer. 

Definitions 

Since meta-analysis includes a variety of studies, 

it is important to bring some consistency to the terminol

ogy utilized by the numerous researchers. For the purpose 

of this study specific terminology is defined and explained 

as follows: 

Financial Aid. Funds provided by higher education institu

tions, state governments, and the federal government to 

assist students in defraying the costs of higher 



education. There are three basic categories of financial 

aid provided to students: grants, loans, and work. 

1. Grants are nonrepayable awards that may be 

referred to in the literature as scholarships, 

grants-in-aid, service awards, or activity 

awards. Grants may be funded from federal, 

state, institutional, or other sources. Some 

states and institutions have established grants 

independent of the federal government. 

Educational Opportunity Grants (EOG) and Pell 

(Basic Educational Opportunity--BEOG) Grants 

are the federal grants most commonly referred 

to in financial aid persistence studies. Pell 

Grants are awarded directly to a student who 

has demonstrated financial need and continued 

"satisfactory progress", in an academic program. 

The EOG was the forerunner of the Supplemental 

Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG). SEOGs 

are federally funded awards allocated to 

states, which in turn reallocate the funds to 

higher education institutions. The institution 

is then responsible for the distribution of the 

grants. State Student Incentive Grants (SSIG) 

are matching grants, provided by the federal 

government, with the original intention of 
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encouraging states to expand their efforts in 

student financial assistance. 

2. Loans are sums of money awarded with the 

requirement that they be repaid in whole or in 

part. Federal loan interest is deferred or 

paid by the federal government until a speci

fied time following graduation or withdrawal 

from college. Past and present examples of 

education loans directed toward specific 

occupations are the Health Professions Loan 

Program, the Nursing Student Loan Program, and 

the Law Enforcement Educational Loan Program. 

Historically, the two largest federal loan 

programs have been the National Direct (De

fense) Student Loans (NDSL) and Guaranteed 

Student Loans (GSL). The federal government 

allocates NDSL funds to the higher education 

institution for administration while GSL funds 

are awarded directly to the student through an 

independent lending agency. Nonfederal loan 

programs include state and institutional loan 

programs and loans from various campus organi

zations, such as Panhellenic or professional 

groups. 

26 



3. Work as a type of financial aid is provided 

through institutional and federal government 

College Work Study programs (CWS). Under the 

federal CWS programs, a maximum of 89 percent 

of student's wages are paid by the government, 

and the remaining 29 percent or more is paid by 

the higher education institution or a nonprofit 

organization/business under an institutionally 

approved work study agreement. Students 

normally work part-time for a minimal number of 

hours per week. 

Financial Need. Financial need exists when a student's 

educational expenses exceed the reasonable contribution 

expected from the student and the student's family. 

Financial Needs Analysis. A needs analysis determines the 

amount of financial assistance that can be legally awarded 

to student applicants. The two most common needs analyses 

utilized by most institutions for their campus-based 

programs are performed by the American College Testing 

Program (ACTP) and the College Scholarship Service (CSS). 

In 1989, the federal government adopted the "student aid 

index to determine the eligibility of Pe1l Grant appli

cants. General factors considered in a needs analysis are 
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family and student income, assets, equity, year in school, 

and family size. 

Financial Aid Packages. A combination of one or more 

student financial aid program awards. Studies included in 

tne meta-analysis most often consider packages to include 

grants, loans, and work. 

Campus-Based Aid Programs. NDSL, SEOG, and CWS are 

referred to as federal campus-based awards because the 

money is administered and distributed by the higher 

education institution. Nonfederal campus-based awards 

include activity awards, institutional college work-study, 

institutional grants, and foundation and donor awards. 

Self-Help Aid Programs. Loans and work-study funds are 

often referred to as self-help programs since the student 

must repay or work for the financial aid received. 

College Grade Point Average (CGPA). The total number of 

grade points received from A, B, C, D, or F grades divided 

by the total number of credit hours taken. HSGPA is an 

abbreviation for high school grade point average. 
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American College Testing Battery (ACT), Scholastic Aptitude 

Test (SAT), and School and College Ability Test (SCAT). 

Standardized achievement tests are used by many colleges 

and universities as an entrance exam. Persistence studies 



often utilize the ACT, SAT, or SCAT, as well as CGPA, 

HSGPA, or high school rank (HSR) as criteria for matching 

experimental and control groups. 
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National Longitudinal Study (NLS). A longitudinal survey 

that follows a high school senior cohort through the 

freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior college years. The 

availability and quality of the NLS data prompt many 

researchers to utilize the NLS files for persistence 

studies. The National Longitudinal Study of the High 

School Class of 1972 was followed in 1980 by another 

longitudinal survey: High School and Beyond. 

Academic Year. Depending on the institution, an academic 

year is usually composed of two semester terms (fall and 

spring) or three quarter terms (fall, winter, spring). 

Seldom does a persistence study include summer terms when 

measuring persistence rates. 

Persistence. The rate at which a student completes a 

predetermined period of study. Financial aid persistence 

studies incorporate a wide variety of persistence time 

frames: continuous enrollment for one or two semesters 

(quarters), completion of one academic year and enrollment 

in the following term, graduation with a degree or certifi

cate, graduation and/or four years of enrollment, and 



continuous or noncontinuous enrollment for more than four 

years and/or graduation. 
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Retention. Retention is often used as a synonym of 

persistence, as is "survival." Some literature, however, 

defines retention as a concerted effort made on the part of 

the institution to prevent students from dropping out or 

withdrawing. 

Dropout. The use of the term "dropout" in persistence 

studies has three definitions: one, a student who is not 

continuously enrolled during the persistence time frame; 

two, a student who withdraws at some stage from the 

institution under study and does not enroll in another 

college during the time frame established for calculating 

the persistence rate; and three, a student who withdraws 

from the institution under study and never returns to that 

institution during the persistence time frame, irrespective 

of whether the student transfers to another college. 

Dropout and attrition are used synonymously by some 

researchers. Also, some researchers differentiate between 

voluntary dropouts and nonvoluntary dropouts. A nonvolun

tary dropout is a student dismissed for academic reasons. 

Stopout. A term used to designate a temporary dropout or a 

student not continuously enrolled during the persistenc.e 

time frame. Some studies designate high and low stopouts. 
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A high stopout is a high academic achiever dropout who most 

likely will return to college at some time. A low stopout 

is a low academic achiever dropout who will most likely not 

return to college. 

Organization of Stugy 

This chapter has expressed the purpose of the study 

and its significance and has provided a framework based on 

the concept of "fair" equality of educational opportunity. 

The interrelationship among financial aid and persistence, 

the hUman capital theory, internalization of externalities, 

and equal educational opportunity was discussed. A list of 

definitions was presented to clarify terminology referred 

to in financial aid persistence studies. 

Chapter 2 reveals the pursuit of equal educational 

opportunity in America by reviewing the history of student 

financial aid. Chapter 3 presents the measures of persis

tence used in the literature and reviews past persistence 

research. Chapter 4 explains (1) the search process and 

data coding system, (2) the research design, (3) statisti

cal procedures, (4) data analysis, and (5) the meta

analysis limitations. Chapter 5 reports the results of the 

meta-analysis, and Chapter 6 consists of the summary, 

conclusions, and recommendations. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE PURSUIT OF EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY: 

AN HISTORICAL REVIEW OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID 

IN THE UNITED STATES 

Introduction 

The promotion of "fair n equality of educational 

opportunity implies public intervention in the form of 

legal sanctions and subsidization. One form of subsidiza

tion has been student financial aid programs, which have 

existed almost from the inception of the American higher 

education system. However, throughout most of American 

higher education history, the objective of student finan

cial aid leaned more toward neducational opportunityn than 

nequal educational opportunity." Student financial aid 

philosophy was based on the concept of "assistance to the 

poorest of the best,n and higher education was considered a 

privilege, not a right. 

For over three hundred years, the prime responsi

bility for student financial aid rested with the higher 

education institutions, benefactors, and the states. 

During this time, federal subsidization was sporadic and 

categorical. Federal programs were a response to economic 
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and political ·crises" and bore little relationship to 

equal educational opportunity. Yet, America's philosophy 

toward student financial aid and its role in the pursuit of 

equal educational opportunity is a product of her history. 

Social, economic, and political values combined during the 

different eras to mold an eventual national student 

financial aid policy based on equal educational oppor

tunity. The establishment of a national student financial 

aid program in the 196~s was perceived as one means to 

alleviate social and economic inequities through education. 

Philosophically, equal opportunity equated to equal 

educational opportunity and higher education became a 

right, not a privilege. 

Historically, the pursuit of equal educational 

opportunity can best be analyzed from the standpoint of 

financial responsibility for student aid programs. This 

does not mean that student aid was the only form of public 

intervention to impact equal education opportunity. 

However, the use of student aid to promote equal educa

tional opportunity, as opposed to educational opportunity, 

did not occur until the federal government adopted a 

national student aid program and accepted major responsi

bility for it. The philosophical change in the purpose and 

use of student aid did not occur overnight or under one 

president's administration. The change grew over the years 



as a result of various social, economic, and political 

happenings, and the responsibility for student aid shifted 

among institutions, state governments, and the federal 

government. 
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From the l690s to 1862, .higher education in~titu

tions and private donors carried the prime responsibility 

for student aid. Only two states had initiated student aid 

programs. From 1862 to 1935, more states began to intro

duce student aid programs and, together with institutions, 

provided the means by which low income students could 

achieve an education. Beginning in 1935, the federal 

government sporadically introduced categorical student aid 

programs. However, the federal government did not consider 

itself a permanent investor in the student aid business. 

Through 1964, states and institutions continued to carry 

the major burden for student aid programs. Philosophi

cally, aid was based predominantly on academic achievement 

and financial need. 

From 1964 to 1980, responsibility for student aid 

programs shifted to the federal government. This shift in 

financial responsibility was the result of a transition in 

student aid philosophy. The federal government joined in 

partnership with states and institutions in the pursuit of 

equal educational opportunity, only to become the dominat

ing partner by the 1979s. The election of Ronald Reagan in 



1980 resurrected the pre-FDR concept of dual federalism. 

The Reagan administration has attempted, with limited 

success, to ease the federal government out of social and 

educational programs, with the intent of returning those 

responsibilities to state and local governments. 

The 1600 to 1862 Era 
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The desire for a literate, college-trained clergy 

by religious denominations prompted the founding of 

colonial colleges in America. Colonial, and later state, 

government support of higher education institutions was 

minor and most often in the form of indirect subsidization. 

Most colleges had, in the way of government support, 

nothing more than their tax exemptions, although some 

colleges did receive income from franchises and lotteries. 

Rudolph (1962a) classifies the American colonial 

college as a "Christian charity," deriving its resources 

from "affluent old men" and expending its resources on 

"needy young men" (p. 178). Colonial and state government 

failure to accept major responsibility for the emerging 

denominational colleges forced the colleges to be dependent 

first upon generous benefactors and second, tuition income. 

From these private benefactors would arise the first 

student financial aid programs in the form of scholarships. 

Some of the first scholarships awarded by American 

colleges contained the fundamental ideals of student 
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financial aid, which would later appear in state and 

federal government policy: the belief in financial need as 

an eligibility requirement was present in the 1643 Lady 

Mowison Scholarship; the philosophy that financial need 

related to a student's college expense budget, minus the 

parent's ability to pay, was expressed in the 1659 Robert 

Keayne Scholarship; and the first known scholarship to 

designate minority student preference was established in 

1696 by Samuel and Hannah Sewall (Godzicki, 1975). 

Besides scholarship awards, colleges assisted 

students in defraying educational expenses through uncol

lected tuition bills, work programs, dining halls for poor 

students, loans, and the sale of low cost perpetual 

scholarships. However, most of these student aid programs 

had an alternative purpose: to recruit or persuade poor 

boys to attend colleges during times of low demand. 

College enrollments during the antebellum period had been 

suffering owing to higher education's emphasis on classical 

curriculum and an "overproduction" of denominational 

institutions (Rudolph, 1962b). Additionally, the elitist 

foundations upon which the American higher education 

institution had been founded were shaken during the 

Jacksonian period. The notions of privilege and Thomas 

Jefferson's advocacy of an "aristocracy of talent" were 

swept aside in the name of equality for the common man. 



The whole history of uncollected tuition fees, 
expanding scholarships, and unpaid or underpaid 
professors was in part a response of the colleges 
to the growing American belief that unless an 
institution served all men equally, it served 
America poorly (Rudolph, 1962a, p. 213). 
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One should not construe Rudolph's statement to mean that 

higher education supported the concept of equal educational 

opportunity in the modern sense. Although higher education 

professed the principles of democracy, in practice higher 

education was still considered a privilege, and superior 

academic ability continued to be an admittance criterion 

for the poorer student. 

Although states in general did not directly support 

student financial aid programs, during this era there were 

two exceptions. Maryland and Virginia planted the seeds 

for governmental involvement in student aid that, in time, 

would be cultivated in other states. Thomas Jefferson's 

efforts to create a public educational system, which would 

offer knowledge to all citizens and advanced training to 

the truly gifted, culminated with the creation of the 

University of Virginia in 1818. Charges that the institu

tion was chiefly for the benefit of the rich induced 

friends of the institution to support legislation authoriz

ing a senatorial district scholarship program for. promising 

poor students. The Virginia legislation was implemented 

before the Jacksonian era and exemplified "Jefferson's 

basic concept that a 'natural aristocracy' of virtue and 



talent should be recruited by means of special state 

scholarships (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976, p. 149). In 1825, 

Maryland joined Virginia in establishing a grant awards 

program for college students (Fenske and Boyd, 198~). 
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From 1699 to 1862, the responsibility for student 

financial aid in higher education rested predominantly with 

private benefactors and institutions. Although states did 

support the institutions directly and indirectly, only two 

states are known to have founded student aid programs. The 

federal government had yet to insert itself into the realm 

of student aid, although it had provided for the support of 

higher education institutions through state land grants 

under the Ohio Enabling Act of 1892. The gesture of 

providing land to newly created western states, however, 

should not be construed as a noble effort on the part of 

the federal government to promote higher education in 

itself. Land was plentiful and a source of wealth for the 

federal government. The policy was a means by which the 

government could facilitate the sale of public land, 

promote growth in the newer western states, and further the 

objectives of agricultural organizations (Brubacher and 

Rudy, 1976). 

The 1862 to 1935 Era 

Some educators mark the passage of the 1862 Morrill 

Act as the first federally organized "student aid program n 
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because it provided low cost higher education in the form· 

of land-grant colleges to the masses (Godzicki, 1975, p. 

18). Perhaps partial acknowledgement of that pronouncement 

might be acceptable, but, realistically, with the passage 

of the Morrill Act the federal government had other 

purposes in mind than student aid. 

Internal and external social, political, and 

. economic pressures were operating on the federal government 

during the l8Ses and ·1860s. A series of poor harvests in 

England and Europe created a demand for American wheat and 

more agricultural production. At the same time, the 

eastern farmers found their depleted soil unable to keep 

pace with the productivity of western farmers who were 

cultivating virgin land. There was a demand for more land 

to plow and increased interest in the application of 

scientific methods to agriculture. The growth of agricul

tural societies into national organizations made the 

farmer's vote increasingly formidable. Pressures were 

placed upon the federal government to address the needs of 

the farmers. The Homestead Act and the Morrill Act, both 

passed in 1862 in the absence of the southern delegations, 

were Congressional responses to the farmer's demands. 

Expansion of American agriculture as a result of the two 

acts was unprecedented. Over fifteen thousand homesteads 

were given away during the Civil War under the Homestead 



4e 

Act. states sold hundreds of thousands of acres from their 

educational grants, and' railroads sold almost one-third of 

the land granted to them by the federal government 

(Morison, 1965; Brubacher and Rudy, 1976). 

The Morrill Act primarily addressed the American 

need for agricultural and mechanical emphasis in higher 

education curricula. Admittedly, the Morrill Act provided 

higher education at low cost, and low tuition at public 

institutions has been considered a form of subsidy; yet, it 

would stretch the imagination to consider the Morrill Act 

as primarily an organized student financial aid program, 

since money was neither directly appropriated to the 

student nor to any specific program even hinting at student 

aid as an objective. 

The major progress in student financial aid 

programs during this era was made by state legislators. 

After the Civil War, state legislators provided veterans 

with free tuition at state universities. From that time 

until the end of the century, direct state support of 

student aid was tentative, but a relationship among 

legislators, colleges, and universities was developing. 

This relationship eventually would lead to a firm partner

ship underwriting educational opportunity (Rudolph, 1962b). 

After the turn of the century, five states in 

particular began student aid programs that would set a 
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precedent for other states to follow. In 1989, Connecticut 

created a teacher education scholarship program; in 1913, 

New York began an open-competition state scholarship 

program; immediately after World War I Pennsylvania 

established a senatorial district scholarship similar to 

the earlier University of Virginia program; in 1913, 

Wisconsin was the first state to develop a student loan 

program; and in 1935, Oregon established a student grant 

program. By 1980, these five states would continue to rank 

among the top twenty-two states in the number and dollar 

award amounts in student financial aid (Fenske and Boyd, 

1980; Marmaduke, 1962; Godzicki, 1975). 

Since their inception, direct state student 

financial aid programs have grown to incorporate five basic 

purposes: (1) to promote access to higher education, with 

special encouragement to the minority and poverty groups; 

(2) to promote freedom of choice between public and private 

education; (3) to promote equity by providing funds 

directly to the student rather than the institution; (4) to 

reduce high ability as a primary prerequisite to the 

obtainment of financial assistance; and (5) to complement 

the student aid efforts of the federal government since, 

historically, federal aid programs were not based on 

financial need (Boyd, 1975). Initially, however, academic 



ability and financial need guided the philosophy of state 

student aid programs. 

While the states and universities shared the major 

burden for student financial aid programs between 1862 and 
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'1935, the federal government's involvement in student aid 

continued to be guided by principles other than equal 

educational opportunity. World War I impacted federal 

student aid policy in two ways. First, the United States 

government, like many other countries following World War 

I, enacted the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1918 to 

provide vocational training for soldiers and ex-servicemen. 

Second, the National Defense Act of 1929 provided for the 

establishment of a Reserve Officers Training Corps 

(R.O.T.e.) at schools, colleges, and universities. Tuition 

and subsistence support was granted to young men who were 

willing to make a commitment to the military service. 

Within a period of six years, over 89,B00 American students 

were enrolled in R.O.T.C. units (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976). 

These two programs were the result of America's gratitude 

to her World War I servicemen and her realization that she 

would no longer be allowed to continue a policy of isola

tionism. After World War I, America knew she must be 

prepared to deal with her external environment and the 

potential threats that involvement incurred. 
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The period between 1862 and 1935, then, is marked 

by a developing relationship between the states and higher 

education in meeting the objective of educational oppor

tunity. The federal government participated in that 

objective only through a policy of institutional aid as 

attested to by such legislation as the 1862 Morrill Act, 

the 1887 Hatch Act, the 189~ Second Morrill Act, the 19~6 

Adams Act, the 19~7 Nelson Amendment, the 1914 Smith-Lever 

Act, the 1917 Smith-Hughes Act, the 192~ Smith-Bankhead 

Act, and the 1935 Bankhead-Jones Act. The two student aid 

programs initiated during this time, the 1918 Vocational 

Education Act and the 1929 National Defense Act, were meant 

to be temporary programs and a reaction to a national 

emergency caused by external forces. 

The 1935 to 1964 Era 

The 1935 to 1964 period witnessed a continued 

effort on the part of states and institutions to promote 

educational opportunity through increased student financial 

aid. Throughout this period federal aid to students in 

higher education was categorical and was a by-product of 

actions on the part of the government to deal with national 

and international problems. 



The Federal Government 
From 1935 to 1964 

The crash of the stock market on October 29, 1929 

ushered in the worst depression in the modern history of 
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the United States and the world. The economy went into a 

tailspin as banks and businesses were forced to close their 

doors. By mid-1932, unemployment had risen to 25 percent. 

Bread lines and shanty towns became accepted sights, while 

the melancholy strains of "Brother Can You Spare a Dime" 

echoed through the silent industrial centers of the East 

and the dust-blown prairies of the West. 

By 1932, Americans were willing to invest their 

future in a president who promised a New Deal. During the 

first "Hundred Days" of the Roosevelt administration, a 

whirlwind of legislation was enacted to assist the nation 

on the long road to recovery. Various work relief programs 

were initiated through the Civil Works Administration, and 

assistance to young men was provided through the Civilian 

Conservation Corps eCCC) and the National Youth Administra

tion (NYA). Under the NYA, funds were allocated to 

colleges on a quota basis to support part-time employment 

opportunities. From 1935 to 1943, the federal government 

expended over $93 million on the higher education of 

620,000 students. The 1935 Social Security Act was one of 

the few relief measures intended by Roosevelt to be a 

permanent reform. The Act initiated a comprehensive 



federal unemployment and old age insurance system and 

included a provision to aid qualified full-time college 

students (Moon, 1963; Brubacher and Rudy, 1976). 

In 1943, the NYA program was terminated. By that 

time, the nation found herself in the midst of an inter

national war, a war that helped to bolster the economy. 
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Men and women were needed to run the factories and serve in 

the military. The Student War Loans Program was estab

lished to assist undergraduate juniors and seniors in 

completing their education, provided they agreed to accept 

work in the war effort after graduation. Over 11,000 

students borrowed from the program. But the fate of the 

loan program was predictable. The end of the depression 

marked the termination of the NYA, and the end of World War 

II resulted in the discontinuance of the Student War Loans 

Program. 

As a result of World War II, the federal government 

designed another program to assist college students. In 

1944, the Servicemen's Readjustment Act (G.l. Bill of 

Rights) provided veterans enrolled in an accredited 

institution with a monthly subsistence stipend, and the 

Veterans Administration paid "training agencies" up to $500 

per year for each student. Over 2.2 million veterans took 

advantage of the opportunity to attend higher education 

institutions. During the 1947-48 academic year, over 
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one-half of the students enrolled in colleges and univer

sities were estimated to be under the G.I. Bill. The G.I. 

Bill was extended as a result of the Korean Conflict, but 

the program was less generous than the World War II 

enactment. Veterans were paid a monthly stipend from which 

their living and educational expenses had to be paid. In 

1956, the War Orphan's Educational Assistance Program was 

initiated to assist children of military personnel who died 

in any American conflict from injury or disease (Moon, 

1963). 

Clearly, the student aid programs initiated in the 

1940s and 1950s were the result of America's concern over 

the welfare of veterans, gratitude for those who served the 

nation during a time of war, and a means to relieve 

expected unemployment increases at the end of overseas 

conflicts. Primary motivation for these limited and 

categorical student aid programs was not equal educational 

opportunity. They "definitely did not signify a final and 

purposeful national commitment to the principle of continu

ing federal aid for all deserving college students, 

nonveteran as well as veteran" (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976, 

pp. 230-231). Yet, these acts did help to dissolve the 

barriers in many colleges and universities for blacks, 

Hispanics, women, and the undereducated. 



In 1946, twenty-eight lay persons and professional 

educators were appointed to a commission by President 

Truman to examine the state of higher education. The 

President's Commission on Higher Education, headed by 

George F. Zook, President of the American Council on 

Education, was the first major attempt to evaluate the 

objectives and social role of America's postsecondary 

education system. In the report can be found the premises 

for future federal and state student aid programs, yet it 

would take more than twenty-five years for the federal 

government to adopt the philosophy espoused by the Zook 

Commission. The completed report exudes the language of 

equal educational opportunity. 

Equal educational opportunity for all persons, 
to the maximum of their individual abilities and 
without regard to economic status, race, creed, 
color, sex, national origin, or ancestry is a major 
goal of American democracy. Only an informed, 
thoughtful, tolerant people can maintain and 
develop a free society. 

Equal opportunity for education does not mean 
equal or identical education for all individuals. 
It means, rather, that education at all levels 
shall be available equally to every qualified 
person (President's Commission, 1948, p. 3). 

According to the Commission, achievement of equal 

educational opportunity could be obtained through an 

expansion of the community college system, improvement of 

the counseling programs, emphasis on adult education 

programs, and a national financial aid program based on 
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scholarships, loans, and employment. The Commission 

·recommended a grant-in-aid program to be available to 

graduate and undergraduate two- and four-year college 

students for a maximum of three years. The primary basis 

for determining the award would be financial need and the 

"applicant's ability, character, sense of responsibility, 

and such other factors as may be adjudged pertinent within 

the announced purposes of the appropriation" (President's 

Commission, 1948, p. 54). 
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The reaction to the Commission's report, entitled 

Higher Education for American Democracy, ranged from 

Chancellor Tolley of Syracuse who declared it an "earnest 

and sincere commitment to a democratic faith" to Chancellor 

R. M. Hutchins of Chicago who described it as a "Fourth-of

July oration in pedaguese n (Harlow, 1953, p. 18). The 

Commission's goal for universal education received criti

cism by sociologists who argued that financial aid was not 

the solution to increased college enrollment of the 

American lower middle class and working class people. 

Rather, what was necessary was a change in the cultural 

motivations of those classes in order to make them value 

college more highly. Private institutions considered the 

report a direct attack on the American system of higher 

education because of the report's recommendations to limit 

federal grants only to public institutions. Southern 



politicians also were not pleased with the Commission's 

negative attitude toward racial discrimination (Harlow, 

1953) • 

49 

Other educators recognized the Commission's report 

as an historic landmark, symbolizing the end of one era and 

the beginning of another. However, the actual inception of 

the propositions would be almost twenty years in coming, 

for America did not seem to have the time or energy to 

concentrate on the recommendations of the Commission. 

Tired after enduring the turmoils of a long war, America 

wanted to rest and desired a quiet, peaceful domestic 

policy. However, on the foreign scene, America found 

herself embroiled in a Cold War that placed military 

demands upon the young men and defense demands on the 

p~blic funds. Any pursuit on the part of the federal 

government toward tne goal of equal educational opportunity 

would have to wait. 

Meanwhile, the debate continued on federal subsidi

zation of postsecondary institutions and the need for a 

national policy on educatiori. High postwar birth rates and 

the increased proportion of the college-age group attending 

college had caused college enrollments to swell. Higher 

education, as well as primary and secondary schools, faced 

shortages in fac~lities, finances, and manpower. The 

federal government was accused of rank discrimination 
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against education in her public policies. Educators 

contended that the federal government's policy of holding 

state and local governments responsible for education was 

outdated and that it promoted the educational inequities 

that existed among the states. John K. Norton, arguing for 

a federal effort to internalize the externalities at the 

1955 New York State Conference on Education, stated that it 

was a 

folly to attempt to deal with educational problems 
which transcend state boundaries solely through 
state and local action. Such problems can be 
fundamentally solved only through state and Federal 
co-operative action. ••• We have no Federal 
policy in education. We should have one, providing 
for needed Federal aid (Norton, 1956, p. 99). 

The federal response to these demands was the 

appointment by Eisenhower in 1956 of another president's 

commission. The Committee on Education Beyond High School 

was headed by Devereaux C. Josephs, chairman of the board 

of the New York Life Insurance Company. The Josephs 

Committee's approach to the federal role in higher educa

tion was much more moderate than the Zook Commission's. 

Basically, the conservative philosophy of the Josephs 

Committee was a reaction to the very thing colleges argued 

as a justification for federal aid--the tremendous enroll

ment growth that occurred in the 1959s. The growth had 

taken place without federal effort or assistance, and the 

Committee could hardly justify a rationale for a federal 



subsidization policy to exp~nd the numbers in college, an 

emphasis of the Zook Commission. 
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The Josephs Committee saw four problem areas 

resulting from the increased enrollments: (1) the need for 

adequately trained teachers, (2) the need to expand 

educational opportunity, (3) the need for new and expanded 

physical facilities, and (4) the need to expand the funds 

to support higher education. However, when it came to the 

issue of financial responsibility for problem solutions, 

the Committee issued the following statement: 

The Committee supports the middle view which 
assumes the capacities of the States and private 
groups and individuals to do the job with some 
Federal assistance and does not project a Federal 
policy beyond the limits of our present knowledge 
of current conditions and future needs. ••• The 
Committee does not believe that the time has yet 
arrived when the Federal Government should have a 
role of permanent, direct economic support of 
education beyond high school (President's Commit
tee, 1957, p. 185). 

The Committee did recommend the development of a 

federally sponsored work-study program but emphasized that 

scholarships should continue to be the responsibility of 

the states and institutions. The recommendations of the 

Committee was oriented toward advising states and institu

tions on how to cope with their current environment. As 

Axt (1957) concludes, the difference between the Zook 

Commission and the Josephs Committee was that one "would 

change the world through higher education while the other 



would help higher education change to fit the world" (p. 

293) • 

National attention was brought to the Josephs' 

Committee report in 1957 primar By because its r.elease 

occurred during the same year as the Russian launching of 

Sputnik. For the first time in history, higher education 

became a federal priority. America was faced with the 

sudden realization that she could no longer be considered 

the world leader in science and technology. As a result, 

the government began to pump money into the higher educa

tion system for research, student aid, and instruction. 
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The passage of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 

established four programs that required the cooperation of 

universities and colleges. Two programs--language develop

ment and counseling and guidance training institutes--were 

largely initiated through contract agreements, and the 

other two programs--student loans and graduate fellowships 

--were undergraduate and graduate student assistance 

programs for which institutions made application'. Appro

priations for the four programs totaled $44.3 million in 

1959 with student loan funds constituting the largest 

portion of the appropriations. Over $3B.5 million of 

student loan money was distributed among 1,201 institu

tions. 
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Gerald W. Elbers, Reports Officer for the Financial 

Aid Branch of the Division of ~igherEducation in 1959, 

explained some of the provisions of the new student loan 

program: 

* Appropriations are alloted [sic] to the States 
according to the full-time college enrollment 
within each State and allocated to public and 
nonprofit private institutions within the State 
according to the percentage which their requests 
represent of the State allotment. 

* The institution must contribute $1 to the fund 
for every $9 of Federal money; if it does not 
have the funds for this purpose and cannot borrow 
them under reasonable terms from non-Federal 
sources, it may apply to the Commissioner for a 
loan. 

* In making loans, the institution must give 
preference to students with superior academic 
background who plan to become public elementary 
and secondary school teachers and to students 
whose academic background indicates a superior 
capacity for or preparation in science, mathe
matics, engineering, or a modern foreign language 
(Elbers, 1959, p. 14). 

In addition, Elbers' emphasized the need to bring 

national resources to bear on security problems presently 

threatening the American people. The tone of the article 

was a clear indication that the federal student aid program 

was to be a temporary policy, motivated by the government's 

interest in national defense. At this time,. government 

concentration was on advanced studies and academic 

superiority, not equal educational opportunity. In fact, 

it was with some reluctance that President Eisenhower 

signed the NDEA into law. The idea of the federal 



government giving direct grants to states and colleges was 

abhorrent to him because it smacked of "socialism" 

(Ambrose, 1984). Eisenhower considered the responsibility 

of education and its funding to be a matter strictly for 

the states. 
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During the period between 1935 and 1965, the 

federal government's relationship with higher education was 

guided by international political and e'conomic events that 

impacted the nation. Federal financial policy toward 

higher education was sporadic and piecemeal, being 

dominated by the fluctuating needs of the nation as 

perceived by the government. In the 193~s, the priority of 

the government was to return the nation to. work; through 

the 1949s and 1959s, national security took precedence. By 

196~, federal agencies were spending over $459 million for 

co~tract research in American colleges and universities, 

and millions of dollars bad been loaned to institutions for 

facilities construction (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976, pp. 231-

232). Federal student aid programs concentrated on 

research and advanced studies. Of the $346 million 

expended by the federal government on student aid in 196~-

61, over SS percent was designated specifically for 

graduate fellowships and scholarships to be administered by 

such agencies as the National Institute of Health, Atomic 

Energy Commission, National Science Foundation, Office of 
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Vocational Rehabilitation, NDEA, and the National Bureau of 

Standards (Moon, 1961). 

The States and Higher Education 
Institutions From 1935 to 1964 _ 

Between 1935 ,and 1964, prime responsibility for 

student financial aid programs rested with the states and 

individual institutions. In response to the tremendous 

enrollment increases of the 1950s, other states followed 

the lead of the original five. Many of these states, such 

as California, New Jersey, and Illinois, that developed 

student aid programs during the 1950s committed large sums 

of money to meet the higher education needs of their 

citizens for access and choice. Today, those particular 

state programs continue to be extremely large in comparison 

to states that established programs during the 1970s 

(Fenske and Boyd, 1980). By 1960, eighteen states provided 

academic scholarships, twenty-four states had grant-in-aid 

programs, and eighteen states developed some type of 

service-loan programs (Moon, 1963). In comparison to 

federal programs, state student aid programs were not 

categorical since recipients usually studied what they 

desired, and financial need was a major consideration in 

eligibility for state aid. 

Institutional aid grew through the 1930s and 1940s 

to a point where over one-half of the 1,808 colleges and 
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universities operating in 1949 offered some kind of 

financial aid to students. By 1955, approximately 1,569 

colleges and universities had financial assistance programs 

incorporating scholarships, loans, and employment (West, 

1963). The heavy 1959s enrollments created a strain on 

higher education budgets, and in order to adapt, institu

tions hiked tuition charges. Tuition costs increased an 

average of 39 percent between 1955 and 1969. The impact of 

increased enrollments and tuition costs was felt in the 

college-supported aid funds. Even though college-supported 

scholarship money increased from $65,732,999 in 1955-56 to 

$98 million in 1960, the number of students receiving 

college-supported scholarship aid de'clined from 14 to 11 

percent (Moon, 1963). 

States and institutions were not the only contribu

tors to student aid programs. By 1950, over 450 corpora

tions and some 3,900 organizations sponsored some type of 

student aid programs. In fact, Little's 1959 study 

revealed that 40 percent of the Wisconsin students on 

scholarship had received at least one year of aid ~rom 

nongovernmental and noninstitutional sources. In 1955, a 

$29 million Ford Foundation grant established the National 

Merit Scholarship Corporation, which paid out $2.8 million 

in support of about 3,390 student scholars in 1969 (Moon, 

1963). 
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In reviewing Moon's (1963) estimates of 1960-61 

expenditures for student financial aid in the United 

States, the importance of state, institutional, and 

corporation/organizational aid during this era comes to the 

forefront. Table 1 provides the amount of money expended 

on undergraduate student financial aid in'1960-61. Of the 

$461 million expended, over $360 million was derived from 

state, institutional, and private sources. Most of the 

state and institutional aid was distributed to under

graduates. In comparison, the dollar amounts for the 

federal government are inflated by the fact that except for 

the R.O.T.e. and Bureau of Indian Affairs programs, federal 

aid was available and utilized by graduate students. The 

limited effect of the NDEA on undergraduates, with its NDSL 

program, becomes evident when loans are excluded from 

student aid programs. Without the inclusion of federal, 

state, and institutional student loans, nonfederal expendi

tures accounted for 76.4 percent of the total amount of 

student financial aid awarded in the form of grants-in-aid 

and employment. Figure 1 graphically depicts the distribu

tion of financial aid resources for 1960-61. No better 

picture can portray where the responsibility for educa

tional opportunity was placed, as states, institutions, and 

private donors carried the major burden for student 

financial aid programs by the 1969s. 
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Table 1. Aid Awarded to Undergraduate Students by Source, 
1969-1961. 

All Student Aid Awards 

Institutions $211,799;999 

States 51,639,999 

Corporations/ 
Others 49,990,990 

Other Federal 85,529,296 

NDSL 

TOTAL $461,859,296 

Student Aid Awards 
Excluding Loans 

Institutions $196~900,000 

States 40,347,000 

Corporations/ 
Others 49,000,000 

Other Federal 85,529,296 

TOTAL $362,776,296 

Source: . Moon, Rexford G. Stugent Financial Aid in the 
United States; Administration and Resources. New York: 
College Entrance Examination Board, 1963. 
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Figure 1. Percentage of Undergraduate Student 
Financial Aid Expendit~res 

by Source, 1960-61. 

* Based on Table 1 (p. 58). 
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The 1964 to 1986 Era 

Between 1964 and 1986, the federal government 

became the prime investor in student financial aid. The 

inertia of the federal government toward a national student 

financial aid policy slowly dissipated with the passage of 

the 1964 Economic Opportunity Act. In time, educational 

opportunity philosophically transformed into equal educa

tional opportunity. The movement accelerated in the 197Bs 

when the federal government established the first non

categorical aid program that issued money directly to the 

student. Predominantly as a result of an incentive program 

initiated by the federal government, states increased their 

efforts in student aid funding throughout the 197Bs. 

States also began to adopt the federal government's 

philosophy toward equal educational opportunity by shifting 

away from competitive scholarships based on academic 

potential to noncompetitive need-base'd aid. By 198"', the 

balance of responsibility for student financial aid had 

shifted. The federal government provided over 8'" percent 

of the total student aid resources, while states and 

institutions accounted for the other 2~ percent. 

Nineteen sixty-four was a watershed year for 

student financial aid policy and the pursuit of equal 

educational opportunity. The passage of the Economic 

Opportunity Act in that year marked the first 



noncategorical student aid program established by the 

federal government. The Act was President Johnson's first 

declaration in calling for an ·unconditional war on 

poverty,· and the higher education student aid package was 

only a small weapon in the total armory. 
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Controversy over the origins of the War on Poverty 

continues to exist among political scientists, sociolo

gists, economists, and historians. Some historians argue 

that Johnson inherited the War on Poverty and its emphasis 

on general federal aid to education. There is no doubt 

that President Kennedy considered education to be a major 

domestic issue. Attempts by Kennedy to introduce federal 

legislation to assist education met Congressional resis

tance "by a coalition of Republicans who opposed general 

aid, Catholics who resented fellow-Catholic Kennedy's 

exclusion of aid to parochial s.chools, and southerners who 

feared the civil rights wedge of federal school funds" 

(Graham,. 1981, p. 156). After Kennedy's higher education 

bill floundered in 1962, he settled for an extension of the 

NDEA measures with their emphasis on categorical aid 

programs. Yet, records show that by 1963 Kennedy was 

building an offensive against poverty, and ·while Johnson 

may have been the first political leader to make poverty a 

national concern, Kennedy had bequeathed that subject to 

him" (Gelfand, 1981, p. 127). 



62 

Economists, such as Lester C. Thurow, argue that 

the antipoverty program was part of the Cold War. In order 

for the United States to stay ahead of the Soviet Union, 

she had to raise her productivity rate, which meant putting 

the poor to work. Political scientists, such as Frances 

Fox Piven, perceive the War on Poverty as an attempt on the 

part of the Democrats to maintain control of the White 

House. Past Democratic policy had begun to alienate the 

urban blacks, and in order to keep the black vote loyal, 

federal assistance had to be directed toward them (Gelfand, 

1981). 

Although a student of political science, Elinor 

Graham approached the origins of the War on Poverty from a 

sociological perspective (Graham, 1967). Basically, Graham 

contends that the War on Poverty was a defense mechanism 

created by the whites to rationalize the racial conflicts 

appearing at the time. The civil rights movements may have 

dramatized existing conditions of poverty, but "white 

Americans had to raise the poverty issue to relieve the 

emotional tension and political impasse created by the 

racial confrontation. The dollar costs of a War on Poverty 

[were] exchanged for the high emotional price-tag attached 

to race" (p. 227). The race riots of 1964 prompted 

journalists to refer to the anti-poverty bill as an anti

riot bill, while politicians preferred to ignore the racial 



aspects and place the whole issue in the context of a 

conflict between "haves" and -have-nots." "The Negro asks 

for integration and receives a War on Poverty" (p. 23~). 
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Understanding the background of the War on Poverty 

is important to any history of student financial aid. The 

initial Economic Opportunity Act established a small 

student assistance program in the form of college work 

study. The Act provided the necessary leak for eventual 

erosion in the federal dam of resistance to any type of 

noncategorical student aid policy. It established a 

precedent. In Wildavskian (1984) terminology, the college 

work study program was "the wedge or the camel's nose" of 

federal student financial aid policy, which would gain more 

secure footing and expansion through a budgetary process 

guided by historical and incremental principles. In the 

1950s, concern over national security had allowed Congress 

to skirt past philosophical arguments on the unconstitu

tionality of federal aid to education. With that barrier 

behind them, Congress could now justify federal educational 

assistance in order to combat a domestic enemy that 

threatened "the strength of our nation and the welfare of 

our people" (President Johnson, 1964). 

President Johnson's message to Congress on March 

16, 1964 outlined his strategy to commence the War on 

Poverty. Regional and community redevelopment, vocational 
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training and retraining, and youth education and employment 

programs were all listed as agendas to be directed under 

the Office of Economic Opportunity. The President recom

mended the creation of a Job Corps, a work-training 

program, and a work-study program. Before the summer was 

over, the Economic Opportunity Act became law. The work 

study program was similar in design to the previous NYA 

program, no doubt because of President Johnson's experience 

as the Texas state youth director for NYA. Section 121 of 

the Act explained the primary objective of the College Work 

study Program (CWS): 

To stimulate and promote the part-time employment 
of students in institutions of higher education who 
are from low-income families and are in need of the 
earnings from such employment to pursue courses of 
study at such institutions (The Economic Opportun
ity Act of 1964). 

The program also was intended to serve other 

purposes connected with the overall goals associated with 

the Act. It was to promote the use of qualified college 

students in Community Action Programs, the Job Corps, and 

Work-Training Programs. Additionally, concentration of the 

work study programs was expected to be in those institu

tions that performed a constructive role in poverty areas 

or enrolled a significantly large number of students from 

low-income families. 

During the 1964 presidential campaign, Johnson 

compared the federally financed educational programs to a 



Model-T Ford that could be improved upon (White, 1965). 

Johnson was laying the groundwork for one of the most 

comprehensive educational programs ever financed by the 

federal government, the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act and its companion, the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

Johnson, a master politician, had used the concept of task 

forces to by-pass traditional legislative procedures where 

agencies usually generated the program of bills. The 

initiative and detail for legislative proposals would corne 

from the task forces. Of the estimated 135 task forces 

organized by Johnson, seventeen dealt directly with 

educational developments (Graham, 1981). 
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The road to passage of the 1965 Higher Education 

Act was not altogether smooth, even with President 

Johnson's carefully planned strategy. A major obstacle was 

the introduction of a grant-in-aid program. The concept 

had the implications of a national scholarship program, 

which had been under debate since the 1947 Zook Commission. 

However, the emphasis of the grant on assistance to 

exceptionally needy students, regardless of their academic 

ability, subdued some of the antagonism toward the concept. 

The philosophical purpose of the Act was explained in the 

1967 EOG policy manual: 



The purpose of the program is to provide Educa
tional Opportunity Grants to students of excep
tional need, who, for lack of financial means of 
their own or their families, would be unable to 
enter or remain in institutions of higher education 
without such assistance (U.S. Office of Education, 
1967). 
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Access and persistence had now become official 

terminology recognized in federal student aid policy~ 

Choice, in terms of nonacademic major or career, was not 

recognized, since EOG was available only to students 

enrolled in four-year institutions offering a bachelor's 

degree or two-year colleges offering accredited transfer 

programs. Persistence appeared to be defined as graduation 

in four years since a recipient's eligibility was limited 

to that length of time. 

Upon implementation of the Higher Educatio.n Act, 

institutions now had three federally funded campus-based 

assistance programs. The National Defense Student Loan 

program was still in operation and distributed through the 

colleges. The College Work Study Program was removed from 

the umbrella of the Economic Opportunity Act and incorpor

ated into the Higher Education Act. The Educational 

Opportunity Grant (EOG) provided nonrepayable awards to 

nqualified high school graduates of exceptional financial 

need, who for lack of financial means of their own or of 

their families n would be unable to obtain the benefits of 

higher education (Hi9he~ Education Act of 1965). The 
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federal government was content to allow the institutions to 

establish the academic criteria, allocate the funds, 

collect the loans, arrange jobs for students, and define 

need for the NDSL, CWS, and EOG programs. Institutional 

financial aid officers were responsible for building the 

student's financial "package n composed of grants, loans, 

and work. 

Another important concept introduced in the Higher 

Education Act was the Guaranteed Student Loan Program 

(GSL). GSL was a means to assist the middle-income 

families that fell outside the parameters of the need-based 

programs and provide assistance to qualified students whose 

families could not meet the parental contribution required 

in the EOG program. The GSL program also differed from the 

old NDSL in two major respects: (1) GSL offered federally 

insured loans through banks at .a low interest rate while 

NDSL was funded by the government and distributed through 

the institutions and (2) GSL was not directed toward any 

specific college major or academic emphasis while NDSL was 

categorical with emphasis on science, math, and training 

teachers. 

In the 1966-67 academic year, the first operational 

year of the EOG program, the government appropriated over 

$46 million to qualified students. By 197~-7l, the federal 

student aid program, originally conceived by a small 



appropriation to a work study program, had expanded to an 

expenditure rate of over $1.6 billion on CWS, EOG, NDSL, 

and GSL (Gillespie and Carlson, 1983). More than just the 

camelis nose had entered the tent. 
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It appears that the federal government had fully 

adopted the concept of equal educational opportunity. Yet 

it must be kept in mind that the Higher Education Act of 

1965 was a product of its environment and merely one of 

many tools used to implement Johnson's War on Poverty. The 

Educational Opportunity Grant was not directed toward equal 

educational opportunity for all but, rather, educational 

opportunity for the exceptionally needy, disadvantaged, and 

minority student. Perusal of the 1969 Office of Education 

grant guidelines attests to that direction. 

1. The applicant should be from a family who 
historically has not been able to provide 
adequate financial support for the family, and 
not one who is temporarily in financial 
difficulty. 

2. The applicant should come from an environment 
which did not allow plans for college because 
of finances, lack of family encouragement, lack 
of counseling, and not from an environment in 
which college was a foregone conclusion. 

3. The applicant should be capable, in the opinion 
of the institution, of maintaining good 
standing in a course of study. The evidence of 
academic capability may deviate somewhat from 
standard selection criteria and it is acknowl
edged that the student may require greater 
adjustment (Office of Education, 1969). 
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In reflecting on the objectives of the Higher 

Education Act of 1965, one questions the wisdom of Congress 

in encouraging institutions to lower their entrance 

requirements and make a concerted effort to recruit 

students of exceptional financial need, who most often were 

academically disadvantaged, and still expect the student to 

graduate in a four-year period. The Act did not provide 

any assistance to institutions for compensatory programs 

that EOG students potentially needed. 

By the early 1970s, it was becoming apparent that 

the student aid programs under the 1965 Higher Education 

Act were insufficient to cover the rising costs of educa

tion for the student. In 1970-71, the cost of attending a 

private university averaged $3,163, and public university 

costs averaged $1,209. The average EOG award for the 

eligible low-income student during that year was $527 

(Gillespie and Carlson, 1983). Additionally, colleges and 

universities were in fiscal trouble, and there was pressure 

for more federal institutional aid. Private higher 

education especially seemed to be facing something of a 

crisis. Beginning in the 1950s, the private sector's 

control over the student market had begun to deteriorate, 

reaching a low point of ·18 percent by 1970. Over the 

twenty-year period, the growth of low-tuition public 

institutions, particularly community colleges, definitely 



had an impact on the financial stability of the private 

institutions. The diversity of the American higher 

education system was considered to be threatened; some 

questioned the ability of the private sector to survive 

competition with the public sector (Cheit, 1971). All of 

these factors combined to create a heated debate over 

whether higher education should be financed through student 

aid or institutional aid. 

Not to be ignored was an economic debate that had 

been fuming for some time concerning the most equitable 

means of financing higher education while still ensuring 

universal access. The debate centered on the issue of 

tuition costs. Beginning in 1955, economist Milton 

Friedman had argued that higher education should be 

financed by charging the full cost of tuition and that 

loans should be provided to students to off-set the costs. 

Repayment of the loans also should be contingent on the 

student's future level of earnings. By 1967, Friedman's 

idea had been developed into the "Zacharias Plan," which 

indirectly implied that colleges and universities could 

raise their tuitions to account for a larger percentage of 

their costs. Friedman carne into the limelight again in 

1968 when he argued that all higher education should 

operate on the "free market" model, without public 



subsidization, and students should be charged the total 

cost of their education (Stampen, 1980). 
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Additional fuel was added to the fire with the 

release of the Hansen and Weisbrod study in 1969. The 

study concluded that California's no-tuition system of 

financing public higher education was inequitable and 

distributed tax benefits from the poor to the rich. Hansen 

and Weisbrod argued that the system should be financed 

entirely by the students and that the role of the govern

ment should be to provide need-based student aid for those 

unable to pay the full costs. The Hansen and Weisbrod 

study was challenged in 197e by Joseph Pechman, who argued 

that the study was flawed. Pechman did not feel that the 

case against low tuition had been soundly made (Stampen, 

1984). These studies are examples of the conflicting views 

that surrounded the question of financing higher education 

as it entered the 197es. In simple terms, those who 

advocated high tuition utilized the following arguments: 

low tuition was inequitable because it encouraged a 

disproportionate consumption in favor of the upper and 

middle classes; it was inefficient because students who 

could afford to pay the full costs of their education were 

exempt; students were the primary beneficiary of higher 

education and, therefore, should pay for it; high tuition 

would provide resources for the institutions, and a system 
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based on the free market system would improve quality since 

private and public institutions would be forced into 

competition; and less government subsidization meant less 

government control and regulation. 

Those who argued the case for low tuition pointed 

to the following facts: the land-grant college movement 

and low tuitions in public higher education had made mass 

higher education more of a reality in America, the positive 

externalities of education are more beneficial to society 

than to the individual, and a society cannot exist without 

an educated citizenry (Stampen, 1989). As can be observed, 

those arguing for high tuition mainly concentrated on the 

economic issues, while those supporting low tuition 

emphasized more the social issues. 

Toward the end of President Johnson's administra

tion, Alice Rivlin was asked to chair a committee to help 

define the federal government's priorities for higher 

education. The essence of the 1969 report, Toward a Long

Range Plan for Federal Support for Higher Education, was 

explained informally by Riv1in at a 1969 College Scholar

ship Service colloquium. The committee had boiled a long 

list of objectives down to four: furthering equality of 

opportunity, improving the quality of American education, 

preserving the diversity of higher education, and protect

ing the autonomy of higher education institutions. After 
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defining the goals, the committee looked at possible 

federal policies involving transfer of money that would 

assist in reaching these goals. If quality in American 

higher education was the primary goal, then institutional 

aid was the best form of financial investment. If equality 

of opportunity was the major objective, then the most 

direct route was student aid. "One can emphasize grants. 

One can emphasize loans. ,One can emphasize combinations. 

But the most effective way of giving more low-income 

students a chance for higher education is to give them 

money" (Rivlin, 197e, p. 7). 

After long deliberation, the committee decided that 

the goal of highest priority for federal action was 

equality of opportunity. In the opinion of the committee, 

direct payment to the student would allow the achievement 

of the other three goals. Giving funds to students rather 

than to institutions would provide student consumer power, 

which would force institutions to be more responsive to 

student needs and would increase quality. It would promote 

institutional autonomy because money would be transferred 

to the institution through the student and not the federal 

government. The policy also would preserve the diversity 

of American higher education by providing a means of 

indirect support for private institutions. Apologizing for 

the lack of response from the new Nixon Administration, 
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Rivlin was quite optimistic that some type of Congressional 

action would occur in the near future. "The problem of 

equality of opportunity is getting across to congressmen" 

(1970, p. 8). 

By 1970, the issues of institutional aid versus 

student aid, low tuition versus high tuition, the increased 

cost of education, the tuition gap between the public and 

private sectors, the preservation of diversity in the 

American higher education system, and equality of educa

tional opportunity swirled around Capitol dome. Rivlin's 

prediction proved correct as these issues came to a head 

during the deliberations over the Higher Education Amend

ments of 1972. 

During the debates, it appeared that a new objec

tive was to be added to the purpose of student financial 

aid, the opportunity for choice. Senator Clairborn Pell, 

the author of the Senate omnibus higher education bill, 

believed that high school seniors had few options upon 

graduation. 

Incentives and status are too much stacked on one 
choice, college. I want the encouragement and 
support spread widely--proprietary schools, 
community colleges, technical colleges, or the 
liberal arts--the student ought to feel he's going 
first-class, taking the best route for him, 
whatever choice he makes (Pell in Mensel, 1971, p. 
15) • 

Pell argued that education was no longer a "privilege" but 

a "citizen's right." He wanted a bill that focused on the 
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student, not the institution, and by student he meant every 

student. "Not every boy or girl has to go to college, but 

no student should lose that chance for financial reasons" 

(Pell in Mensel, 1971, p. 13). Pell's philosophy became 

clear when he introduced the provision for an entitlement 

grant of $1,4eO to low-income students, minus the expected 

family contribution. The purpose of the grant was to 

establish a "floor of aid." 

The issue of tuition reared its head as senators 

expressed concern that direct student aid would create an 

incentive for institutions to raise tuitions. Senator 

Mondale wanted to incorporate a sliding scale mechanism, 

which would allow students attending high-cost private 

institutions to receive larger awards. Pell argued that 

Mondale's provision was an elitist concept that favored 

students in expensive schools. The compromise eventually 

reached was that the grant was not to exceed half the cost 

of attendance (Stampen, 198e). 

The half-cost provision was put into the law partly 
out of concern that a federal grant that could pay 
virtually the full cost of attendance by a needy 
student at a low-priced public institution would 
remove the incentive to enroll at a higher-priced 
independent institution (Atwell, 1981, p. 64). 

Presumably, the half-cost restriction would discourage 

tuition increases since the grants would not increase in 

proportion to rising tuition fees. In fact, the student 



financial assistance progra~s became increasingly tuition 

sensitive through the 197es. 
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The Higher Education Amendments of 1972 continued 

the government's support of the CWS andGSL programs. NDSL 

was renamed to National Direct Student Loans and EOG was 

labeled Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants 

(SEOG). With the establishment of the State Student 

Incentive Grant (SSIG) program, the states were encouraged 

to increase their expenditures in the area of student 

financial aid. The major change in the government's 

philosophy, however, was the introduction of the Basic 

Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG). The major purposes 

of student aid changed from those of "enter and remain" to 

"access and choice," as exemplified in the language of the 

law. The opportunity of choice would be enhanced by 

distributing financial aid directly to the student. The 

BEOG also would expand equal educational opportunity to 

every student by deemphasizing exceptional financial need 

and the parental contribution ceiling, characteristics of 

the EOG program. 

The Higher Education Amendments of 1972 represent 

the first, true recognition by the federal government for 

responsibility toward the goal of equal educational 

opportunity for all, not just the exceptionally needy 

student pursuing an academic four-year degree. Access, 
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persistence, and choice were considered fundamental 

requirements for the achievement of that goal. Philosophi

cally, "fair" equality of educational opportunity was now 

an American reality through a federally sponsored student 

aid program that disregarded state lines, institutional 

sectors, and class distinctions. 

Although the Higher Education Amendments of 1972 

settled the issue over institutional aid versus direct 

student aid, the debate over low and high tuition con

tinued. Within a two-year period, no fewer than five 

reports had been released on the topic by commissions and 

task forces: the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education 

(1973), the Committee on Economic Development (1973), the 

National Council on Independent Colleges and Universities 

(1974), the second Newman Task Force (1973), and the 

National Commission on Financing Postsecondary Education 

(1973). Most of these reports stressed the tuition gap 

between the public and private sectors, accepted the 

arguments for high tuition, supported government grants for 

low-income students, recommended that the federal student 

loan programs be expanded, and advocated federal and state 

institutional subsidies for higher education (Stampen, 

1980). 

Not all of the educational world agreed with the 

philosophy espoused in the reports. The American 
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Association of Community and Junior Colleges reaffirmed 

their support of low tuition for public institutions with 

some governmental assistance to private two-year colleges. 

The American Association of State Colleges and Universities 

(AASCU) criticized the Committee for Economic Development's 

(CED) support of high tuition and its emphasis on loans as 

a primary resource for students. In the opinion of AASCU, 

the CED financial model would promote a "class war over 

tuition." The lower- and higher-income groups would have 

their education paid for, while the middle-income class 

would pay more of their educational costs and graduate with 

heavy debts. The American Council on Education took the 

position that closing the tuition gap between the public 

and private sectors, through increased public tuition 

charges, would only heighten the financial barriers to 

education for everyone, particularly the student from the 

middle-income family (Education Commission of the States 

Conference Handbook, 1974). 

Individual critics also assaulted the logic of high 

tuitions as a means to improve access and choice. Howard 

Bowen and Carol Frances, both economists, expressed their 

uneasiness about the emphasis on loans as a means for 

students to offset high tuition costs and the adoption of 

the market concept as a model for the higher education 

system (Stampen, 1988). Leslie and Johnson (1974) pointed 



out the inappropriateness of trying to operate the educa

tional system on a "perfectly competitive market model"--a 

model based on the necessary presence of a large number of 

buyers and sellers, freedom of entry and exist into and 

from the market, the manufacturing of a homogeneous 

product, and the possession of perfect knowledge by the 

producers and consumers. 
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Congress was not ignorant of the ongoing debates in 

the higher education world, nor were they immune to the 

pressures being placed on them by various constituencies. 

The BEOG program was expanded to permit eligibility for 

part-time students. The plight of the middle-income group 

became a major topic of discussion in Congress. There were 

proposals to initiate a tax credit program for parents with 

children in college. The program would be most beneficial 

to the middle-class families. .Tax credits were not a new 

idea~ they had been officially proposed by the 1957 Josephs 

Committee. Other senators favored removal of the income 

cap on Guaranteed Student Loans. It was argued that 

relaxing the GSL income requirements would make the program 

simpler to administer and thus make banks more favorably 

disposed to participate. Additionally, the loan approach 

would make relatively low demands upon the u.s. Treasury 

funds. To head off tuition tax credits, the Carter 

Administration supported the 1978 Middle Income Student 



Assistance Act (MISAA), which lifted the income cap on 

GSLs. 

This change triggered the great explosion of 
student borrowing, the accompanying long-term 
growth of federal obligations, and the relative 
shift of federal student aid benefits from low to 
middle and high income students in the late 7Bs and 
SBs (Gladieux, 19S3, p. 14). 

At the same time Congress increased the family income 

ceiling for BEOG eligibility to $25,eBe per year. 

Meanwhile, the incentive provided by the SSIG 

matching grant program was accomplishing its purpose. The 

initial year of funding witnessed eight states and three 

territories jOining the twenty-eight states that already 

had student aid programs. By 1979-Se, every state and 

territory had established a program. In a ten-year 

analysis of state-funded student aid programs (Fenske and 

Boyd, 19SB), three noticeable trends in state student 

financial programs were identified: (1) the majority of 

the programs entered into by states as a result of the 

SSIG, as a whole, were much smaller in the dollar amount 

se 

commitment than those state programs established before 

1973; (2) states began to adopt the federal government's 

philosophy toward equal educational opportunity by shifting 

away from competitive scholarships based on academic 

potential to noncompetitive need-based aid; and (3) 

although the percentage of state awards accruing to 

students in the private sector dropped between 197B and 



1989, the mean award per student showed a larger increase 

in the private sector than the public sector. 
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Other trends in student financing of higher 

education between 1973-74 and 1979-89 were reported by 

Leslie (1984): the freshman student's share of financing 

his or her education declined from 28 to 18 percent; the 

reduction in the student's share was compensated for about 

equally by families and student aid; students at two-year 

colleges self-financed a relatively large share of their 

collegiate expenses as did students at public institutions; 

and including family support, over 89 percent of student 

financing was from private sources and about 29 percent was 

from public sources. 

Perhaps one of the greatest trends observed in the 

period between 1969 and 1989 was the shift in responsi

bility for funding student financial aid programs. Table 2 

and Figure 2 represent the overwhelming transformation that 

had occurred in student aid resources since 1969. By 1980, 

the federal government subsidized 83 percent of the student 

financial assistance program, a 48.8 percent increase from 

196B. The states' share in the responsibility for student 

aid decreased from 11.2 percent to 4.6 percent, while 

institutional obligations dropped over 33 percentage 

points. The price tag for implementing equal educational 

opportunity had reached $17.3 billion by 198B, a 



Table 2. Aid Awarded to Undergraduate Students by Source, 
1980-81 (in millions). 

General Federal Aid Programs 

Pell 

SEOG 

SSIG 

CWS 

NDSL 

GSL 

Subtotal 

Other Federal Aid Programs* 

State Grant Programs 

Institutional Aid Programs 

TOTAL 

* 

$ 2,6"7 

366 

76 

658 

695 

3,801 

801 

2,138 

$17,346 

Includes Social Security, Veterans, other grants and 
loans programs. 

Source: Moon, Rexford, G. Student Financial Aid in 
the United States: Administration and Resources. New 
York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1963. 
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__ ~~S~t~a~t_e Grant (4.6%) 

Other Federal 
(21.9%) 

Institutional 
(12.3%) 

* 

General 
Federal 
(61.1%) 

Figure 2. Percentage of Undergraduate 
Student Financial Aid Expenditures 

by Source, 1980-81.* 

Based on Table 2 (p. 82). 



substantial change from the $158 million expended on 

student aid in 1960. 
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In October of 1980, President Carter signed the 

Educational Amendments of 1980 into law. Although there 

was some concern expressed by the President and congres

sional members over the uncontrolled spending in the GSL 

program, key leadership positions in congress were held by 

members favorably disposed toward higher education (Atwell, 

1981). The legislation extended the original Higher 

Education Act of 1965 for five more years and authorized 

over $48 billion for higher education assistance and 

student financial aid programs. The maximum Pell award was 

raised to $2,100, and the half-cost provision was increased 

to 60 percent. Parent Loans for Undergraduate Students 

(PLUS) was established to enable upper-income families to 

borrow money for education expenses but at a higher rate 

than the GSL program. 

Within one month after passage of the 1980 Educa

tional Amendments, Ronald Reagan was elected on a platform 

that promised reduction in the national debt. The Reagan 

Administration's emphasis on dual federalism, Social 

Security tax cuts, and increased defense impacted the 

student financial aid program. Congressional action in 

1981 essentially rescinded MISAA, scheduled the elimination 

by 1985 of the $1.6 billion Social Security educational 



benefits program, and reestablished a $39,999 income cap 

for GSL eligibility (stampen, 1984; Atwell, 1981). 
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In February 1986, the President proposed to reduce 

spending on student aid by $2 billion and restructure the 

GSL program by forcing students to accept more of the 

responsibility for paying loan interest. A single analysis 

of need would be created, increasing the amount that 

families would be expected to pay toward college. GSL 

students also would have to undergo the analysis to be 

eligible for aid. The administration proposed that CWS and 

SEOG be combined into one program and that SSIG be elimin

ated. An estimated 1.3 million students would have lost 

their federal aid for the 1987-88 academic year (~ 

Chronicle of Higher Education, February 12, 1986, pp. 13-

16). President Reagan's action should not be considered a 

direct attack on student aid. Rather, his belief in dual 

federalism guides the administration policies in placing 

the responsibility for social and educational programs back 

onto the shoulders, and into the hands, of the people and 

the states. Apparently in the opinion of the 198~ and 1984 

American voter, the responsibility for those programs had 

shifted too much toward the federal government. 

However, Congress has not totally submitted to 

President Reagan's proposal for major reductions in student 

aid. In their bills to extend the Higher Education Act 



86 

through fiscal 1991, both the House and the Senate have 

basically left intact all of the original programs. The 

bills would reduce subsidies to lenders of GSLs and require 

a needs test of all student borrowers. However, the 

maximum Pell Grant would be increased to $2,300 or 60 

percent of a student's college costs, whichever is less. 

Also, both the House and Senate bills would raise the 

maximum grants by $200 annually after 1987. The only major 

difference in the two congressional bills would be in the 

area of general eligibility for student aid. The House 

would continue to require a student recipient to maintain 

"satisfactory" academic progress, as determined by campus 

officials. The Senate would require that student recipi

ents have a "C" average or better after their sophomore 

year (The Chronicle of Higher Education, June 11, 1986, pp. 

32-33) • 

Although federal student financial aid funding has 

increased by 14.5 percent since 1980-81, it has decreased 

in constant 1982 dollars by 9.6 percent. In order to 

compensate for the reduction in constant dollar federal 

support, states and institutions have increased their 

support of student aid since 1980-81 by an average of 65.9 

percent in real dollar amount and 31 percent in constant 

dollar amount. However, in 1985-86, total federal, state, 

and institutional student aid funding was still 3 percent 
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less in constant dollars than the 1989-81 funding. The 

impact of the Reagan Administration philosophy is beginning 

to appear in a gradual shift of responsibility for student 

aid toward the states and institutions--the share of 

student aid financed by the federal government fell from 83 

percent in 1989-81 to 77 percent in 1985-86 (The College 

Board, 1986). 

Summary 

The pursuit of equal educational opportunity, as 

observed in the history of student aid, is a discourse on 

the proper role and balance of federal government interven

tion. In the beginning, institutions and their benefactors 

accepted the primary responsibility for student financial 

aid programs. In time states began to share in the 

responsibility. The federal government was content to 

relegate that obligation to others, even after the 

government became heavily involved in social welfare 

programs during the 193es. Federal involvement in student 

financial aid only occurred when higher education could 

assist in countering a domestic or foreign crisis. 

In the mid-1969s, President Johnson launched his 

"unconditional war on poverty." Controversy over the 

origins of the War on Poverty and the motives of the 

Johnson Administration continues to exist. Whatever the 

reasons, the words of our founding fathers were 



resurrected, reiterated, and paraphrased. Democracy and 

the belief in egalitarianism could only function in a 

society that, offered equal opportunity of education. 

Financial bar r iers would .. have to be destroyed in order for 

the disadvantaged and minorities to have their chance to 

grasp the brass ring. However, once the camel poked its 

nose through the flaps, the federal government soon found 

itself responsible for feeding and lodging the entire 

animal. 
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The obligation for student financial assistance 

shifted dramatically in the 197Bs--the scales were dispro

portionately tipped toward the side of the federal govern

ment. The Reagan Administration has initiated proposals in 

an attempt to readjust the imbalance. Reactions to the 

President's policies are mixed, as educators argue for more 

federal dollars for higher education and the continued 

commitment toward equal educational opportunity. 

Economists debate the issues of private versus social 

benefits and the most efficient manner in which to finance 

equal educational opportunity. 

What is the proper balance between the federal 

government, the state government, the individual, and 

others in sharing the costs of equal educational oppor

tunity? Both Stampen (1984) and Gladieux (1983) argue that 

the answer to that question will not come about until 
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further student aid research has been conducted and efforts 

have been made toward improving the knowledge base of 

decision makers. However, Stampen points out a potential 

risk. ·There remains the danger that understanding our 

data will not be enough to overcome resistance to our 

findings, should they not serve the self-interest of 

student aid advocates or critics· (1984, p. 16). 



CHAPTER 3 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

For years researchers have argued over the proper 

common denominator by which to measure higher education 

attrition. The wide variance in usage of the terms 

"attrition" and "dropout" has made generalization and 

integration of study results a most difficult task. 

Summerskill (1962) observed that "attrition rate" has been 

defined as the percentage of students' lost to a particular 

division within a college, lost to the college as a whole, 

or lost to higher education as a whole. An additional 

definition could be the percentage of loss to a particular 

class within a division or institution. The latter is 

important because studies within an institution often 

reveal different attrition rates for different entering 

freshman classes. Often those differences in attrition 

rates have been attributed to national economic factors 

(i.e., variance in retention during times of depression or 

prosperity), a war or increased military activity (i.e., 

the effect of conscription or draft deferment on student 

retention), and institutional economic or accreditation 
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factors (e.g., possible loss of students when an institu

tion is threatened with closure). 
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The term "dropout" is equally difficult to 

generalize among studies. Cross-sectional studies usually 

de~ine a dropout as any student previously enrolled at a 

college but not enrolled at the time of the study. 

Longitudinal studies define a dropout as a student belong

ing to a cohort group who drops out at some time during the 

study. The time of the study can range from as little as 

one year to as long as ten years. Some studies differenti

ate between "voluntary" and "nonvoluntary" dropouts. Often 

the dropout category includes transfer and stopout stu

dents. Many times dropout is used synonymously with 

nonpersister or a student who does not graduate within a 

four-year period. Studies that consider transfers, 

stopouts, or nongraduates as nonpersisters will show much 

larger attrition rates than studies that consider those 

three groups as persisters. 

It has been estimated that an institution will lose 

50 percent of an entering class by the end of four years, 

and only 37 to 40 percent of the entering class will 

actually graduate in four years (Iffert, 1957; Summerskill, 

1962). Ten-year follow-up studies reveal that 69 to 79 

percent of the dropouts will reenroll at a later date at 

either the same institution or at another institution. Of 
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the reenrolled dropouts, approximately 55 percent will 

eventually graduate (Eckland, 1964; Jex and Merrill, 1962). 

The implications of these findings led Eckland (1964) to 

recommend that longitudinal studies should cover more,than 

four years. Other researchers point to the impracticality 

of studies distinguishing between temporary and permanent 

withdrawal; researchers would have to wait until all the 

students in the sample either reenrolled or died (Panos and 

Astin, 1968). Perhaps the educational objectives of the 

entering student also should be examined. If the student 

originally intended to attend college for only one or two 

years, it is questionable whether the student should be 

categorized as a dropout for not completing a degree. 

The controversy among researchers over the defini

tion of a dropout is of small magnitude when compared to 

the controversy over the causes of dropping out or attri

tion. Researchers have virtually dissected every segment 

of the dropout student and the institution attended in an 

attempt to discover generalizable causes. Since this study 

analyzes one variable--financial aid--in relation to 

persistence, it is important that the reader be aware of 

the numerous other potential variables acting on the 

dropout student. This chapter reviews the variables of 

high school background, academic ability, socioeconomic 

status, age, sex, marital status, college climate and 
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culture, student motivation and personality, and financial 

aid. The types of financial aid persistence studies also 

are examined in order to prepare the reader for a better 

understanding of the meta-analysis sample selection process 

discussed in Chapter 4. 

The Variables 

High School Background 

Researchers have attempted to determine whether a 

student's high school could be a determining factor in 

attrition from the standpoint of size and public or private 

status. Sexton (1965) concluded that early studies showed 

a significant relationship between small high schools and 

high attrition. Little (1959) and Anderson (1974) found 

students from high schoOls with small graduating classes to 

have high attrition rates in college. Both researchers 

cautioned, however, that the results did not necessarily 

establish a causal relationship. Little concluded that the 

findings probably were more a reflection of the combined 

factors of high school rank, intelligence test scores, and 

high school achievement. His suppositions are sUbstanti

ated in Dickerson's (1958) study. Holding ability con

stant, Dickerson found the size of the high school to have 

little influence on a student's academic success. 
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Besides high school size, the type of high school a 

student attends has been considered to have an impact on 

college per~istence. Sexton's review (1965) of six studies 

concludes that public high school graduates most often 

excel over private high school graduates in college 

academic performance. Higher academic performance trans

lated into fewer failures or dropouts on the part of public 

school graduates. However, later studies appear to 

contradict those findings. Wolford (1964) looked at the 

differences between Walla Walla College dropouts and 

persisters who had attended public or private high schools. 

He found a significantly higher dropout rate for students 

from public high schools than private schools. Beyer 

(1971) studied the dropout rates at a small, private 

institution of Southwest Union College. His results showed 

that 53.79 percent of the public school students dropped 

out, compared to a loss of 47.46 percent of the students 

who had attended a private academy. Beyer theorized that 

students from academies had a distinct advantage over 

public school graduates since most already had experienced 

living away from home and, therefore, underwent less 

homesickness and adjustment problems. Pantages' and 

Creedon's review (1978) also stated that private high 

schools may have more rigorous grading policies and their 

students may be better prepared academically and socially 
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for transition into the higher education setting. However, 

Pantages and Creedon felt that more research needed to be 

performed before definite conclusions could be drawn. 

The size and type of high school attended does not 

appear to have a strong impact on a student's success in 

higher education. During the first year of college, 

however, students attending private high schools may have a 

slight academic and social advantage over public school 

graduates. 

Prematriculation 
Academic Ability 

Researchers have looked at a student's high school 

rank, high school GPA, and college entrance examinations as 

potential predictors of college success. Iffert (1955) 

estimated that students in the top fifth of their high 

school class were twice as likely to graduate as were 

students in the lowest fifth. Bertrand (1955) found that 

the majority of college students who dropped out for 

academic reasons were in the lowest quartile of their high 

school class. However, Pantages and Creedon (1978) cited 

several studies that detected no significant difference in 

class rank and attrition. As a result, the use of high 

school rank has been questioned. One reason is the high 

school size variable. For instance, high school rank was 



found by Scannell (1969) to be a poor predictor for 

graduates from small high schools. 
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In relation to high school GPA, Garrett (1949) 

reviewed over 199 studies measuring high school GPA and 

found an average correlation of .56 between high school GPA 

and college GPA. Hedley (1968) sampled entering freshmen 

at the College of Idaho. Using high school GPA and ACT 

scores as intellectual variables, Hedley found a difference 

between the means of the high school GPAs of the survival 

and attrition groups. However, the difference was not 

statistically significant. At the University of Florida, 

Sitzman (1972) found that community college GPA, rather 

than high school GPA, was the most powerful predictor of 

success for transfer students. Some researchers have 

explained the conflicting results obtained in GPA studies 

on the difference in high school grading standards. Bloom 

and Peters (1961) contend that variations in such standards 

have caused complications in predicting college grades from 

high school grades. Whether the dependent variable is 

persistence or academic achievement also appears to 

influence study results. Pantages and Creedon (1978) found 

that high school GPA, high school rank, and scholastic 

aptitude measures were effective in predicting college 

achievement but were less effective in predicting college 

persistence. 
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The use of standardized tests for college entrance 

examinations has been analyzed more from a negative 

perspective than a'positive one. Smith (1956) found that a 

large number of successful professional students would have 

been eliminated from the University of Kansas if the 

standardized test scores had been used to establish an 

entrance cutoff point. In their study of teachers col

leges, Beard and Madden (1949) discovered that 39 percent 

of the entering freshmen who scored in the upper half of 

the American Psychological Examination withdrew before 

graduation. Garrett (1949) found intelligence test scores 

correlated more highly for good students than poor stu

dents. Rosen (1969) found the College Entrance Examination 

Board (CEEB) aptitude test used at Purdue more effective 

for placement purposes than for prediction of college 

success. However, Summerskill (1962) reported that 16 of 

the 19 studies he reviewed found average SCAT scores to be 

lower for dropouts than for students who stayed in college. 

Iffert's (1957) study showed that high school rank was the 

better predictor for graduation, but the college placement 

test scores were the better indicator of length of college 

persistence. 

The definition of a dropout continues to plague 

attrition studies investigating prematriculation academic 

abilities. Many studies define students who transfer to 
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other institutions as dropouts. In analyzing the academic 

ability of transfer students from Hofstra University, Yuker 

(1972) found transfers to have high academic achievement 

levels. Therefore, studies designating transfers or 

stopouts as dropouts may be dealing with inflated academic 

achievement figures for their dropout population. 

Johansson and Rossman (1973) added further support of this 

possibility in their study of "voluntary" and "nonvolun

tary" dropouts. They found no difference in high school 

ability and scholastic aptitude measures between persisters 

and "voluntary" withdrawals. "Voluntary" dropouts were 

presumably those students most likely to transfer or 

reenroll later. They did discover a significant difference 

between nvoluntary" and nnonvoluntaryn withdrawals on these 

measures. "Nonvoluntaryn withdrawals were those students 

academically dismissed from the institution. 

In conclusion, high school academics and scholastic 

measures appear to be better predictors of college GPA than 

of persistence. Summerskill (1962) explains that when 

these measures are utilized in persistence studies, their 

prediction of persistence is better at the lower end of the 

grade scale. They do not account for the high dropout 

rates of the good student. Only one-third of college 

dropouts are due to poor grades and academic failure. Both 

Surnmerskill (1962) and Pantages and Creedon (1978) 



emphasize the need to include nonacademic variables in 

order to obtain strong results in persistence studies. 

Socioeconomic 
(SES) Variables 

Researchers have investigated parental education, 

family size, family income level, and the parental occupa

tions of student dropouts and persisters. Many of the 

studies have referred to the educational environment 
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established in the home as the primary influence on college 

attendance and persistence. Often, positive educational 

environment has been associated with higher socioeconomic 

status. Thorndike (1963) inferred that middle-class values 

emphasize achievement and the importance of academic 

success. Emphasis on these variables often was not present 

in the lower-class families. Kahl's study (1953) indicated 

that lower-class families tended to emphasize secure 

incomes and occupations more than education. Hyman (1953) 

found a lack of interest in advanced education in the lower 

socioeconomic groups. Cowen's (196~) study for New York 

state showed a positive relationship between college 

attendance and high socioeconomic status. 

Spady's (l97~) review of the literature suggests 

that better educated, more urbane, and affluent parents 

enjoy a more positive relationship with their children. 

This positive relationship encourages persistence, while 
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poor achievers most often come from households character

ized by greater tension, more disturbance, and more 

stringent pa,rental discipline. On the other hand, 

Schroeder and Sledge (1966) found no significant correla

tions between various socioeconomic variables and college 

achievement. After reviewing attrition studies over the 

past twenty-five years, Pantages and Creedon (1978) came to 

the conclusion that socioeconomic status variables were of 

limited value in predicting attrition. They did support 

Spady's (197e) inferences regarding the quality of the 

relationship between students and their parents. ftThe 

better the relationship, the more influence parental 

aspirations will have; and depending upon what these 

parental aspirations are, the greater will be the effect on 

the student's persistence or withdrawal from college n (p. 

7e). However, Pantages and Creedon did not connect parent

student relationship to social economic status. Sexton 

(1965) agrees that parental encouragement is a vital factor 

in their children's educational success, however, the 

parents need not have had exposure to higher education in 

order to acknowledge a value and instill an appreciation 

for advanced education in their children. 

Specifically relating to income level, Goetz (1967) 

and Panos and Astin (1968) found the family income of 

persisting students to be significantly higher than that of 
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students who voluntarily withdrew from college or who did 

not finish four years of higher education. Cope's review 

(1978) cited a mixture of studies finding both positive and 

negative relationships between family income and persis

tence. He maintained that a trend toward more current 

research showing no relationship between family income and 

persistence would not be surprising. Higher income today, 

brought about by union gains, is less clearly associated 

with higher parental education and higher occupational 

class. 

Trent and Medsker (1968) argue that family back

ground has a greater influence on the initial decision to 

go to college than it does on persistence. According to 

their interpretation, intelligence rather than socio

economic status is the more important factor in college 

completion. Summerskill (1962) found that when academic 

ability was held constant, differences in dropout rates 

between high and low SES students disappeared. He ex

plained that the failure to find significant relationships 

between socioeconomic variables and college persistence was 

not surprising. Most of the research has focused on 

individual institutions where student populations and, 

consequently, socioeconomic statuses are fairly uniform. 

It is obvious that a direct relationship between 

various SES factors and persistence is, at most, tenuous. 



1~2 

There is little conclusive information as to why and how 

social class affects college persistence. The most 

important factor seems to be the quality of the parent

student relationship coupled with the value placed on 

higher education by the parent. Whether the quality of the 

relationship or the parental value of higher education is 

affected by SES is open to debate. 

Age, Sex, and 
Marital Status 

Educators have generally contended that age and 

marriage work against student persistence. Sexton's review 

(1965) cited numerous studies where a negative relationship 

between age and college success was found. She concluded 

that even though age did not appear to be crucial in 

college success or failure, younger students appeared to do 

the best work and were usually of "superior native endow-

ment." Sexton's results might be accurate when measuring 

college success in terms of intelligence scores and grade 

point averages. However, when measuring college success in 

terms of graduation or persistence, both Summerski11 (1962) 

and Pantages and Creedon (1978) found evidence to suggest 

that age did not appear to be a primary factor in causing 

attrition. In fact, Perry's study (1981) of Texas Tech 

undergraduates revealed that transfer students, returning 

veterans, and older students were more likely than newly 



graduated high school students to persist toward college 

graduation. 

l~3 

Evidence to the contrary was found when a study 

focused on the community college student. Greer (1980) 

fo~nd a negative relationship to persistence in a study of 

nontraditional age students at a junior college. Although 

older students were academically more successful than 

younger students, their attrition rates were higher. 

Haggerty's study (1985) specifically focused on students 

over the age of 24 at Youngstown State University. She 

found that students 33 years of age or younger persisted at 

a slightly higher rate than the 34 and over group. Her 

rationale for those results included the facts that older 

students had more academic deficiencies, they experienced a 

feeling of not "fitting in," they were in an unsupportive 

institutional environment, and they often had narrow 

academic objectives. The last reason would seem to be an 

important factor when examining the older student in either 

the community college or university setting. Often the 

older student's objective may be to upgrade their skills 

and knowledge in a particular area, with no intention of 

pursuing a diploma. In general, it appears that age has 

little, if any, significant bearing on college persistence, 

and studies examining older student persistence rates 

should control for preadmission objectives. 



Marriage seems to be more a causal factor in 

attrition for women than for men. Iffert (1957) found 

marriage to be a major reason cited by female students for 

withdrawing from college. Corbally's (1962) study of 1,208 

University of Washington withdrawers found married under

graduate students more likely to withdraw voluntarily than 

single students. Hanks' (1954) study of University of 

Arkansas freshmen revealed a significantly larger per

centage of married dropouts than married persisters. These 

studies were all performed in the 1950s before, as Cope 

(1978) astutely points out, the recent feminist movement, 

the pill, and "living in." In the past, the female was the 

more likely of the marriage partners to withdraw from 

college. Changes in society have made it more acceptable 

for married women to attend college. Institutions have 

facilitated married student persistence through establish

ment of child-care and family counseling centers. Studies 

that concentrate on full-time students and short persis

tence periods may continue to find marriage detrimental to 

persistence. But more current studies, such as Haggerty's 

(1985), which include part-time students in the sample and 

extend the persistence rate past the normal four-year 

graduation period, have found no significant difference in 

persistence among married, single, or divorced adult 

students. 
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There seems to be general agreement among the 

studies that a student's sex is an important variable only 

when measuring academic achievement and not persistence 

toward a de.gree. Dressel (1959) and Drews (1961) concluded 

that females accept school values more readily and identify 

more closely with teacher expectations. Those characteris

tics probably result in women achieving academically higher 

than men. Studies by Trent and Ruyle (1965) and Astin 

(1972, 1975) found that more women graduated from college 

in four years, but when the persistence time was extended 

to ten years, the graduation rates favored the men. Astin 

hypothesized that men were probably enrolled in more 

professionally oriented majors, which took more time for 

degree completion. Jex and Merrill (1962) found similar 

results. At the University of Utah, females entering in 

1948 graduated at a higher rate than males in 1952. When 

the persistence time was extended to 1961, 51.9 percent of 

the males had graduated compared to 34.2 percent of the 

females. 

Pantages and Creedon (1978) concluded that sex is 

not a significant variable in determining perSistence, but 

it appears to become more significant as scholastic, 

environmental, institutional, and longitudinal factors are 

taken into consideration. Once again, caution must be 

exercised in applying those findings to today's higher 
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education population. Most of the studies reviewed by 

Pantages and Creedon were performed in the 1950s and 1960s. 

The growth ;n the percentage of women and part-time 

students in the college population, the increased percen

tages of single~parent families and women in the male

oriented work force, and the emphasis on affirmative action 

and equal opportunity employment have combined to change 

the status and goals of women college students. 

College Climate 
and Culture 

As early as the 1950s, some researchers recognized 

the potential impact that the college environment had upon a 

student's success. Thistlethwaite (1959) pointed out that 

the student culture and college climate could affect an 

individual's achievement at an institution. For the most 

part, however, studies treated ·the institutional environment 

as a constant for all students at a given college. Begin

ning in the 1970s, persistence models such as Tinto's (1975) 

began to incorporate institutional characteristics as 

variables. Today the college environment is seen not only 

to impact a student's values and attitudes but also to serve 

as a selective device before the student enters. The image 

and personality of a particular college attracts certain 

types of students. The degree to which the attitudes and 

values of the student correspond or "fit" with those of the 



institution may impact the degree to which the student 

persists at the institution. 

Therefore, Rcollege fit R and the interaction 

between the student and the college environment are seen to 

be important variables in retaining students. In order to 

measure this interaction, researchers have looked at 

student-faculty relationships, social life, residence 

living, student services, campus facilities, and campus 

size. 

Steele (1978) found a high correlation between 

overall satisfaction with the faculty and retention. Those 

students who planned to leave expressed significantly more 

dissatisfaction with the faculty than did the persisters. 

Terenzini's and Pascarella's (1977) study of Syracuse 

University freshmen ascertained that persisters were much 

more likely to have frequent interactions with faculty 

members than voluntary dropouts. Intellectual or academic 

course-related interactions appeared to have the strongest 

influence on retention. 

Morehead and Johnson (1964) tested the effects of a 

faculty advising program on electrical engineering freshmen 

at North Carolina State. The experimental group had more 

opportunities to corne into contact with the faculty for 

academic and personal counseling. The study revealed that 

the experimental group had fewer dropouts, but the 
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difference was not significant. Beyer (1971) designed a 

similar study for freshmen at Southwestern Union College. 

His experimental group theoretically had greater access to 

and encouragement from faculty advisors than did the 

control group. During the second semester the experimental 

group received higher marks than the control group, but the 

dropout rate for the experimental group was 21.88 percent 

compared to 13.92 percent for the control group. Beyer 

attributes this finding to the fact that the advisors were 

not volunteers and some resented the fact that they were 

advising students who often were planning to major in 

different departments than their own. 

Perhaps the key to the results found in Beyer's and 

Morehead's and Johnson's studies is found in the expecta

tion of faculty to reach beyond academic advising into the 

realm of personal counseling. Terenzini's and Pascarella's 

study (1977) points to intellectual and academic faculty

student interactions as influential variables. Iffert 

(1957) found students rated faculty higher as experts in 

teaching than as experts in human relations. Therefore, 

retention programs may be more successful when personal 

counseling is handled by professional and peer counselors. 

Hannah's (197~) review of persistence literature 

reveals that counseling is an essential element in the 

college environment and that it is poorly performed on the 
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campuses throughout the nation. Pantages' and Creedon's 

review (1978) concludes that faculty or college personnel 

are often the last people a student consults when consider-

ing withdrawal. Students consult with friends and parents 

f~rst, and the withdrawal decision is usually made before 

contact with college personnel. When students confer with 

faculty or college personnel, the main topics of conversa

tion deal with educational matters and seldom expand beyond 

those areas. Over 5~ percent of the time, friends and 

parents recommend that the student stay in college, while 

faculty, deans, administrators, and counselors advise 

continuation less than 2~ percent of the time (Hannah, 

1969b). Students considering withdrawal describe friends 

and parents as more supportive, warm, and understanding 

than faculty or college personnel. Hannah (1970) does not 

see a problem with college personnel recommending with

drawal. Since the college environment is uncomfortable for 

some students, they may find more satisfaction and success 

in the "outside world." 

Another college characteristic found to have a 

potential impact on college attrition is the enrollment 

size of the institution. However, Pantages and Creedon 

(1978) concluded that the manner in which size impacted 

persistence was not clear since some studies showed small 

institutions to have lower attrition while others reported 
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better retention rates for large institutions. Intervening 

variables such as the selectivity of the institution, 

college "fit," and academic ability all interact with 

college size. Nelson's study (1966) attests to these 

interacting variables. He selected lB~ four-year institu

tions with low freshman dropout rates and compared them to 

a comparable group of institutions with high dropout rates. 

He was able to draw four general conclusions: (I) the more 

selective the college, the lower the freshman attrition 

leve17 (2) the smaller the size of the institution, the 

lower the attritionrate7 (3) institutions with lower 

freshman attrition rates were more likely to be affluent 

than those with higher attrition rates7 and (4) the higher 

the proportion of men enrolled, the greater the possibility 

that the institution had a higher dropout rate. 

On-campus residence and extracurricular activity 

participation have been researched from the perspective 

that both serve as socialization functions which foster 

student adjustment and satisfaction. Pantages and Creedon 

(1978), Sexton (1965), and Summerski11 (1962) all cite 

studies that lend evidence to the socialization theory. 

However, the magnitude of the impact these two particular 

variables have on persistence is inconclusive, and re

searchers tend to surmise that they account for very little 

of the variance in attrition. 
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In recent years, the "institutional fit" theory has 

gained acceptance and acquired credence. Bean's (1985) 

conceptual model of the factors affecting the "dropout 

syndrome" is perhaps one of the more enlightening research 

efforts in the area of socialization and the college fit 

theory. Bean surveyed persisters and dropouts at Indiana 

University and analyzed the responses of 517 freshmen, 466 

sophomores, and 423 juniors. Using path analysis, the 

intervening variables of -college grades, institutional fit, 

and institutional commitment were found to be significant 

predictors of "dropout syndrome." Institutional fit had 

the greatest influence on "dropout syndrome" for freshmen, 

but its influence decreased in subsequent years and became 

the third most important effect for juniors. Bean surmises 

that students not selected or socialized to the values of 

the institution in the early stages are likely to drop out. 

Informal faculty contact had no effect on institutional fit 

for any group while social life had the greatest effect for 

all three classes. Thus, interaction with peer groups had 

more of an impact on institutional fit than informal 

interaction with faculty members. Bean's findings substan

tiate the previous suggestion that peer and professional 

counseling may be much more beneficial to the student than 

expecting faculty to fulfill those needs. As a result of 

his findings, Bean recommends that large institutions 



consider peer counseling programs to reduce attrition 

rates. 
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Bean's study also revealed that while the impor

tance of completing one's education increased between the 

freshman and junior years, there was a small but statisti

cally reliable decline in the perceived utility of one's 

education. Bean assumes this to occur because freshmen 

tend to overestimate the quality of the institution and 

potential outcomes while juniors begin to make a more 

realistic appraisal of the job market and the lack of 

guarantee for employment that a bachelors degree confers. 

In addition, Bean found that prematriculation academic 

performance had a significant negative influence on 

institutional commitment. "This suggests that the best 

students feel the least loyalty to the institution, perhaps 

because these students have-the. most mobility, while 

students with low grades who wish to continue school find 

transferring difficult" (1985, p. 59). 

In general, Bean's study highlights the transforma

tion process occurring in students through the various 

years of their education. Values change, maturity 

transpires, and students appear to drop out or transfer for 

different reasons at different stages of their education. 

Perhaps it is no wonder that researchers have had 
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variables that impact persistence. 

Student Motivation 
and Personality 

Summerskill (1962) suggested that motivational 
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reasons accounted for the largest number of dropouts. He 

added that "unfortunately we do not know what motivational 

factors are predictive and we do not know how to measure 

accurately such motives in students" (p. 639). Since 

Summerskill's review, numerous researchers have used 

various methods to measure personality and motivational 

characteristics of persisters and dropouts. Astin (1964) 

used the California Psychological Inventory test on 

National Merit Scholarship applicants. He found that 

dropouts typically tended to be aloof, self-centered, 

assertive, and overemphasized personal pleasure. Faunce 

(1968) administered the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory to measure the personality differences between 

academically gifted women in college who persisted and 

those who did not. She discovered that nongraduates had 

less insight into their own personality struct~res, greater 

inner tensions, and greater difficulty in interpersonal 

relationships. Hannah (1969) found significant differences 

between dropouts and persisters on the Omnibus Personality 

Inventory. Dropouts were more complex, impulsive, 
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independent, and less willing to impress others. Spady's 

(1979) review of the literature found dropouts expressed a 

lower need for achievement and rated themselves less 

persevering and curious than persisters. 

Once again, the problem of definition arises when 

attempting to identify common dropout characteristics. 

Dropout personality traits measured and recorded are often 

dependent on the definition of the term employed by the 

researcher. Hannah's (1970) analysis of various study 

results indicates three different types of dropout per

sonalities. 

1. Generally stated, the real dropout is independent, 

impulsive, unmotivated by college, irresponsible, 

nonpersevering, immature, and uncertain of his direc

tion. 

2. The transferring dropout is merely moving elsewhere and 

does not differ appreciably from his persisting peer; 

if anything, he is much like his persisting peer-

cautious and dutiful. 

3. The returning dropout is the most mature; he is 

flexible, realistic, tolerant, adventurous, and valuing 

of intellectual pursuits. 

Most researchers believe that motivational vari

ables contribute to persistence and attrition but do not 

agree on which variables are valid predictors, the 
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magnitude of the variables' influence, or how the variables 

should be measured. Pantages and Creedon (1978) imply that 

the relatively weak relationships found between motivation 

and attrition could suggest that perhaps "motivational 

factors may, for the majority of students, be far less 

important in determining persistence and attrition than has 

been traditionally assumed" (p. 71). 

Financial Aid 

In order to review financial aid persistence 

studies, a workable model for analysis must be created. 

Knoell (1969) categorized dropout studies into four types: 

autopsy studies, which utilize self-reporting methods to 

determine the reasons for students leaving school; census 

studies, which attempt to measure the magnitude of attri

tion within or across institutions; ~ studies, which are 

usually longitudinal in nature and involve tracking a 

previously identified group of students; and predict jon 

studies, which incorporate numerous variables to generate 

prediction equations to measure college "success." Marsh 

(1966) classified dropout literature into three types: 

philosophical and theoretical studies; descriptive studies, 

which describe the characteristics of dropouts and the 

reasons they cited for leaving; and predictive studies, 

which carries a similar definition to Knoell's predictive 

classification. 



116 

Although Knoell's and Marsh's taxonomies appear to 

be complete, their categories are somewhat confining and 

tend to overlap. Therefore, this review will establish two 

general categories: autopsy and ~ studies. The autopsy 

category includes those studies which analyze attrition 

through the self-reported reasons cited by dropouts. ~ 

studies can be longitudinal or cross-sectional in nature 

and mayor may not utilize comparative groups. ~ 

studies may be further categorized by the study design and 

statistics employed: "controlled" or uncontrolled" and 

descriptive or inferential. The organization of financial 

aid research into this simple dyad assists the reader in 

understanding the methodological approaches researchers 

have employed in the study of financial aid and persis

tence. It also helps to explain the rationale utilized for 

the eventual selection of the meta-analysis sample. The 

reader, then, becomes more attuned to the evaluative and 

categorical problems meta-analysis reviewers confront when 

selecting their sample studies. 

Autopsy Studies. The autopsy approach has been a 

favorite among persistence researchers for many years. 

Before the 1969s, most of our knowledge concerning the 

impact of financial aid on persistence came from 

researchers employing the autopsy approach through ques

tionnaire or survey methods. Earlier studies (Mitchell, 
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1942; Cummings, 1949; Yoshino, 1958; Gekoski and Schwartz, 

1961; Greenfield, 1964; Chase, 1968) analyzing entering 

freshmen over a short persistence period--usually two 

semesters--found "financial difficulties" listed as a major 

reason for withdrawal by nonreturning students. Iffert's 

(1957) national sample of 12,677 students from 149 institu

tions revealed that students cited "financial difficulties" 

as the third most important reason for dropping out of 

college. Summerskil1's (1962) review of the literature 

found that sixteen of the twenty-one studies ranked 

financial reasons among the top three most important 

factors in attrition. In Eckland's (1964) survey of eight 

attrition studies performed between 1949 and 1958, "finan

cial difficulties" also was ranked as one of the top three 

reasons cited by students for withdrawal. 

Autopsy studies, utilizing survey methods, present 

problems for financial aid persistence researchers. The 

fact that there is a social stigma attached with failure 

has led some researchers (Knoell, 196~; Slocum, 1956) to 

question the validity of self-administered questionnaire 

studies. Students may rationalize failure by identifying a 

more socially acceptable reason for withdrawing from 
, 

college, such as lack of finances. 

There is some evidence to support the rationaliza-

tion theory. Hill (1966) found that only two-thirds of the 



118 

"high aptitude" freshmen students who were dismissed from 

the University of Texas for academic failure gave poor 

academic performance as a reason for withdrawal. Fox 

(1967) reported that many of the dropouts from twenty-one 

liberal arts colleges, who cited "lack of finances" as a 

major reason for leaving, intended to transfer to more 

prestigious institutions. Demos (1968) found that students 

withdrawing from California State College at Long Beach had 

a tendency to inflate their financial problems. Twenty

three percent of the withdrawing students listed "financial 

problems" on a self-report measure as the major cause for 

leaving. Exit interviews conducted by a counselor revealed 

that only 13.5 percent of the students were actually 

dropping out for financial reasons. As a result of the 

counseling, 10 percent of the students decided against 

withdrawal, even though that was not the purpose of the 

counseling session. 

In general, autopsy studies report that students 

cite "financial difficulties" as a major reason for 

withdrawing from school. The reliability of the students' 

responses is questioned by some researchers. Most 

researchers agree that financial problems play some part in 

attrition, but establishment of a relationship between 

financial aid and withdrawal is complicated by many 

factors: the cost of attending college varies greatly from 
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one institution to another; the resources colleges have 

available for scholarships, grants, and loans vary among 

institutions; studies on the relationship between financial 

aid and attrition often lack controls for academic ability; 

and students have a tendency to overemphasize the lack of 

finances in withdrawal decisions because it is a more 

socially acceptable reason than lack of motivation or lack 

of ability (Summerskill, 1962). The last two factors cited 

by Summerskil1--1ack of controls and student response 

re1iabi1ity--are the greatest weaknesses found in autopsy 

studies. 

Case Studies. For many years sociological, 

psychological, and academic factors were the only types of 

variables considered in persistence studies. One has only 

to peruse the numerous psychological, sociological, and 

educational journals to find a multitude of persistence 

studies that do not include financial aid as a factor. 

Beginning in the late 196~s, researchers began to include 

financial aid as a variable in case studies. Its inclusion 

was, no doubt, the result of the federal government's 

growing investment in student financial aid programs. 

With regard to study design, case studies are 

most often of two types: studies that have two or more 

comparative groups and "within group" studies that focus on 

the characteristics prevalent in one group. Comparative 
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group studies can be ncontrolledn--where two or more groups 

are matched on particular variables--and nuncontrolled n
-

where no attempt has been made to equate the groups on any 

variables. 

Early case studies often analyzed the relationship 

between an independent variable and the dependent variable 

--academic success--in an attempt to find the best predic

tor. These types of persistence studies failed to deal 

with interaction effects. Researchers were aware that 

attrition was multi-causal and that combinations of 

variables acted upon a student's decision to withdraw. 

Beginning in the late 1960s, researchers utilized a more 

sophisticated predictive tool--multivariate analysis. 

Multivariate analysis took into account the relationship 

among variables and was considered a much more nrobust n 

approach. Discriminant analysis was used to examine 

combinations of personality, academic, and demographic 

variables in studies such as those by Hedley (1968), Bean 

and Covert (1973), and Twedt (1973). In an attempt to 

explain the nprocesses n that lead to withdrawal, path 

analysis models have been developed by Spady (1970), Tinto 

(1975), Jensen (1981), Terkla (1985), and Bean (1985). 

Case studies can be longitudinal in nature--where 

one or more cohorts is followed over time--or cross

sectional--where data were collected at one point in time 
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on a specific sample. Some case studies derive their 

sample from national longitudinal studies. The majority of 
I 

data are obtained through the use of follow-up survey 

instruments and student interviews. Other studies focus on 

a single institution or, sometimes, on a specific popula

tion within the institution. Data are obtained either 

through institutional records, follow-up surveys, or both. 

Numerous case studies have investigated the effect 

of financial aid on academic success. Academic success has 

been defined in terms of grade point average, accumulated 

credit hours, credit class withdrawal rates, and persis

tence'. 

Because scholarships were initially the primary 

source for student financial aid, most early case studies 

focused on the relationship between scholarships and GPA. 

One of the first such attempts was Crawford's (1926) study 

of Yale freshmen receiving tuition scholarships. The 

scholarships were extended only to students earning a 

substantial part of their own expenses. Crawford was 

interested in the motivational effects of financial aid. 

'The scholarship applicants were matched with nonscholarship 

students on the basis of intelligence test scores. For 

three separate freshmen classes, Crawford found'that 75 

percent of the scholarship group equaled or exceeded the 

median grade of the nonscholarship group. The results led 
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Crawford to conclude that self-supporting scholarship 

students had a higher degree of motivation, particularly if 

they were encouraged through academic financial aid 

programs. 

Clark (1957) was interested in the motivational 

potential of scholarships offered to Brigham Young Univer

sity freshmen. scholarships were awarded on prematricula

tion academic ability: financial need was not a criterion. 

The scholarships were renewable only if the student 

continued to maintain a nB+ n average each quarter. 

Students receiving scholarships were matched with non

scholarship stUdents on the basis of high school grade 

point averages and intelligence scores. At the end of two 

quarters, the scholarship group had a significantly higher 

GPA than the nonscholarship group. Clark indicated that 

motivation could be produced in students through the 

rewarding effect of renewable-type scholarships. 

With the introduction of federal financial aid 

programs, GPA studies expanded beyond scholarships to 

incorporate other types of financial aid. One of the first 

federally funded programs was the National Youth Adminis

tration (NYA) work-study scholarship. In order to be 

eligible for the NYA program, a stUdent had to have a high 

school grade percentile rank of fifty or more. Williamson 

(1937) was one of the first to look at the academic 
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achievement of students participating in the NYA program. 

He compared the NYA group to matched and unmatched control 

groups. He found that NYA freshmen at the University of 

Minnesota received significantly higher GPAs than the 

unmatched control group. However, when Williamson measured 

the NYA students against the matched pairs group, no 

significant differences were found in academic achievement. 

Williamson pointed out that the purpose of the NYA scholar

ship was to subsidize capable students who might otherwise 

not receive college training. He concluded that the 

selective system at the University of Minnesota did operate 

to distribute work-scholarships to students who possessed 

higher aptitudes and obtained higher grades than the 

unmatched control group with lower average ability. 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 established 

the college work-study program on a permanent basis. 

Because the program was directed toward disadvantaged and 

minority groups, educators were concerned that the extra 

hours devoted to work would be detrimental to a student's 

academic achievement. The studies conducted on the work

study program were oriented more toward whether work had a 

negative impact on GPA than whether financial aid enhanced 

student achievement. Most of the studies (Lavery, 1967; 

Henry, 1967; Merritt, 1970; Gaston, 1973; Bella and Huba, 

1982) showed no significant difference in the college GPA 



of work-study students and unemployed students. The 

studies generally concluded that part-time employment did 

not have a negative impact upon student academic achieve

ment. Because of these findings, Merritt (1970) surmised 

that the college work-study student may be a special kind 

of individual; although the work-study student carne from 

lower socioeconomic levels, his or her aspirations were 

similar to the upper socioeconomic level student. 
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The Higher Education Act of 1965 introduced equal 

opportunity grants and guaranteed student loans into the 

federal aid program. Researchers turned to investigating 

whether the equal educational opportunity programs were, in 

fact, allowing the lower SES student to compete on an equal 

basis with upper SES students. A review of the studies of 

this era indicates that study design may be an influential 

factor in the type of results optained. 

Kaplan (1969) studied the effect of financial aid 

on the GPA of full-time undergraduates at Hunter College. 

He found that the cumulative GPAs of aid recipients were 

significantly higher than those of the nonrecipient 

students. Kane (1970) investigated GPA differences between 

financial aid students and nonfinancial aid students at 

Winona State College. Students receiving financial aid 

academically performed significantly better than students 

not receiving financial aid. Wesoloski's study (1983) 
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included full-time freshmen at the Bloomington and 

Indianapolis campuses of Indiana University. In comparing 

the GPAs of students receiving BEOG to students not 

receiving BEOG, Wesoloski found the BEOG groups to have 

significantly higher GPAs than the non-BEOG groups. 

These three studies have one thing in common: 

there were no controls. A group of financial aid students 

was either compared to the total population of nonfinancial 

aid students or with a random sample of nonfinancial aid 

students. Studies that utilize a pair or group matching 

design often reveal different results from those that do 

not, e.g., Kaplan, Kane, and Wesoloski. 

Kaiser (1968) compared three groups of Kansas 

University freshmen: students who received financial aid 

and were employed on campus, students who received finan

cial aid and were not employed, and students who did not 

receive financial aid and were not employed. The groups 

were matched on sex, ACT scores, and high school GPA. 

Kaiser found no significant differences in the first 

semester GPAs among the three groups. Zielke (l977) 

matched University of Wyoming freshmen BEOG students with 

non-BEOG recipients on the basis of high school GPA, high 

school rank, sex, age, residency, and year of high school 

graduation. Although BEOG students were found to have a 

higher mean GPA than non-BEOG students for two of the eight 



126 

semesters analyzed, a significant difference between the 

cumulative GPAs of the two groups did not exist for any of 

the eight semesters. 

Fields (1973) studied freshmen who entered Oregon 

State University in 1969-79 and 1979-71. Using systematic 

sampling, he compared three groups: students who applied 

for financial aid and received it (Aid Recipients), 

students who applied for financial aid and did not receive 

it (Nonrecipients), and students who did not apply for 

financial aid (Nonapplicants). For each of the two years 

under study, the Aid Recipients and Nonrecipient groups 

were found to have a significantly higher mean freshman GPA 

than the Nonapplicant group. Predicted GPAs, based on high 

school GPA and SAT-Verbal and SAT-Mathematics scores, had 

been generated for all students included in the three 

groups. It is important to note that both Recipients and 

Nonrecipients initially had higher predicted GPAs than the 

Nonapplicants. 

Ostberg's study (1982) confirms the differences 

found in studies where groups have been matched on academic 

variables as opposed to studies where no controls were 

established. When Ostberg compared the GPAs of Columbia 

College financial aid students to the class mean, financial 

aid students were found to have significantly higher GPAs. 

However, when the same financial aid group was compared to 
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a group of nonfinancial aid students of comparable ability 

and SES level, no significant differences in the GPAs were 

found between the two groups. Researchers who utilize a 

match-pairs study design and find no significant differ

ences in GPA argue that the financial aid programs are 

accomplishing their purpose: making students from low 

income families equal to students from more affluent 

families in their opportunity to achieve higher education. 

Besides GPA, researchers have measured academic 

success in terms of accumulated credit hours and credit 

class withdrawal rates. Zaccarde1li (1968) compared the 

credit hours accumulated by financial aid recipients to 

nonfinancial aid recipients at Wayne State. The study 

revealed no significant differences in the number of credit 

hours acquired by both groups. Sutton (1975) measured 

academic success by comparing the credit class withdrawal 

rates of financial aid recipients, nonfinancial aid 

recipients, and GI Bill recipients. The study found the 

credit class withdrawal rates of nonfinancial aid recipi

ents to be greater than financial aid recipients but not 

significantly different. There also was no significant 

difference between financial aid recipients and veteran 

recipients in credit class withdrawal rates. 

Before the 1980s, studies measuring financial aid 

recipients' academic success in terms of cumulative credit 
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hours acquired or the number of credit class withdrawals 

were influenced by the fact that only full-time students 

were allowed to participate in most federal aid programs. 

In addition, eligibility for grant programs was limited to 

eight semesters. Therefore, financial aid recipients 

probably had a greater incentive than nonfinancial aid 

recipients to remain enrolled in credit hour classes on a 

full-time basis. Today most federal aid programs allow 

recipients to be enrolled part-time, but eligibility 

continues to be limited to eight full-time semesters. 

Since part-time student enrollments in higher education 

have increased over the last ten years from 32.2 percent to 

46.B percent (Condition of Education, 1982), current 

persistence studies probably should include part-time 

students in the sample. 

The type of institution a student attends also may 

affect the total credit hours acquired. Wesoloski's study 

(1983) of the Bloomington and Indianapolis campuses 

revealed that freshmen BEOG recipients at the Bloomington 

campus earned significantly more credit hours than BEOG 

recipients at the Indianapolis campus. Wesoloski 

attributes the difference between the two campuses to 

institutional differences and the type of students each 

campus attracts. Bloomington is a residential campus where 

freshmen are full-time students. Indianapolis is a 
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commuter campus where students share their time commitments 

between work, families, and studies. Bloomington students 

attempt to graduate in four years so that employment can be 

achieved as soon as possible. Indianapolis students are 

less committed to finish in four years because they are 

already employed or receiving spousal support. Also, the 

Indianapolis student sample was less academically prepared 

than the Bloomington sample when measured in terms of SAT 

scores and high school ranking. 

Financial aid--whether scholarship, grant, or 

work--appears to provide the opportunity for low income 

students to compete academically with upper-income stu

dents. When financial aid recipients are compared to the 

student population as a whole, they seem to achieve at a 

higher rate than nonfinancial aid students. When ability 

is controlled, financial aid students appear to achieve on 

an equal basis with nonfinancial aid students. 

Summary 

Determining, from the multitude of studies avail

able, the specific variables that predict attrition is a 

problem with which reviewers of persistence literature have 

wrestled for many years. Compounding the problem is the 

lack of a concise, common usage of the term dropout. 

Studies indicate that there are academic, sociological,. and 

psychological differences among the permanent. dropout, the 
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transfer student, and the stopout student. Some studies 

treat transfers and stopouts as dropouts, while other 

studies treat them as persisters. The validity of predic

tor variables that measure college persistence in terms of 

four-year graduation is questioned by Eckland (1964). 

Predictor variables related to four-year graduates may not 

be applicable to stopout students who eventually return to 

graduate. Variables also appear to have different levels 

of impact on persistence at different types of institutions 

and at different stages in a student's educational career. 

Hence, it is not surprising that reviewers cannot agree 

among themselves which variables have the greatest impact 

on persistence or attrition. 

Waller's (1964) review of persistence literature 

emphasized that the use of high school rank, high school 

GPA, or intelligence tests as s~ngle predictors would be 

hazardous for college student selection. The correlations 

between these academic variables and persistence was too 

low to ensure accurate prediction. Additional information 

on student motivation and interest was necessary for a 

complete prediction formula. Summerskill's (1962) review 

concluded that age, sex, and socioeconomic background did 

not affect attrition rates. Sexton's (1965) review 

concluded that age, high school academic background, the 

type of high school attended, and participation in 
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extracurricular activities were good predictors of attri

tion. Hannah's (197~) review pointed to evidence that the 

only real predictor of college success was the past 

academic performance of the student. He considered that 

fact a weakness in educational research because we know for 

certain that many more factors than just academic ability 

influence a student's decision to drop out of college. 

Cope's (1978) review ranked high school GPA, 

scholastic aptitude tests, socioeconomic status, and sex as 

individual characteristics that best predicted retention. 

Pantages' and Creedon's (1978) review concluded that age, 

sex, SES variables, personality variables, and participa

tion in extracurricular activities were of limited or no 

value in predicting attrition. They found prematriculation 

academic ability to be more effective in predicting college 

achievement than in predicting college persistence. They 

also felt that a relationship had yet to be shown between 

attrition and high school size, high school type, or 

various motivational factors. Pantages and Creedon 

supported the Rcollege fit R theory but questioned its 

usefulness to predict attrition of students before they 

enrolled in an institution. 

The financlal aid review focused on GPA and credit 

hour studies. Previous research has already pointed to the 

lack of conclusive evidence relating academic achievement, 
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the number of credit hours earned, or part-time enrollment 

to persistence. The purpose of this meta-analysis is to 

investigate the effect of financial aid on persistence. 

Therefore, financial aid persistence studies that lend 

themselves to meta-analytic procedure are included in the 

study sample. 



CHAPTER 4 

METHODS 

This chapter describes the major steps followed in 

the meta-analysis of the effects of financial aid on 

student persistence. Those steps involve (1) statement of 

the research questions, (2) selection of the sample of 

studies, (3) research design, (4) statistical procedures 

for the meta-analysis, (5) limitations of the study, and 

(6) data analysis. This chapter, then, provides the 

methodological framework for the meta-analysis. 

Research Ouestions 

Two primary research questions were investigated as 

a result of the integration of multiple research studies. 

1. Does financial aid promote student persistence in 

higher education and thus achieve a major goal of 

federal and many state student financial aid programs? 

2. What implications do the meta-analysis results have for 

financial aid policies? 
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Secondary research questions included 

1. Do certain forms of financial aid or combinations of 

financial aid forms increase persistence better than 

others? 
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2. Is there a difference in the .}mpact of financial aid on 

persistence at four-year institutions as compared to 

two-year colleges? 

3. Does the impact of financial aid on student persistence 

vary with the measure of persistence employed, particu

larly when measurement extends beyond the first year of 

education? 

4. Does the dollar amount of financial aid affect persis

tence? 

5. Does the impact of financial aid on student persistence 

differ by sex and among racial and ethnic groups? 

Selection of the Study Sample 

The selection of studies which form the basis of 

this analysis is described in the following three parts: 

(1) the search process, (2) the sample, and (3) the data 

coding system. These three components are central to the 

implementation and evaluation of a meta-analysis. 

The Search Process 

The search for studies began with an Educational 

Resources Information Center (ERIC) probe, which yielded 
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over three hundred studies and articles related to finan

cial aid and persistence. Since a computer search is 

limited by its use of specific descriptors, a manual search 

of the Current Index to Journals in Education, Sociological 

Abstracts, Educational Index, Social Sciences Index, and 

Psychological Abstracts was conducted. From that point, a 

methodical screening of each study was performed to 

determine its potential use. 

A "tracking" process entailed checking the bibliog

raphy of each study and the bibliographies of previous 

financial aid research reviews, such as Nash (1969a, b), 

Wedemeyer (1972), Davis and Van Dusen (1978), Hood and 

Maplethorpe (1980), Herndon (1982), and Jensen (1983). The 

persistence research reviews of Knoell (1960), Summerskill 

(1962), Waller (1964), Sexton (1965), Cope (1968), Spady 

(1970), Tinto (1975), and Pantages and Creedon (1978) also 

were examined in the attempt to locate potential studies. 

A search of the Dissertation Abstracts revealed 

over seventy potential studies on financial aid and 

persistence. Dissertation bibliographies proved to be a 

primary source for location of other prospective studies. 

An attempt was made to access as many information 

sources as possible in order to ensure a representative 

sample of the population. The initial investigation was 

unrestricted; no parameters were established regarding the 



year of the study or the type of financial aid under 

consideration in the study. In total, over five hundred 

studies were reviewed for possible inclusion in the meta

analysis, and, originally, sixty-two studies were deemed 

appropriate for use. 

The Sample 
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The original sixty-two studies included in the 

sample were those studies that measured persistence in some 

temporal way. Academic achievement studies and studies 

measuring persistence in terms of credit hour accumulation 

were excluded. Autopsy studies also were excluded from the 

sample since student perceptions of the importance of aid 

were deemed less valid than actual persistence measures. 

In some studies financial aid was the only indepen

dent variable, while in other studies financial aid was one 

of many independent variables investigated by the research

er. However, to be included in the sample, studies did not 

necessarily have to analyze statistically the relationship 

between persistence and financial aid. Often persistence 

studies reported the number of dropouts and persisters who 

received financial aid merely as background information. 

In many studies, the difference in persistence rates 

between financial aid recipients and nonrecipients or 

financial aid recipient characteristics was reported in 

descriptive terms. A persistence or attrition study was 
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incorporated into the sample so long as it provided data 

that could be converted into the common metric utilized in 

the meta-analysis. 

As stated in Chapter 1, the equal educational 

opportunity framework placed additional restrictions on the 

sample selection. Studies that examined separately 

graduate students, foreign students, and athletic scholar

ship students were excluded from the sample. 

Eventually, the meta-analysis sample was reduced 

from the original sixty-two studies to forty-nine studies 

as the screening procedure progressed toward greater 

refinement and uniformity. Except for those studies 

examining the effects of different financial aid forms, 

studies using the "one-shot case study" design (Campbell 

and Stanley, 1963) were eliminated from the sample since no 

comparisons were made with nonrecipients. Studies were 

excluded when the measurements of the dependent variable 

(persistence) or the independent variable (financial aid) 

were unclear or ambiguous. Also, studies were eliminated 

that did not provide adequate descriptive or inferential 

statistics so as to compute an effect size. 

In selecting studies for a meta-analysis, the 

question arises regarding the quality of the studies 

incorporated in the sample. In other words, should poorly 

designed studies be discarded? Both Glass et a1. (1981) 
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and Wolf (1986) emphasize that a major strength of a meta

analytic review is its ~ posteriQri judgment of study 

quality. "Meta-an~lysis does not a priori prejudge and 

exclude studies as unworthy because of their particular 

research design, however weak" (Wolf, 1986, pp. 54-55). In 

the same context, Jackson (1980) stresses that more than 

just study design can threaten internal or external 

validity, which can be trivial in some cases and consequen

tial in others. "Respect of parsimony and good sense 

demands an acceptance of the notion that imperfect studies 

can converge on a true conclusion" (Glass et al., 1981, p. 

222). 

Glass et ale (1981) have found that the differences 

in size of average experimental effects between high

validity and low-validity experiments are surprisingly 

small--no more than 0.1 standard deviation difference. If 

there are incongruencies in the study results, a modest 

number of "good" studies in the sample will allow the 

reviewer to assess whether varying methodological weak

nesses may have affected the findings. This ~ posteriQri 

approach makes meta-analysis much more objective and 

valuable than most traditional literature reviews. 

Heterogeneity of study results, methods, and statistical 

approaches lends depth to the analysis and provides the 

opportunity to identify trends, mediating relationships, 



gaps in the literature, and new directions for research 

(Wolf, 1986). 

The Data Coding System 
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The first step in organizing data for an integra

tive review is designing a matrix that represents the 

characteristics of the studies included in the sample. The 

matrix is not only a beneficial tool for the researcher but 

a means by which the reader can determine how the reviewer 

synthesized the studies. 

As each study was screened, it was assigned a 

number, and the study characteristics were placed in the 

matrix. The matrix was designed to reveal potential 

subgroupings of the studies, the treatment of variables 

that the literature review in Chapter 3 had highlighted as 

possible reasons for differences in study results, and the 

primary data needed for the meta-analyses. Thirteen study 

characteristics were selected for the representative 

matrix: 

1. Coding. Each study was coded by use of four numbers. 

The first two numbers of the sequence merely identi

fied the study. The last two numbers in the coding 

sequence represented independent populations derived 

from the same study. Some studies investigated the 

persistence rate of more than one sample of students 

in an institution. For instance, for comparative 
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reasons, a study may have looked at entering freshmen 

classes over a period of years. Since each class 

constituted a different population, it was decided to 

utilize and treat each class as an independent study. 

For example, if a study analyzed the persistence rate 

of the 1967, 1968, and 1969 entering freshman classes 

at a university, the study would be coded 01 11 for 

the 1967 freshman class, 01 12 for the 1968 freshman 

class, and 01 13 for the 1969 freshman class. 

2. Author and Publication Year. The name of the author 

and the year the study was published. 

3. Publication Source. Publication sources were classi

fied as journal articles (J), reports (R), books (B), 

dissertations (D), practicums (P), and dissertations 

that were later published in journal article form 

(D/J). 

4. Types of Statistics. The type of statistics employed 

by the researcher in the study. 

5. Population. The name of the institution from which 

the study sample was selected or the population 

studied (e.g., National Merit Scholars). 

6. Year of Data. The year(s) that the study was con

ducted. 

7. Persistence Specification. The length of time used in 

the measurement of persistence. If the study defined 
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persistence as completion of a specific term, the 

length of time was so recorded (i.e., 1 year, 2 

years). If the study defined persistence as one or 

two academic years with enrollment in the following 

term, a plus sign indicated the reenrollment require

ment (i.e., 1+ year, 2+ years). When persistence was 

defined as graduation, the number of years the study 

allowed for degree completion was recorded (i.e., G-4 

years, G-6 years). When studies measured persistence 

by graduation or continued enrollment, the length of 

time the study covered was recorded as G/E-4 years or 

G/E-8 years. 

8. Type of Financial Aid. The types of financial aid 

investigated by the researcher were recorded by use of 

acronyms (e.g., Education Opportunity Grant was 

recorded as EOG). Studies that combined all sources 

of financial aid were recorded by the abbreviation FA. 

9. Degree of Control. The degree of control referred to 

the manner in which control and experimental groups 

were selected. Three classifications were estab

lished: matched, random, and none. "Matched" 

indicated that the researcher matched a financial aid 

group with a nonfinancial aid group on certain 

variables such as age, sex, HSGPA, HSR, and intelli

gence scores. "Random" indicated that a study's 
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comparative groups were chosen through random selec

tion. "None" indicated that the researcher used no 

systematic method in choosing the two groups. In this 

type of study, researchers usually compared a group of 

financial aid recipients to nonfinancial aid recipi

ents in the same class or to the university population 

as a whole. The "degree of control" category did not 

necessarily reflect the rigor of the study itself but 

was merely a data classification for purposes of the 

meta-analysis. 

10. Treatment of Transfers (T) and Stopouts (SO). A 

notation on the treatment of transfer and stopout 

students was deemed important since studies treating 

them as dropouts may show different persistence rates 

than studies treating them as persisters. As an 

example of recording meth~ds, a study designating 

transfers as dropouts and stopouts as persisters was 

recorded as T = DO and SO = P. Some studies excluded 

stopout or transfer students from the sample and were 

recorded SO = NI or T = NI for not included in sample. 

11. Enrollment Status. The enrollment status of a study's 

population was recorded as FT (full-time students 

only) or FT/PT (full- and part-time students). 

Studies that did not indicate enrollment status were 

recorded as NR (not reported). 
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12. N. The sample number in each study. 

13. Special Notes. Special notes were of study character

istics that were considered important. Notations were 

commonly made for unusual study populations such as 

older students, two-year college transfer students, 

minority students, or private institution students. 

Research Design 

The research design of this study follows meta

analytic procedures developed beginning with Glass (1976). 

Briefly, this study employs descriptive and inferential 

statistics to examine the question "does financial aid 

influence student persistence?" 

The independent variables in this study are causes 

or purported causes, and the dependent variables are 

persistence effects. Persistence is measured variously as 

matriculation over a period of time, ranging from one 

semester to six years, or degree obtainment in a certain 

time frame. 

Several independent variables are examined. They 

are (1) financial aid (financial aid, nonfinancial aid), 

(2) type of institution (four-year institution, two-year 

institution, (3) sex, (4) ethnicity (white, nonwhite), and 

(5) forms of aid (grants, loans, work-study). 
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Statistical Procedures 

Quantitative research integration involves analyz

ing statistically the summary findings of empirical 

research. Data results are extracted from each of the 

studies included in the sample and are combined to yield an 

interpretable summary. However, studies vary in design, 

statistical treatment, and reporting of results. The 

numerous methods a meta-analyst must employ to synthesize 

studies is reflected in Glass et al.'s (1981) contention 

that meta-analysis "is not a technique; rather it is a 

perspective that uses many techniques of measurement and 

statistical analysis" (p. 217). 

In order to aggregate studies statistically, the 

findings of each study must be transformed into some common 

metric. Statistical methods for composing metrics range 

from various counting procedures to a variety of proba

bility level summations and combined raw or weighted test 

statistics such as a t-test and z-test (Wolf, 1986; 

Rosenthal, 1978). 

One of the more powerful meta-analytic approaches 

is the effect size. The effect size expresses the magni

tude of group differences in the various studies on a 

common scale. The effect size statistic has been defined 

by Glass (1977) as 

d = [1) 



145 

where the effect size (d) is equal to the treatment group 

mean (Xt ) minus the control group mean (Xc) divided by the 

control group standard deviation (SDc). In relation to 

this meta-analysis, the treatment group would be financial 

aid recipients and the control group would be nonfinancial 

aid students. 

One of the advantages of the effect size is that it 

provides an interpretable estimate of the size of an 

effect, as well as the effect' significance. For meta

analysts, the major advantage of the effect-size approach 

is the ability to combine studies that use a broad range of 

statistical techniques. The reviewer is not restricted to 

a sample where all studies have employed the same design 

and statistical treatment. Thus, for example, studies 

reporting frequency distributions can be combined with 

studies reporting multiple regression coefficients. 

When the group means and standard deviations are 

not provided, an estimate of the effect size can be 

obtained by algebraic manipulation of available summary 

statistics. A ~ statistic can be converted to effect size 

by the following formula (Wolf, 1986) 

[ 2] 
2t 

d = 
~ df (degrees of freedom) 



and a L statistic can be converted to effect size by the 

following formula (Wolf, 1986) 
[3] 

2r 
d = 

~l - r2 
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A chi-square statistic must first be converted to a 

L statistic and then converted to an effect size by formula 

3. Formula 4 can be used for a chi-square (with one degree 

of freedom) conversion to L (Wolf, 1986). 

[ 4] 

r = 

In the case of descriptive statistics, a ~ 

coefficient can be used to correlate two variables that are 

true dichotomies. The computed L can then be converted to 

effect size through the use of formula 3. 

Because the sample of this meta-analysis contains 

studies of quite diverse design and statistical treatment, 

the estimate of effect size was deemed to be the most 

appropriate common metric for meta-analysis purposes. The 

conversion of study data into effect size was dependent 

upon the statistics used and reported in each study. In 

the meta-analysis comparing financial aid recipients to 

nonfinancial aid recipients, financial aid and persistence 

were each treated as true dichotomies (i.e., persisters 
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versus nonpersisters and financial aid recipients versus 

nonfinancial aid students). Therefore, study summary 

statistics were converted to a ~ coefficient, which in 

turn was converted into effect size for studies that used 

descriptive statistics, studies that did not attempt to 

determine the correlation between financial aid and 

persistence, or studies that reported results by ~ values 

only. For interpretative purposes, effect sizes showing a 

positive value were associated with results favoring the 

experimental (i.e., financial aid) group, while negative 

values were associated with results favoring the control 

(i.e., nonfinancial aid) group. 

The same type of approach was used to obtain the 

effect sizes for the meta-analysis examining the difference 

in persistence rates between male and female financial aid 

recipients and white and nonwhite financial aid recipients. 

In the meta-analysis on "forms of financial aid," 

the comparison was between different types of treatment. 

The effect size reflected the difference in persistence 

rates of financial aid recipients receiving a particular 

form of financial aid. In many cases, the group means and 

standard deviations of persisters and nonpersisters were 

not reported or the study used descriptive statistics. 

Again, the Rbi coefficient was used to convert summary 

statistics into effect size. Effect sizes showing a 



positive value were associated with results favoring the 

particular form of financial aid under analysis, while 

negative values were associated with results favoring the 

other forms of financial aid. 
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Studies investigating the relationship between 

persistence and the amount of financial aid most often 

reported the results in the form of ~ or ~ statistics. 

Therefore, conversion to an effect size simply entailed use 

of formulas 2 and 3. 

Once the effect size was calculated for each study, 

the average size (d) was calculated by using formula 5 

(Wolf, 1986). 
[ 5] 

1: d 
d = 

N 

where ~d equals the sum of effe~t sizes for each indepen

dent study and N equals the number of effect sizes. The 

average size was then transformed into a graphical repre

sentation of the effect on the degree of overlap between 

the control and experimental groups. 

There is some controversy whether all studies in a 

meta-analysis should be given equal weight. Some studies 

may be based on a small number of subjects or an unrepre

sentative sample, while others may contain a large number 

of subjects under a control group design. When studies are 



unweighted, it is possible for small sample studies that 

obtain results inconsistent with most other studies to 

exert a strong influence on the results. Wolf (1986) 

recommends that both the weighted and unweighted effects 

sizes in a meta-analysis be calculated and reported. 
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After the unweighted effect sizes were calculated 

and averaged, effect sizes were weighted and averaged to 

obtain a mean weighted effect size as suggested by D. L. 

Sabers (personal communication, June 24, 1986). This 

method was applied in a meta-analysis of teacher question

ing behavior by Redfield and Rousseau (1981). Each effect 

size was weighted by the ratio of ni where ni equals the 
N 

sample of the treatment group and N equals the total number 

of studies. Thus, the weighting emphasis is on the size of 

the treatment group and not the size of the total sample. 

Formula 6 was used to obtain the weighted average effect 

size (Wd) 
[6] 

W= 

N - K 

where ni equals the number in the treatment group in each 

study, di equals the unweighted effect size in each study, 

N equals the total number of all treatment groups, and K 

equals the number of effect sizes. 
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The average effect size can be tested for signifi

canceusing procedures described by Hedges (1981). The 

effect size (d) is divided by the standard deviation of the 

effect size (SOd) to obtain a ~ test of the hypothesis that 

the average effect size in the population is zero. Formula 

7 was used to test significance. 

[7] 

Wd 
z = 

SOd 

Computational details of SOd are found in Hedges (1981). 

The level of significance (alpha level) was set of .05 (£ = 
1.96). Statistical significance of the effect size was 

used by Powers and Rossman (1984) in a meta-analysis of 

effects of bilingual education, and it was recently 

included in a computer program (Powers, 1983). 

Meta-Analysis Limitations 

The limitations of this study were categorized into 

those dealing with (1) the external validity of the study 

(i.e., the degree to which generalizations could be made 

from this study to the student population and (2) the 

internal validity of the study (i.e., the degree to which 

conclusions can be made about the effects of the indepen

dent variables on persistence). 
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The meta-analysis sample included studies conducted 

on the student populations of particular public and private 

institutions as well as national longitudinal studies 

measuring persistence of aggregated students who attended 

either public or private institutions. In addition, the 

geographical regions represented by the studies are 

numerous and span the entire United States. Most studies 

focused on the persistence rate of an entering freshmen 

class. Generalization, therefore, is most applicable to 

the effect of financial aid on the persistence rate of a 

newly entering freshman. 

One secondary research question dealt with the 

difference in ethnic group persistence rates. There were a 

limited number of studies addressing this question, and 

most studies categorized race as white and nonwhite. As a 

result, the meta-analysis also was restricted to these two 

classifications. 

In order to measure the effect of financial aid on 

persistence, only one study (VanEaton, 1970) utilized a 

fttrue ft experimental design with random assignment of 

subjects to experimental and control groups. Some studies, 

however, used control variables by statistically equating 

financial aid recipients with nonfinancial aid students or 

randomly selecting subjects from a population of financial 

aid recipients and nonfinancial aid students. 
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In most studies, financial aid was measured at only 

one point in time--initial enrollment--but the persistence 

rate of the financial aid group may have been measured over 

a period of four to six years. Therefore, the possibility 

of members in the financial aid group becoming nonfinancial 

aid students and vice versa was prevalent in many studies. 

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed by hand since the analytic 

procedures used in meta-analysis have not been incorporated 

into existing computer program packages. The studies were 

coded and recorded in a matrix including study characteris

tics. Average effect sizes were tested for statistical 

significance following procedures in Hedges (1981) using a 

program written for the microcomputer. 



CHAPTER 5 . 

META-ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Introduction 

Use of the meta-analytic approach can have two 

different purposes: (1) to serve as a quantitative review 

of the literature in order to generalize the results of 

available research on a particular treatment or (2) to test 

a specific hypothesis and to determine a generalizable 

estimate of a treatment effect. The difference between 

these two purposes determines how a meta-analyst organizes, 

presents, and evaluates the study results. The fact that 

the purposes and approaches to meta-analysis differ is 

confirmed by Bangert-Drowns' (1986) review of five differ

ent meta-analytic methods: G1assian (1976) meta-analysis, 

Mansfield and Busse's (1977) "study effect meta-analysis," 

Rosenthal's (1976) combined probability method, Hedges' 

(1982) "approximate data pooling with tests of homogene

ity," and Hunter and Schmidt's (1978) "approximate data 

pooling with sampling error correction." These five 

methods differ in purpose, unit of analysis, treatment of 

study variation, and evaluation of outcomes. 

153 
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The present meta-analysis adopts the Glassian 

framework that utilizes an .s. posteriQ.Lj. approach in the 

selection of the study sample and establishes the common 

metric of effect size. Glass et ale (1981) criticize the 

exclusion of "inferior" studies from a meta-analysis 

because it introduces reviewer bias and removes a large 

sample of findings that may in fact differ little from more 

controlled research. As explained by Glass, there is 

really no need to compare studies that use the same 

methodology or controls since they would obviously have the 

same findings within statistical error; the studies that 

need to be synthesized or integrated are different studies. 

An .s. priori approach to study selection prevents the 

examination of methodological variety and the discovery of 

mediating relationships, which provide insight to outcome 

variance among studies. 

Thus, the Glassian method involves an .s. posteriori 

approach to study selection, the codification of studies 

for various threats to internal validity, and the examina

tion of study differences by use of .s. priori categories. 

In order to broaden the Glassian method, this study also 

adopts the meta-analytic approaches of other reviewers: 

average effect sizes are tested for statistical signifi

cance (Hedges, 1981), and effect sizes are weighted by the 



size of the experimental group (Mosteller and Bush, 1954; 

Redfield and Rousseau, 1981). 

Meta-Analysis Results 
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The results of the meta-analyses are reported in 

this chapter. A list of forty-nine studies, representing 

seventy samples, used in the various meta-analyses is 

provided in Table 27 of the Appendix. The sample includes 

studies from fifteen journal articles, twenty-one disserta

tions, one practicum, seven unpublished reports, and five 

other dissertations later published in journal article 

form. Study characteristics selected for inclusion in the 

meta-anlaysis matrix were author, year of publication, 

publication source, type of statistics, study population, 

year of data, perSistence specification, type of financial 

aid awarded, degree of study control, treatment of trans

fers and stopouts, student enrollment status, study 

population number, and special notes. 

In order to address the primary and secondary 

research questions, the results are organized into two 

categories: (A) meta-analyses dealing with the comparison 

of financial aid recipients to nonrecipients and (B) meta

analyses involving the persistence differences among 

financial aid recipients. Category A includes four meta

analyses examining the effect of financial aid on persiS

tence in relation to (1) the total sample, (2) different 
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measurements of persistence, (3) two- and four-year 

institutions, and (4) the degree of study control. Thirty

three studies compose the sample for the meta-analyses in 

Category A. Category B includes four meta-analyses 

investigating the difference in persistence rates among 

financial aid recipients in relation to (1) gender, (2) 

ethnic group membership, (3) amount of financial aid 

received, and (4) form of financial aid received. Thirty

two studies compose the sample for the meta-analyses in 

Category B. The category includes fifteen studies pre

viously utilized in Category A and seventeen additional 

studies. Response to the primary question regarding 

financial aid policy is reserved for the Recommendations 

section of Chapter 6. 

The findings for each research question are given 

in average unweighted and weighted effect sizes. All 

effect sizes are weighted by the size of experimental group 

population. For each meta-analysis, a table displays the 

studies incorporated, the name of the author, year of 

publication, size of the control group, size of the 

experimental group, unweighted effect size, weighted effect 

size, total number of effect sizes, average unweighted 

effect size, and average weighted effect size. A summary 

table also provides the average effect sizes, standard 

error, and z-value of each meta-analysis. Studies 



l~ 

investigating and measuring the persistence of more than 

one population may be represented more than once in a meta-

analysis; however, no more than one effect size per 

population is included in any single meta-analysis. 

Effect sizes are analyzed from the standpoint of 

both unweighted and weighted average effect sizes. 

Initially, effect sizes are interpreted through use of 

Cohen's (1977) general guidelines for interpreting effect 

sizes of studies measuring differences between group 

proportions. His estimated "regions" of effect size are 

.2~, a nsmall effect;" .5~, a nmedium effect;" and .8~, a 

nlarge effect." In addition, effect sizes are interpreted 

through graphic representation by juxtaposing the distribu-

tion of the control and experimental groups. Potential 

mediating effects and a summary of the results follow each 

presentation of Category A and ,Category B. 

Category A: Meta-Analyses of Studies 
Investigating the Persistence of Financial Aid 

Groups to Nonfinancial Aid Groups 

Meta-Analysis I: The Effect 
of Financial Aid on Persistence 

In keeping with the Glassian approach, the first 

meta-analysis combines the results of all studies examining 

the relationship between financial aid and student persis

tence. The meta-analysis serves the purpose of a quantita

tive review of the literature and provides a generalizable 
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estimate of the effect of financial aid. The meta-analysis 

addresses the research question does financial aid promote 

student persistence in higher education? Table 3 displays 

forty-six effect sizes, representing forty-six different 

samples, from thirty-two studies comparing the persistence 

of financial aid recipients to nonrecipients. The majority 

of studies measured persistence in a time frame of two 

years or less. In order to establish some uniformity among 

studies that analyzed samples at various stages of persis

tence (i.e., persistence at 1+ year, graduation rates at 

four years, graduation rates for five or more years), the 

lowest persistence time period measured was selected for 

representation in Meta-analysis I. 

Since studies often did not report results in terms 

of means and standard deviations, a variety of formulas 

were used to convert inferential and descriptive statis

tical study results into effect sizes. Studies were 

weighted according to the size of the experimental group. 

The average unweighted effect size for the populations 

represented in Table 3 is + .1316, and the average weighted 

effect size is + .0634. Both effect sizes show a positive 

value, which is associated with results favoring the 

"exper imenta1 n or financial aid recipient group. Cohen's 

(1977) guidelines for interpreting effect sizes would place 



Table 3. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for All Studies Comparing Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

~ Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

91 11 Baber (1974) 291 291 - .9367 7.3499 
In 12 Baber (1974) 354 354 - .1331 47.1174 
91 13 Baber (1974) 295 295 - .1139 33.4866 
91 14 Baber (1974) 255 255 - .1363 34.6292 
91 15 Baber (1974) 242 242 - .1484 35.7644 
91 16 Baber (1974) 272 272 - .0415 11.2465 
92 11 Beyer (1971) 386 116 - .1439 16.4459 
93 11 Cesa (1980) 100 76 + .2919 + 15.0759 
94 11 Crawford (1966) 1~5 1186 + .2471 + 292.8135 
~5 11 Cihak (1983) 133 133 + .2011 + 26.5452 
06 11 Fields (1973) 753 568 + .1295 + 73.4265 
96 12 Fields (1973) 707 545 - .1021 55.5424 
07 11 Higgins (1983) 1327 2406 + .1712 + 411. 7360 
08 11 Kinney (197'1J) 81 81 - .0281 2.2480 
09 11 lo'lcCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 150 150 + .9998 + 14.8702 
10 11 Van Eaton (1979) 45 90 .0090 .0900 
11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 461 105 - .IUn 11.4504 
12 11 Winder (1972) 100 100 + .4972 + 49.2228 
13 11 Yuker et ale (1972) 4086 1797 + .2913 + 523.1748 
14 11 Zielke (1977) 102 102 + .1593 + 16.0893 
15 11 Thompson (1971) 102 102 + .0206 + 2.0806 
15 12 Thompson (1971) 120 120 .0090 .0000 
16 11 Riccobono/Dunteman 

I-' 
(1975) 3385 2743 + .0686 + 188.HH2 U1 

\0 



Table 3, continued 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

-.C~ Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

16 12 Riccobono/Dunteman 
(1975) 2185 862 + .1576 + 135.6936 

17 11 Kreiger (198") 161 158 + .45"9 + 7".7913 
IS 11 Parker (1974) 5" Sri) + .ri)526 + 2.5774 
19 11 Haggerty (1985) 621 1ri)3 + .9ri)8ri) + 92.66"" 
21 11 Williams (1977) 73 75 - .""ri)S • B37B 
22 11 Davis (1978) 12357 672 + .1564 + 1"4.9444 
23 11 Cameron et al. 

(1978) 100 100 + .1867 + 18.4833 
24 11 Silver (197S) IB5 147 + .5178 + 75.5988 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 15ri) 156 + .2896 + 44. 88Sri) 
26 11 Snyder/Klien (1969) 85 1ri)S + .4445 + 47.5615 
27 11 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 47 45 + .ri)255 + 1.1220 
27 12 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 47 + ."721 + 3.3166 
27 13 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 47 + .1203 + 5.5338 
27 14 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 5ri) - .1467 7.1883 
27 15 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 43 5" + .3642 + 17.8458 
27 16 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 46 48 + .1964 + 9.2308 
36 11 S tampen/Cabr era 

(1986) 2793 1675 + • B26 5 + 44.361" 
38 11 Jensen (198l) 388 267 - .1ri)19 27.1ri)54 I-' 
42 11 Karmas (1974) 459 88 + .2828 + 24.6ri)36 '" 0 



Table 3, continu~d 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients 

,CQ.de. Publication) N 

43 11 Stephenson/ 
Eisele (1983) 78 

43 12 Stephenson/ 
Eisele (1983) 44 

47 11 Astin (1964) 2333 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 6080 

TOTALS 42107 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 46) 

Recipients 
N 

62 

57 
4161 
8524 

29591 

Unweighted 
Effect Size 

+ .4784 

+ .4623 
+ .0822 
- .0642 

AVERAGE 

+ .1316 

Weighted 
Effect Size 

+ 29.1824 

+ 25.8888 
+ 341.9520 
- 547.1766 

AVERAGE 

+ .0634 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I-' 
0'1 
I-' 



both effect sizes in the category of less than a "small 

effect." 
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Figure 3 is a graphical representation of the 

effect on the degree of overlap between the control 

(nonfinancial aid) and experimental (financial aid) groups. 

The area under the normal curve associated with the average 

unweighted effect size of + .1316 is .5517. This means 

that the average person receiving financial aid would have 

a persistence likelihood greater than 55.2 percent of the 

nonfinancial aid group. Thus, financial aid could be 

expected to move the typical person from the 5~th to the 

55.2 percentile of persistence for the nonfinancial aid 

population. The area under the normal curve associated 

with the average weighted effect size of + .0634 is .5239, 

which means that the average person receiving financial aid 

would have a persistence likelihood greater than 52.4 

percent of the nonfinancial aid group. 

Table 26 (p. 232) provides the standard error and 

z-value for the average unweighted and weighted effect 

sizes for each meta-analysis. For the first meta-analysis 

incorporating all studies comparing financial aid to 

nonfinancial aid groups, the standard error of the average 

unweighted effect size (+ .1316) is .~192. The z-value of 

+ 6.838 is significant at the .B~l level. The average 



Control Group 
(Nonfinancial 
Aid) 
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(!J .13 SD 

"', , , , , , 
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Experimental Group 
(Financial Aid) 

" ' ... 

Figure 3. Distributions Comparing the Persistence of 
Financial Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients, All Studies. 

Note: Average Unweighted Effect Size in Standard Deviation 
Units (Sn). 
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weighted effect size z-value of + 3.296 is also significant 

at the .eel level. 

The results of the first meta-analysis indicate 

that financial aid promotes student persistence in higher 

education, although the effect of financial aid would be 

classified as nless than small n under Cohen's (1977) 

guidelines. However, the meta-analytic approach demands 

and permits fUrther investigation of an effect before final 

judgment is made. 

Meta-Analysis I contains a diverse sample of 

studies: (1) studies examining students at public and 

private institutions and two- and four-year institutions; 

(2) studies examining a particular stUdent population such 

as junior college transfer students, males, females, or 

minorities; (3) studies that controlled for academic 

ability, utilized random sampling methodology, or merely 

compared the persistence of financial aid reCipients to the 

student population as a whole; (4) studies that measured 

persistence over a period of one, two, four, or eight 

years; (5) studies examining students enrolled in higher 

education as early as 1947 and as recent as 1982; (6) 

studies containing a student sample as large as l4,6~4 and 

as small as 9~; and (7) studies that examined the persis

tence of students receiving grants, EOG, BEOG, or financial 

aid in general. 
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The value of the meta-analytic approach is the 

ability to utilize study heterogeneity as a means to 

identify trends and mediating relationships. It is 

essential to search systematically and to identify whether 

certain study characteristics influence the magnitude and 

direction of the effect size. Thus, the next.three meta-
\ 

analyses in Category A examine particular study character-

istics, not only as a means of answering specific research 

questions but as a means of providing a more exact evalua-

tion of the effect of financial aid on persistence. 

Meta-Analysis II: The Effect of 
Financial Aid on Persistence When the 
Measurement of Persistence Varies 

The second meta-analysis addresses the question 

does the impact of financial aid on student persistence 

vary with the measure of persistence employed, particularly 

when measurement extends beyond the first year of educa

tion? Studies measuring persistence in RIess than gradua

tion" requirements are compared to studies establishing 

graduation as the persistence criteria. Twenty-seven 

studies, involving thirty-six different populations (effect 

sizes), measured persistence in three or less years. The 

majority of the studies measured persistence in terms of 

one and one-half years or less. Only six of the twenty

seven studies used a persistence measurement of two or 

three years. Table 4 lists the effect sizes obtained for 



Table 4. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Studies Comparing Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients, Less than Graduation Persistence 
Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

Code Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

01 11 Baber (1974) 2131 2131 - .13367 7.3400 
131 12 Baber (1974) 354 354 - .1331 47.1174 
01 13 Baber (1974) 295 295 - .1139 33.4866 
131 14 Baber (1974) 255 255 - .1363 34.62132 
131 15 Baber (1974) 242 242 - .1484 35.7644 
131 16 Baber (1974) 272 272 - .415 11. 2465 
132 11 Beyer (1971) / 386 116 - .14313 16.44513 
133 11 Cesa (19813) 11313 76 + .20H' + 15.0759 
134 11 Crawford (1966) 1135 1186 + .2471 + 292.8135 
135 11 Cihak (1983) 133 133 + .2911 + 26.5452 
136 11 Fields (1973) 753 568 + .1295 + 73.4265 
136 12 Fields (1973) 707 545 - .1021 55.5424 
137 11 Higgins (1983) 1327 2406 + .1712 + 411.73613 
08 11 Kinney (19713) 81 81 - .0281 2.2480 
09 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 1513 1513 + .13998 + 14.87132 
10 11 Van Eaton (1970) 45 913 .00013 .130130 
11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 461 195 - .1Bll 11.4504 
12 11 Winder (1972) 199 199 + .4972 + 49.2228 
13 11 Yuker at al. (1972) 4086 1797 + .2913 + 523.1748 
14 11 Zielke (1977) HJ2 1132 + .1593 + 16.0893 
15 11 Thompson (1971) 102 192 + .0206 + 2.0806 
15 12 Thompson (1971) 120 120 .1301313 .91309 
16 11 Riccobono/Dunteman t-' 

(1975) 3385 2743 + .0686 + 188.HH2 0'1. 
0'1 



Table 4, continued 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

~ EublicatiQn) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

16 12 Riccobono/Dunteman 
(1975) 2185 862 + .1576 + 135.6936 

17 11 Kreiger (1980) 161 158 + .4509 + 70.7913 
21 11 williams (1977) 73 75 - .0995 .937B 
22 11 Davis (1978) 12357 672 . + .1564 + 194.9444 
23 11 Cameron et ale 

(1978) IB9 199 + .1867 + 18.4833 
24 11 Silver (1978) 195 147 + .5178 + 75.5988 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 159 156 + .2896 + 44.888B 
36 11 stampen/Cabrera 

(1986) 2793 1675 + .9265 + 44.3619 
38 11 Jensen (1981) 388 267 - .1919 27.1954 
42 11 Karmas (1974) 459 88 + .2828 + 24.6936 
43 11 Stephenson/ 

Eisele (1983) 78 62 + .4784 + 29.1824 
43 12 Stephenson/ 

Eisele (1983) 44 57 + .4623 + 25.8888 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 6980 8524 - .9642 - 547.1766 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 38735 24882 + .1999 + .9547 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 36) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I-' 

'" ..-J 



studies measuring persistence in less than graduation 

criteria. 
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Table 4 shows an average unweighted effect size of 

+ .1~99 and an average weighted effect size of + .~547 for 

nless than graduation n studies. Both effect sizes reflect 

a positive value favoring the financial aid group, and both 

effect sizes could be considered to exhibit a less than 

nsmall effect. n Both effect sizes are smaller than those 

of Table 3. The z-values of both effect sizes are signifi

cant at the .~l level (Table 26). The areas under the 

normal curve associated with the average unweighted effect 

size and weighted effect size are .5438 and .5239, respec

tively. Figure 4 shows that the average peson receiving 

financial aid would have a persistence likelihood greater 

than 54.4 percent of the nonfinancial aid group. 

Seventeen studies, representing twenty-five 

populations, measured persistence by graduation in either 

two- or four-year institutions. Table 5 displays the 

effect sizes of studies measuring persistence by graduation 

specification. 

An average unweighted effect size of + .1469 and an 

average weighted effect size of + .15~7 are shown. The z

values of both effect sizes are significant at the .~~l 

level (Table 26). The area under the normal curve associ

ated with both average unweighted and weighted effect sizes 



Table 5. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Studies Comparing Financial Aid 
Recipients to Nonrecipients, Graduation Persistence Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

,CQde Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

01 11 Baber (1974) 201 201 + .2549 + 50.9800 
01 12 Baber (1974) 354 354 - .213135 713.7765 
131 13 Baber (1974) 295 295 - .1487 43.7178 
05 11 Cihak (1983) 133 133 .0000 .9009 
09 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 150 150 + .0920 + 13.7080 
11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 84 84 .131300 .1313013 
14 11 Zielke (1977) 1132 102 - .1059 10.6959 
15 13 Thompson (1971) 192 192 + .0746 + 14.2486 
17 11 Kreiger (19813) 271· 271 + .0760 + 20.521313 
18 11 Parker (1974) 513 513 + .13526 + 2.5774 
19 11 Haggerty (1985) 621 1133 + .913813 + 92.61613 
213 11 Terkla (1985) 271313* 1748* + .4317 + 754.1799 
24 11 Silver (1978) 1135 147 + .4985 + 72.7819 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 159 156 + .1541 + 23.8855 
26 11 Snyder/Klien (1969) 85 1138 + .4445 + 47.5615 
27 11 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 47 45 + .13255 + 1.12213 
27 12 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 47 + .9721 + 3.3166 
27 13 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 47 + .1203 + 5.5338 
27 14 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 513 - .1467 7.1883 
27 15 Taylor/Raffetto I-' 

~ 
(1983) 43 50 + .3642 + 17.8458 IJ:) 



Table 5, continued 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients 

Code Publication) N 

27 16 Taylor/Raffetto 
(1983) 46 

29 11 Jensen (1984) 380 
43 11 Stephenson/Eisele 

(1983) 78 
43 12 Stephenson/Eisele 

(1983) 44 
47 11 Astin (1964) 2333 

TOTALS 8611 
(Number Effect Sizes = 25) 

*Estimated 

Recipients 
N 

48 
95 

62 

57 
4161 

8756 

Unweighted 
Effect Size 

+ .1964 
- .1548 

+ .4137 

+ .1688 
+ .0822 

AVERAGE 

+ .1469 

Weighted 
Effect Size 

+ 9.2308 
14.5512 

+ 25.2357 

+ 9.4528 
+ 341.9520 

+ 

AVERAGE 

.1507 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I-' 
-.J 
o 
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0.11 SD 

, ... , 
Control Group 
(Nonfinancial 
Aid) 

\ , 
\ , 

Experimental Group 
(Financial Aid) , , 

50th 54.4 th 

" ' ... 

Figure 4. Distributions for Comparing Financial Aid 
Recipients to Nonrecipients, Less Than Graduation 

Persistence Specification. 

Note: Average Unweighted Effect Size in Standard Deviation 
Units (SD). 
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is .5596. Figure 5 portrays that the average person 

receiving financial aid·would have a graduation probability 

greater than 56 percent of the nonfinancial aid group. 

Although all effect sizes, unweighted and weighted, 

could be classified as having less than a nsmall effect," 

it does appear that studies measuring persistence in terms 

of graduation show a slightly larger average effect size 

than studies using a shorter persistence specification of 

one and one-half years or less. Note the increase in 

average unweighted effect size from + .1~99 for "less than 

graduation" studies to + .1469 for graduation studies and 

the increase in percentile from 54.4 percent to 56.~ 

percent. 

In order to discern whether there is an overall 

tendency for studies of greater persistence length to show 

larger effect sizes, studies were grouped into persistence 

periods of one year or less, one and one-half years, and 

two or three years, graduation in four years, and gradua

tion in five or more years. Referring to Table 27 

(Appendix), for nongraduates, the six effect sizes measur

ing persistence in one year or less show an average 

unweighted effect size of + .~949; the twenty-three effect 

sizes measuring persistence for one and one-half years show 

an average unweighted effect size of + .1122; and the seven 

effect sizes measuring persistence for two to three years 



~.15 SD 

, 
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Control Group 
(Nonfinancial 
Aid) 

\ 
\ 

\ 

Experimental Group 
(Financial Aid) 

\ , , 
' .... ... 

5~th 56th 

Figure 5. Distributions Comparing Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients, Graduation 

Persistence Specification. 

Note: Average Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes in 
Standard Deviation Units (SD). 
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show an average unweighted effect size of + .1404. A small 

increase in average effect size does occur as the persis

tence time measured lengthens. 

Nineteen studies measured graduation in terms of 

two or four years. These studies show an average un

weighted effect size of + .0963. Eight studies, involving 

ten different populations, measured persistence in gradua

tion or enrollment over five or more years. An additional 

meta-analysis was performed on the eight studies to 

determine average effect size and statistical significance. 

Table 6 lists the effect sizes of the studies measuring 

graduation rates in five or more years. 

The average unweighted effect size is + .2174, and 

an average weighted effect size is + .2889. The z-values 

for both average effect sizes are significant at the .001 

level (Table 26). Thus, the length of persistence measured 

seems to have a mediating effect upon the magnitude of the 

effect size; the longer the persistence period measured, 

the larger the effect of financial aid on persistence, 

particularly persistence toward a degree. Financial aid 

appears to exert a stronger effect on a student's decision 

to remain in college during the latter years of education 

than during the freshman year. 

As a result of these findings, it should be noted 

that Meta-Analysis I, which combined the effect sizes of 



Table 6. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Studies Comparing Financial Aid 
Recipients to Nonrecipients, Graduation in Five Years or More Persistence 
Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients unweighted Weighted 

Code Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

01 11 Baber (1974) 201 201 + .2004 + 4(().0800 
01 12 Baber (1974) 354 354 - .1652 58.3156 
(()5 11 Cihak (1983) 133 133 + .1210 + 15.9720 
(()9 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 150 150 + .1743 + 25. 97(()7 
17 11 Kreiger (198(() 271 271 + .076(() + 2(().5200 
19 11 Haggerty (1985) 621 103 + .9080 + 92.6160 
20 11 Terk1a (1985) 271iJ(()* 1748* + .4317 + 754.1799 
29 11 Jensen (1984) 38(() 95 - .1548 14.5512 
43 11 Stephenson/Eisele 

(1983) 78 62 + .4137 + 25.2357 
43 12 Stephenson/Eisele 

(1983) 44 57 + .1688 + 9.4528 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 4932 3174 + .2174 + .2880 
(Number Effect Sizes = 10) 

*Estimated 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I-' 
-..J 
U1 



all studies, provides a conservative estimate of average 

effect sizes. Only one effect size from a population was 

included in Meta-Analysis I, and the lowest persistence 

time period measured was selected from studies that 

analyzed their populations at various stages of persis-
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tence. It is quite likely from the patterns now seen that 

the average effect size would be higher if effect sizes for 

the longest persistence periods measured were used in Meta

Analysis I instead of the shortest persistence periods 

measured. In fact, when effect sizes measuring the longest 

persistence period measured in a study are substituted into 

the Meta-Analysis I sample, the average unweighted effect 

size increases from + .1316 to + .1521 and the average 

weighted effect size increases from + .0634 to + .0933. 

Meta-Analysis III: The Effect 
of Financial Aid on Student Persistence 
in Two- and Four-Year Institutions 

The third meta-analysis addresses the question is 

there a difference in the impact of financial aid on 

student persistence at four-year institutions as compared 

to two-year institutions? In approaching this meta

analysis, studies utilized in Meta-Analysis I and 

Meta-Analysis II were classified by the type of institu-

tion--two-year versus four-year--and the length of persis

tence measured--graduation versus less than graduation. 

Table 7 displays twenty-eight effect sizes derived from 



Table 7. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Studies Comparing Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients at Four-Year Institutions, Less Than 
Graduation Persistence Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted .Weighted 

Code Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

"1 11 Baber (1974) 2'H 2"1 - ."367 7.34"" 
8112 Baber (1974) 354 354 - .1331 47.1174 
81 13 Baber (1974) 295 295 - .1139 - 33.4866 
"1 14 Baber (1974) 255 255 - .1363 34.6282 
"1 15 Baber (1974) 242 242 - .1484 35.7644 
"1 16 Baber (1974) 272 272 - .0415 11.2465 
02 11 Beyer (1971) 386 116 - .143" 16.445" 
"3 11 Cesa (198") 10" 76 + .2"lfIJ + 15."758 
04 11 Crawford (1966) 11115 1186 + .2471 + 292.8135 
05 11 Cihak (1983) 133 133 + .2011 + 26.5452 
"6 11 Fields (1973) 753 568 + .1295 + 73.4265 
06 12 Fields (1973) 707 545 - .1021 55.5424 
"7 11 Higgins (1983) 1327 24"6 + .1712 + 411.736" 
"8 11 Kinney (197f1J) 81 81 - ."281 2.248" 
09 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 150 15" + ."998 + 14.87"2 
1" 11 Van Eaton (197f1J) 45 9" .fIJ"flJ0 ."""" 11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 461 1"5 - .11"1 - 11.45"4 
12 11 Winder (1972) 10" 1111" + .4972 + 49.2228 
13 11 Yuker et ale (1972) 4"86 1797 + .2913 + 523.1748 
14 11 Zielke (1977) 1"2 11112 + .1593 + 16."893 
15 11 Thompson (1971) 102 182 + .0206 + 2."886 
15 12 Thompson (1971) 12" 12" .000" ."00" 
16 11 Riccobono/Dunteman 

(1975) 3385 2743 + ."686 + 188.1"12 
I-' 
~ 
~ 



Table 7, continued 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

Code Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

17 11 Kreiger (1980) 161 158 + .4509 + 70.7913 
36 11 Stampen/Cabrera 

(1986) 2793 1675 + .0265 + 44.3610 
38 11 Jensen (1981) 388 267 - .1019 27.1054 
43 11 Stephenson/ 

Eisele (1983) 78 62 + .4784 + 29.1824 
43 12 Stephenson/ 

Eisele (1983) 44 57 + .4623 + 25.8888 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 17226 14258 + .0861 + .1055 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 28) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I-' 
-..J 
co 



twenty, four-year institution studies that measured 

persistence as less than graduation. 

For four-year students, the average unweighted 

effect size is + .~861, and the weighted effect size is 

+ .1~55. The z-va1ues of both average effect sizes are 

significant at the .~~1 level (Table 26). 
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Table 8 lists the six two-year college studies that 

measured persistence in less than graduation specification. 

For two-year students, the average unweighted effect size 

is + .2213, and the average weighted effect size is 

+ .1892. Both average effect sizes are significant at the 

.001 level (Table 26). The unweighted average effect size 

of financial aid on the length of persistence appears to be 

almost three times as great for two-year students than for 

four-year students and almost twice as great for the 

weighted effect size. 

Table 9 lists the fifteen effect sizes obtained 

from twelve studies that examined the graduation of 

financial aid recipients and nonrecipients at four-year 

institutions. The average unweighted effect size is + 

.1009, and the average weighted effect size is + .0686. 

The z-value of the unweighted average effect size is 

significant at the .01 level, and the z-value of the 

weighted average effect size is significant at the .05 

level (Table 26). 



Table 8. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Studies Comparing Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients at Two-Year Institutions, Less Than 
Graduation Persistence Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients 

Code Pub] icatjonl N 

16 12 Riccobono/Dunteman 
(1975) 2185 

21 11 Williams (1977) 73 
22 11 Davis (1978) 12357 
23 11 Cameron et a1. 

(1978) 1"0 
24 11 Silver (1978) 105 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 150 

TOTALS 14970 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 6) 

Recipients 
N 

862 
75 

672 

10" 
147 
156 

2812 

Unweighted 
Effect Size 

+ .1576 
- • ~HH.l5 
+ .1564 

+ .1867 
+ .5178 
+ .2896 

AVERAGE 

+ .2213 

Weighted 
Effect Size 

+ 135.6936 
."37" 

+ 1"4.9444 

+ 18.4833 
+ 75.5988 
+ 44.8880 

AVERAGE 

+ .1892 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I-' 
00 
o 



Table 9. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Studies Comparing Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients at Four-Year Institutions, Graduation 
Persistence Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

,C,QQe Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

91 11 Baber (1974) 201 201 + .2549 + 50.9800 
01 12 Baber (1974) 354 354 - .2005 70.7765 
91 13 Baber (1974) 295 295 - .1487 43.7178 
05 11 Cihak (1983) 133 133 .0000 .0000 
89 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 150 15rcJ + .rcJ92rcJ + 13.788rcJ 
11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 84 84 .rcJ880 .0000 
14 11 Zielke (1977) 1rcJ2 102 - .1059 10.6959 
15 11 Thompson (1971) 192 192 + .0746 + 14.2486 
17 11 Kreiger (1988) 271 271 + .8760 + 29.5200 
18 11 Parker (1974) 59· 50 + • B526 + 2.5774 
19 11 Haggerty (1985) 621 1B3 + .908B + 92.6160 
29 11 Jensen (1984) 388 95 - .1548 14.5512 
43 11 Stephenson/Eisele 

(1983) 78 62 + .4137 + 25.2357 
43 12 Stephenson/Eisele 

(1983) 44 57 + .1688 + 9.4528 
47 11 Astin (1964) 2333 4161 + .8822 + 341.9520 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 5288 631B + .18B9 + .8686 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 15) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because I-' 
00 

effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. I-' 
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Table l~ shows nine effect sizes obtained from four 

studies on the graduation of financial aid and nonfinancial 

aid two-year college students. The average unweighted 

effect size is + .1921, and the weighted effect size is + 

.2527. The z-values of both average effect sizes are 

significant at the· • ~l level (Table 26). 

Two observations are notable as a result of the 

comparison between two- and four-year institutions. 

Financial aid appears to have a greater impact on the 

persistence rates of two-year college students than four

year college students, although the effect would be 

classified as a small effect. As portrayed in Figures 6 

and 7, the average four-year student receiving financial 

aid would have a persistence likelihood greater than 53.6 

percent of the nonfinancial aid four-year group while the 

average two-year student receiving financial aid would have 

a persistence likelihood greater than 58.7 percent of the 

nonfinancial aid two-year group. 

The difference in percentage of effect is slightly 

smaller for studies examining graduation. The average two

year student receiving financial aid would have a gradua

tion likelihood greater than 57.5 percent of the two-year 

nonrecipient group while the average four-year student 

receiving financial aid would have a graduation likelihood 



Table UI. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Studies Comparing Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients at Two-Year Institutions, Graduation 
Persistence Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

Code Publication) N N Effect Sjze Effect Sjze 

24 11 Silver (1978) UI5 147 + .4985 + 72. 781~ 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 159 156 + .1541 + 23.8855 
26 11 Snyder/Klien (1969) 85 108 + .4445 + 47.5615 
27 11 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 47 45 + .9255 + 1.1229 
27 12 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 47 + .~721 + 3.3166 
27 13 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 47 + .1203 + 5.5338 
27 14 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 49 59 - .1467 7.1883 
27 15 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 43 5~ + .3642 + 17.8458 
27 16 Taylor/Raffetto 

(1983) 46 48 + .1964 + 9.23~8 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 623 698 + .1921 + .2527 
(Number of Effect Sizes 9) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. I-' 

(Xl 

w 
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Figure 6. Distributions Comparing Four-Year Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients, Less Than 

Graduation Persistence Specification. 

Note: Average Unweighted Effect Size in Standard Deviation 
Units (SD). 
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Figure 7. Distributions Comparing Two-Year Financial 
Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients, Less Than 

Graduation Persistence Specification. 

Note: Average Unweighted Effect Size in Standard Deviation 
Units (SD). 



greater than 54.0 percent of the four-year nonrecipient 

group. 

A second observation is that, once again, a small 

increase occurs in the average unweighted effect size in 

four-year institutions when the persistence rate measured 

increases from less than graduation to graduation. The 

average unweighted effect size increases from + .0861 to 
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+ .1009. However, that pattern of increase does not occur 

with the four-year institution weighted average effect 

size. The average weighted effect size decreases from + 

.1055 for studies measuring less than graduation persis

tence to + .0686 for studies measuring graduation 

persistence. One plausible explanation for the opposing 

directions that the weighted effect size takes in Meta

Analysis III compared to Meta-Analysis II is the exclusion 

from Meta-Analysis III of three studies having a combined 

population of 19,599 (Karmas, 1974; Terkla, 1985; Astin, 

1979). These three studies measured the combined persis

tence rates of two- and four-year students. Since the 

studies did not differentiate between the student persis

tence for the two types of institutions, they are not 

included in Meta-Analysis III. However, it is probable 

that the majority of the student populations represented in 

each of the three studies were four-year students. When 

these three studies are included as part of the 
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Meta-Analysis III four-year sample, an increase in the 

weighted effect size does Qccur. The average weighted 

effect size for studies specifying persistence as less than 

graduation is + .~428, and the average weighted effect size 

for studies specifying graduation is + .1194. 

There is a decrease in average unweighted effect 

size in two-year institutions when studies measuring 

persistence in less than graduation criteria (effect size = 
+ .2213) are compared to studies measuring persistence in 

terms of graduation (effect size = + .1921). "The decrease 

indicates that financial aid does not have as great an 

effect on two-year student graduation probability as it 

does on four-year students. When studies are weighted, 

however, the average effect size does show an increase from 

+ .1892 for studies measuring less than graduation 

persistence to + .2527 for studies measuring graduation 

persistence. 

Meta-Analysis IV: The Effect of 
Financial Aid on Student Persistence in 
Relation to the Degree of Study Control 

A question often arising in a meta-analysis is to 

what degree does the amount of control in a study impact 

the effect size? In this meta-analysis, a researcher would 

naturally question whether studies controlling for academic 

ability exhibited a different effect size than studies that 



did not control for academic ability. In short, are aid 

recipients as able as nonrecipients? 

188 

Exploration of this area is essential for answering 

the first primary question: does financial aid promote 

student persistence in higher education and, thus, achieve 

a major goal of federal and many state student financial 

aid programs? Today, the major goal of student financial 

aid is equal educational opportunity. Equal educational 

opportunity exists when economic barriers are removed, and 

individuals have the opportunity of access, choice, and 

persistence in higher education. By controlling for 

academic ability, the effect of financial aid on persis

tence can be better tested in terms of equal educational 

opportunity. This point is addressed by Stampen and 

Cabrera (1986). 

If laws and regulations governing student aid limit 
the distribution of aid to economically disadvan
taged students and if the only difference between 
aided and non-aided students is the availability of 
financial resources to pay college attendance 
costs, then aid would reduce financial reasons for 
dropping out of college if it fills the resource 
gap between aided and non-aided students. Thus, if 
the two assumptions are accurate, the attrition 
rate of aided students would be expected to be 
neither higher nor lower but the same as those of 
non-aided students. 

Seven studies, representing fourteen effect sizes, 

controlled for academic ability through matching (Baber, 

1974; Cihak, 1983; Kinney, 1970; McCreight/LeMay, 1982; 

Zielke, 1977; Thompson, 1971; and Williamson and Feder, 
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1953). Table 11 shows the average unweighted effect size 

of the seven studies is - .ee59, and the average weighted 

effect size is - .e381. The negative values of the effect 

sizes indicate that financial aid students, when academic 

ability is controlled, persisted less than nonrecipients. 

The negative effects, however, are extremely small and ap

proaching a zero effect. Neither average effect size is 

significant at the .e5 level (Table 26). When financial 

aid recipients are matched with nonrecipients of equal 

ability, they appear to persist at almost the same level. 

Thus, financial aid can be said to be achieving the goal of 

equal educational opportunity in terms of reducing finan

cial reasons for dropping out of college. The importance 

of this finding is discussed further in the summary section 

of the category. 

Other Mediating Effects 

In a meta-analysis, it is important to examine 

whether other variables are mediators of the effect or 

treatment. Control for academic ability, the length of 

persistence measured, and the type of institution 

examined--two-year or four-year--already have been shown to 

influence the magnitude of average effect sizes. As noted, 

studies that control for academic ability will most likely 

show very little difference between persistence of recipi

ents and nonrecipients. Studies examining graduation rates 



Table II. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies That Controlled for 
Academic Ability and Compared Financial Aid Recipients to Nonrecipients. 

Author 
(Year of Nonrecipients Recipients Unweighted Weighted 

~ ~ubli~atit!D} N N J::ffect Size f:ffect Size 

91 11 Baber (1914) 291 291 - .9361 1.3499 
91 12 Baber (1914) 354 354 - .1331 41.1114 
01 13 Baber (1914) 295 295 - .1139 33.4866 
91 14 Baber (1974) 255 255 - .1363 34.6292 
91 15 Baber (1914) 242 242 - .1484 35.1644 
01 16 Baber (1914) 212 212 - .9415 11.2465 
85 11 Cihak (1983) 133 133 + .2011 + 26.5452 
08 11 Kinney (1919) 81 81 - .9281 2.2489 
99 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 159 159 + .0998 + 14.8102 
11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 84 84 .9090 .0090 
14 11 Zielke (1911) 102 192 + .1593 + 16.9893 
15 11 Thompson (1911) 192 192 + .9296 + 2.9896 
15 12 Thompson (1911) 129 129 .9990 .9999 
15 13 Thompson (1971) 192 192 + .9746 + 14.2486 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 2583 2583 - .0959 .0381 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 14) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. ..... 

\0 
o 
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will most likely show financial aid to have a stronger 

effect than studies examining persistence of two years or 

less. Studies investigating the impact of financial aid on 

two-year college students will most likely exhibit larger 

effect sizes than studies focusing on students in four-year 

institutions. 

The matrix representing study characteristics 

(Table 27) was designed to highlight other potential 

mediating variables. The findings of past persistence 

literature indicated the possibility of four other 

mediating effects: whether the student population attended 

a public or private institution, whether the student 

population included transfers and stopouts as persisters, 

whether part-time students were included in the study 

population, and the year that the persistence was measured. 

Referring to Table 27, seven studies are shown to 

examine student persistence in private colleges; however, 

only five studies compared the persistence of financial aid 

recipients to nonrecipients (Beyer, 1971; Yuker et al., 

1972; Winder, 1972; Williamson and Feder, 1953; and Silver, 

1978). The total population of the studies is 2,265 with 

an average unweighted effect size of + .21~6 and an average 

weighted effect size of + .2744. Both average effect sizes 

are larger than the total sample average effect sizes of + 

.1316 and + .~634 (Meta-Analysis I). All five studies 
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measured persistence in a time frame of two years or less 

and treated transfers and stopouts as dropouts. The two 

other studies examining private college persistence rates, 

Sheddan (1976) and Flynn (1980), did show relatively high 

persistence rates for their financial aid students over a 

two and one-half year period, 68.8 percent and 49.7 

percent, respectively. Therefore, it appears that finan

cial aid shows a stronger effect on student persistence at 

private institutions than public institutions. 

In order to determine whether a difference in 

average effect size occurs among studies that differ in 

their treatment of transfers and stopouts, studies that 

compared the persistence of financial aid recipients to 

nonrecipients were organized into four groups: studies 

that treated both transfers and stopouts as persisters, 

studies that treated transfers as persisters and stopouts 

as dropouts, studies that treated transfers as dropouts and 

stopouts as persisters, and studies that treated transfers 

and stopouts as dropouts. Referring to Table 27, five 

studies, involving six populations, treated transfers and 

stopouts as persisters (Crawford, 1966; Astin, 1964; Astin 

and Cross, 1979; Terk1a, 1985; and Stephenson and Eisele, 

1983). The average unweighted effect size for these five 

studies is + .2729, and the average weighted effect size is 

+ .0564. Only one study (Karmas, 1974), exhibiting an . 
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average effect size of + .2828, treated transfers as 

persisters and stopouts as dropouts. Six studies, repre

senting eight populations, treated transfers as dropouts 

and stopouts as persisters (Cihak; 1983; McCreight and 

LeMay, 1982; Zielke, 1977; Thompson, 1971; Kreiger, 19S9; 

and Haggerty, 1985). The average effect size of these six 

studies is + .2393, and the average unweighted effect size 

is + .2256. The average unweighted effect size for the 

remaining ninteeen studies that treated transfers and 

stopouts as dropouts is + .1245, and the average weighted 

effect size is + .g6~6. 

The average unweighted effect size of studies that 

treated either transfers or stopouts as persisters is 

larger in all cases than the studies that treated both as 

dropouts. When the three groups of studies that treated 

either transfers and stopouts as persisters are combined, 

the average weighted effect is also larger than the group 

of studies treating both as dropouts. These findings lend 

evidence to hypothesize that the difference in definitions 

may be a potential mediator. Studies that treat either 

transfers or stopouts as persisters show financial aid to 

have a larger effect on persistence than studies that treat 

both groups as dropouts. 

In order to determine whether student enrollment 

status could be a mediator on effect size, studies that 
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included part-time students in their popualtions were 

examined. Referring to Table 27, five studies, represent

ing eleven populations, included part-time students in 

their sample (Baber, 1974; Haggerty, 1985; Davis, 1978; 

Cameron et al., 1978; and Astin and Cross, 1979). The 

average unweighted effect size for these studies is + 

.0788, and the average weighted effect size is - .~4~8. 

Meta-Analysis I shows an average unweighted effect size for 

the total sample of + .1316 and an average weighted effect 

size of + .~634. The average effect size of studies 

examining full-time student student persistence is almost 

twice as great as the average effect size of studies that 

included part-time students in their population. The 

difference in effect sizes of the two groups is ample to 

indicate that enrollment status is a potential mediator of 

effect size. 

The year of the study data was examined to deter

mine the potential of a mediating effect. Stephenson and 

Eisele (1982) investigated the graduation rates of women 

students recieving financial aid prior to 1972 and after 

1972. They hypothesized that the 1972 financial aid 

amendments would allow more women to be eligible for 

financial aid and, thus, increase women's graduation 

probability. The study found that women in the 1972 class 

did graduate at a slightly higher rate than the pre-1972 
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class of women, but the difference was not statistically 

significant. Since the 1972 amendments were not opera

tionally in full force until approximately 1975, Stephenson 

and Eisele concluded that the amendments had not had time 

to impact the 1972 population heavily. They predicted that 

future studies with later data would find a change in the 

financial aid impact on higher education persistence. 

As a result of Stepheson's and Eisele's hypothesis, 

studies that measured the persistence of student popula

tions prior to 1975 were compared to studies that examined 

student populations after 1975. Referring to Table 26, 

eleven studies, representing fourteen populations, investi

gated the persistence of financial aid recipients and 

nonrecipients enrolled in institutions since 1975. The 

average unweighted effect size of the later studies is + 

.1965, and the average weighted effect size is + .~187. 

The average effect size of the twenty-three studies 

performed on student populations enrolled prior to 1975 is 

+ .1~32, and the average weighted effect size is 

+ .~996. Studies conducted after 1975 show a slightly 

higher average unweighted effect size than studies per

formed prior to 1975, but the average weighted effect size 

is smaller for the more recent studies than for the earlier 

studies. An explanation for the difference in weighted 

average effect sizes might be found in the Astin and Cross 
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study (1979). Astin and Cross were surprised to find that 

their 1975 study did not find financial aid variables to be 

more significant predictors of persistence than they had 

hypothesized; earlier studies had shown financial aid as an 

important factor in predicting persistence. They inter

preted their finding to be a result of financial aid 

programs reaching a larger number of the students who 

needed aid, thereby reducing the amount of variability in 

the sample. 

Summary of Category A 

Category A consisted of meta-analyses dealing with 

the comparison of financial aid recipients to nonrecipi

ents. The meta-analysis of the total sample (Meta-Analysis 

I) shows that financial aid has a significantly small 

positive effect on student persistence. However, the 

grouping of studies for purposes of answering specific 

research questions revealed that mediators are operating on 

the effect size. The effect of financial aid appears to 

increase slightly over time, culminating with the highest 

effect in those studies measuring graduation over a period 

of five years or more (Meta-Analysis II). Financial aid 

seems to have a stronger effect on the persistence of two

year college and private institution students than public 

or four-year institution students (Meta-Analysis III). 

When studies control for academic ability, the effect of 
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financial aid on persistence nears zero (Meta-Analysis IV). 

It also appears that the varying treatment of transfers and 

stopouts and student enrollment status may influence 

consistency in study results. These variables no doubt 

account for the diversity in results among various studies. 

These variables must also be taken into account when 

evaluating the effect size of the total sample. 

If we operate under Stampen and Cabrera's (1986) 

hypothesis that financial aid is directed towards the 

economically disadvantaged student, that the only differ

ence between recipients and nonrecipients is availability 

of financial resources, and that aid reduces financial 

reasons for dropping out of college by filling the resource 

gap, then the persistence behavior of the recipients and 

nonrecipients should be approximately the same. In fact, 

studies controlling for academic ability (Meta-Analysis IV) 

show virtually no difference in the persistence of recipi

ents and nonrecipients. Yet, study control is not the only 

variable influencing the effect size. Three variables that 

increase the magnitude of the effect size are (1) atten

dance at private institutions, (2) attendance at two-year 

colleges, and (3) length of persistence measured. Explana

tions as to why these variables influence the effect of 

financial aid are discussed in Chapter 6. However, it is 

important to recognize that in all cases where mediators 
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are examined, the average effect sizes are small, less than 

small, or approaching zero. 

A less than small or near zero financial aid effect 

size, however, cannot be interpreted in the traditional 

sense of a treatment having "no effect." The purpose of 

financial aid is to remove economic barriers in order for 

economically disadvantaged students to enter and remain in 

the higher education institutions of their choice. A near 

zero financial aid effect size indicates that the "treat-

ment" does have an impact--lower SES students are persist

ing at the same level as middle and upper SES students. 

Category A showed the effect of financial aid on 

persistence when studies compared recipients to nonrecipi

ents. The next category of meta-analysis deals with the 

persistence patterns among financial aid recipients. It is 

as important to investigate the effect of financial aid on 

persistence among various categories of aid recipients in 

order to determine if differences in impacts do exist and 

to identify the potential mediators. 

Category B: Meta-Analysis of Studies Inyestigating 
Differences Within Financial Aid Groups 

Meta-Analysis V: The Effect of 
Financial Aid on Male and Female 
Financial Aid Recipients 

The fifth meta-analysis addresses the question does 

the impact of financial aid on persistence differ by sex? 
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Seventeen studies, measuring twenty-seven populations, 

examined the persistence of men and women receiving 

financial aid. Table 12 lists the studies included in the 

meta-analysis. 

The average unweighted effect size is + .0708, and 

an average weighted effect size is + .0763. The male 

population is designated as the experimental group, and the 

female population is designated as the control group. 

Therefore, the positive values of both average effect sizes 

indicate results favoring the male population. The average 

effect sizes are "less than a small effect," suggesting 

little difference in the persistence rates of male and 

female financial aid recipients. Figure 8 is a graphical 

representation of the effect size on the degree of overlap 

between the control (f emale) and exper imental (male) 

groups. 

The area under the normal curve associated with the 

average unweighted effect size of + .0708 is .5279. This 

means that the average male receiving financial aid would 

have a persistence likelihood greater than 52.8 percent of 

the female financial aid group. Both average effect sizes 

are significant at the .05 level (Table 26). 

Previous persistence literature suggests that 

women, more so than men, are likely to drop out of college 

during their freshman year, but fewer men than women are 



Table 12. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Male and Female 
Financial Aid Recipients, All Studies. 

Author 
(Year of Female Male Unweighted Weighted 

~ Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

91 11 Baber (1974) 189 191 - .9163 1.6399 
91 12 Baber (1974) 153 291 - .9425 8.5""" 
91 13 Baber (1974) 143 152 + .2999 + 31.6949 
91 14 Baber (1974) 118 137 - .2971 28.1656 
01 15 Baber (1974) 199 133 + .2913 + 38.4516 
91 16 Baber (1974) 136 136 + .8330 + 4.4559 
96 11 Fields (1973) 392 266 + .1726 + 45.7399 
06 12 Fields (1973) 288 257 + .2756 + 79.5536 
98 11 Kinney (1970) 34 47 + .4928 + 22.6688 
09 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 84 66 + .4144 + 26.9369 
11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 47 37 - .4242 15.2712 
15 11 Thompson (1971) 55 47 - .1978 4.9229 
15 12 Thompson (1971) 66 54 - .1489 7.844'11 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 77 79 - .1528 11. 9184 
26 11 Snyder/K1ien (1969) 51 57 - .2851 15.9656 
28 11 Burnham (1971) 43 47 + • '11541 + 2.4886 
28 12 Burnham (1971) 58 41 + .7388 + 29.5529 
28 13 Burnham (1971) 4'11 44 + .IBn + 4.7691 
28 14 Burnham (1971) 36 39 + • '11512 + 1. 9456 
29 11 Herndon (1981) 136 99 + .9913 + .1157 
39 11 Brooks (1980) 362 279 + .9276 + 7.6728 
31 11 Clark (1971) 62 12C!J - .1196 13.1614 
32 11 Sheddan (1976) 174 117 + .2832 +. 32.8512 
33 11 Flynn (1980) 271 128 + .3499 + 44.4373 I\) 

34 11 Nelson (1983) 1296 1363 + .9643 .+, 87.5766 0 
0 



Table 12, continued 

Author 
(Year of Female 

Code Publication) N 

35 11 Voorhees (1985) 161 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 130 

TOTALS 4442 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 27) 

Male Unweighted 
N Effect Size 

182 + .1403 

132 - .3060 

AVERAGE 

4352 + .9708 

Weighted 
Effect Size 

+ 

+ 

25.3943 

40.9869 

AVERAGE 

.0763 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I\.) 

o 
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Figure 8. Distributions Comparing the Persistence of 
Male and Female Financial Aid Recipients. 

Note: Average Unweighted Effect Size in Standard Deviation 
units (SD). 
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likely to persist toward a degree and graduate non time." 

Summerskill (1962), Spady (197fJ), Astin (1972), and Astin 

and Cross (1979) noted this pattern of difference in male 

and female persistence behavior. One of the more recent 

studies found similar patterns. Stampen and Cabrera (1986) 

examined the persistence rates of 4,98fJ freshmen enrolled 

in the University of Wisconsin System. Persistence was 

measured over a three-year period. Females dropped out at 

a significantly higher rate than males during the first 

year of college. However, the gender difference disap

peared after the first year, and although not statistically 

significant, females began to show a higher persistence 

rate by the end of the third year. 

In order to determine whether male and female 

financial aid recipients exhibited the same type of 

persistence patterns, the meta-analysis sample was organ

ized by studies measuring persistence in less than gradua

tion criteria and studies measuring persistence by 

graduation specification. Table 13 lists the fourteen 

studies, representing twenty-four effect sizes, that 

measured persistence by less than graduation requirements. 

The average unweighted effect size is + .fJ9l9, and 

the average weighted effect size is + .fJ826. Again, both 

average effect sizes are small and favorable toward the 

male population, and both average effect sizes are 



Table 13. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for Male and Female 
Financial Aid Recipients, Less Than Graduation Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Female Male Unweighted Weighted 

~ Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

01 11 Baber (1974) 109 101 - .0163 1.6300 
01 12 Baber (1974) 153 201 - .0425 8.5000 
01 13 Baber (1974) 143 152 + .2099 + 31.6949 
01 14 Baber (1974) 118 137 - .2071 28.1656 
01 15 Baber (1974) U'9 133 + .2913 + 38.4516 
01 16 Baber (1974) 136 136 + .0330 + 4.4550 
06 11 Fields (1973) 302 266 + .1726 + 45.7390 
06 12 Fields (1973) 288 257 + .2756 + 70.5536 
08 11 Kinney (1970) 34 47 + .4928 + 22.6688 
15 11 Thompson (1971) 55 47 - .11370 4.92213 
15 12 Thompson (1971) 66 54 - .1480 7.8440 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 77 79 - .1528 11. 9184 
28 11 Burnham (1971) 43 47 + .13541 + 2.4886 
28 12 Burnham (1971) 58 41 + .7388 + 29.55213 
28 13 Burnham (1971) 40 44 + .1107 + 4.76lU 
28 14 Burnham (1971) 36 39 + .0512 + 1.9456 
29 11 Herndon (1981) 136 913 + .lHU3 + .1157 
30 11 Brooks (1980) 362 279 + .0276 + 7.6728 
31 11 Clark (1971) 62 120 - .1106 13.1614 
32 11 Sheddan (1976) 174 117 + .2832 + 32.8512 
33 11 Flynn (1980) 271 128 + .3499 + 44.4373 
34 11 Nelson (1983) 1206 1363 + .0643 + 87.5766 
35 11 Voorhees (1985) 161 182 + .14133 + 25.3943 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 130 132 - .3060 40.0860 
~ 
0 

"'" 
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Table 13, continued 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 4269 4192 + .9919 + 

(Number of Effect Sizes = 24) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

.9826 

N 
o 
U1 



significant at the .Bl level (Table 26). Average effect 

sizes show a slight increase when the graduation studies 

are excluded from the total sample. 

296 

Table 14 lists nine effect sizes for seven studies 

measuring persistence in graduation rates. The average 

unweighted effect size is - .B655, and the average weighted 

effect size is - .BB47. The negative value of both average 

effect sizes indicates a graduation rate favoring the 

female population. However, both average effect sizes are 

quite small, and the weighted average effect size is near 

zero. Neither average effect size is significant at the 

.BS level (Table 26). 

The results of the meta-analysis indicate that male 

recipients have a slight tendency to persist longer before 

dropping out than female recipients, but there is no such 

tendency when graduation is the criterion. Indeed, what 

evidence there is suggests that female reCipients may have 

more of a tendency to persist toward a degree than do men. 

Meta-Analysis VI: The 
Effect of Financial Aid on 
Ethnic Group Recipients 

The sixth meta-analysis addresses the question does 

the impact of financial aid on student persistence differ 

among ethnic groups? Because most studies did not differ

entiate among ethnic groups and categorized students as 

white and nonwhite, the meta-analysis was limited and 



Table 14. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes for lota1e and Female 
Financial Aid Recipients, Graduation Specification. 

Author 
(Year of Female Male Unweighted Weighted 

~ Publication) N N _Effect Size Effect Size 

01 11 Baber (1974) 100 101 - .1090 10.90",0 
01 12 Baber (1974) 153 201 - .1il781 15. 62Ii"~ 
01 13 Baber (1974) 143 152 + .3237 + 48.8787 
09 11 l.fcCr e i gh t/LeMay 

(1982) 84 66 + .4144 + 26.9360 
11 11 Williamson/Feder 

(1953) 47 37 - .4242 15.2712 
15 13 Thompson (1971) 93 99 + .0054 + .5292 
25 11 Snyder (1971) 77 79 - .frl749 5.8422 
26 11 Snyder/K1ien (1969) 51 57 - .2851 15.9656 
28 11 Burnham (1971) 43 47 - .3613 16.6198 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 791 839 - .0655 • frlft347 

(Number of Effect Sizes = 9) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

'" o 
...J 
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was restricted to these two classifications. Nonwhite was 

designated as the experimental group, and white was 

designated as the control group. Table 15 lists the six 

studies that investigated the difference in persistence of 

white and nonwhite financial aid recipients.· Referring to 

Table 27, all of the studies measured persistence in two 

and one-half years or less. 

The average unweighted effect size is - .2206, and 

the average weighted effect size is ~ .,0." 
.c,u~ .... """""' -..... ,..~~: .. -..a..&.~ .I&C':SQ '-.Lve 

value indicates a lower persistence for nonwhite recipients 

than white reCipients. The effect is considered small but 

among the largest observed. Figure 9 indictes that the 

area under the normal curve associated with the average 

unweighted effect size of - .2206 is .4129. This means 

that the average nonwhite financial aid recipient would 

have a persistence rate less than 41.3 percent of the white 

financial aid recipient group. Both average effect sizes 

are significant at the .001 level (Table 26). 

Meta-Analysis VII: The Effect of 
the Amount of Finan.cial Aid on the 
Persistence of Student Recipients 

The seventh meta-analysis addresses the question 

does the dollar amount of financial aid affect persistence? 

Seven studies examined whether there was a significant 

difference between persisters and nonpersisters in the 

amount of financial aid recieved. Most studies used a 



Table 15. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of White and Nonwhite 
Financial Aid Recipients. 

Author 
(Year of White Nonwhite Unweighted Weighted 

Cod~ Publication) N --- N Effect Size Eff~ct Siz~ 

29 11 Herndon (1981) 82 141 - .1454 28.3568 
30 11 Brooks (1988) 541 102 - .1103 11.1400 
31 11 Clark (1971) 162 20 - .0717 1.3623 
34 11 Nelson (1983) 2030 539 - .3214 - 172.9132 
35 11 Voorhees (1985) 252 91 - .0200 1.8200 
45 11 Williams (1975) 79 116 - .6550 75.3250 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 3146 1009 - .2206 .2821 

(Number of Effect Sizes = 6) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

IV 
o 
\0 
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(Whites) 

Figure 9. Distributions Comparing the Persistence 
Among Ethnic Group Financial Aid Recipients. 

Note: Average Unweighted Effect Size in Standard Deviation 
Units (SO). 
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t-test or point biserial correlation to test for signifi

cance. Financial aid recipient persisters were designated 

as the experimental group, and recipient nonpersisters were 

designated as the control group. A positive effect size 

for a study indictes that persisters received, on the 

average, more financial aid dollars than the nonpersister 

group; a negative value indicates that persisters received 

less financial aid than the nonpersister group. 

Table 16 shows an average unweighted effect size of 

+ .2182 and an average weighted effect size of + .1577. 

The average unweighted effect size is significant at the 

.BBI level, and the average weighted effect size is 

significant at the .B5 level (Table 26). 

The positive values of both average effect sizes 

indicate that the dollar amount received had a positive 

effect on persistence. In othe~ words, most studies found 

that persisters, on the average, received more money than 

nonpersisters. Since studies differed in statistical 

treatment, the combined effect sizes merely reflect an 

average effect and cannot be interpreted in actual dollar 

amounts. Figure lB portrays that the area under the normal 

curve associated with the average unweighted effect size of 

+ .2182 is .5871. The percentage of persistence associated 

with the unweighted average effect size is 56.4 percent. 



Table 16. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Financial Aid Persisters and 
Nonpersisters in Relation to the Amount of Financial Aid Received. 

Author 
(Year of Nonpersisters 

.c.2.de Publication) 

r;,6 11 Fields (1973) 
r;,6 12 Fields (1973) 
17 11 Kreiger (198r;,) 
31 11 Clark (1971) 
44 11 Selby (1973) 
46 11 Baber/Caple (1970) 
49 11 Oduto1a (1983) 

TOTALS 

(Number of Effect Sizes 7) 

* . d Est~mate 

N 

8~ 
122 

75 
38* 
14 
60 

269 

658 

Persisters Unweighted Weighted 
N Effect Size Effect Size 

488 + .~326 + 15.8762 
423 - • ~53~ 22.366r;, 
196 + .8191 + 159.7245 
144* + .1482 + 21.1926 

46 + .2827 + 12.7214 
183 + .0184 + 3 .. 3488 
346 + .2793 + 96.3585 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

1826 + .2182 + .1577 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I\J 
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Experimental Group 
(Persisters) 

Figure 1". Distributions Comparing Persistence in 
Relation to the Amount of Financial Aid Received. 

Note: Average Unweighted Effect Size in Standard Deviation 
Units (SO). 
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Under Cohen's (1977) guidelines, the effect of 

financial aid amount is· classified as a small effect and a 

less than small effect in the case of the weighted average 

effect size. It should be noted that four studies located 

could not be included in the meta-analysis because insuf

ficient data were provided for conversion into an effect 

size. Jensen (1981) found that the amount of aid appeared 

to be negatively related to the semesters attended, but the 

relationship was not a significant factor in explaining 

persistence. Herndon (1981) found full-time persisters 

received the least amount of financial aid when compared to 

dropouts and stopouts. He interpreted this finding to mean 

that the persister group contained students with a lower 

amount of need than the nonpersister group. Astin and 

Cross (1979) did not find the amount of financial aid to be 

a significant factor in predicting full-time persistence1 

however, more than twice as many full-time persisters than 

dropouts received over $4,~~~ in aid during their freshman 

year. One reason cited for dropouts receiving less money 

was that a great many of them attended low-cost public and 

two-year institutions. In analyzing the relationship among 

ability, family income, and the amount of financial aid 

received by students, Russ (1973) found the amount of 

financial aid to be the most significant variable related 

to persistence. 
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In conclusion, the average effect sizes of the 

meta-analysis are large enough to judge the amount of 

financial aid to be a significant, but small, mediating 

effect. The importance of this finding becomes clearer 

when studies investigating the effect of different forms of 

financial aid on persistence are examined. 

Meta-Analysis VIII: The Effect of 
the Form of Financial Aid on the 
Persistence of Student Recipients 

The eighth meta-analysis addresses the question do 

certain forms of financial aid or combinations of financial 

aid forms increase persistence better than others? A total 

of eighteen studies examined the relationship between 

various forms of financial aid and student persistence. 

Some studies categorized aid by grants, loans, and work 

study, while other studies separated aid into grants and 

loans; grants and work study; loans and work study; grants, 

loans, and work study; and scholarships. As a result of 

studies categorizing financial aid forms differently, the 

number of studies included in each of the eight meta-

analyses differ. For example, the meta-analysis examining 

grants includes fifteen studies while the meta-analysis 

examining loans and work study incorporates only five 

studies. 

In each meta-analysis, students receiving the form 

of financial aid under investigation are considered the 
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experimental group, and the control group constitutes the 

students receiving other forms (or combination of forms) of 

financial aid. For example, the first meta-analysis deals 

with the effect of grants compared to other forms of aid. 

The experimental group composes students receiving grants, 

and the control group composes students receiving other 

single forms or combinations of loans, work study, and 

grants. The meta-analysis of each form of aid is presented 

individually with a table displaying the studies incorpor

ated in the sample. The evaluation of the average effect 

sizes for each form of aid is reserved for the Summary 

following presentation of the Category B section. 

Grants. Table 17 lists fifteen studies that 

examined the relationship between receiving financial aid 

grants and student persistence. Depending upon the study, 

grants were defined as federal, state, or institutional. 

The average unweighted effect size is + .0713, and the 

average weighted effect size is + .0052. The positive 

values of the average effect sizes indicate that students 

recieving grants persisted longer than students receiving 

other forms or combinations of loans, work study, and 

grants. Neither average effect size reached statistical 

significance at the .05 level (Table 26). 

Loans. Table 18 lists sixteen studies that 

examined the persistence of students using loans as a form 



Table 17. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Grants to the Persistence of 
Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

Author 
(Year of Other F A Forms Grants Unweighted 

~ Publication) N N Effect Size 

93 11 Cesa (1989) 65 12 + .1168 
05 11 Cihak (1983) 108 25 - .3583 
99 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 103 47 + .2208 
13 11 Yuker et al. (1972) IHJ9 179 + .9479 
17 11 Kreiger (1989) 191 89 + .2611 
29 11 Herndon (1981) 9 296 + .0116 
31 11 Clark (1971) 126 56 + .0987 
32 11 Sheddan (1976) 158 133 + .1822 
33 11 Flynn (1989) 236 163 + .1991 
34 11 Nelson (1983) 1977. 592 - .9792 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 179 67 + .9878 
49 11 Peng/Fetters (1978) 987 1675 + .9914 
49 12 Peng/Fetters (1978) 98 358 + .1868 
41 11 Iwai/Churchill 

(1982) 1501 348 + .1631 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 4999 4524 - .9598 

AVERAGE 
TOTALS 19838 8456 + .9713 
(Number of Effect Sizes = 15) 

Weighted 
Effect Size 

+ 1.2848 
8.5992 

+ 10.1568 
+ 7.9439 
+ 29.6269 
+ 2.3789 
+ 5.4285 
+ 24.9594 
+ 16.2162 

46.8972 

+ 5.7948 
+ 153.9936 
+ 66.6876 

+ 56.5957 
- 279.4754 

AVERAGE 
+ .9952 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

r 

'" ...... 

" 



Table 18. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Loans to the Persistence of 
Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

Author 
(Year of Other F A Forms Loans Unweighted Weighted 

~ Pub]] cat] on) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

03 11 Cesa (1980) 70 7 - .1851 1.1106 
04 11 Crawford (1966) 1153 33 - .2567 8.2144 
05 11 Cihak (1983) 97 36 + .0325 + 1.1375 
13 11 Yuker et ale (1972) 470 800 + .0842 + 67.2758 
17 11 Kreiger (1980) 247 24 - .5652 12.9996 
29 11 Herndon (1981) 139 76 - .0835 6.2625 
30 11 Brooks (1980) 279 364 - .0866 31.4358 
32 11 Sheddan (1976) 83 208 + .0036 + .7452 
33 11 Flynn (1980) 63 336 + .4960 + 166.1600 
34 11 Nelson (1983) 912 1657 - .1050 - 173.8800 
36 11 Stampen/Cabrera 

(1986) 1396 279 + .0711 + 19.7658 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 173 73 - .7925 57.0600 
40 11 Peng/Fetters (1978) 1675 987 - .0914 90.1204 
40 12 Peng/Fetters (1978) 358 98 - .1868 18.1196 
41 11 Iwai/Churchill 

(1982) 1564 285 + .1752 + 49.7568 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 7881 643 + .0094 + 6.0348 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 16560 5906 - .0926 .0150 
(Number of Effect Sizes 16) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I\J 
...... 
CD 
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of financial aid. Depending upon the study, loans were 

defined as NDSL, GSL, state, or institutional. The average 

unweighted effect size is - .0926, and the weighted effect 

size is - .0159. The negative value of the average effect 

sizes indicates that students receiving some form of loan 

persisted less than students receiving other forms or 

combinations of grants, work study, and loans. The average 

unweighted effect size is significant at the .~5 level, and 

the average weighted effect size is not statistically 

significant (Table 26). 

Work Study. Table 19 displays the ten studies 

examining the persistence of students receiving work study 

aid. The average unweighted effect size is - .0471, and 

the average weighted effect size is + .0267. Neither 

effect size is significant at the .05 level (Table 26). 

The negative value of the average unweighted effect size 

indicates that more studies of higher effect size found 

work study students to persist less than studies finding 

work study to have a positive impact on persistence. Six 

of the ten studies found work study students persisted less 

than students on other forms of aid. When the studies are 

weighted by the number of students on work study in each 

study population, work study is found to have a positive 

impact on persistence. 



Table 19. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Work Study to the Persistence 
of Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

Author 
(Year of Other F A Forms 

CQ.de. Publication) N 

~5 11 Cihak (1983) 123 
13 11 Yuker et a1. (1972) 97~ 
17 11 Kreiger (198r1J) 255 
29 11 Herndon (1981) 185 
30 11 Brooks (1980) 364 
32 11 Sheddan (1976) 48 
33 11 Flynn (198~) 241 
34 11 Nelson (1983) 1305 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 244 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 8316 

TOTALS 12051 

(Number of Effect Sizes ; 10) 

Work Study 
N 

l~ 
3~0 

16 
3rIJ 

279 
243 
158 

1264 

2 
208 

2510 

Unweighted 
Effect Size 

- .4338 
- .1316 
- .2518 
+ .3876 
+ .0866 
+ .0193 
- .2024 
+ .0881 

- .0052 
- .0275 

AVERAGE 

- .0471 

Weighted 
Effect Size 

3.9r1J42 
39.3484 

3.7770 
+ 11.2404 
+ 24.0748 
+ 4.6706 

31. 7768 
+ 111.2703 

+ 

.0052 
5.6925 

AVERAGE 

.0267 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

'" '" o 
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Loans and wark Study. Table 20 lists the five 

studies that examined the persistence of students receiving 

the combination financial aid form of loans and work study. 

The average unweighted effect size is - .0171, and the 

average weighted effect size is + .0116. Neither average 

effect size is significant at the .05 level (Table 26). 

Grants and Work Study. Table 21 lists seven 

studies that examined the persistence of students receiving 

the combination financial aid form of grants and work 

study. The average unweighted effect size is + .0679, and 

the average weighted effect size is + .0275. Neither 

average effect size is significant at the .05 level (Table 

26). The positive values of both average effect sizes 

indicate that students receiving the grants and work study 

forms of financial aid persited longer than students 

receiving other forms of aid. 

Grants. Loans. and work Study. Table 22 lists the 

six studies that examined the persistence of students 

receiving the combination of grants, loans, and work study. 

The average unweighted effect size is + .0380, and the 

average weighted effect size is + .0372. The positive 

values of the average effect size indicate that students 

receiving the grants, loans, and work study forms of aid 

persisted longer than students receiving other forms of 



Table 2g. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Loans and Work Study to the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

Authot 
(Year of Other F A Forms L & WS Unweighted Weighted 

,CQ,de Publicatjon) N N Effect Size Effect Sjze 

05 11 Cihak (1983) 133 12 + .1280 + 1.4080 
17 11 Kreiger (1980) 271 19 - .1775 2.1150 
34 11 Nelson (1983) 1813 756 + .0186 + 14.0430 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 244 2 - .0052 .0052 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 8454 70 - .0493 3.4017 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 19915 859 - .0171 + _0116 

(Number of Effect Sizes = 5) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

'" "" "" 
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Table 21. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Grants and Work Study to the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

Author 
(Year of Other F A Forms G & WS Unweighted Weighted 

~ Publication) N N Effect Size Effect Size 

05 11 Cihak (1983) 120 13 - .0525 .6300 
09 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 117 33 + .1762 + 5.6384 
17 11 Kreiger (198r,,) 211 60 + .1031 + 6.0829 
31 11 Clark (1971) 125 57 - .0637 3.5672 
34 11 Nelson (1983) 2292 277 + • r,,457 + 12.6132 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 242 4 + .2512 + .7536 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 7781 743 + • rnS6 + 11. 5752 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 10888 1187 + .0679 + .0275 

(Number of Effect Sizes = 7) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

I\J 
I\J 
W 
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Table 22. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Grants, Loans, and Work Study to 
the Persistence of Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

,CQ.de. 

05 11 
"9 11 

17 11 
34 11 
37 11 

48 11 

TOTALS 

Author 
(Year of 

Publication) 
Other F A Forms 

N 

Cihak (1983) 
McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 
Kreiger (1980) 
Nelson (1983) 
Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 
Astin/Cross (1979) 

113 

125 
230 

2377 

243 
7801 

10889 

(Number of Effect Sizes = 6) 

G, L, & WS 
N 

28 

25 
41 

192 

3 
723 

1004 

Unweighted Weighted 
Effect Size Effect Size 

+ .3514 + 6.6766 

- .3144 7.5456 
+ .2016 + 8.0640 
+ .0380 + 7.2580 

- .0802 .1684 
+ .0316 + 22.8152 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

+ .0380 + .0372 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

~ 
~ 
~ 
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aid. Neither average effect size is significant at the .95 

level (Table 26). 

Grants and Loans. Table 23 lists eight studies 

that examined the persistence of students receiving the 

combined financial aid form of grants and loans. The 

average unweighted effect size is + .1994, and the average 

weighted effect size is + .9426. Neither effect size is 

significant at the .95 level (Table 26). The positive 

values of the effect sizes indicate that students receiving 

grants and loans persisted longer than students receiving 

other forms of financial aid. 

Scholarships. Table 24 lists eight studies that 

compared the persistence of students receiving scholarships 

to students receiving other forms of financial aid. The 

average unweighted effect size is + .1389, and the average 

weighted effect size is + .1276. Both average effect sizes 

are significant at the .95 level (Table 26). The positive 

values of both average effect sizes indicate that students 

receiving scholarships persisted longips, all average 

unweighted effect sizes are at or below a .11 effect size, 

and all weighted effect sizes are at or below a .94 effect 

size. The highest average unweighted effect size of .11 

converts into an area under the normal curve of .5438 or 

54.4 percent, and the highest average weighted effect size 

of .94 converts into an area of .5169 or 51.6 percent. 



Table 23. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Grants and Loans to the . 
Persistence of Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

Author 
(Year of Other F A Forms 

~ Publication) N 

03 11 Cesa (19B0) 35 
05 11 Cihak (1983) 116 
09 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 105 
17 11 Kreiger (1980) 240 
31 11 Clark (1971) 6 
34 11 Nelson (19B3) 2132 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(19B3) 190 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 6913 

TOTALS 9737 

(Number of Effect Sizes = B) 

G & L 
N 

42 
17 

45 
31 

176 
437 

56 
1611 

2415 

Unweighted 
Effect Size 

+ .3014 
+ .2760 

- .0113 
+ .0825 
+ .1134 
- .1100 

+ .1589 
+ .0641 

AVERAGE 

+ .1094 

Weighted 
Effect Size 

+ 12.3574 
+ 4.4160 

.4972 
+ 2.4750 
+ 19.8450 

47.9600 

+ B.7395 
+ 103.2010 

AVERAGE 

+ .0426 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

N 
N 
~ 



Table 24. Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of Studies Comparing the 
Persistence of Students Receiving Scholarships to the Persistence 
of Students Receiving Other Forms of Financial Aid. 

Author 
(Year of Other F A Forms Scholarships Unweighted Weighted 

Code. Publication) N N Effect Size ~ffect Size 

03 11 Ce sa (198O) 61 16 - .3444 5.1660 
04 11 Crawford (1966) 1052 134 + .0545 + 7.2485 
09 11 McCreight/LeMay 

(1982) 119 31 + .1789 + 5.3670 
13 11 Yuker et ale (1972) 858 939 + .0850 + 79.730" 
29 11 Herndon (1981) 166 49 + .3266 + 15.6768 
36 11 Stampen/Cabrera 

(1986) 1675 186 + .1245 + 23.0325 
37 11 Hochstein/Butler 

(1983) 219 27 + .5426 + 14.1076 
48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 6228 2296 + .1431 + 328.4145 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

TOTALS 10378 3678 + .1389 + .1276 

(Number of Effect Sizes = 8) 

Note: Means of the experimental and control groups are not presented because 
effect sizes were derived by a variety of formulas. 

~ 
~ 
-.J 



among financial aid recipients will probably show a 

stronger effect for financial aid on the persistence of 

males and whites than females and nonwhites. 

228 

The amount of financial aid received is considered 

to be a small mediator of the effect of financial aid on 

persistence. Students who receive more aid appear to 

persist longer than students receiving less aid. 

The fact that scholarships exhibited the highest 

average effect sizes of all forms of financial aid indi

cates academic ability can be a mediator of the effect of 

various forms of aid on persistence. Scholarships are 

usually awarded for academic achievement. Although 

persistence literature is not in agreement on the effect of 

academic ability on persistence, most researchers agree 

that students with higher GPAs tend to persist longer than 

students with lower GPAs. Therefore, it is feasible that 

the effect size of scholarships may be measuring more the 

difference in academic ability of recipients than the form 

of financial aid. Studies examining the effect of differ

ent forms of aid may not be obtaining a true measurement if 

academic ability among financial aid recipients is not 

controlled. It should be pointed out that none of the 

studies measuring the persistence among recipients of 

different forms of aid controlled for academic ability. 
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Summary of Category B 

In reviewing the effect of different forms of 

financial aid on persistence, the average effect sizes of 

most forms are relatively small. The lack of research in 

this area made most meta-anlaysis samples small and most 

effect sizes statistically insignificant. For comparative 

purposes, Table 25 provides the average weighted and 

unweighted effect sizes for each form of financial aid. 

With the exception of scholarships, all average 

unweighted effect sizes are at or below a .11 effect size, 

and all weighted effect sizes are at or below a .04 effect 

size. The highest average unweighted effect size of .11 

converts into an area under the normal curve of .5438 or 

54.4 percent, and the highest average weighted effect size 

of .04 converts into an area of .5160 or 51.6 percent. 

Standing alone, loans show negative average effect 

sizes. Yet, the weighted average effect size approaches 

zero. Thus, while loans may not increase persistence, they 

do not appear to influence attrition heavily. Loans in 

combination with some form of grant have a higher average 

effect size than either category of single grants or single 

loans. Work study does not seem to have as large a 

positive effect on persistence as some researchers have 

contended (Astin, 1975; Herndon, 1981). 
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Table 25. Average Unweighted and Weighted Effect Sizes of 
Each Form of Financial Aid. 

Form of Average Unweighted Average Weighted 
Financial Aid Effect Size Effect Size 

Grants + .97 + .91 

Loans - .99 - .92 

Work Study - .95 + .93 

Loan and 
Work Study - .92 + .91 

Grant and 
Work Study + .97 + .93 

Grant, Loan, and 
Work Study + ."4 + .94 

Grant and 
Loan + .11 + .94 

Scholar ship + .14 + .13 
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In the case of weighted effect sizes, there is 

virtually no difference among the forms of financial aid 

and the effect on student persistence. Combinations, 

however, appear to be slightly more effective than single 

forms of aid. Unweighted effect sizes show grants to be 

the most effective form of single aid; however, the grant 

and work study combination is just as effective, and the 

grant and loan combination is more effective. In fact, the 

grant and loan combination has the highest unweighted and 

weighted effect sizes of all forms of aid. 

Reeping in mind that all average effect sizes are 

relatively small and that the differences in effect sizes 

among the forms of aid are small, particularly in the case 

of weighted effect sizes, it appears that combinations of 

financial aid are slightly more effective than single forms 

of aid. Combination forms of aid usually constitute a 

larger dollar amount, and the amount of aid has been shown 

in Meta-Analysis VII to be a mediator of effect size. 

Therefore, whether the effect of the combination financial 

aid package reflects more the dollar amount than the form 

of aid is a question addressed in Chapter 6. 



Table 26. Tests of statistical Significance of Unweighted Effect Sizes and 
weighted Effect Sizes. 

Unweigbted Effect Size Weiabted Effect Size 
Comparison ES SE Z-Value ES SE Z-Value 

Meta-Analysis I: The Effect of Financial Aid on Persistence 

(All Studies) + .1316 .0192 + 6.838*** + .0634 .0192 + 3.297*** 

Meta-Analysis II: The Effect of Financial Aid on Persistence When the Measurement 
of Persistence Varies 

(Less than 
graduation) + .1099 .0188 + 5.855*** + .0547 .0188 + 2.916** 
(Graduation in 
4 or 2 years) + .1469 .0297 + 4.949*** + .1507 .0297 + 5.069*** 
(Graduation 
in 5+ years) + .2174 .0381 + 5.674*** + .2880 .0381 + 7.501*** 

Meta-Analysis III: The Effect of Financial Aid on Persistence of Students in Two-
and Four-Year Institutions 

(4-year/1ess 
than graduation) + .1/J861 .0215 + 4.01/J2*** + .11/J55 .0215 + 4.91/J3*** 
(2-year/1ess 
than graduation) + .2213 .1/J472 + 4.691*** + .1892 .0472 + 4.1/J14*** 
(4-year/ 
graduation) + .1009 .1/J331 + 3.048** + .1/J686 .0331 + 2.1/J73* 
(2-year/ 
graduation) + .1921 .1/J614 + 3.131** + .2527 .1/J614 + 3.1/J72** 

I\.) 

w 
I\.) 



Table 26, continued 

Unweigbted Effect Size weiabted Effect Size 
Comparison ES SE Z-Value ES SE Z-Value 

Meta-Analysis IV: Tbe Effect of Financial Aid on Persistence of Students Wben 
Academic Ability is Controlled 

(All Studies) - .0059 .0311 .190 - .fil38l .fil3l1 - 1.227 

Meta-Analysis V: The Effect of Financial Aid on Male and Female Financial Aid 
Recipients 

(All Studies) 
(Less than 
gr adua tion) 
(Graduation) 

Meta-Analysis VI: 

(All Studies) 

+ .fil7fil8 .fil3fill + 2.353* + .fil763 .0301 + 2.536* 

+ .fil919 .0301 + 2.981** + .0826 .0301 + 2.679** 
- .0655 .0554 - 1.182 - .0047 .0554 .085 

The Effect of Financial Aid on Ethnic Financial Aid Recipients 

- .2206 .0592 - 3.726*** - .2821 .0592 - 4.759*** 

Meta-Analysis VII: The Effect of the Amount of Financial Aid on the Persistence 
of Student Recipients 

(All Studies) + .2182 .0638 + 3.419*** + .1577 .0638 + 2.474* 

Meta-Analysis VIII: The Effect of the Form of Financial Aid on the Persistence 
of Student Recipients 

(Grants) 
(Loans) 
(Work Study) 

+ .0713 
- .ll.l926 

.fil47l 

.0427 

.0387 
• fil878 

+ 1. 668 
- 2.391* 

.536 

+ .0052 
- .0l5fil 
+ .0267 

.0427 
• fil387 
.ll.l878 

+ .121 
.387 

+ .304 
N 
W 
W 
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Table 26, continued 

Unweighted Effect Size 
Comparison ES SE Z-Value 

(Loans and 
Work Study) - • fn71 .1634 .H'5 
(Grants and 
Work Study) + .0679 .0983 + .691 
(Grants, Loans, 
and Work Study) + .1IJ3811J .1155 + .329 
(Grants and 
Loans) + .1094 .0778 + 1. 406* 
(Scholarships) + .1029 .0566 + 2.454 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 

*** p < .001 

~ight~Q Eff~Qt 5iz~ 
ES SE Z-Va1ue 

+ .0116 .1634 + .071 

+ .0275 .0983 + .280 

+ .1IJ372 .1155 + .322 

+ .0426 .0778 + .548 
+ • H"~3 .1276 + 2.254* 

N 
W 

""" 



CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter summarizes the study, presents. 

conclusions based on the meta-analysis results, makes 

recommendations for future research, evaluates the effect 

size in relation to higher education economics, and 

discusses policy implications and recommendations evolving 

from the meta-analysis results. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to perform a meta

analysis of existing empirical studies that have investi

gated the relationship between student persistence and 

financial aid. The study reviewed evidence as to whether 

financial aid programs achieved one of their major pur

poses--student persistence. The significance of the study 

was based on the principle that the decision-making process 

regarding financial aid policy would be enhanced if study 

results could be integrated for more generalizable conclu

sions. 

The sample for the meta-analysis incorporated 

forty-nine studies, representing seventy samples, that had 

235 
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examined the relationship between financial aid and student 

persistence. The process of systematic integration 

involved the following steps: (l) coding and recording 

study characteristics on a representative matrix, (2) 

converting the study results into the common metric of 

effect size, (3) weighting each effect size by the number 

in the treatment group, (4) organizing and grouping studies 

in order to address the various research questions, (S) 

computing the average unweighted effect size and average 

weighted effect size for each group of studies, and (6) 

determining the statistical significance of average effect 

sizes. 

In Step 4, studies were organized into two cate

gories: Category A integrated studies comparing financial 

aid recipients to nonrecipients, and Category B integrated 

studies examining persistence differences among financial 

aid recipients. Category A grouped studies in order to 

perform four meta-analyses of the effect of financial aid 

in relation to (1) the total sample, (2) persistence 

measured in different time specifications, (3) two- and 

four-year student populations, and (4) the degree of study 

control. Category B grouped studies in order to perform 

four meta-analyses on persistence differences within 

financial aid groups in relation to (1) gender, (2) ethnic 

group membership, (3) amount of financial aid received, and 
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(4) form of financial aid received. Average effect sizes 

for each meta-analysis were interpreted by (1) use of 

Cohen's guidelines for interpreting effect sizes of studies 

measuring differences between group proportions and (2) 

graphic representation of the financial aid effect through 

juxtaposition of control and experimental group distribu

ti,ons. 

In Category A, which integrated studies comparing 

persistence rates of financial aid recipients to nonrecipi

ents, the meta-analysis examining the total sample 

(Meta-Analysis I) showed positive average effect sizes, 

indicating that financial aid recipients persisted at a 

greater rate than nonrecipients. When studies controlled 

for academic ability (Meta-Analysis IV), financial aid 

recipients were found to persist at an almost equal rate. 

Studies measuring persistence in graduation rates showed 

higher average unweighted and weighted effect sizes than 

studies measuring persistence among four-year college 

students (Meta-Analysis III). With the exception of Meta

Analysis IV, all average unweighted and weighted effect 

sizes in Category A were significant at .95 or below. The 

length of persistence measured, the type of institutions 

attended, the treatment of transfers and dropouts, and 

student enrollment status were variables determined to be 

potential mediators of the effect size. 



238 

In Category B, which compared differences among 

financial aid recipients, Meta-Analysis V showed that male 

recipients persisted at a slightly higher rate than female 

recipients. The average effect sizes were significant at 

the .05 level. When the graduation rates of male and 

female recipients were compared, the average effect sizes 

approached zero and were not statistically significant. 

Nonwhite recipients were found to persist at a signifi

cantly lower rate than white recipients (Meta-Analysis VI). 

Students receiving financial aid of greater amounts 

persisted at a significantly higher rate than students 

receiving lesser amounts (Meta-analysis VII). 

In Meta-Analysis VIII, which compared the effect of 

different forms of financial aid, all the nonscholarship 

aid forms had average unweighted effect sizes at or below a 

.11 effect size and average weighted effect sizes at or 

below a .~4 effect size. Of all the nonscholarship forms 

of aid analyzed, only one effect size--the average un

weighted effect size for loans--was statistically signifi

cant. The ranking order of the average unweighted effect 

sizes for each form of aid was (1) scholarships; (2) grants 

and loans; (3) grants and work study; (4) grants, loans, 

and work study; (5) loans and work study; (6) work study; 

and (7) loans. The average weighted effect sizes ranked 

(1) scholarships, (2) grants and loans, (3) grants and work 
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grants, and (7) loans. 

Conclusions 
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Based on the results of the eight meta-analyses 

that integrated studies examining the relationship between 

financial aid and persistence, the following conclusions 

were reached. 

Conclusion 1. Financial aid does promote student 

persistence and, thus, achieves at least to some degree a 

major goal of federal and many state student financial aid 

programs. 

Meta-Analysis I found financial aid to have a "less 

than small" but significant positive effect on student 

persistence. Further investigation found mediators 

operating on the magnitude and direction of effect size. 

Studies measuring persistence at private and two-year 

institutions and studies measuring persistence in terms of 

graduation specification were found to have larger effect 

sizes than studies measuring short-term persistence at 

public four-year institutions. When studies controlled for 

academic ability, the average effect sizes showed a small 

negative value and the unweighted effect size neared zero. 

A less than small or near zero financial aid effect size, 

however, indicates that financial aid does have an impact. 

The purpose of financial aid is to remove economic barriers 
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and decrease the probability of dropping out for financial 

reasons. Assuming that financial aid is targeted on the 

lower-income student, financial aid is achieving the 

objective of equal educational opportunity by enabling the 

lower-income student to persist at a level almost equal to 

that of middle- and upper-income students. 

The meta-analyses results are supported by studies 

that did not lend themselves to conversion into an effect 

size:' Moon (193~), Jex and Merrill (1962), Rhodes and 

Caple (1969), and Astin (1975) found financial aid students 

persisted at a higher rate than nonrecipients. Bergen et 

ale (197~) examined the persistence rates of freshmen 

receiving need-based scholarships at Kansas State Univer

sity. They matched the scholarship students with non

scholarship students on the basis of sex, ACT scores, and 

high school grade pOint averages. Bergen et ale found no 

significant difference in persistence rates of the two 

groups, although more scholarship recipients completed four 

years of study. 

Roberts (1979) examined the persistence rates of 

financial aid recipients admitted to Michigan State 

University under the Developmental Program. The program 

was designed to assist academically and economically 

disadvantaged students who might not otherwise have had an 

opportunity for a university education. Interestingly, 8~ 
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percent of the financial aid students in the Developmental 

Program enrolled for the second year compared to 82 percent 

of the total freshman population--a difference of 2 

percent. Roberts study provides an excellent example of 

equal educational opportunity in action when financial aid 

is combined with compensatory educational programs to 

assist economically and academically disadvantaged 

students. 

Conclusion 2. Financial aid has a stronger effect 

on the persistence of two-year stUdents than four-year 

students. Whether financial aid exerts a stronger influ

ence toward graduation in a two-year college, as it does in 

a four-year institution, is not conclusive. 

Although classified as a small effect, the 

unweighted effect size of financial aid on the length of 

persistence was found to be almost three times as great for 

students of two-year colleges than students of four-year 

institutions. One factor that may account for this finding 

is the larger proportion of minority and low SES students 

attending two-year colleges. 

A report by the College Board (1985) on two-year 

college student persistence revealed that black financial 

aid recipients persisted at a 23.6 percent higher rate than 

black nonrecipients, white reCipients persisted at a 15.1 

percent higher rate than white nonrecipients, the effect of 
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financial aid on student persistence was greater for low 

SES students than for middle and high SES students, and low 

SES students persisted at the same rate as the other two 

socioeconomic groups. In addition, a 1982 study (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 1984) on two-year college 

student persistence, reported that all minority groups 

persisted at a higher rate than whites. In comparison, 

financial aid was found to have a slightly smaller effect 

on black students in four-year institutions, low SES 

students persisted at a lower rate than middle and high SES 

students, and whites persisted at a higher rate than blacks 

and Hispanics. Since two-year colleges enroll a larger 

percentage of minority and low SES students than four-year 

institutions and since financial aid appears to have a 

greater impact on those two populations, it seems reason

able that the effect size would be greater for two-year 

colleges than four-year institutions. 

The meta-analysis showed a decrease in average 

unweighted effect size in two-year institutions when 

studies measuring persistence employed the "less than 

graduation criterion" (effect size = + .2213) were compared 

to studies measuring persistence in terms of graduation 

(effect size = + .1021). The meta-analysis on four-year 

institutions showed the opposite resu1ts--financial aid 

effect sizes were larger for studies measuring graduation 
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rates than studies using "less than graduation" persistence 

specifications. The most plausible explanation for this 

decrease is the large number of non-degree and non-certifi

cate seeking students enrolled in two-year colleges. Over 

2~ percent of the community college population enroll in 

academic courses to improve basic skills, to acquire 

general knowledge, or for personal development and plea

sure. A large percentage of the students also take courses 

to improve their job skills or increase their employment 

potential (National Center for Education statistics, 1984). 

These students are eligible for financial aid provided they 

are enrolled in accredited academic or vocational courses. 

None of the two-year studies included in the meta-analysis 

controlled for the students' educational objectives. 

Another possible explanation for the decrease in 

the effect of financial aid on two-year graduation rates is 

that two-year college students receiving federal financial 

aid may be more prone to transfer to four-year institutions 

before graduating than students without financial aid. 

Federal financial aid provides more security and incentive 

to transfer since a student is eligible for aid whether 

attending a two- or four-year institution. 

When two-year college studies were weighted, the 

average effect size did show an increase from + .1892 for 

studies measuring less than graduation persistence to +. 
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.2527 for studies measuring graduation rates. Therefore, 

when making references to the effect of financial aid on 

two-year college graduation, it should be kept in mind that 

even though 'the average effect sizes were statistically 

significant, there was a very limited number of two-year 

studies available for analysis. Financial aid appears to 

affect positively both the persistence and graduation rates 

of two-year students more than four-year students. 

However, the relationship between the increased effect of 

financial aid from one year to graduation in two years is 

uncertain. 

Conclusion 3. Financial aid appears to have a 

stronger effect on the persistence of private institution 

students than public institution students. 

The meta-analysis revealed that the effect of 

financial aid on private institution students was .~8 

(unweighted) and .21 (weighted) higher than the total 

sample, which consisted of predominately public two- and 

four-year institutions. A rational explanation for the 

larger effect size is that the higher cost of private 

institutions may force students without financial aid to 

transfer, drop out, or stop out at a greater rate than 

students receiving financial aid. Students in private 

institutions also receive a larger dollar amount of 



financial aid because the needs analysis formula adjusts 

for the level of college costs. 
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Some private institution studies (Yuker et al., 

1972; Sheddan, 1976; Flynn, 1980) show that a greater 

percentage of financial aid persisters also received 

institutional grants, scholarships, or loans than did 

financial aid nonpersisters. Yuker hypothesized that 

institutional money promoted retention more than federal 

financial aid because transferring students would lose the 

institutional money while still maintaining federal aid 

eligibility. Institutional money may have helped to meet 

more of the student1s needs and, thus, decrease financial 

reasons for transferring or dropping out. 

Conclusion 4. Financial aid has a stronger effect 

on persistence during the latter years of college than on 

the freshman year, particularly so in terms of graduation 

probability. 

Meta-Analysis II revealed a positive relationship 

between the length of persistence measured and the effect 

of financial aid. Although all effect sizes, unweighted 

and weighted, could be classified as having a less than 

small effect, studies measuring persi~tence in terms of 

graduation rates showed a slightly larger average effect 

size than studies using a shorter persistence rate, usually 

one and one-half year or less. 
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The findings of the meta-analysis are not surpris

ing. Persistence literature consistently reports that the 

highest rate of attrition occurs in the freshman year. 

Whether a student receives financial aid is only one of 

numerous variables operating on freshman persistence. 

Academic ability, maturity, social adjustment, institu

tional "fit,n degree of commitment, and educational 

objectives are some of the other variables researchers have 

found to have as great or greater impact on freshman 

retention than financial aid. As a student progresses up 

the educational ladder, more time and money are invested, 

which increases their commitment to degree completion. 

Further, maturity counters the effect of many variables 

that may influence the young freshman. The accumulated 

monetary investment and the increased cost of education 

make financial aid more of a determinant in the decision to 

remain in college because for many students other factors 

have been eliminated--to some extent, simply through the 

dropout process. Families diminish their support after the 

student's freshman year, and students become more dependent 

on other sources to finance their education (Leslie, 1984). 

Hence, it is not surprising that financial aid has a 

greater impact on student persistence in the latter years 

of college than the freshman year. 
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Many studies included in the meta-analysis found no 

statistical significance between freshman recipient and 

nonrecipient persistence rates. The Astin and Cross (1979) 

study provides an excellent example of the influence of 

nonfinancial aid variables on freshman persistence: 

examining over sixty financial aid and nonfinancial-aid 

predictor variables, they found twenty-four variables to be 

significant predictors of student persistence, and receiv

ing financial aid was not among the significant variables. 

Conclusion 5. Financial aid does promote persis

tence among minority groups, but minority groups continue 

to persist at lesser rates than white recipients. 

Meta-Analysis VI showed that minority financial aid 

students persisted at a rate almost 9 percent below white 

financial aid students. A national study (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 1978) examined the persistence of 

blacks and whites entering two- and four-year institutions 

in 1972. Over a two-year period, whites persisted at a 

12.1 percent higher rate than blacks. Astin and Cross 

(1979) measured 1975 minority enrollment and retention in 

325 two- and four-year institutions. After two years, they 

found whites persisted at a 13.6 percent higher rate than 

blacks and Chicanos. Between 1979 and 1982, Stampen and 

Cabrera (1986) compared the persistence patterns of whites 

and Asians to Africans, Hispanics, and American Indians. 
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For the first and third years of enrollment, whites and 

Asians persisted at a significantly higher rate than 

nonwhites--almost 19 percent. A 1982 national survey 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 1984) found 

whites in four-year institutions persisted at a 6.5 percent 

higher rate than blacks and Hispanics. Therefore, whites 

have traditionally persisted at rates ranging from roughly 

7 to 14 percent--an average of 1~.5 percent--higher than 

minorities. The results of the meta-analysis reflects a 

similar percentage difference between the persistence rates 

of the two groups when each receives financial aid, and 

gains from aid cannot be concluded. 

However, a recent report by the College Board 

(1985) showed that white financial aid recipients persisted 

at a rate 12 percent higher than white nonrecipients and 

that black financial aid recipients persisted at a rate 22 

percent higher than black nonrecipients. Thus, the impact 

of financial aid on black persistence was almost twice as 

great as the impact on white persistence. The difference 

in the financial aid impact on persistence between the two 

groups was 19 percent. In other words, financial aid 

decreased the difference between the two groups persistence 

rates from 17 percent for nonrecipients to 7 percent for 

recipients. 
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Whether financial aid has as profound an impact on 

other minority groups cannot be determined until more 

research has been performed. Studies have revealed, 

however, that persistence rates among minority groups vary: 

whites, Asians, and American Indians share similar persis

tence patterns while blacks persist at a higher rate than 

Chicanos or Puerto Ricans (The College Board, 1985; Astin 

and Cross, 1979; stampen and Cabrera, 1986). 

In conclusion, while financial aid promotes 

persistence among minorities, it does not appear to 

compensate fully for other variables operating against 

their persistence rates. Besides financial resources, 

academic preparation and sociocultural adjustment are 

identified by researchers as two major factors contributing 

to minority attrition (Taylor, 1985). Until these two 

problems are addressed, financial aid constitutes only one 

side of the trilateral solution to minority attrition. 

Conclusion 6. Whether a study treats transfers as 

persisters or dropouts and whether a study includes part

time students in the sample are potential mediators of 

effect size. 

The meta-analysis showed studies that treated 

transfers as persisters had a higher average effect size 

than studies that treated them as dropouts. Although the 

dollar amount may vary, students receiving federal 
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financial aid usually continue to be eligible for federal 

assistance when they transfer to other two- or four-year 

institutions. Therefore, one possible explanation for the 

difference in effect sizes may be that students receiving 

federal financial aid may be more likely to transfer than 

students not receiving aid. 

Transfer students comprise an average of 15.5 

percent of the two- and four-year institutions' student 

population (National Center for Education Statistics, 

1982). In general, studies treating transfers as persis

ters will show a higher persistence rate than studies that 

treat them as dropouts. If financial aid recipients are 

more likely to transfer than are nonrecipients, then 

financial aid will show a larger effect size. 

The meta-analysis showed studies that included 

part-time students had a lower ~verage effect size than 

studies that measured only full-time student persistence. 

This finding implies that financial aid has a greater 

effect on full-time students than on part-time students. 

Of course, part-time students are considerably less likely 

to be eligible for aid. Further, they receive small aid 

awards. More than likely, the difference in effect sizes 

reflects these two differences. 

The majority of part-time students are married or 

divorced, are over the age of twenty-five, female, 



commuters, and employed full-time. The average full-time 

student is single, under the age of twenty-five, lives on 

campus, and does not work or works less than ten hours a 

week (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 

1986). Because part-time students often pay more for 

transportation, rent, and child care, their educational 

expenses average $2,~~~ more a year than full-time students 

(The Chronicle of Higher Education, April 23, 1986, p. 13). 

The aid formulas, however, are based on the average fu1l

time student's needs. As a result, the full-time student 

living on campus can claim the total cost of room and board 

while the part-time commuter may claim only $1,6~~ a year 

in rent and food expenses. In addition, the aid formulas 

do not take into account such costs as child care while a 

student attends classes. Including the previous and 

current year's employment earnings in the needs analysis 

also lessens the amount of aid for which a part-timer is 

eligible. Since financial aid meets less of the needs of a 

part-time student than a full-time student, part-time 

students may be forced to stopout or temporarily discon

tinue their education; hence, financial aid would not show 

as strong an effect on their persistence as for full-time 

students. A recent survey by The Carnegie Foundation for 

the Advancement of Teaching (1986) found that part-time 



students had a greater tendency to stopout than full-time 

students. 
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Conclusion 7. Although all effect sizes were 

reasonably small and the differences in effect sizes among 

forms of aid were minimal, it appears that combination aid 

forms are more effective than single forms. However, the 

finding probably reflects more the amount of financial aid 

than the form of financial aid. 

Evaluating the effect of different forms of aid on 

persistence is confounded by the influence of dollar 

amount. Meta-Analysis VII showed the amount of financial 

aid to be a possible mediator of financial aid effect size. 

Some studies measured the forms of financial aid by the 

dollar amount received, and some studies merely measured 

the forms dichotomously. Therefore, it is possible that 

studies using dollar amount as a measurement are showing 

more the effect of the size of an award than the type' of 

award. 

In the same context, the reason grant and loan 

combinations show the highest average effect size may be 

that students receive a greater amount of financial aid 

than they would on single forms or combinations that 

include work study aid. Work study aid is minimal and 

usually contributes the least to a student's financial aid 

budget. The unweighted average effect size of the grant, 
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perhaps should constitute the largest amount of financial 

aid awarded, was the same as the grant and loan package. 

This reasoning is supported by Astin and Cross' (1979) 

finding that the small grant and work study package was 

negatively related to persistence among financial aid 

recipients. 

The results of the meta-analysis are supported by 

six other studies not included in the sample because 

sufficient information was not available for conversion 

into an effect size. Both Astin (1975) and Brown (198~) 

found single loans to have a negative impact on persis

tence, but grant and loan combinations exerted a positive 

influence on persistence. Blanchfield (1971, 1972) found 

no significant difference between persisters and nonpersis

ters when the percentage of college cost financed by loans 

was examined; however, the percentage of college costs 

financed by grants was significantly related to persis

tence. Gold (197~) found students on grants and nursing 

loans persisted at a greater rate than the overall student 

body. In a study of Florida State University, Odutola 

(1983) found no 'significant relationship between the form 

of financial aid received and student persistence during 

the freshman year. In the second, third, and fourth years, 

the grant package explained the highest share of variance 



in persistence toward graduation, and the second most 

important form related to persistence was the grant and 

loan package. 
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The findings in these studies, along with the meta

analysis sample showing studies with both positive and 

negative effect sizes for loans, lead one to question why 

loans might be associated with attrition in some studies 

and not in others. An examination of two studies showing 

loans to have a positive effect on persistence may provide 

the answer. Voorhees (1984) found one form of loan--NDSL-

to have a higher positive effect on student persistence 

than other forms of aid. NDSL is a campus-based loan and 

has a lower interest rate than the GSL; thus, dollar-for

dollar of loan students receiving NDSLs do not incur the 

overall debt obligation that students do on GSLs. Put 

another way, the NDSL subsidy is relatively quite large. 

In addition, NDSLs have been directed more toward middle 

and upper SES students in private colleges. A review of 

NDSL participation patterns between 1980 and 1984 shows a 

greater proportion of middle and upper SES students 

receiving NDSLs than lower SES students (U.S. Department of 

Education, 1984). 

Stampen and Cabrera (1986) found recipients of GSLs 

displayed attrition rates similar to students not receiving 

any form of financial aid. Their research showed that GSL 
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recipients essentially came from middle-income backgrounds 

and, therefore, exhibited persistence behavior similar to 

nonfinancial aid students. The Stampen and Cabrera study 

examined 1979 entering freshmen in the University of 

Wisconsin system. Nationally at that time a greater 

proportion of middle and upper SES students did receive 

GSLs. Beginning in 1983-84, however, the GSL participation 

patterns were almost equal among the three SES groups (U.S. 

Department of Education, 1984). Whether the shift in 

participation patterns and the new legislation requiring 

GSL applicants to undergo a needs analysis will affect 

future study results remains to be seen. Therefore, the 

effect of loans on persistence appears to vary depending 

upon institutional award practices, the year a study was 

conducted, interest rates, and the type of loan. 

Research Recommendations 

The meta-analysis opens many avenues for future 

research on the effect of financial aid on persistence. 

Based on the results of the meta-analysis, the following 

are recommendations for future research. 

1. The meta-analysis area found to be most lacking 

in research effort was the examination of the effect of 

different forms of financial aid on persistence. Since 

this area continues to be controversial, more research is 
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needed to substantiate whether it is the form of financial 

aid or the dollar amount of aid that affects persistence. 

2. In relation to Recommendation 1, the Voorhees 

(1985) and Stampen and Cabre~a (1986) studies also lend 

evidence to the recommendation that more research is needed 

on the effect of loans on student persistence. Numerous 

variables appear to operate on the effect of loans. 

Studies need to refine the research to include variables 

such as the type of students receiving the loans, the type 

of loan, and the amount of the loan. For instance, does a 

$1,~~0 GSL have the same perSistence effect on low SES 

students that it does on middle and upper SES students? 

3. If researchers want to gain a more accurate 

measure of financial aid effect on persisten.ce, an attempt 

should be made to include part-time students, transfers, 

and stopouts in the study population. These three groups 

comprise a large percentage of the total student popula

tion, and the manner in which a study treats their persis

tence mediates the effect size. In order to adopt this 

recommendation, studies will have to measure persistence 

over a longer period of time than just one semester, one 

year, or even two years. Only in this manner will be true 

effect of financial aid on the total student population be 

determined. 
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4. Since financial aid has been found to exercise 

a positive effect on student retention, future persistence 

research should include financial aid as one of the 

variables under investigation. 

5. Further research efforts also should be 

directed toward the effect of financial aid on two-year 

college students. Studies should control for the educa

tional intentions of the student sample, i.e., non-degree 

seekers probably should not be included in graduation 

persistence studies. One major question needs to be 

addressed: if financial aid positively affects minority 

and low SES student persistence rates more in two-year 

colleges than in four-year institutions, what implications 

does that present for equal educational opportunity in 

relation to access and choice? 

6. When studies controlled for academic ability 

(Meta-Analysis IV), the average effect sizes showed a small 

negative value and the unweighted effect size neared zero. 

The results were interpreted to mean that financial aid had 

the effects of removing economic barriers, decreasing the 

probability of dropping out for financial reasons and 

enabling the lower-income student to persist at a level 

almost equal to that of middle- and upper-income students. 

Summerskill's (1962) review found that when academic 

ability was held constant, differences in dropout rates 
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between high and low SES students disappeared. Since 

financial aid was not a variable analyzed by the studies in 

the Summerskill review, two interrelated questions arise: 

What is the relationship among academic ability, socio

economic status, and financial aid? Does financial aid 

perhaps make a stronger contribution to the objective of 

access for the low SES student than it does to persistence? 

Past studies (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 1978, 1984) indicate that financial aid 

recipients of low, middle, and high academic ability 

persist at a higher rate than their comparative nonrecipi

ent groups. However, low ability recipient stUdents 

persist at a lesser rate than middle and high ability 

nonrecipient stUdents, and low SES recipient students 

persist at a rate only slightly above that of middle SES 

nonrecipients and at a lesser rate than high SES nonrecipi

ent students. 

In order to resolve the issue surrounding the 

relationship among academic ability, SES, and financial 

aid, stUdies that control for both academic ability and 

socioeconomic status need to be conducted. Since financial 

aid was found to have a larger impact on two-year college 

students than four-year college students, it would be 

advisable for researchers to differentiate between the two 

types of students. 



In addition, financial aid is argued to remove 

economic barriers to achieve three major objectives: 
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access, choice, and persistence. For comparative purposes, 

the results of access studies need to be synthesized in 

o~der to measure the total impact of financial aid on low 

SES students. Students must gain access to an institution 

before they can persist, and most likely financial aid is a 

more important equalizer during the entry phase than it is 

during the exit phase. 

7. This meta-analysis relied on ad hoc statistical 

methods to assess the influence of variations in experimen-

tal conditions. As a result, the series of univariate 

analyses did not reveal the potential interaction among the 

variables or provide a precise measurement of variable 

effect. Future meta-analyses should consider the use of 

regression models designed to explain variations in effect 

magnitude as a function of experimental conditions. 

Economic Interpretation 
of the Effect Size 

How should the average effect size of financial aid 

on persistence be interpreted, and just how strong is that 

effect? Since the impact of financial aid on persistence 

previously has not been measured by effect size, there are 

no standards or guidelines to follow. When evaluating 

average effect sizes in terms of Cohen's (1977) general 
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guidelines for interpreting effect sizes of studies 

measuring differences between group proportions, the 

overall effect of financial aid on persistence would be 

considered less than a small effect. Thus, one questions 

the significance of a small financial aid effect size in 

relation to higher education finance. The average effect 

size of + .1316 (Meta-Analysis I) is statistically signifi

cant, but is the size of the effect significant in the 

higher education policy sense? 

One means of evaluating the effect size of finan

cial aid is use of ·an economic framework. Presumably, 

financial aid reduces the "net" price of higher education 

demanded by students already enrolled in an institution. 

The increased demand is seen in the continued enrollment 

and persistence rates of financial aid recipients. The 

importance of the magnitude of the financial aid effect 

size to higher education financial aid policy can be shown 

by use of an elasticity measure (EB,A) that relates the 

percentage of change in one variable (B) brought about by a 

I percent change in a second variable (A). Elasticity can 

have a positive or negative value. Using the notation ~ to 

represent "change in" the definition of point elasticity 

can be stated in formula 8. 

~ B/B [ 8] 

EB,A = 
~ A/A 
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where EB,A is the elasticity of B with respect to A, B 

represents the area (or percentage) under the normal curve 

associated with the effect size, and A represents the 

relationship between the average amount of financial aid 

award received and the average price of education. Thus, 

the elasticity of demand for education (as represented by 

persistence) in respect to financial aid (EB,A) relates to 

the percentage of change in persistence rates (B) brought 

about by a 1 percent change in the proportion of average 

educational prices financed through aid (A). 

Meta-Analysis I showed an average unweighted effect 

size of + .1316 which converts into an area under the 

normal curve of 55.2 percent. By implication, 5.2 percent 

more students persisted as a result of financial aid. The 

average effect size was obtained from studies conducted on 

student persistence as early as 1947 and as recent as 1982. 

Therefore, it is important to associate the effect size 

with the date of the studies. However, since this is not 

practical for each study, an "average" year can be used to 

provide a rough estimate. This "average" year is 1970-71. 

Since the average effect size incorporates studies examin

ing student persistence at private and public two- and 

four-year institutions, it also is necessary to base 

computations on the average costs of attending and the 



average aid awards received by students attending the 

different institutions for that year. 
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The,cost of attending public and private, two- and 

four-year institutions in 1970-71 ranged from $1,107 to 

$3,163, with an average cost of $1,796 for all types of 

institutions. The figures include the cost of tuition, 

fees, room, and board (Gillespie and Carlson, 1983). 

During that year, financial aid recipients averaged $441 in 

federal grant awards. Therefore, the proportion of average 

educational costs financed by an average grant award was 

24.5 percent. Referring to elasticity formula 8, if the 

percent of change in persistence rates represents B and the 

proportion of educational costs financed by aid represents 

A, then the elasticity of persistence in relation to 

financial aid equals .2122 (5.2 percent divided by 24.5 

p€rcent). This value is conser.vative since those who 

receive aid would be ~ likely to persist without aid. 

The .2122 elasticity means that an increase of 10 percent 

in the proportion of educational costs financed by aid 

would increase the persistence of 2.1 percent more stu

dents. Thus, if the financial aid proportion were in

creased from 24.5 percent to 34.5 percent, the persistence 

rates would increase from 5.2 percent to 7.3 percent. The 

weighted average effect size of Meta-Analysis I was .e634 

with a conversion area under the normal curve of .5239. 



The elasticity of the weighted effect size would be .0980 

(2.4 percent divided by 24.5 percent). Therefore, a 10 

percent increase in the financial aid proportion would 

increase the persistence rate from 2.4 percent to 3.3 

percent. 
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The elasticity provides a means by which to 

estimate the financial aid effect size of 1985-86. The 

estimated average cost of attending private and public two

and four-year institutions in 1985-86, excluding transpor

tation and personal expenses, was approximately $5,000 (The 

College Board Report, nFacts and Figures,n The Chronicle Qf 

Higher Education, August 6, 1986). The average grant award 

received by financial aid students was $1,296 (The College 

Board, 1986). Thus in 1985-86 the average grant paid for 

approximately 25.9 percent of the average educational 

expenses encountered by higher education students. When 

these figures are related to an elasticity of .2122, the 

estimated percentage of persistence is 5.5 percent (25.9 

percent X .2122) or an unweighted effect size somewhere 

between .13 and .14. When the weighted elasticity is 

utilized, the estimated percentage is 2.5 percent (25.9 

percent X .0980) or a weighted effect size somewhere 

between .06 and .07. 

In relation to graduation probability, Meta

Analysis II showed average unweighted and weighted effect 
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sizes of .15. The effect size indicates a 6 percent 

increase in graduation probability for recipients. For the 

year 1970-71, the elasticity for graduation would be .2449 

(6.0 percent divided by 24.5 percent). The estimated 

percentage of graduation for 1985-86 would be 6.3 percent 

(25.9 percent X .2449) or an approximate effect size of .16. 

Many things must be taken into consideration when 

examining the elasticity results. The elasticity was based 

on combined average costs and on average awards. The 

difference in educational costs vary considerably among 

institutions, and the difference in award amounts is 

dependent on the educational costs of an individual 

institution and whether the student commutes or lives on 

campus. The average effect size was computed from studies 

that included other forms of aid besides grants. In 

addition, the estimates of total college costs provided by 

the College Scholarship Service have been shown by Leslie 

(1984) to be considerably higher than what students report 

actually expending. Therefore, the proportion of college 

expenses being financed by aid is probably higher, which 

would result in a lower elasticity. 

However, elasticity is based on averages and does 

provide a framework by which to evaluate the relevance of 

financial aid effect size. Assuming that in 1985-86 the 

effect of financial aid on persistence was .13 with an 
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elasticity of .2122, the impact of the effect size on 

financial aid funding can be demonstrated. In 1985-86 

approximately 3 million students received an average grant 

award of $1,296--a total federal expenditure on grants of 

$~.888 billion. The .13 effect size indicates that owing 

to financial aid 5.2 percent of the 3 million students or 

156,000 students did not drop out. If we assume that the 

average award covered 25.9 percent of the average educa

tional costs, then an increase of the financial aid 

proportion to 35.9 percent should result in an increased 

persistence rate of 7.3 percent. 

A 10 percent increase in the proportion of finan

cial aid that covers educational costs would increase the 

average grant award to $1,795 ($5,000 educational costs X 

.345) and increase the total federal expenditure to $5.385 

billion (3 million students X $1,795). With an elasticity 

of .2122, the 10 percent increase in financial aid propor

tion theoretically would result in a 2.1 percent increase 

in persistence or an additional 63,000 students who persist 

(5.2 percent + 2.1 percent = 7.3 percent; 3 million 

students X .073 = 219,000; 219,000 - 156,000 = 63,000). In 

order to increase the persistence rates of 63,000 students 

the government would have to expend an additional $1.497 

billion ($5.385 B - $3.888 B). Therefore, the cost of 



increasing the persistence rate would average $23,762 per 

additional student ($1.497 B divided by 63,~8~ students). 

266 

It is apparent that the magnitude of the effect 

size can have a major impact on financial aid policy. For 

example, if the financial aid effect size is .5~, persis

tence increases by 19 percent. If the 19 percent change in 

persistence rates and the 1985-86 financial aid proportion 

of 25.9 percent are used in elasticity formula 8, the 

elasticity increases to .734, and the cost of increasing 

the persistence rate would decrease from $23,762 per 

additional student to $7,586 per additional student. 

Of course, one must take into consideration that 

financial aid serves three primary objectives--access, 

choice, and persistence. The persistence elasticity was 

based on average grant awards, and the actual dollar 

amounts reflect total expenditure on the three objectives. 

However, the elasticity measure does provide a means by 

which to evaluate the effect size and to interpret the 

significance of effect size magnitude. The effect of 

financial aid and elasticity will vary among institutions. 

An institution should be able to determine the economic 

impact of an increased investment in financial aid by 

computing an effect size, converting the effect size into 

an elasticity, determining the average amount of aid 



received by financial aid students, and calculating an 

average persistence or graduation probability. 
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Can the effect size of financial aid be increased? 

Obviously so, when one observes that financial aid showed a 

larger effect on student persistence in two-year colleges 

and private institutions than public four-year institu

tions. The effect size at two-year institutions is 

probably influenced by the larger proportion of minority 

and low SES students in attendance. Those students are 

probably receiving a larger award amount than majority, 

wealthier students because of the needs analysis formula. 

The effect size in private institutions no doubt is 

influenced by the fact that private college students on the 

average receive a larger award amount than public institu-

tion students. Therefore, it appears that the magnitude of 

the effect size can be affected by the size of the award. 

Policy Implications 
and Recommendations 

A primary research question asked what implications 

the meta-analysis results have for financial aid policies. 

The following implications and recommendations are based on 

the results of the eight meta-analyses and address the 

issues of financial aid in relation to the form of aid, 

rising educational costs, changing demography of American 



higher education, campus-based aid policy, and institu

tional retention efforts. 
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Altbough student aid is not the only variable that 

affects student attrition rates--indeed, it is not even the 

major one--the results of the meta-analysis identify 

financial aid as a viable tool for assisting students to 

remain in college. The meta-analysis supports the conten

tion that financial aid is achieving one of its goals-

retention of low income students. Whether the relationship 

between the magnitude of the effect size and the resulting 

economic consequences is important depends on three 

interacting factors: (1) society's commitment to equal 

educational opportunity, (2) society's belief that finan

cial aid promotes equal educational opportunity, and (3) 

society's evaluation of the benefits it reaps from higher 

education in comparison to individual benefits. If society 

feels that the individual is the primary beneficiary of 

higher education, then individuals will be expected to 

finance the major portion of their educational costs. In 

such a case, society may perceive a greater investment in 

self-help aid programs--loans and work study--to be the 

more equitable means by which to achieve equal educational 

opportunity. 

This contention apparently holds true for current 

American financial aid policy. Between 1980-81 and 
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1985-86, the decrease in funding of certain grants and the 

increase in loan funding have resulted in loans comprising 

the major proportion of total student aid sources. In 

198~-81, loans comprised 40.7 percent of the total aid 

sources and grants composed 55.4 percent; by 1985-86, the 

loan proportion had risen to 5~ percent and the grant 

proportion had decreased to 46.7 percent. When only 

federal financial aid sources are considered, the propor

tion of total federal funding that loans comprised in

creased from 49 percent in 198~-8l to 65 percent in 1985-86 

(The College Board, 1986). 

As a result of this shift toward loans representing 

a larger proportion of the total student aid funding, one 

of the most controversial issues surrounding federal 

financial aid policy today involves the effect of loans 

versus grants on student persistence. The meta-analysis 

contains the largest representation of studies ever 

compiled on the effect of different forms of financial aid 

on persistence among recipients. All aid form effect sizes 

were "less than a small effect," and the differences in 

effect sizes among forms of aid were minimal. Admittedly, 

more research is still needed in this area. However, the 

meta-analysis lends some support to the belief that 

packages or combinations of financial aid are more effec

tive than single forms of aid. Most likely, however, this 
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is owing to the packages meeting more of the recipient's 

needs. If so, perhaps the emphasis should be more on 

preserving or increasing federal support of financial aid 

programs than attempting to alter the form the assistance 

should take. The importance of this recommendation becomes 

evident when one examines the relationship among inflation, 

rising educational costs, and federal support of financial 

aid. 

Since 1980-81, average tuition and room and board 

charges have increased at a faster rate than inflation. In 

1981-82, the charges at both public and private institu

tions increased by 13 percent over the previous year, while 

the inflation index decreased to under 9 percent. The 

inflation rate fell to 4 percent during the 1982-83 

academic year, but college charges increased an average of 

11 percent at higher education institutions. Total college 

costs rose 6 percent in 1986-87 compared to an estimated 

4.5 percent inflation rate (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 1984; The Chronicle of Higher Education, August 

6, 1986). 

At a time when educational costs were rising above 

the inflation rate, financial aid funding did not keep pace 

with the inflation rate. Since 1980-81, federal financial 

aid funding decreased in 1982 constant dollars by 9.6 

percent; and total federal, state, and institutional aid 
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decreased by 3 percent. The effect on the individual 

student was a constant dollar decrease in the average aid 

amount awarded. The total average award per recipient for 

all federal aid programs decreased in constant dollars from 

$13l~ in 198~-81 to $1199 in 1985-86. While the average 

aid per Pell grant increased in constant dollars by $168, 

the average aid per GSL and NDSL recipient decreased by 

$335 and $177, respectively (The College Board, 1986). The 

$168 increase in the average Pell award did not compensate 

for the large increase in educational costs over that five

year period. Grants alone cannot cover the total cost of 

education. The newly proposed maximum Pell award of $230~ 

does not meet total educational costs when one considers 

that the average cost of attending a private four-year 

institution has risen to $10,199 and the average cost of 

attending a public four-year institution has risen to 

$5,6~4. 

States and institutions appear to be addressing the 

problem of inflation and higher educational costs by 

increasing their support of financial aid. Since 1980-81, 

state and institutional aid funding have increased an 

average of 30.5 percent in constant dollar amount. The 

increase, however~ has not been able to keep pace with the 

decrease in federal government constant dollar support. If 

the main concern of financial aid is to remove economic 
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barriers, then funding and award amount policies must keep 

pace with inflation and higher educational costs in order 

for students better to meet their financial needs--whether 

the policies' emphasis is on increased grants or loans. 

The financial needs of one major participant in our 

higher education system are not being met--the part-time 

student, sometimes referred to as the "nontraditional" 

student. A recent study by the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching (1986) found that a greater 

percentage of part-time students, compared to full-time 

students, carne from low SES families, fewer part-time 

students than full-time students evaluated their financial 

aid as "adequate," and part-time students composed 64 

percent of two-year college enrollments and 23 percent of 

four-year institution enrollments. The study found the 

nmyth" that part-time students were less academically 

prepared and more vocationally oriented to be unsupported; 

part-time students reported a higher cumulative grade point 

average than full-time students, and the majority of part

time students considered general education requirements an 

essential part of the college curriculum. The Carnegie 

Foundation declared part-time students to be one of the 

fastest growing groups of students in the united States and 

predicted that two-year institutions would continue to 

attract the lion's hare of part-time students. The study 



also pointed out that the traditional four-year college 

program often takes the part-time student five to seven 

years to complete. 
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Other related matriculation patterns must be noted. 

Although public institution enrollment is expected to rise 

by 1992, full-time equivalencies are projected to decline 

by l~ percent; also by 1992, the proportion of students who 

are under twenty-five years of age is expected to decline 

from 61 percent to 51 percent (National Center for Educa- . 

tion Statistics, 1984). In the near future, in order to 

meet present goals, financial aid policy must address the 

~hifting demography in American higher education. In order 

to do this, it is recommended that federal financial aid be 

more accessible to the part-time and nontraditional 

student. Federal and institutional restrictions that may 

prevent part-time and nontraditional students from receiv

ing financial assistance should be revised. New federal 

legislation will allow students enrolled in fewer than six 

credit hours to be eligible for financial aid, but the 

issue of needs analysis continues to be ignored. The 

discussion under Conclusion 6 of this chapter pointed to 

some of the problems faced by part-timers in obtaining 

financial assistance. Needs analysis, based on the 

traditional four-year student profile, should be adjusted 



to accommodate the higher living expenses of most part

time and nontraditional students. 
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In 90njunction with this recommendation, a greater 

commitment of institutional, federal, and state aid must be 

made to the part-time student. For the federal government, 

this recommendation translates into increasing the propor

tion of campus-based aid that institutions are allowed to 

expend on part-timers. Institutions are generally allowed 

to expend only l~ percent of the campus-based aid on part

time students. Currently, NDSL constitutes only 3 percent 

of the total federal fiscal budget for student financial 

aid programs; work study composes 7 percent, and SEOG 

constitutes 5 percent (The Chronicle of Higher Education, 

September 3, 1986). Thus, the amount of campus-based aid 

available to part-time students is minimal. 

For institutions and states the recommendation 

implies a more balanced allocation of funds between full

time and part-time students. In proportioning student aid 

funds, institutions must consider the balance between the 

use of financial aid as a freshman recruiting tool and its 

commitment to the continuing student. Financial aid 

appears to have a stronger effect on persistence during the 

latter years of a student's education. Too often, four

year institutions financially neglect the two-year college 

transfer student or allocate a minimal amount of their 
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financial aid resources to those students. It is important 

that these students receive an equitable proportion of 

financial aid in relation to entering freshmen. In the 

same context, four-year institutions should reserve enough 

of their financial aid resources to service continuing 

students during the latter years of their education. 

The meta-analysis showed that financial aid had a 

"less than small" effect on student persistence, and, 

consequently, other variables of stronger influence may be 

operating on student persistence. The results suggest that 

educators should concentrate more on retention programs in 

order to increase persistence rates. For too long institu

tions, as well as researchers, have focused on persistence 

variables for predictive purposes, giving only minimal 

attention to the potential retention implications present 

in the study results. Pantages and Creedon (1978) recom

mend that colleges shift their attention from prediction to 

the prevention of attrition. They suggest a variety of 

counseling and advising programs that could be implemented 

to accomplish this end. 

However, retention programs must have a wide 

perspective. The meta-analysis found minority students to 

have a higher dropout rate than whites, even after their 

economic needs were met. It is important that retention 

programs address the sociocultural adjustment problems 
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among minority groups. Institutions should not forget that 

a greater proportion of the student body will be part-time 

students and that retention programs should be oriented 

toward servicing the~r needs. Until elementary and 

secondary education systems are better able to produce a 

higher quality product, students with minimum academic 

qualifications will continue to be admitted into the higher 

education system. Therefore, compensatory educational 

programs are a necessary part of retention strategy. If 

the effect of financial aid on student persistence is found 

to be low in an institution, the institution also has an 

obligation to the students and taxpayers to increase their 

efforts to provide better financial aid counseling. In 

short, preventive dropout programs should incorporate 

academic, nonacademic, and financial aid measures for full-

time and part-time students. 

In conclusion, policy recommendations derived from 

the meta-analysis suggest that more of an effort should be 

made to meet the students' financial needs; financial aid 

funding must keep pace with inflation and higher educa-

tional costs; institutional, state, and federal financial 

aid policy must address the changing demography of American 

higher education by acknowledging the growing presence of 

the nontraditional student; and in return for society's 

investment in higher education, institutions have an 



obligation to make a more concerted effort to increase 

retention rates. Financial aid has been shown to be only 

one of many variables affecting retention, and if equal 

educational opportunity is to be fully achieved, all 

variables must receive equal attention. 
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Table 27. Studies and Popul'ations Included in the Various Meta-Analyses. 

Author Publication Type of Year of Persistence 
~ (Year of Pub! icati2nl source Statistics population Data Spec! [!cation 

III 11 Baber (1974) D z-ratio Un! v. Hissouri- 1966-1972 1+ years 
Columbia G-4, G-6+ 

III 12 Baber (1974) D z-ratio Un!v. Hissouri- 1967-1972 1+ years 
Columbia G-4, G-5+ 

III 13 Baber (1974) D z-ratio Univ. Hissouri- 1968-1972 1+ years 
Columbia G-4 

III 14 Baber (1974) D z-ratio Univ. Missouri- 1969-19711 1+ years 
Columbia 

III 15 Baber (1974) D z-ratio Un!v. Hiesouri- 19711-1971 1+ years 
Columbia 

III 16 Baber (1974) D z-ratio Univ. Hissouri- 1971-1972 1+ years 
Columbia 

92 11 Beyer (1971) D factor Southwest Union 1967-19711 1+ years 
analysis College 

93 11 Cesa (19B9) R descriptive Univ. California- 1977-1979 1+ years 

94 11 Crawford (1966) R descripti ve 
Berkeley 
1959 National Merit 1959-1961 2+ years 
Finalist 

115 11 Cihak (1983) 0 chi-square Oregon State Univ. 1975-1981 1+ years 
G-4, G-6 

116 11 Fields (1973) D/J chi-square 
discriminant 

Oregon State Univ. 1969-19711 1+ years 

116 12 Fields (1973) D/J 
analysis 
chi-square Oregon State Univ. 19711-1971 1+ years 
discriminant 
analysis 

97 11 Higgins (1983) J descriptive Ball State 19811-1981 1+ years 
University 

118 11 Kinney (19711) D sign test Washington State 1967-19711 3 years 
University 

99 11 McCreight/LeMay (1982) J NR Oregon State Univ. 1975-1981 1+ years 
G-4, G/E-6 

19 11 Van Eaton (19711) D chi-square U. Missouri-Columbia 19711 1 semester 
(College of Agric.) 

Type of 
Financial Aid 

BOG 

BOG 

EOG 

EOG 

EOG 

EOG 

FA 

FA 

FA 

FA 

FA 

FA 

FA 

scholarship 

BEOG 

scholarship 

N 
-..J 
\0 



Table 27, continued 

Author Degree of 
~ (Year of publication) Cootro] 

01 11 Baber (1974) matched 

01 12 Baber (1974) matched 

01 13 Baber (1974) matched 

01 14 Baber (1974) matched 

01 15 Baber (1974) matched 

01 16 Baber (1974) matched 

02 11 Beyer (1971) none 

113 11 Cesa (19811) none 

04 11 Crawford (1966) none 

05 11 Cihak (1983) matched 

116 11 Fields (1973) random 

06 12 Fields (1973) random 

07 11 lIiggins (1983) none 

08 11 Kinney (1970) matched 

09 11 McCreight/LeMay (1982) matched 

111 11 Van Eaton (1970) random 

Treatment of 
Transfers Enrollment 

and Stopouts Stattls 

T=DO, SO=P PT/FT 

T=oo, SO=P PT/FT 

T=oo, SO=P PT/FT 

T=DO, SO=P PT/FT 

T=oo, SO=P PT/FT 

T=oo, So=p PT/FT 

T=oo, SO=OO PT/FT 

T=DO, SO=OO NR 

T=P, SO=P NR 

T=oo, ~O=P NR 

T=oo, SO=OO FT 

T=oo, so=oo FT 

T=oo, SO=oo NR 

T=DO, so=oo FT 

T=DO, so=p FT 

T=oo, SO=OO FT 

Total Study 
~tiQn.... 

4112 

708 

5911 

SIll 

484 

544 

502 

176 

1291 

266 

1321 

1252 

3733 

1.62 

3110 

135 

So"cial Nol:es 

private college, 1967-1969 in transition 
from junior to senior college 
freshman and junior college transfer 
studenl:s, questionnaire survey 
questionnaire survey 

junior college transfer students 

entire freshman population 

reenrolled sophomores 

tv 
00 
o 
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Table 27, continued 

Author Publica tion Type of 
~ (Year of Publlcatjon) Source Statjstjcs 

11 11 Williamson/Fede r J descriptive 
(1953) 

12 11 Winder D chi-square 
(1972) 

13 11 Yuker et al. (1972) R descr ipti ve 

1411 Zielke (1.977) D/J chi-square 

15 11 Thompson (1971) D descr ipti ve 

15 12 Thompson (1971) D descriptive 

15 13 Thompson (1971) D descr ipti ve 

16 11 Riccobono/Dunteman R descr ipti ve 
(1975) 

16 12 Riccobono/Dunteman R descriptive 
(1975) 

1711 Kreiger (1980) D multiple 
regression 

18 11 Parker (1974) D t-test 
ANOVA 

19 11 Haggerty (1985) D chi-square 
discriminant 
analysis 

20 11 Terkla (1985) J path-
analysis 

21 11 Williams (1977) D chi-square 

22 11 Davis (1978) D t-test 

23 11 Cameron et al. R NR 
(1978) 

Year of 
Popnlatlon pata 

Univ. of Denver 1947-1951 

Austin College 1970-1971 

Hofstra university 1970-1971 

Univ. of Wyoming 1973-1978 

University of 1968-1970 
I'lyoming 

University of 1967-197" 
Wyoming 

University of 1966-1970 
Wyoming 

1972 NLS 1972-1973 

1972 NLS 1972-1973 

Troy State Univ. 1974-1979 

Chicago State Univ. 1969-1973 

Youngstown State 1975-1984 
University 

1972 NLS 1972-1979 

2 Michigan com- 1975-1976 
munity colleges 
~lontgomery 1976-1977 

College 
a ~lichigan com- 1976-1977 
muni ty college 

Persistence 
Specification 

1 year 
G-4 
1 year 

1+ years 

1+ years 
G-4 
2 years 

3 years 

G-4 

1+ years 

1+ years 

t semesters 
enrolled, G-5 
G-4 

G-8 

G-7 

1 year 

1+ semester 

1+ years 

Type of 
FI nancj al Ai d 

scholarsh ip 

FA 

FA 

BEOG 

EOG 

EOG 

EOG 

FA 

FA 

FA 

FA 

FA 

FA 

BEOG 

FA 

BEOG 

I\J 
co 
f-' 



Table 27. Studies and 

Author 
~ (Year of Publi cat; on) 

1111 Williamson/Feder 
(1953) 

12 11 Winder (1972) 

13 11 Yuker et al. (1972) 

14 11 Zielke (1977) 

15 11 Thompson (1971) 

15 12 Thompson (1971) 

15 13 Thompson (1971) 

16 11 Riccobono/Dunteman 
(1975) 

16 12 Riccobono/Dunteman 
(1975) 

17 11 Kreiger (1980) 

18 11 Parker (1974) 

19 11 Haggerty (1985) 

20 11 Terkla (1985) 

21 11 Williams (1977) 

22 11 Davis (1978) 

23 11 Cameron et al. 
(1978) 

Populations Included in 

Treatment of 
Degree of Transfers Enrollment 

Control arui..S..~ Status 

none T=DO, SO=oo FT 

random T=oo, So=oo FT 

none T=oo, SO=DO FT 

matched T=DO, SO=P NR 

matched T=DO, SO=P FT 

matched T=oo, SO=P FT 

matched T=oo, SO=P FT 

none T=P, SO=NR NR 

none T=P, SO=NR NR 

random T=oo, SO=P NR 

random T=oo, SO=oo NR 

none T=oo, SO=P PT/FT 

none T=P, SO=NI NR 

random T=oo, SO=OO NR 

none T=oo, SO=OO PT/FT 

random T=oo, SO=OO PT/FT 

the 'Various t-leta-Analyses, continued 

Total Study 
Popu1ation Special Notes 

566 private institution 

21l1l private college 

5883 private college, entire college 
population 

2114 

2114 

240 

384 

6128 four-year college students 

31!47 two-year college students, vocational-
technical students excluded 

542 graduation includes A.A. degrees 

llll! minority junior students 

724 students over 24 years of age, 
graduation includes A.A. degrees 

4448 two- and four-year college students, 
graduation includes A.A. degrees 

148 questionnaire survey, stUdents in 
occupational programs 

131l;29 entire college enrollment 

21l1l 

N 
00 
N 



Table 27, continued 

Author Publication 
Code (Year of Pyblicationl --.ao..~ 

24 11 Silver (1978) P 

25 11 snyder (1971) D 

26 11 Snyder/Klien (1969) R 

27 11 Taylor/Raffetto J 
(1983) 

27 12 Taylor/Raffetto J 
(1983) 

27 13 Taylor/Raffetto J 
(1983) 

27 14 Taylor/Raffetto J 
(1983) 

27 15 Taylor/Raffetto J 
(1983) 

27 16 Taylor/Raffetto J 
(1983) 

28 11 Burnham (1971) D 

28 12 Burnham (1971) D 

28 13 Burnham (1971) D 

28 14 Burnham (1971) D 

29 11 Herndon (1981) D/J 

311 11 Brooks (198!!) D 

31 11 Clark (1971) D 

Type of 
Statistics PopnlatioD 

descriptive North Greenville 
College 

chi-square 4 Pennsylvania com-

chi-square 
munity Colleges 

Harrisburg area 

chi-square 
community college 
Temple Junior 

College 
chi-square Temple Junior 

College 
chi-square Temple Junior 

College 
chi-square Temple Junior 

College 
chi-square Temple Junior 

College 
chi-square Temple Junior 

College 
descriptive University of 

Arkansas 
descriptive University of 

Arkansas 
descriptive University of 

Arkansas 
descriptive University of 

Arkansas 
discriminant California State 
analysis College-Dakersfie1d 
chi-square Indiana Univ.-

Bloomington 
chi-square University of 

mssissippi 

Year of Persistence 
Data SpeCi ficatiQo 

1975-1977 2 years 
G-2 

1967-l97!! 2 years 
G-3 

1967-1969 G/E-2 

1973-1974 G 

1974-1975 G 

1975-1976 G 

1976-1977 G 

1977-1978 G 

1978-1979 G 

1966-1967 1+ years 

1967-1968 1+ years 

1968-1969 1+ years 

1969-1970 1+ years 

1975-1980 2+ years 

1977-1979 2+ years 

1966-1968 1+ years 

Type of 
Financial Aid 

FA 

FA 

FA 

BEOG 

BEOG 

BEOG 

BEOG 

BEOG 

BEOG 

EOG 

EOG 

EOG 

EOG 

FA 

NPSL/CWS 

EOG 

N 
CO 
W 



Table 27, continued 

Author Degree of 
.J&.® (Year of Pub] j cat; on) Control 

24 11 Silver (1978) none 

25 11 Snyder (1971) none 

26 11 Snyder/KIlen (1969) none 

27 11 Taylor/Raffetto random 
(1983) 

27 12 Taylor/Raffetto random 
(1983) 

27 13 Taylor/Raffetto random 
(1983) 

27 14 Taylor/Raffetto random 
(1983) 

27 15 Taylor/Raffetto random 
(1983) 

27 16 Taylor/Raffetto random 
(1983) 

28 11 Burnham (1971) none 

2B 12 Burnham (1971) none 

2B 13 Burnham (1971) none 

28 14 Burnham (1971) none 

29 11 Herndon (19Bl) none 

311 11 Brooks (19BI1) none 

31 11 Clark (1971) none 

Treatment of 
Transfers Enrollment 

and StoPQuts Status 

T=DO, SO=oo FT 

T=DO, SO=OO FT 

T=DO, SO=OO NR 

T=DO, SO=NR NR 

T=DO, SO=NR NR 

T=DO, SO=NR NR 

T=DO, SO=NR NR 

T=oo, SO=NR NR 

T=DO, 80=NR NR 

T=DO, SO=OO FT 

T=DO, 80=00 FT 

T=DO, so=oo FT 

T=DO, SO=OO FT 

T=P, SO=P FT/PT 

T=DO, SO=P FT 

T=DO, SO=oo NR 

Total Study 
Population 

252 

3116 

193 

92 

96 

96 

99 

93 

94 

90 

99 

B4 

90 

226 

641 

lB2 

Specia1 Notes 

private college, entire freshman 
class 
questionnaire survey 

t\.) 

00 

"'" 



Table 27. Studies and Populations Included in the Various Meta-Analyses, continued 

Author Publication Type of Year of Persistence Type of 
~ (Year of PlIh1 icatjoo) Soyrce Statistics Population pata SpecificatioD Financial Aid 

32 11 Sheddan (J 976) D discriminant Bryan College 1963-1973 2+ years FA 
analysis 

33 II Flynn (19811) D discriminant Dominican College 1968-1976 2+ years FA 
analysis 

34 11 Nelson (1983) D discriminant University of 1977-1981 1+ years FA 
analysis Connecticut 

35 11 Voorhees (1985) D/J LISREL a Southwest 1980-1981 1+ years FA 
university 

36 11 Stampen/Cabrera J LOGIT University of 1979-1982 1 year FA 
(1986) Wisconsin System 

37 11 Hochstein/Butler J descriptive University of 1981-1982 1 semester FA 
(1983) Nebraska-Omaha 

38 11 Jensen (1981) J ANOVA Washington State 1970-1974 • semesters FA 
path analysis University enrolled 

39 11 Jensen (1984) J ANOVA Washington State 1970-1975 G-5 FA 
UniverSity 

40 11 Peng/Fetters (1978) J multiple 1972 NLS 1972-1974 2 years FA 

40 12 Peng/Fetters (1978) J 
regression 
multiple 1972 NLS 1972-1974 2 years FA 
regression 

41 11 Iwai/Churchi11 (1982) J ANOVA Arizona state 1975-1976 1+ semester FA 
chi-square University 

42 11 Karmas (1974) D/J multiple Dept. of Labor 1966-1967 1+ years scholarships 
regression 1966 national survey 

43 11 Stephenson/Eisele J multiple Dept. of Labor 1968-1972 • semesters FA 
(1982) regression 1968 national survey enrolled, G-5 

43 12 Stephenson/Eisele J multiple Dept. of Labor 1972-1976 • semesters FA 
(1982) regreSSion 1972 national survey enrolled, G-5 

44 11 Selby (1973) J point u. of ~IiS6oUri- 1968-1969 1+ years FA 
biserial Columbia 

45 11 Williams (1975) 0 chi-square Univ. of Oregon 1969-1973 • semesters EOG 
enrolled 

t.J 
00 
\Jl 



Table 27, continued 

/luthor Degree of 
~ (Year of Publication) Control 

32 11 Sheddan (1976) none 

3311 Flynn (19811) none 

34 11 Nelson (1983) none 

35 11 Voorhees (1985) none 

36 11 Stampen/Cabrera random 
(1986) 

37 11 Hochstein/Butler random 
(1983) 

38 11 Jensen (1981) none 

39 11 Jensen (1984) none 

40 11 Peng/Fetters (1978) none 

411 12 Peng/Fetters (1978) none 

41 11 Iwai/Churchill (1982) none 

42 11 Karmas (1974) none 

43 11 Stephenson/Eisele none 
(1962) 

43 12 Stephenson/Eisele none 
(1982) 

44 11 Selby (1973) matched 

45 11 tli11iams (1975) none 

Treatment of 
Transfers Enrollment 

and StOPOllt§ Status 

T=NI, so=oo NR 

T=NI, so=oo NR 

T=DO, SO=OO FT 

T=oo, SO=DO NR 

T=oo, SO=NI NR 

T=oo, 80=00 NR 

T=NI, SO=OO NR 

T=NI, SO=oo NR 

T=P, 80=00 NR 

T=P, 80=DO NR 

T=oo, 80=DO NR 

T=P, 80=00 NR 

T=P, SO=P tlR 

T=P, SO=P tlR 

T=P, So=oo FT 

T=oo, SO=OO NR 

Total Study 
Population 

291 

399 

2569 

343 

49811 

261 

655 

475 

4539 

1378 

1849 

547 

1411 

IIll 

611 

195 

Special Ngtes 

pr ivate college 

private college 

nondegree students excluded from sample 

questionnaire survey 

questionnaire survey 

four-year college students, only students 
enrolled in a degree program 
two-year college students, only students 
enrolled in a transfer degree program 
questionnaire survey 

male students only, two- and four-year 
college students 
female students only 

female students only 

matched black students with white students 

'" 00 
~ 
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Table 27, continued 

Author Publication Type of 
.J&de (Year Of pub1 j cat; 00) Source Statjstjcs 

46 11 Baber/Caple (1970) J t-test 

47 11 IIstin (1964) J chi-square 

48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) R descriptive 
multiple 
regression 

49 11 Odutola (19B3) 0 multiple 
[egression 

.. 
~ 

Year of 
populatjon pata 

Univ. of Missouri- 1966-1967 
Columbia 

1957 National Merit 1957-1961 
Finalists 

CIRP 1975 1975-1977 

Florida State 1974-1975 
University 

Persistence 
Specificatjon 

1+ years 

G/E-4 

2+ years 

1 year 

Type of 
PjnancjaJ Aid 

tOG 

scholarships 

FA 

FA 

N 
00 
-.I 
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Table 27. Studies and Populations Included in the Various Meta-Analyses, continued 

Treatment of 
Author Degree of Transfers Enrollment Total Study 

~ {Xe,n: gf Ellbl i s::ati5:201 ~2Dttgl and StggQuts Status I!Qgnlati2D sgIH;:~al ~Iotes 

46 11 Baber/Caple (19711) 

47 11 Astin (1964) 

48 11 Astin/Cross (1979) 

49 11 Odutola (1983) 

ABBREVIATIONS: 

Type of statistics: 

Population: 

Persistence 
specification: 

Type of 
Financial Aid: 

Treatment of 
Transfers and 
Stopouts: 

Enrollment Status: 

none T=DO, SO=DO FT 243 

none T=P, SO=P NR 66611 questionnaire survey 

none T=P, SO=P PT/FT 146114 

none T=DO, SO=OO FT 615 

ANOVA = Analysis of Variance, LISREL = Linear Structural Relations, LOGIT 
Probability Model, NR = type of statistic not reported 

1972 NLS = The National Longitudinal Study of the 1972 High School Class 
1975 CIRP = Cooperative Institutional Research Program 

Linear 

+ = indicates an additional semester; t = number of; G = graduation; G-4 = graduation 
in four years; G-6 = graduation in 6 years, etc.; G/E-5 = graduation or still enrolled 
after five years, etc. 

FA = all forms of financial aid, EOG = Educational Opportunity Grant, BEOG = Basic 
Educational opportunity Grant, GWS = College Work Study, NDSL = National Direct student Loan 

T = transfer, SO = stopout, P = persister, DO = dropout, NI not included in the 
study population 

PT = part-time, FT full-time, NR not reported 

N 
(X) 

(X) 
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