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l. Introduction

Concerns regarding access to and economic diversity in U. S. higher education are
increasingly on the public policy agenda. Although the combination of increasing tuition and
decreasing state support has made this issue most pressing for public institutions, qualified
students from middle and lower income families are facing a financial ‘ squeeze’ that limits
their access to both public and private higher education. Indeed, evidence shows that the
distribution of higher educational opportunitiesin the U. S. has become increasingly
concentrated on students from families with high income and wealth. (Haveman and Wilson,
2007)

The private and social benefits of a college education are well-documented. For the
individual, additional educational attainment leads to higher earnings as well as a variety of
other nonmarketed benefits, including improved consumer choices and better health. At the
societal level, additional investment in higher education is associated with greater community
involvement, reduced unemployment, reduced crime, and increased charitable contributions
of time and money." These social and private benefits, in turn, are of value to other important
ingtitutions, such as governments at all levels. Because of these gains, tax revenues are
increased and expenditures on welfare and assistance programs are reduced (Couturier,
2006).

The goal of expanding access to college for youths from middie and lower income
familiesis high on the agenda of higher education policymakers. However, limited
availability of data regarding the income distribution of studentsin specific colleges and
universities has resulted in relatively little information about the participation rate of low-
income students across U.S. higher education institutions (Heller, 2004).

This paper attempts to address this information gap by focusing on the prevalence of
undergraduate students supported by a Pell Grant—a universal grant targeted to low-income
students—as a measure of the economic diversity of colleges and universities. While the
variation in the prevalence of Pell Grant recipients has been well documented elsewhere
(Heller, 2004; Mortenson, 2004), we are not aware of studies that have provided an analytical
framework in which to interpret this value as an indicator of the extent of economic diversity

among U.S. higher education institutions.

' Ashenfelter, et al. (1999) summarize the research evidence regarding the earnings effects of marginal
investments in education. Evidence on the non-marketed, external and public goods effects of a college-
educated citizenry isfound in Haveman and Wolfe (1984) and Wolfe and Haveman (2003).



In this paper, we treat such needs-based financial assistance as an indicator of the
prevalence of low-income students attending institutions of higher education across the
United States. We identify independent institution- and state-specific factors potentially
related to the prevalence of Pell recipients among U.S. research universities, and find that a
substantial proportion of the variation in this outcome can be explained by these factors. We
make use of these estimated relationships to assess the prevalence of low-income students
among both public and private institutions.

The paper is structured as follows. Section Il gives abrief overview of the evolution in
the financing of higher education in the U. S., and describes the Federal Pell Grant Program.
Section 111 spells out the fundamental research questions addressed in this paper. Section IV
describes the sample of ingtitutions included in the empirical analysis. Section V presents the
model and describes explanatory variables on which we concentrate. Section VI presents the
empirical results, and Section VIl concludes.

1. Recent trendsin higher education finance

A more educated citizenry benefits both individual s and the society; however, recent
trendsin the cost of and the financing of higher education have impeded the realization of
these benefits. 1n 2003-04, a college student attending a public 4-year institution paid an
average of $4,694 in tuition and fees. This compares to inflation-adjusted costs of $2,074 in
1983-84, and $3,188 in 1993-94 (Clinedinst, 2004). As the average tuition at state
universities has more than doubled over the last 20 years, state and local appropriations have
contributed a much smaller share of total revenue provided to public institutions. 1n 1980-81,
approximately half the revenues of public institutions came from state and local
appropriations. However, by 1999-2000, this proportion declined to nearly one-third
(Couturier, 2006).

While providing financial support to public universities, states also provide aid directly
to individual students who attend either a public or private in-state university. During 2003-
04, state governments awarded approximately $7.3 billion in total state funded student
financial aid to students attending public and private institutions within the state; the majority
of these funds were in the form of direct student grants. However, the composition of need
and non-need based state aid has shifted over time in away that affects the college

opportunities of low-income undergraduate students. 1n 1993-94, 90 percent of state aid was



in the form of need-based grant aid. Over the succeeding decade, the proportion of total aid
accounted by need-based grant aid shrank to 74 percent. In fact, while total need-based grant
aid grew by 103 percent, non-need grant aid increased by 532 percent (NASSGAP, 2003-04).

In addition to increasing tuition and costs and declining state and local support for
public institutions, the composition of federal grant aid to students has also shifted toward
merit-based aid and away from need-based assistance. Since the early 1980s, federal loans
have been substituted for federal grant aid as the primary means of federally-financed
government aid. By 2002-03, loans comprised nearly 70 percent of federal student financial
aid (Clinedinst, 2004).

The Pell Grant Program

As direct need-based aid to students has increasingly been replaced by merit-based aid
at both the federal and state level, the federal Pell Grant remains the one form of grant aid
guaranteed to low-income students. With few exceptions, a Pell Grant (in some amount) is
guaranteed to dependent students from families with household income less than $40,000.
Indeed, 84 percent of dependent undergraduates with Pell Grants came from families with
incomes less than $40,000 (Couturier, 2006). Since the Pell Grant is afederal aid program, it
is provided to students across states, regardless of any individual state’s higher education
funding policies.

Pell Grants are directed to students with financial need who have not received their first
bachelor's degree or who are enrolled in certain post baccalaureate programs that lead to
teacher certification or licensure. The amounts depend on the student's expected family
contribution (EFC),” the cost of attending the institution, whether the student attends full-time
or part-time, and whether the student attends for a full academic year or less. An applicant
may receive only one Pell Grant in an award year and may not receive Pell Grant funds from
more than one school at atime. For the 2005-06 academic year, Pell Grant awards ranged
from $400 to $4,050 (College Board, 2006).° During the 2003-04 academic year, more than

? The EFC is the number given to a college applicant, based upon the applicant’s financial strength (as indicated
by factors such as family income, net assets, and household size) which is combined with the applicant’s
educational cost and enrollment status (full time, three-quarter time, half time, or less than half time) to
determine the applicant’s grant level. In addition, a student must complete the FAFSA (Free Application for
Federal Student Aid) in order to be eligible for a Pell Gant.

° The purchasing power of the Pell Grant has eroded over the last twenty years. In 1985-86, the Pell Grant
covered approximately 60 percent of the tuition, fees, room and board at a public four-year university; twenty
years later, that proportion fell to 33 percent. The 2008 Federal budget proposed by President G.W. Bush
includes an increase in the maximum Pell Grant award to $4,600. Thisisa$550 increase over the existing



aquarter of all undergraduate students received Pell Grants, totalling $12.7 billion awarded
to approximately 5.1 million students, with average grant amounts of $2,466 (College Board,
2004).

[1l. Research Question

The primary objective of this study isto uncover those factors that are related to the
prevalence of students from low income families in the undergraduate student body of
research-oriented universities. We measure this prevalence as the percent of the
undergraduate student body in these schools receiving a Pell Grant; we refer to this variable
asthe “Pell Prevalence Ratio (PPR).”

Tebbs and Turner (2005) have identified a number of factors that might contribute to
differences among universities in the PPR. These factors include: (i) differences among
schools in market conditions (the cost of attending a public versus a private university); (ii)
program offerings (e.g. adult education programs for non-degree seeking students); (iii) the
demographic characteristics of Pell-eligible students among potential applicants (such asthe
relative number of academically qualified low-income students in a state); (iv) the pattern of
term enrollment (the turnover rate, measured by the number of incoming mid-year transfer
students); and (V) the prevalence of international (non-resident alien) students.

In addition to these factors, an institution’s own capacity to provide grant aid to
students, as well as the universe of enrollment options within a state might affect the PPR.
We will study the extent to which these and other a priori factors are related to the prevalence
of low-income students attending U. S. public and private research institutions.

The second objective of our analysisisto explore the extent to which an institution’s
actual PPR deviates from the value of PPR predicted from our model. For any given
institution, this deviation is attributable to factors not included in the model. This residual
indicates the extent to which an institution succeeds in enrolling low-income students,
relative to what we would expect given the institution’ s characteristics and the environment
in which it operates. Given the extensive set of control variables that we include in our
estimation model, these residual's should prompt discussions at the various schools as to why
individual performance exceeds or falls short of expected performance. Stated alternatively,

award amount, which has remained at $4,050 since the 2003-04 academic year, and the largest increase in 30
years.



alarge negative/positive residual value should prompt an institution to search for factors not
included in the analysis that may explain itsrelative standing. The results should also prompt
asearch for institutional and state public policy initiatives that might improve successin

attracting and retaining low-income students.

V. Institutional Research Sample

Our analysis focuses exclusively on the variation in the prevalence of Pell Grant
recipients among major research institutions in the United States. We utilize the IPEDS
(Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System) database to identify each of the four-year
public and private (not-for-profit) institutions in the United States that are classified as
research universities.* Table 1 provides a descriptive summary of these universities.

Across these 148 schools, the pattern of low-income participation (PPR) varies
substantially. Table 2 shows this variation for a set of large high quality institutions (as
selected by the authors) for the 2003-04 school year.

In our analysis, we distinguish between four-year public and private universities, as
differencesin their mission may yield substantially different student selection processes and
hence variation in Pell Grant participation. Most importantly, public and private universities
recruit from different applicant pools, a function of fundamentally different institutional
mandates. Since public universities are often required to enroll a minimum percentage of
students from their home states, they face geographically constrained pools of applicants,
while private universities can recruit students without these geographic considerations.”

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Institutional Research Sample

Descriptive Statistic Full Sample Publics Only Privates Only

Sample Size (n) 1482 101 47

* Source: IPEDS (www.nces.org). To identify the universe of research institutions among the four-year public
and private universities, we used the Carnegie Classification, Doctoral/Research Universities (Extensive). The
Carnegie Classification is used to distinguish higher education institutions in terms of their degree programs and
institutional missions. Doctoral/Research Universities typically offer awide range of baccalaureate programs,
and are committed to graduate education through the doctorate. During any one year academic period, they
award 50 or more doctoral degrees per year across at least 15 disciplines.

® In 2003-04, the University of Wisconsin-Madison enrolled 63.0 percent of first-time undergraduates from
within Wisconsin; the University of Virginiaenrolled 67.5 percent from Virginia; and the University of
California-Berkeley enrolled 90.6 percent from California. (Source: IPEDS)



Number of States " 47 46 22

Enrollment © 17,589 21,892 8,436
(9,584) (7,702) (6,165)

d $22,282 $28,514 $15,208 $24,339 $37,483

Cost of Attendance ($10,977) ($7.789) ($2.346) | ($4,614) ($5,211)
. 1,194 1,134 1,324
Median SAT Score (125) (79) (105)
.. 3,595 4,804 1,333

# of Pell Recipients (2.449) (1.904) (1612)
PPR 20.0% 22.9% 14.8%

(7.8%) (7.1%) (6.0%)

Calculations by authors using IPEDS data, standard deviation in parentheses.

* Of the n=101 public universitiesin our dataset, 89 had available Pell Grant data. Among them, the University
of Toledo does not report SAT data, while Utah State University enrollment totals were inconsistently reported
over time. Asaresult, these universities are dropped from the regression analysis, for atotal number of 87

observations for the publics.

® The District of Columbiaisincluded in the Full Sample and Privates-Only totals.
¢ Enrollment equals the 12-month unduplicated undergraduate-student count, less the number of international
and non-degree seeking students for 2003-04.
¢ Cost of Attendance equals the sum of tuition and fees, room and board, books and supplies, and al other
expenses (for astudent living on-campus). For the Full Sample and the Publics Only, the left half of the cell
includes in-state tuition and fees in the calculation, while the right half of the cell includes out-of-state tuition

and feesin the calculation.

Moreover, as a result of state requirements to enroll a minimum percentage of in-state

students at public universities, differences in the demographic characteristics among states

might affect the percent of students at public universities receiving a Pell Grant. The

demographic factors that might contribute to institutional differences in the PPR include the

income distribution of the state (with particular emphasis on the percentage of low-income

college eligible students in the state), the academic preparedness of a state’s low-income

college eligible population (as measured by norm-referenced standardized exams such as the

NAEP, or college entrance exams such as the SAT or ACT), the racial composition of the

low-income state population (with particular emphasis on the variation in the mix of minority

populations®), and state-level expenditures on need-based and non-need-based grant aid for

higher education.

® Tebbs and Turner (2005) identify differences in the relative academic performance of Asian and African-
American students with incomes of less than $50,000, with Asian students performing better in both states.
They aso identify differencesin the composition of the low-income minority populationsin these two states,
noting that 27.2 percent of low-income test takersin Californiawere Asian, while 9.2 percent identified
themselves as African-American; in Virginia, 28.1 percent of al low-income test takers were African-
American, while 8.3 identified themselves as Asian.




Table 2: Variation in Pell Prevalence among Select Resear ch Univer sities

PERCENT WITH PELL

UNIVERSITY GRANTS (2003-2004)
Cdlifornia University of California- Los Angeles 35.9%
Cdlifornia University of California- Berkeley 30.9%
Florida Florida State University 24.2%
Florida University of Florida 22.1%
Texas University of Texas- Austin 20.3%
Michigan Michigan State University 19.1%
Indiana Purdue University 17.7%
[llinois University of Illinois - Urbana-Champaign 17.6%
Minnesota University of Minnesota - Twin Cities 16.6%
lowa University of lowa 16.4%
Maryland University of Maryland - College Park 16.0%
Indiana Indiana University - Bloomington 14.9%
Cdlifornia Stanford University 14.7%
Michigan University of Michigan - Ann Arbor 13.9%
Wisconsin University of Wisconsin - Madison 12.1%
Pennsylvania University of Pennsylvania 10.6%
North Carolina Duke University 10.1%
Illinois Northwestern University 10.1%

Percent with Pell Grants calculated by the authors. Data used in caculation from IPEDS and Economic
Diversity of Colleges (www.economicdiversity.org).
Private Universities are shaded

V. Research Strategy

To address our two underlying research questions, we estimate an OL S regression
model designed to reveal the relationship between a set of independent exogenous variables
and the number of Pell Grant recipients for both the public and private institutions in our
research sample.”"We divided these correlates into those that describe the university’s
characteristics (“Institutional-level variables’) and those that describe the environment in
which the university operates (“ State-level variables’).

The model that we estimate is:

" The number of Pell Grant recipients at each undergraduate institution was obtained using the Economic
Diversity of Colleges online database; this database provided the numbers for the 2003-04 academic year, as
supplied by the U.S. Department of Education (www.economicdiversity.org).



p=P+pLl+05S+e

where: I: vector of Institutional-level variables
S: vector of State-level variables

p : the logged number of Pell Grant recipients at each institution
during the 2003-04 academic year

Reflecting the fundamental differences between private and public research
universities, we have organized the research sample into four-year public research
institutions and four-year private (not-for-profit) research institutions.® We thus fit the same
model over both the samples of public universities and private universities.” We control for
an extensive set of variables at the institutional and state level. Given the specification of our
model, the residuals from our regressions will be interpreted as values that should prompt
institutional discussion and further investigation into the factors that may explain where an
institution is positioned relative to expectations.

We have divided our explanatory variables into two categories: institutional and state-
level variables.”

I nstitutional-Level Variables

Total Cost of Attendance: We calculated the total cost of attendance for each institution for
the 2003-04 school year. Thetotal cost variableisthe sum of tuition and fees, the price of
room and board for a student who lives on-campus, books and supplies, and other expenses
related to on-campus residence. For private universities, tuition and fees are the same for

® In order to support the estimation of separate regression equations for public and private universities within
our sample of national research universities, we ran an F-test of the significance of the difference in estimated
coefficients between public and private universities. In particular, we estimated both an unrestricted (all public
and private universities) and arestricted (only public universities) model. The parameter estimates to be tested
were interacted with a dummy variable indicating the sector of the institution (1=Public; O=Private). We then
tested the joint restriction that the parameter estimates on all of the interacted variables were zero. The resulting
F-statisticis: F(11,110) = 2.10, with an accompanying p-value = 0.0260. We therefore conclude that the
underlying processes are distinctly and statistically different between public and private institutions in the
recruitment and enrollment of low-income students. The estimation of separate regression models for the public
universities and the private universities allows us to make valid cross-institutional comparisons of the PPR (as
predicted by our model).

® Of the n=101 public universities in our dataset, 89 had available Pell Grant data. Two universities were
excluded for data reasons (see above), leaving a sample of 87 public universities.

 The institutional and state-level variables discussed in this section are those included in the base model.
However, anumber of other variables were considered toward refining the base model specification. Appendix
A summarizes these variables.



resident in-state students as well as for out-of-state students. However, for public
universities, tuition and fees differ between resident and out-of-state students.

Asthe cost of attendance increases, the number of Pell Grant recipients can be
expected to decrease. Thisis because higher tuition and fees would require greater resources

from the students to attend college and hence crowd out low-income applicants.

Median SAT Score: We calculated the median SAT score for the Fall 2003 incoming
freshmen class at each ingtitution. For institutions where greater than 50 percent of students
submitted the SAT on their application, we included the median SAT score. For institutions
where greater than 50 percent of students submitted the ACT on their application, we
converted the median ACT scoreinto an SAT composite score.”” For ingtitutions that did not
fall into either of these two categories, we calculated the median for the standardized exam
with the greatest percent submitted (and converted to SAT where appropriate).

The median SAT score measures both the selectivity of the institution, as well as the
academic quality of the applicants. We expect an inverse relationship between the median
SAT score and the percent of students at a university with a Pell Grant; a higher median SAT
score would tend to crowd out low-income applicants with less rigorous academic
preparation (in primary and secondary school) and lower scores on standardized exams than

their higher income counterparts.

Total Institutional Grant Aid: We calculated the total grant aid provided by an institution
during the 2003-04 academic year. This variable accounts for the amount of university-
specific funds awarded to students for scholarships and fellowships. The source of these
funds includes (but are not limited to) university endowments, the institutional matching
portion of federal, state or local grants, as well as businesses, foundations, private
individuals, and in some case foreign governments.

Since ingtitutional grant aid is not necessarily need-specific, its effect on the number of
Pell Grant recipientsis undetermined. In effect, a negative relationship could emerge if the
effect of funds provided on purely merit-only basis dominates.

Total Undergraduate Enrollment: We included a variable for the total undergraduate
enrollment at the institution. Tota enrollment was calculated using the 12-month
unduplicated undergraduate enrollment for the 2003-2004 academic year, from which we

" Conversion of ACT to SAT scores follows Dorans et al. (1997).



subtracted the number of non-degree seeking students (an average of the fall 2003 and fall
2004 totals) and international students.

We ‘netted out’ international and non-degree seeking students to arrive at atotal
‘Pell-ligible’ undergraduate population. While not all undergraduate students are indeed
eligible for aPell Grant (ineligibility isafunction of high family income as much as aresult
of a student not completing the FAFSA), the enrollment totals that we calculated allow usto
most accurately control for the size of each institution.

Opportunity Cost of Attendance: We also considered the extent to which the * opportunity
cost’ of attending a particular institution affects the prevalence of Pell Grant recipients at that
school. The case may be that institutions residing in a state with many different enrollment
options (among public and private institutions) bear a greater opportunity cost of attendance
over another school within the state. Given these considerations, we constructed an
Institutional Opportunity Index. Thisindex considers both public and private institutions in
each state, and equals the total number of resident freshmen (for the fall 2003 entering class)
attending state two and four-year public and private institutions minus the number of resident
freshmen attending a particular institution in question.

We believe that the more enrollment options available to students (i.e. the greater the
Institutional Opportunity Index) outside of a particular institution, the lower the number of
Pell Grant recipients at that particular institution (and the lower the expected PPR).
State-Level Variables

In order to control for the differences between states, we calculated a series of state-
based demographic control variables.

Percent of Minorities: We calculated the percent of minorities in each state; that is, the
percent of the state population represented by Blacks, Hispanics, Asians and Native
Americans. Tebbs and Turner (2005) noted that the percent of an undergraduate population
receiving a Pell Grant isinfluenced by the proportion of these groups in the state, particularly
as each of these groups are often disproportionately over-represented among the state’ s low-
income population.

Low-Income Recruitment Pool: In order to control for the economic environment from which
universities recruit within their respective states, we calculated the Low-Income K-12 Student
Population as the percentage of students ages 6-18 in each state that were living at or below

10



200 percent of the federal poverty level.”” This variable provides our analysis with a proxy for
the percentage of students within a state that would both be eligible for the federal free and
reduced lunch plansin elementary and secondary schools, as well as for the population who
are eligible to receive afederal Pell Grant at the time of application to a postsecondary
institution.

Sate Grant Aid: We calculated the state-level capacity to provide grant aid to undergraduate
students as the sum of need-based grant aid and nonneed-based grant aid awarded by the
state. Need-based grant aid isthe total grant aid available to students who meet some
standard of need, as determined by the state of residence (such measures include the expected
family contribution, the remaining costs of college attendance, or some maximum income
level required to be eligible for an award). Nonneed-based grant aid is the total grant aid
available to students who are not required to demonstrate financial need to be eligible for an
award; in most cases, thisaid is based largely on measures of academic merit (NASSGAP,
2004).

We included the Total Grant Aid variable in our analysis, rather than both a need-
based and a nonneed-based grant aid variable because of the ambiguity that exists around the
eligibility criteriafor receiving need-based grant aid. Some state grants are based only on
need and some only on merit; however, many state grants are based on a combination of
these need and merit criteria. Furthermore, since some states (e.g. California, Pennsylvania,
Texas) have identified their grant provisions as need-based only, it is unclear whether this
grant aid is based solely on the financial need of undergraduate studentsin their state, or
some combination of need and merit criteria (NASSGARP, 2004).

VI. Empirical Results

Estimation Resultsfor Base Case M odel

To investigate the correlates of the Pell Grant recipient variable, we estimated a base
case regression model with the same set of independent variables included in the estimates
for both public and private institutions. Table 3 summarizes the coefficient estimates for this

model. We interpret our results separately for public and private universities.

 The poverty threshold for afamily of four with two children in 2003 was $18,660 (Source: U.S. Census).
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Public Sector Institutions

The Median SAT variable was a significant and substantive predictor of the number
of Pell Grant recipients at public institutions. We find that a 1 percent increase in the Median
SAT score of an institution’s incoming freshman class corresponds to a 2.28 percent decrease
in the number of Pell Grant recipients. The negative coefficient on this variable is consistent
with our hypothesis of a negative relationship between school selectivity (median SAT score
for incoming freshmen) and the number of Pell eligible students.

The size of the undergraduate population at public institutions was strongly correlated
with the prevalence of Pell Grant recipients. Our analysis found that a 1 percent increase in
the total undergraduate enrollment (adjusted for non-degree seeking and international
students) yields a 0.63 percent increase in the number of Pell Grant recipients. The
statistically significant relationship between enrollment and Pell Grant prevalence in a
positive direction conforms to an a priori assessment of this variable; namely, as the size of a
public institution increases, the absolute number of Pell Grant recipients should also increase.
While this variable is statistically significant, the inelastic relationship (elasticity < 1)
suggests that enrollment size is not quantitatively important in understanding the prevalence

of lower income students among institutions.

Table 3: Base Case Model
Dependent Variable: Number of Pell Grant recipients (logged) (2003-04)

Independent Variables Public Private
Total Cost of Attendance (out-of- -.0822 -.6161 *
N state) (logged) (.1882) (.3320)
L
= . -2.276 *** -1.651 **
w
h Median SAT (logged) (5193) (.6669)
-
<
Z I . .0178 -.1309
8 Institutional Grant Aid (logged) (0414) (.0952)
)
= .6309 *** 1.029 ***
‘E Enrollment (logged) (0974) (.0886)
- Institutional Opportunity Index 1759 *** .0339
(logged) (.0564) (.1162)
ST, Low-Income K-12 Student 1.482 ** 4416
n — =3 Population (.5939) (1.235)
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-.9066 ** -.1372
% Black
’ (.3789) (.8025)
. . -.4594 -.3601
% Hispanic
Minority P (.4023) (.9163)
Population
% Native American ég;g) (;;:g)
. .7069 4.396
% A
o Astan (5824) (2.850)
Total Grant Aid (logged) (823?) (2823)
Constant 16.277 7+ 16.653 ***
(3.778) (.1019)
Observations 87 47
R-Squared .7528 .9097

Coefficients are statistically significant at the *10 percent, **5 percent, or ***1 percent level. Standard errors
are in parentheses.

The coefficient on the Institutional Opportunity Index indicates that a 1 percent
increase in the total enrollment seats outside of a public institution (and within the state)
leads to a 0.17 percent increase in the number of Pell Grant recipients at the institution. This
result contrasts with our initial belief that the more enroliment options outside of an
institution would lead to fewer Pell recipients. However, two issues are to be considered in
the interpretation of this finding. First, the effect size is rather small; so while the coefficient
is statistically significant, the size is not very substantive. Second, the case could be that in a
given state, the four-year public institutions (i.e. the state flagship and research universities)
represent engines of opportunity relative to the other private colleges and universities in the
state. As a result, this sample of institutions bear a smaller opportunity cost of attendance
relative to the other two and four year public and private schools in the state.

The percentage of students ages 6-18 in each state, the Low-Income K-12 Student
Population variable, was a significant predictor of the prevalence of Pell Grant recipients. A
1 percent increase in this variable led to a 1.48 percent increase in the number of Pell Grant
recipients, indicating that the public institutions are responsive to state demographics among

the college eligible (and Pell eligible) population.
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The only minority group on which we find a significant coefficient is for the black
state population. The estimated parameter on the percentage of blacks in the state indicates a
negative relationship between the percent of the state’s population that is black, and the
number of Pell recipients at the public research institutions.

The three remaining variables included in the model do not show a statistically
significant relationship with our dependent variable. The cost of attendance for public
institutions does not seem to be a fundamental factor in determining low-income
participation at public institutions. On the other hand, we believe that the insignificant effect
of the institutional and state total grant aid variables can be explained by the ambiguity in the
definition of aid, at both levels.

Private Sector Institutions

Unlike the model results for the public institutions, the cost of attendance variable is a
significant predictor of Pell Grant prevalence. A 1 percent increase in the cost of attendance
yields a 0.62 percent decrease in the number of Pell Grant recipients. This suggests that
increases in the total cost of attendance provide a disincentive for low-income students to
apply to 4-year private institutions, acting as a form of “sticker-shock’ that compels low-
income students to self-select out of the application process. Furthermore, in the absence of
supplemental funding for Pell eligible students, increases in tuition and other related charges
crowd low-income students (who formerly had been able to meet the total cost of attendance)
out of the private higher education market.

The coefficient on the Median SAT variable under the private-only specification,
similar to the public-only specification, is statistically significant in a negative direction.
However, the effect size is smaller than it is under the public-only specification. A 1 percent
increase in the Median SAT score variable leads to a 1.65 percent decrease in the number of
Pell Grant recipients. The enrollment effects on Pell Grant prevalence are also significant for
the private institutions. Our analysis finds that a 1 percent increase in total undergraduate
enrollment leads to a 1.03 percent increase in the number of Pell Grant recipients.

It is interesting to note that none of the state level variables are statistically significant
in the private-only specification. This is consistent with the above-mentioned difference
between public and private institutions in the geographic market of their applicants.
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Sensitivity Tests of Base Case Results

We have estimated a number of alternative models for both the public and private
institutions. In these alternative specifications, we included additional institutional and state-
level variables not controlled for in the base case model. These variables are described in
appendix A.*® We explored the relationship between indexed measures of institutional
selectivity and the prevalence of Pell Grant recipients. The selectivity measure we analyzed
was the Barron's Profiles of American Colleges (2001) rankings of major universities.*
However, we found that these Selectivity variables were highly correlated with the Median
SAT variable.

We also identified and explored the effect of additional demographic variables on Pell
Grant prevalence and their correlation with other variables under consideration in our
analysis. We calculated a variable which captured the Undergraduate-Age Poverty
Population; that is, the percentage of young adults age 18 to 24 per state in 2003 living at or
below 100% of federal poverty threshold and the unemployment rate for each state for 2003.
We found these variables to be highly correlated with the K-12 Low-Income variable.

Of all the variables considered, our preferred alternative specification included the
following variables:

e astate’s per-capita income (in 2003 inflation-adjusted dollars),
e acomposite index for the 2003 8th grade NAEP mathematics and reading scores for
each state, and

e the total number of 18-24 year olds in each state in 2003.

For both the public-only and private-only estimations, the alternative model provided
very little increase in total explanatory power. The additional control variables affected the
size (and in some cases the direction) of only a few parameter estimates. In the context of the

public-only estimation, the coefficient on the Institutional Opportunity Index becomes

* Detailed tables with results from these estimations are available on request from the authors.

¥ Barron’s rankings designate the selectivity of a university through a categorical rating system; the categories
include: Not Competitive; Low Competitive; Competitive; Competitive+, Very Competitive, Very
Competitive+; Highly Competitive; Highly Competitive+; and Most Competitive. We converted the Barron’s
selectivity measure in two ways; first, we collapsed the categories from nine to three, creating the following
categorical variables: (a) High Selectivity; (b) Medium Selectivity; and (c) Low Selectivity. We also converted
the Barron’s selectivity rankings into an indicator variable, which we called High Selectivity, where the value of
one (1) was given to Barron’s rankings of Highly Competitive, Highly Competitive+ and Most Competitive. A
zero (0) value was given to the remaining Barron’s rankings.
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insignificant, while the state grant aid variable becomes negative (but remains a non-
significant predictor). The private-only estimation was not affected by the inclusion of the

additional state-level variables.

Residual Value Analysis

To evaluate the patterns by which an institution’s actual PPR deviates from the value
of the Pell ratios predicted by our model, we conducted aresidual value analysis. From the
coefficient results of the base case regression model, we predicted the total number of Pell
Grant recipients at each institution.” We then cal culated the predicted PPR value by dividing
the estimated number of Pell Grant recipients at each institution by the institution’s
enrollment.” Finally, we subtracted the predicted from the institution’s actual PPR, to arrive
at aresidual value. A negative residual value indicates that the university is performing
below expectations relative to our model, while a positive residual value indicates above-
expected performance with respect to enrolling Pell Grant recipients.

Appendix B summarizes each institution’ s actual and predicted PPR, their residual
value, as well as within-sector ranking and overall ranking. The within-sector ranking
indicates an institution’ s relative position among either the public or private universities,
while the overall ranking positions an institution’ s residual value relative to all public and
private universities in the sample. The rankings are in both percentage and numerical terms.
For example, an institution whose within-sector percentile ranking is 5 percent indicates that

that institution is performing better than 5 percent of its sector peers (i.e. if theinstitutionis

* We used the parameter estimates from the public-only mode! to predict the Pell recipients for the public
universities, and the parameter estimates from the private-only model to predict the Pell recipients for the
private universities.

*® Note that the percentage of Pell Grant recipients that we use differs from that which is often reported by
universities and publications such as U.S. News and World Report. That reported value is calculated by dividing
the number of Pell recipientsin an academic year (numerator) by the undergraduate enrollment in the fall term
of the academic year (denominator). However, a number of methodological inaccuracies exist in this
formulation of the PPR. The numerator measures the number of students receiving a Pell Grant for the entire
academic year, which will capture students who are enrolled in the fall term, aswell as students who are mid-
year transfersto auniversity. However, the denominator measures enrollment at a single point in time, and
does not accurately consider a university’s enrollment turnover which is affected by mid-year transfer students.
As a consequence, institutions with high turnover (mid-year transfers) will record (inaccurately) higher PPR
measures. Tebbs and Turner (2005) note that institutions that do not focus on full-time four year programs will
have highly inflated PPR measures under this definition. Moreover, in this definition, the denominator includes
two categories of students that are ineligible to receive a Pell Grant; namely, non-degree seeking students and
non-resident alien (international) students. Non-degree seeking students generally indicate the presence of adult
education programs, so that an ingtitution with an extensive adult-education program is penalized in terms of the
perception of their commitment to low-income students. International students are similarly ineligible for Pell
Grants, since status asaU.S. Citizen, U.S. National or Permanent Resident is necessary to qualify for a Pell
Grant.
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public, then it is performing better than 5 percent of the public universitiesin this sample).
In numerical terms, an institution that is ranked 15" out of 47 private universities indicates
that it is performing better than 32 of the private institutions in this sample.

Note that very interesting intra-state results among the public schools emerge from a
detailed analysis of the table. We believe that this reveals aform of * Institutional
Stratification” among large public universities within the same state. For example, in
California, UC-Berkeley, UCLA and UC-San Diego are each in the top 15 percent of public
schools based on residual performance, while UC-Santa Barbara and UC-Santa Cruz arein
the bottom 10 percent. These differences in enrollment patterns call for further investigation
of admission policies. When looking at the results in Georgia, we notice that the University
of Georgia and Georgia Tech are both in the bottom 25 percent, while Georgia State isin the
top quartile. We speculate that the historically black character of Georgia State may explain
thisresult. Other states where we observe significant intra-state variations are lowa, Kansas,
Kentucky, New Y ork, South Carolina, Tennessee and Virginia. We believe that the
significant intra-state stratification patterns that our analysis has revealed are a potential
stimulus for future research.

VIl. Conclusions

Our analysis has yielded insight into those factors that appear to influence the
variation in Pell grant recipients among our sample of major public and private research
ingtitutions. We are able to explain a substantial proportion of the variation among the public
universities and the private universities in the prevalence of low income students.
Furthermore, we have identified those factors that are statistically significantly related to the
prevalence of Pell Grant recipients.

A key finding isthe very large and negative effect of the median SAT score of
incoming freshmen students on Pell recipients for both public and private ingtitutions. This
variable is an important measure of institutional selectivity, and reflects the drive for high
institutional rank exercised in varying degrees by al of the institutions. This conclusion
raises clear concerns regarding the drive for high institutional rank on the economic diversity

of the undergraduate student body. However, more work is necessary to fully understand the
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nature of recruitment practices that might crowd out low-income students in the process of
seeking high institutional rank.

Using the results of our regression analysis, we have indicated each university’s
performance in terms of the prevalence of students from low income families—as proxied by
PPR—relative to the prevalence one would expect given the institution’ s characteristics and
the characteristics of the student population from which it islikely to draw. The detailed
assessment of each university’ s relative success in enrolling Pell Grant recipients should
serve as the basis for additional study into the reasons why some institutions exceed
expectations while othersfall short of their predicted level of low-income students. We
believe that this analysis can inform discussion of low-income access to higher education
among policymakers, university officials, researchers and al other interested parties.

Our analysis should therefore provide the catalyst for institutions to explore arange
of alternative policies—such as those used by institutions whose performance exceeds
expectations—in attaining the goal of an economically diverse student body. What practices
do successful institutions pursue in attracting qualified students from low income families?
Can these practices inform efforts by the underperforming institutions to increase economic

diversity?
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Appendix A: Summary of Explanatory Variables

The tables below detail the Institutional and State-level variables considered in the analysis
for each of the 148 institutions in the research sample.

Institutional-Level Variables

Variable Description Data Source
Pell Grant The number of Pell Grant recipients at each Economic Diversity of
Recipients undergraduate institution in 2003-04. Colleges”’
Sector The sector iden_tifi esauniversity as a_publ ic or private IPEDS
(not-for-profit) 4-year degree granting institution.
The 12-month unduplicated undergraduate enrollment
for the 2003-2004 academic year (less non-degree IPEDS
Enrollment seeking students (average of fall *03 and fall ' 04) and
international students)
The 2003-2004 academic year cost of attendance
Cost of Attendance includes: tuition & fees, room & board, books & IPEDS
supplies, other expenses (on campus).
Median SAT Score The Median (50%) SAT score for the 2003 entering IPEDS

freshman class at each university.

Selectivity Rankings

The Barron's Profiles of American Colleges (2001)
rankings of major universities

Barron's Profiles of
American Colleges

(2001)

Ingtitutional Anindex of the total resident undergraduate enrollment IPEDS
Opportunity Index opportunities outside of the institution in question.

Ingtitutional Grant | Thetotal amount of institutional grant aid provided for IPEDS

Aid

scholarships and fellowships.

State-L evel Variables

' This database provides the number of federal Pell grants awarded at each college for the 2003-04 academic

year, supplied by the U.S. Department of Education. (www.economicdiversity.org)
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Variable

L ow-IncomeK-12
Student Population

Description

The percentage of 6-18 population per statein 2003
living at or below 200% of federal poverty threshold
(The poverty threshold for afamily of four with two
children was $19,157 in 2004 and $18,660 in 2003)

Data Source

National Center for
Children in Poverty*

The percentage of young adults age 18 to 24 per statein
2003 living at or below 100% of federal poverty

Casey Foundation

L;gsg?r E’ci)uitlea-t?c?ne threshold (The poverty threshold for afamily of four Kids Count State-
yrop with two children was $19,157 in 2004 and $18,660 in Level Data.®
2003)
Race/Ethnicity The percentage of Blacks, Asians, Hispanics and Native U.S. Census
variables Americans per state population in 2003. i
Unemployment Rate The percentage of unem;z)lo%yged population per statein U.S. Census
Per Capita Income State per capitaincome for 2003. U.S. Census
The total amount of need and non-need based aid
Total Grant Aid provided by a state to individual students attending NASSGAP”
public and private in-state universities.
Low-l ncc:glrre Student 8th grade NAEP scores per state — composite of math
Prepar :d?n&s and reading scores for students eligible for free and IPEDS
(NAEP) reduced lunch program (2003)
18-24 year old The total number of 18-24 year olds n the state (2003) U.S. Census
population

* A leading public policy center dedicated to promoting the economic security, health, and well-being of
America slow-income families and children, located at the Mailman School of Public Health at Columbia

University.

¥ Kids Count is a project of the Annie E. Casey Foundation in the effort to track the status of children in the

(URSY

* National Association of State Student Grant and Aid Programs. NASSGAP completes an annual survey
documenting state-funded expenditures for postsecondary student financial aid.
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Appendix B: Residual Analysis Results

WITHIN-
SECTOR OVERALL
RESIDUAL RESIDUAL

RANKING RANKING

(higher %ile rank (higher %ile rank
PPR PPR RESIDUAL => better Pell => better Pell

UNIVERSITY (AcTuAL)  (PREDICTED) VALUE performance) performance)

Auburn University — o 74/87 118/134
Alabama Main Campus 15.0% 19.4% -4.4% (15%) (12%)
University of o 35/87 52/134
Alabama Alabama 23.0% 21.6% 1.4% (60%) (61%)
University of
Alabama Alabama at 28.9% 28.9% 0.0% 385/37 73/55’4
Birmingham (45%) (45%)
. Arizona State
Arizona University - Tempe” n/a 19.1% n/a n/‘a n‘a
. University of 52/87 80/134
Arizona Arizona 18.0% 18.6% -0.6% (40%) (40%)
University of
Arkensas | Arkansas- Main 24.8% 24.6% 0.2% ég% 217%2;‘
Campus
A ~ef Cdlifornialnstitute 24/47 69/134
Cdlifornia of Technology 19.0% 18.6% 0.4% (49%) (49%)
. . . : 31/47 84/134
Cdlifornia Stanford University 14.7% 15.9% -1.2% (34%) (37%)
University of
California California— 30.9% 20.6% 10.3% vl Pl
Berkeley (95%) (97%)
e University of 38/87 56/134
Cdlifornia California— Davis 27.0% 25.8% 1.2% (56%) (58%)
e University of 28/87 44/134
Cdlifornia California— Irvine 29.2% 27.2% 2.0% (68%) (67%)
University of
caifomia | California—Los 35.9% 21.2% 14.7% e P
Angeles (99%) (99%)
University of
Cdlifornia Cdifornia— 41.1% 38.3% 2.8% 2%37 39/%34
Riverside (70%) (71%)
University of
California | California— San 29.3% 24.1% 5.2% 1387 16/134
Diego (85%) (88%)
University of
Cdlifornia California— Santa 24.1% 29.6% -5.5% 8{(3){;37 126{)134
Barbara (8%) (6%)
University of
California | Califoia—Santa | 25.2% 34.0% 8.8% 8o/87 133/134
Cruz (1%) (1%)
o University of 0 947 31/134
Cdlifornia Southern California 21.2% 18.0% 3.2% (81%) (77%)

% The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
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Colorado State 0 0 570 63/87 102/134
Colorado University 16.8% 19.5% 2.7% (28%) (24%)
University of 0 0 oK 60/87 98/134
Colorado CoIorado—Bou]!der 13.1% 15.6% 2.5% (325%) (2/7%)
University o @ 7 oy 38/47 97/134
Colorado e : 14.1% 16.5% 2.4% (19%) (28%)
. University o 0
Connecticut Connecticut? n/a 15.5% n‘a n‘a n/a
. o 8/47 30/134
0 0, 0,
Connecticut Yale- Unl\./ersty 11.1% 7.8% 3.3% (83%) (78%)
Delaware Universty of 9.7% 11.5% -1.8% (53%% %gg%zi'
: Florida International o 0 0 8/87 8/134
Florida University 29.1% 21.2% 7.9% (91%) (94%)
, Florida State o 0 0 19/87 24/134
Florida University 24.2% 20.1% 4.1% (78%) (82%)
, University of o 0 0 9/87 14/134
Florida Florida 22.1% 16.0% 6.1% (90%) (92%)
. L _ 147 9/134
0, 0, 0,
Florida University of Miami 21.7% 14.4% 7.3% (99%) (93%)
. University of South o 0 0 11/87 14/134
Florida Florida 27.2% 21.6% 5.6% (87%) (90%)
Georgia Emory University 12.8% 12.2% 0.6% (2524% ?3/2%2;1
: Georgia Institute of o 0 Ak 68/87 112/134
Georgia Technology 13.8% 17.3% 3.5% (22%) (16%)
. Georgia State o 0 0 21/87 26/134
Georgia Universityf 26.5% 22.5% 4.0% (76;%) (841/%)
. University o o 0 270 70/87 114/134
Georgia Georgia f 12.7% 16.4% 3.7% (2:3%) (15;%)
. University o o 0 20Q0 71/87 115/134
Hawalii Hawaii — Manoa 19.5% 23.4% 3.9% (18%) (14%)
|daho University of Idaho | 35.7% 25.7% 10.0% A oo
lllinois Loyogfcg’oas'ty 26.4% 21.3% 5.1% (3/1?)/70) %ggz;‘
o Northern Illinois o 0 0 62/87 101/134
[llinois University 25.8% 28.3% -2.5% (29%) (25%)
lllinois NS::R/";E?” 10.1% 11.6% -1.5% (?%% ?ggz;‘
Southern Illinois
[llinois University — 31.9% 29.7% 2.2% 2679/37 42&,?4
Carbondale (69%) (68%)
lllinois U”é‘ﬁ;g‘% of 14.1% 11.1% 3.0% (1717’% ?%2;‘
inois | UMVESY g;g'lg'”o's 30.5% 26.6% 3.9% ézsl% %56%2?
University of Illinois
lllinois ~ Urbana- 17.6% 16.0% 1.6% (3614’% ‘(‘gg%‘
Champaign
. Indiana University — o 0 e 76/87 120/134
Indiana Bloomington 14.9% 19.4% 4.5% (13%) (10%)
. Purdue University — o 0 0 50/87 77/134
Indiana Main Campus 17.7% 18.1% -0.4% (43%) (43%)

Z The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
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Indiana Univerggn oef Notre 9.3% 11.3% -2.0% (3256/‘% %?2’1]62;1
lowa oua :?tti 24.3% 19.1% 5.2% (1;;{% %;/7 }JZ;‘
lowa University of lowa 16.4% 19.4% -3.0% (6255108/07) 1(01%%4

Kansas KSE?\?;??;‘E 25.3% 20.9% 4.4% éﬁ% %3/4})2;‘

Kansas U”?’aern:g of 14.6% 19.5% -4.9% (71%(% 1%3%’4

Kentucky Uﬂf‘e’ne{l‘j‘;ﬁ'yc’f 35.6% 23.9% 11.7% (923/8%/70) gé%
Kentucky UCg’u?rsf‘lmeOf 22.4% 29.0% 6.6% fig{;g 1%2%?4
Louisana | MRS e 19.1% 18.1% 1.0% (o ooy,
Louisana | Tulane University 15.7% 12.29% 3.5% (2’7‘% %% %Z;‘
Mane | Universty of Maine | 274% 24.5% 2.9% (2751’% %3/3 %2;‘
Maryland bﬂ?]?vkgg't‘;”s 10.6% 10.4% 0.2% (%g% 8’6 })Z;‘

Bdlti more County
Maryland | M arl;?;\r/néjegéoﬁege 16.0% 10.6% 5.4% ézé(% %gg %2;‘
Massachusetts |  Boston College 10.0% 12.9% -2.9% (4121’% 1(0252/ 01/03;4
Massachusetts | Boston University 12.2% 11.4% 0.8% (2507/% %’4 %Z;‘
Massachusetts | BrandeisUniversity | 13.6% 12.6% 1.0% (16%/% ?2/7 })Z;‘
Massachusetts | Harvard University 6.9% 9.1% -2.2% (3271/% ﬁzgé })2;‘
Massechusets | Inotogt 14.9% 8.9% 6.0% (gﬁ/z) %36})2;‘
Technology
Massachusetts Nlj’m?:g” 12.1% 14.3% 2.2% (3’2%% ‘?gg })Z;‘
M assachusetts Tuft§ Uni.versity 11.3% 12.5% -1.2% ézzl% ?gg })Z;‘
Massochusets | Masochusdte— 20.4% 19.6% 0.8% (4522/(% ?34%2;‘
Amherst

Michigan M EE}?,?S%“E 19.1% 18.7% 0.4% (‘g% ?;6 })2;‘
Michigan legr:%i;i?:;n 13.9% 16.0% 2.1% (5%8/5 5(’;{) }]Z;‘
Michigan V&%C&?ﬁ‘;{e 28.8% 33.3% -45% (7171’(% 1(21]5 01/0?;4
Michigan Wef‘_ﬁ:ﬂ,gg;,'ga” 19.9% 25.1% 5.2% 8{%7 1%%{54
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University of

Minnesota | Minnesota— Twin 16.6% 16.1% 0.5% Pt oos
Cities (51%) (51%)
L Mississippi State . 23/87 32/134
Mississippi University 26.5% 23.3% 3.2% (74%) (76%)
University of
Mississippi Mississippi —Main n/a 27.1% n/a n‘a n/a
Campus”
. University of 6/87 6/134
MissisSPPi | oo thern M isissippi 38.0% 29.8% 8.2% (93%) (96%)
. . Saint Louis 12/47 37/134
Missouri University 15.9% 13.1% 2.8% (74%) (729%)
University of
Missouri Missouri — 16.0% 18.0% -2.0% B P
Columbia (33%) (31%)
Washington
Missouri University in St 4.9% 9.5% -4.6% o 1
Louis vy €2
University of o 36/87 53/134
Nebraka | \apraska—Lincoln | 2037 19.0% 1.3% (59%) (60%)
University of o 87/87 134/134
Nevada Nevada— Reno 11.0% 20.6% -9.6% (0%) (0%)
New University of New o 32/87 48/134
Hampshire Hampshire 18.0% 16.4% 1.6% (63%) (64%)
. . 40/47 103/134
0 -
New Jersey Princeton University 8.1% 10.9% 2.8% (15%) (23%)
Rutgers University —
New Jersey New Brunswick® n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
New Mexico State
New Mexico University — Main n/a 33.9% n/a n‘a n/‘a
Campus”®
University of New
New Mexico Mexico—Main n/a 27.0% n/‘a n/a n/a
Campus”®
New York | ColumbiaUniversity |  16.1% 13.6% 2.5% (16%% ‘(%%2;‘
New York | Cornell University 17.9% 15.3% 2.6% (17"3% ‘(‘%})2;‘
. . 5/47 21/134
0, 0 0,
New Y ork Fordham Unlvkersty 25.7% 21.1% 4.6% (8&3;%) (513/4%)
New Yor o o 17147 51/134
New York Uni\glsi ty 17.0% 15.7% 1.3% (61;%) (6/2%)
Renssel aer 13/47 38/134
NET S Polytechnic Institute AU ) G (72%) (72%)
66/87 109/134
0, -
New Y ork SUNY at Albany 29.6% 32.6% 3.0% (24%) (19%)
SUNY at o 45/87 68/134
New Y ork Binghamton 29.3% 28.9% 0.4% (48%) (49%)
7/87 7/134
0,
New York SUNY at Buffao 36.9% 28.9% 8.0% (92%) (95%)

2 The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
* Institutional Aid datawas unavailable for Rutgers University; the number of Pell Grant recipients not reported
at theinstitutiona level.
% The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
% The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
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SUNY at Stony 3/87 3/134
New York Brook 37.7% 26.2% 11.5% (97%) (98%)
. 46/47 124/134
New York Syracuse Unlve;sty 13.9% 18.9% -5.0% (i(; %) (37/% )
University o 21/47 63/134
New York Rochester 17.8% 17.1% 0.7% (55%) (53%)
. . 47/47 132/134
New York Y eshiva University 13.5% 22.2% -8.7% (0%) (1%)
North Carolina |  Duke University 10.1% 11.0% -0.9% égé% ?%},2;‘
North Carolina l’jgf\tlgg‘i‘; olina afgfgﬁ 16.1% 19.1% -3.0% (‘Sz‘g% 1?27(;}/03;4
University of North
. ! 75187 119/134
— 0, -
North Carolina | Caroli n|_e”“ChapeI 13.8% 18.2% 4.4% (14%) (11%)
. Case Western 10/47 33/134
il Reserve University | 0% i i (79%) (75%)
Kent State
Ohio University —Main n‘a 28.1% n‘a n/a n/a
Campus”’
Ohio State
Ohio University —Main n/a 16.6% n/a n/a n/a
Campus”
, Ohio University —
Ohio Main Campus” n/a 25.7% n/a n/a n/a
University of
Ohio Cincinnati —Main n/a 26.1% n/‘a n/a n/a
Campus”
. University of
Ohio Toledo™ 32.5% n/a n/a n/a n/a
Oklahoma State 49/87 76/134
Oklahoma University f 27.4% 27.7% -0.3% (44%) (43%)
University o
Oklahoma Oklahoma— 23.2% 23.1% 0.1% éz(% 8&2?
Norman
Oregon State o 24/87 34/134
Oregon University 27.0% 23.8% 3.2% (72%) (75%)
University of 30/87 46/134
Oregon Oregon 24.5% 22.8% 1.7% (66%) (66%)
. Carnegie Mellon 23/47 65/134
Pennsylvania University 12.9% 12.3% 0.6% (51%) (51%)
. . . 41/47 104/134
0, -
Pennsylvania LehlghI University 12.1% 14.9% 2.8% (13%) (22%)
Pennsylvania State
Pennsylvania University —Main n‘a 18.0% n‘a n/a n/a
Campus”™
. L 34/87 50/134
0
Pennsylvania | Temple University 25.9% 24.5% 1.4% (61%) (63%)

 The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
# The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
# The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
* The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.

* The University of Toledo does not collect SAT score data, so we were unable to estimate a predicted PPR
measure.

* The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
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Pennsylvania ggngvzn?; 10.6% 11.0% 0.4% (24%/‘% 8/1 })Z;‘
Pennsylvania Ht?sggirz S; l\% n 16.7% 21.0% -4.3% (71?;% 1(1173{01/03;4
Rhodelsland | Brown University 11.9% 9.6% 2.3% (16%% ‘(‘ég })Z;‘
Rhodelsiand | MVersly of Rhode | yg 59 18.7% 0.4% o o
South Carolina Cle'msor'1 University 14.1% 17.8% -3.7% (6291/% 1(113(3/3/03;4
South Carolina é’a"r‘:)‘l’ﬁ::?’cc’;ﬁ?#g‘a 23.7% 18.6% 5.1% (185:;% %3/7 })2;‘
Tennessee Ur,:;l\éer;z;[]){sof 33.0% 28.9% 41% (2707/% %2/1%2;1
Tennessee U{‘gﬁisgf 20.5% 21.2% 0.7% éﬁ% ?%})2;‘
Tennessee \L’Jﬁ?\f‘gg'tg 11.7% 10.4% 1.3% (1682/% ?gg,z;‘
Texas Rice University. 11.7% 14.8% -3.1% ‘E'g{;‘; 1(11%01/03)4
Texas | Southem xggOd'St 15.8% 16.8% -1.0% éoé% ?g’g,j’;
Texas 1o Qs%y 17.6% 21.0% -3.4% (6273{(% 1(11%34
Texas Lemse::f;‘ 19.3% 27.4% -8.1% ?g{jg 1%;{) 2)34
Texas USIS)/L?;S(;E/—O f 29.0% 30.2% -1.2% é‘g% ?2/7 })2;"
University Park
Texas University of North | 22.4% 28.6% -6.2% %25(/)2)7 1%2%’4
Texas U”i"_erAS"rﬁ’ng‘;oTnexas 24.6% 32.4% -7.8% ?gf%? 1?%/%]?4
Texas U”i‘fe_rsgﬁsct’i‘fexas 20.3% 19.3% 1.0% éls{t% ?gg%i;‘
Utah B”S'r‘]?\’f‘eréi’;”g 20.9% 26.4% 3.5% (57;{3%/70) %%},Z;‘
Utah University of Utah 22.9% 18.1% 4.8% (1862’(% %3/5 }J/?;f
Utah GJr:ia\\/herStS%% n/a n/a n/‘a n/a n/a
Vermont Ur\‘}‘érerrﬁszt_"f 16.7% 15.0% 1.7% (2697’% ‘(‘gg %2;‘
Virginia OlL(ijIiD\?eTslirt];/on 25.3% 23.9% 1.4% (%32’% ‘(12/3 }JZ;‘
Virginia Ur{',‘l’regf‘n?;‘)f 8.3% 14.3% -6.0% 5(3%2)7 1%;{)/{54
Virginia 00{17\1/&:3:13\;2& th 21.9% 20.6% 1.3% (:?577/% ?g{) })Z;‘
_ _nlverSIty .
Virginia Vllrr?étri“tﬁtzoéytsetcart]g 1 13 15.5% -2.0% (5374% ‘?;12}]2;‘

University

® Utah State was excluded from analysis due to changes in how undergraduate enrollment was reported.
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University of

Washington Washington — n/a 16.3% n/a n‘a n‘a
Seattle™
. Washington State : 30/87 57/134
Washington University 26.1% 25.0% 1.1% (55%) (57%)
Washington | American University | 13.3% 13.0% 0.3% é%’% E%%Z;‘
Washington | Catholic University 9 . P 43/47 106/134
b © i 12.3% 15.1% 2.8% (%) s
Weshington | George W eﬁ’t';gt"” 8.8% 10.3% 1.5% (32‘:3’% ?gﬁ,z;‘
Washington Georgetown i ) 27147 75/134
D.C. University R Sk . (43%) (44%)
Washindton | oward University | 37.3% 30.7% 6.6% (5/6‘})/1) %8@%2;‘
West Virginia Wlﬁ\\//e'rrsg't;' a 24.5% 25.8% 1.3% (53(% ?;é%i;‘
; ) Marquette 39/47 99/134
Wisconsin University 15.6% 18.1% -2.5% (17%) (26%)
University of
Wisconsin Wisconsin — 12.1% 14.7% -2.6% glé% 1?2%/;)3;4
Madison
University of
Wisconsin Wisconsin — 20.4% 24.3% -3.9% (7127/08/5 1(11%%4
Milwaukee
. University of 10/87 12/134
Wyoming Wyoming 25.1% 19.0% 6.1% (%9%) 15

Private Universities are shaded

The numerical rankings are listed, with the percentile rankings in parentheses.

* The number of Pell Grant recipients not reported at the institutional level.
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