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ABSTRACT

TONYA F. WHITLOCK
THE EFFECT OF POLICY CHANGES OF STATE SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS ON 
ENROLLMENT AND FINANCIAL AID DISBURSEMENTS TO STUDENTS ATTENDING 
TWO-YEAR TECHNICAL COLLEGES IN GEORGIA 
Under the direction of EDWARD L. BOUIE, JR., Ed.D.

This dissertation is a policy evaluation of the HOPE Grant Program in the state of 

Georgia. It examines if the HOPE Grant policy change related to the shifts in enrollment and 

financial aid awards at two-year technical colleges in Georgia. It particularly focuses on the 

FY2011 policy change where the GPA was raised from a 2.0 to a 3.0 as a requirement for 

maintaining grant aid at the 30 and 60 credit hour checkpoints.

Because the study uses archival data, an ex post facto quantitative design was used. The 

research methodology used in the study was interrupted time series where pre- and post 

treatment enrollment and financial aid awards data was analyzed. The sample and population 

included HOPE eligible students attending the technical colleges in Georgia during FY2011 and 

FY2012. To evaluate the low-income student difference, Pell eligible students who also received 

the HOPE Grant were accessed.

The resulting trend showed a steady increase in enrollment from FY2009 through 

FY2011 and then a sharp decrease in AY2012. Two recommendations for future study are to 

conduct a qualitative study of students attending the technical colleges before and after the 3.0 

GPA policy change to gain perceptions on the change and to study the policy changes verses



enrollment trends as it relates to two-year technical colleges in the state o f Georgia with students 

who receive the HOPE Grant.

x



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

The establishment of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (Pub. L. No. 

78-346, 1944), known also as the GI Bill (The United States Department of Veterans,

2011), and the National Defense Student Loan, now renamed the Federal Perkins Loan 

Program, represented the emergence of federal financial aid for higher education (Green,

2005). The purpose of these financial aid programs was to overcome economic, 

curricular, and social access barriers to education. This goal was reinforced by the 

passage of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) (Pub. L. No. 89-329, 1965), which 

authorized the establishment of the Federal Pell Grant. HEA also funded need-based 

grants distributed by the states to support the goal o f access (Green, 2005). These 

programs serve as a framework for federal financial aid today.

By the early 1980s, the goal of access was shifting. The educational benefits for 

veterans were terminated for years and were not reinstated until the Post-9/11 Veterans 

Educational Assistance Act of 2008 (Pub. L. No. 110-252,2008) became effective on 

August 1,2009 (Green, 2005; The United States Department of Veterans, 2011). The 

idea of such a program was the brainstorm of Georgia’s 79th Governor, Zell Miller, who 

sought financial assistance for college-bound students in Georgia. Coming from a low- 

income family, Governor Miller was inspired by the fact that he was afforded the 

opportunity to attend the University of Georgia because of the GI Bill. Governor Miller 

proposed a merit-based scholarship because it supported his idea that each student should

1
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be expected to produce good grades to receive free tuition (Seligman, Milford, O'Looney, 

& Ledbetter, The HOPE scholarship: Joint study commission report, 2004). In 1993, the 

Helping Outstanding Pupils Educationally (HOPE) Program was started in Georgia 

(Seligman et al., 2004).

Two components o f the program related to higher education: the HOPE 

Scholarship and the HOPE Grant. Degree seeking students were eligible for the HOPE 

Scholarship, and the scholarship was and still is merit-based. However, initial regulations 

included an income cap o f $66,000 (Seligman, et al., 2004). The HOPE scholarship: Joint 

study commission report, 2004). The diploma or certificate seeking students were eligible 

for the HOPE Grant, and there were no merit criteria at inception (Seligman et al., 2004). 

Other states noticed Georgia’s success and the program served as a model, which resulted 

in the creation of other state scholarship systems (Seligman et al., 2004). In 2008, states 

like New York, Maryland, Illinois, and Pennsylvania dedicated most of their scholarship 

resources to students based on need (Anonymous, 2009).

Statement of the Problem

Since the 1980s, there has been a shift in the financial aid goals from access or 

need-based scholarships to merit-based scholarships. According to the federal report The 

Rising Price o f Inequality, “grant aid from all sources is inadequate to ensure access and 

persistence of qualified low- and moderate-income high school graduates” (Advisory 

Committee on Student Financial Assistance, 2010, p. III). Sources of financial aid that 

were developed to address the issue of access have not kept pace with the growing 

enrollment and rising costs of college tuition; therefore, college is increasingly less 

affordable for low-income students (Long & Riley, 2007). This assertion is supported by 

the Institute of Higher Education Policy’s (IHEP) report (Couturier & Cunningham,
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2006). Titled Convergence: Trends Threatening to Narrow College Opportunity in 

America, the report states the combination of increases in tuition and the reductions in 

financial aid will be harmful to low socio-economic students, leading to affordability 

issues. Price and Roberts (2007) posit that state financial aid limited the ability of 

working adults to access aid, which caused a mismatch o f college aspirations and ability 

to afford the student’s desired college, thus resulting in a likelihood of not attending.

The 2004 Georgia state legislature added tougher eligibility standards to the 

HOPE scholarship. As a result, 18,000 fewer students were awarded the HOPE 

Scholarship in 2007, reducing the total percentage of students who received awards from 

50% to 33% of the total Hope eligible students (Anonymous, 2007). In 2011, the HOPE 

rules were updated once again, and a new merit component was added. Students under 

the new HOPE Grant rules would be required to earn a 3.0 GPA by the first 45-credit 

hour checkpoint. At the time of the rule change, 32% of the Technical College System of 

Georgia (TCSG) students at the 45-credit hour checkpoint did not have a 3.0 GPA and 

their aid would not persist (Technical College System of Georgia, 2012).

Business and political leaders have recognized the need for workers to be 

educated above the high school level and to obtain workplace skills (Price & Roberts,

2007). Without a college degree, social and economic mobility can be difficult (Beaver,

2010). Bailey, Kienzl and Marcotte (2004) discovered that more education generally 

yields higher earnings. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (2011) substantiates this claim and 

states that education pays in two ways: higher salaries and lower unemployment rates. 

When comparing the 2011 median weekly wages o f citizens ages 25 and older, in the 

categories of having attained a high school diploma; some college; an associate’s degree;



and a bachelor’s degree, the results show differences of $638, $719, $768, and $1053, 

respectively. Unemployment rates have an inverse relationship to education. When 

comparing the 2011 unemployment rates of citizens ages 25 and older, in the categories 

of having attained a high school diploma; some college; an associate’s degree; and a 

bachelor’s degree, the results show differences of 9.4%, 8.7%, 6.8%, and 4.9%, 

respectively.

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine if the changes in the eligibility 

requirements for the HOPE Grant affected the enrollment and the financial aid 

disbursements to students o f two-year technical colleges in the state of Georgia.

Research Questions 

The researcher seeks answers to the following questions:

1. What changes in student enrollment at two-year technical institutions coincided with 

policy changes in requirements for the HOPE Grant?

2. Was there a decrease and if so, what was the rate of decrease between the total 

number of students enrolled during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 before the

3.0 GPA policy change and the total number o f students enrolled during Fall and 

Spring Semesters in FY 2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change at two-year technical 

colleges in Georgia?

3. Was there a decrease and if so, what was the rate o f decrease between the number of 

low-income students enrolled during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 before the

3.0 GPA policy change and the number of low-income students enrolled during Fall 

and Spring Semesters in FY 2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change at two-year 

technical colleges in Georgia?



4. Was there a decrease and if so, what was the rate of decrease between the HOPE 

Grant awarded and disbursed during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 before the

3.0 GPA policy change and the revenues disbursed during Fall and Spring Semesters 

in FY 2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change?

Theoretical Framework 

States are opting to sponsor more merit-based scholarships, which are mostly 

received by middle and high-income students, as opposed to need-based scholarships, 

which are received mostly by lower income students (Green, 2005; Seligman et al., 2004, 

HOPE Study Commission, 2003). Flynn (2005) states that understanding the choices 

made in the past helps to understand choices that will be made in the future. An 

explanation for the shift to the merit-based scholarship phenomenon is social 

reproduction theory, which answers how the different socio-economic groups expend 

income.

One explanation for this socio-economic phenomenon is found in the Marxian 

concept of social reproduction. It is defined as the ability of the social system to lay 

foundations for continual repetition of the same operation during subsequent years (Marx, 

1976). The origins of social reproduction concentrate on the relationship between two 

main social classes: the bourgeoisies, or the capitalists, and the proletariat, or the 

laborers. The process begins when the capitalists accumulate money independently and 

become a buyer of labor-power. The laborer, also known as the worker, is the owner of 

labor-power and uses it to produce a new commodity, while the capitalist, the owner of 

production, pays the laborer and sells the commodity. The capitalist usually sells the 

commodity for a higher price than the cost o f production, thus creating a surplus. The 

money the laborer is paid is used for subsistence and is completely consumed for the
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period paid. This system is perpetual; the capitalists are reproduced as capitalists and 

have a continued ability to buy means of production. The laborer also continues the 

pattern of laboring and consuming. In the end, the capitalist ends up with a surplus and 

the laborer ends the process in the same state; thus, social stratification continues. The 

only shift in this pattern is at death. Capital that is owned by the capitalists is reproduced 

as private property over time, but labor-power dies with the worker (The Cambridge 

companion to Marx, 1991). So the labor-power must be replaced or continued production 

in the capitalist system is jeopardized.

These economic decisions lead to social implications and are manifested in 

educational institutions and could offer explanations for the shift from need-based 

scholarships, which are awarded to low-income recipients, to merit-based scholarships, 

which are awarded to middle and high-income students (Green, 2005; Seligman et al., 

2004, HOPE Study Commission, 2003). Bowles and Gintis (1977) researched 

intergenerational inequality and the statistical relationship between the economic status of 

adult children and their parents. Studies reported in Bowles and Gintis’ Schooling in 

Capitalist America Revisited (Behrman, Poliak, & Taubman, 1995; Mulligan, 1997) 

suggest a strong statistical relationship between the income of adult children and their 

parents. A parent’s income is as good a predictor o f the economic status o f the adult child 

(30 and over) as years of schooling or scores on cognitive exams (Bowles & Gintis,

2002). Hertz’s (2006) transmission matrix compared the parent’s income arranged in 

deciles on one axis to the adult child’s income arranged in deciles on another axis. The 

probability of the richest parent to richest child deciles was 22%, the richest parent to the 

poorest child deciles was 0%, the poorest parent to poorest child deciles was 19%, and
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the poorest parent to the richest child deciles was 1% (2006; Hertz, 2001b). Other 

mechanisms that may influence these percentages are wealth bequests, at the top 

percentile, and vulnerability to crime, violence, and health issues at the bottom percentile 

(Hertz, 2001a).

Societal structure and educational institutions assist in facilitating reproduction 

(Bourdieu, 1977). Social reproduction purports the reproduction of two social classes, 

and Hertz’s transmission matrix purports a similar finding as it relates to socio-economic 

status. According to Hatos (2010), the theme of social inequalities perpetuated through 

the educational processes is a firmly established educational theme of the last decade. 

Other authors have come to the same conclusion (Coleman, 1988; Jencks, 1990). 

Bourdieu (1977; 2001) and Lareau (1987; 2003) state that educational institutions 

reproduce inequalities similar to those in society. Camoy and Levin (1985) posit that 

schools in the United States are a major force for expanding economic opportunity and 

democratic rights. Barriers to access and resources to fund college tuition may help 

perpetuate the social stratification explained by the social reproduction theory.

Significance of the Study

This study is significant to several groups: policymakers, policy analysts, 

researchers, technical colleges, scholarship-granting organizations, students, and parents. 

Policymakers have to review the HOPE legislation annually; this data will aid in 

decision-making. In 2004, HB1325 included a clause requiring an annual legislative 

review of GPA and hour checkpoint requirements. During this annual review, 

policymakers, policy analysts, and researchers may seek additional information and data 

to better understand the issues as they relate to the HOPE Grant and merit-based criteria.
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Also, technical colleges need to determine their strategies for maintaining 

enrollment with the new 3.0 GPA criteria. Another interested group is scholarship- 

granting organizations. Many community organizations like civic groups, social groups, 

sororities, fraternities, and churches award local scholarships during high school honors 

night and similar occasions. These groups determine the criteria by which they will award 

the scholarship, and this information might aid in their understanding of the issue and 

perhaps encourage a change in criteria for selection to include a technical college student 

with financial need. Also, knowledge of this study might help P-12 readers to start 

interventions for students on the technical path. Finally, college affordability is at issue 

for students and parents. According to a government report, titled The Rising Price o f  

Inequality, students and parents are concerned about college expenses and financial aid 

(Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance, 2010). The decision to attend 

college is heavily influenced by the cost of tuition and the amount o f financial aid 

awarded (2010). Of importance is whether the HOPE Grant is an available source o f 

financial aid to students attending Georgia’s colleges. Also important is whether the 

requirements to obtain and maintain the grant are significant to students and parents, as 

the answer might determine which strategy and path to obtaining access to college they 

choose.

Limitation

The data were collected by each of the 26 technical colleges around the state of 

Georgia and was compiled by TCSG. Since the methods of collection are unknown, the 

accuracy of the data cannot be verified. The data are accepted from TCSG with good 

faith that it has been collected using similar methods and is verified and accurate.
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Delimitations

The study only uses data from Georgia. The state of Georgia’s HOPE Program is 

one of the most generous state merit scholarship programs, having dispersed over $6.3 

billion to 1.3 million students since 1993 (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2011).

It has been recognized nationally and has served as a model for other statewide programs. 

Because of the influence o f Georgia’s program, the study is delimited to this state.

Next, the study is also delimited to students attending Georgia technical colleges 

during FY 2011 and FY 2012 who are eligible for Pell and HOPE. A criterion of HOPE 

Grant eligibility is to be enrolled in a certificate or diploma program. The programs are 

usually offered at two-year technical colleges and smaller specialty or independently 

owned colleges. The purpose of using Pell eligibility criterion is to determine socio

economic status of the students included in the sample. To qualify for Pell, students must 

submit income data and be enrolled in a program with a minimum of 480 contact hours. 

Only diploma and degree level programs meet the contact hour requirement. The 

common criterion between Pell and HOPE Grant eligibility is a student enrolled in 

diploma level programs, therefore the study is delimited to diploma level students.

Definition of Terms

Several terms that are dependent/independent variables or are used in the research 

questions are defined in a diversity of ways in the field o f education. To clearly explain 

how these terms are represented in the data collected in this study, these terms will be 

defined. They are GPA, low income, policy changes, and student enrollment.

GPA -  The HOPE Scholarship Law and this study define grade point average (or GPA) 

as the numbered graded average based upon a 4.0 scale (O.C.G.A. § 20-3-519,

2012). Diploma and certificate students enrolled at a technical college who
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receive HOPE Grant funds must maintain a cumulative GPA of 3.0 to qualify or 

re-qualify for these funds.

Low Income -  This term is used in research question 3 and is defined using the

Department of Education’s definition. It is defined as families with incomes in the 

bottom 20 percent of all family incomes (Schuh, 2009; U.S. Department of 

Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2006). An individual who is 

eligible for Pell will be qualified based upon this definition of low income using 

income tax paperwork. In this study, Pell-eligible equals low income. The 

Federal Pell Grant Program provides grants to undergraduate students enrolled in 

programs with 480 contact hours or more and who demonstrate financial need.

Policy Changes -  In the research questions, the term policy changes refers to any

legislative change relating to the HOPE Grant. In research question 1, the years 

where changes occurred will be noted as interruptions in the time series. Those 

years will be extracted from the timeline o f HOPE on the Georgia Student 

Finance Commission website, and only years when there was a change to the 

HOPE Grant policy will be tracked. In research questions 2 through 4, adding the

3.0 GPA merit component to the qualification criteria for the HOPE Grant is the 

noted change and interruption point. This change is the most recent update to the 

HOPE policy and became effective July 1, 2011. The HOPE Grant “provides 

grant assistance to Georgia Residents seeking technical Certificates or Diplomas” 

(Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2011).

Student Enrollment -  The enrollment will be represented by students taking classes at 

TCSG.
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Summary

There has been a shift from need-based to merit-based scholarship programs since 

the 1980s. The Department of Labor (2011) substantiates that education does pay. Beaver 

(2010) posits social and economic mobility can be difficult without a college degree and 

access to educational opportunity is the beginning. This study will examine if the changes 

in the requirements for the HOPE Grant affected the enrollment and the disbursements to 

students of two-year technical colleges in the state of Georgia.

This study will use an ex post facto research design to examine the impact of the

3.0 GPA HOPE Grant changes on enrollment and financial aid disbursements at the 

technical colleges in Georgia. An interrupted time series will be used to compare archival 

pre- and post-treatment data. Since the passage of HB1325 and the annual legislative 

review of the HOPE Program, policymakers will hopefully seek to better understand the 

issues surrounding the grant changes as well as the difference between the needs of the 

two-year verses four-year student. In Chapter 2, evidence will be presented describing the 

gradual shift from need-based to merit-based financial aid policies, the gradual increases 

in tuition costs, the affordability and accessibility issues, and the social implications of 

these phenomena.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction and Overview 

Financial aid was awarded in 1944 through the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, 

also known as the GI Bill. Here, servicemen returning from WWII received, as a reward 

and a benefit, a grant that paid for college. Although unintentional by the Federal 

Government, this grant was viewed by the public as financial assistance to attend an 

institution of higher education (Mumper, 2011; The United States Department of 

Veterans, 2011; Toby, 2010). This period was followed by more investment in 

Americans pursuing higher education.

This chapter will provide evidence of why this study is relevant and a necessary 

addition to knowledge in this area of study. The chapter will present literature describing 

the gradual shift from need-based to merit-based financial aid and the gradual increase in 

tuition costs, thus affecting the affordability and accessibility of college to students from 

low-income families. Next, in an effort to delineate the differences in the needs of 

students, the demographics of the traditional two-year college student and four-year 

college student will be presented. Finally, this chapter will give the social implications of 

low-income students not having access to higher education. The evidence presented in 

this chapter will reveal the importance o f this study.

12
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Context

President Lyndon B. Johnson had a dream of a great society—a society that 

ensured equal opportunity to all, regardless of economic standing or race. With a 

Democratic Senate and House of Representatives, Johnson knew 1965 was the year to 

press forward with these goals (Watson, 2004). The Great Society included the passage 

of landmark legislations that not only aided higher education but also enacted a war on 

poverty. Johnson desired to create taxpayers and never intended to pay people for 

anything (2004). Out of this movement came Medicare, Medicaid, Head Start, and need- 

based financial aid. The purpose o f need-based financial aid was to ensure equal 

opportunity to all that desired a postsecondary education (Mumper, 2011; Green, 2005; 

2004). This legislation, named the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), was the first 

time that financial aid was extended to low-income individuals.

In 1972, this law was reauthorized and established Title IV programs like the Pell 

Grant Program, the Federal Work-Study Program, the Perkins Loan Program, and the 

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program (Higher Education Act of 1965; 

Mumper, 2011). These programs are the basis of today’s federal financial aid program 

and all were aimed to assist low-income students with need-based requirements, except 

the Perkins Loan Program, which was created to aid middle-income families with 

sending their children to college (2011). State Student Incentive Grants (SSIG) were also 

included in this bill and by matching state dollars, the federal government enticed states 

to award need-based grants to citizens (Green, 2005; Gladieux, 1995).

Scholarships Morphed into Need-Based Financial Aid

Before World War II, scholarships and grants were scarce and funded on an ad 

hoc basis, mostly to the academically astute (Toby, 2010; The Student Personnel Point of
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View, 1937). According to Green (2005), “elite American colleges and universities were 

the domain of White, Anglo-Saxon young men of means” in the 1930s (p. 9). Women, 

students of color, and those of Jewish decent were excluded (2005). World War II was 

fought from 1939 to 1945, and over 100 million military personnel were mobilized from 

many nations, including the United States. At the end of this war, the US expected many 

post-war veterans to return to the nation. And with the Depression still looming, more 

governmental benefits were offered than in previous wars (The United States Department 

of Veterans, 2011). The federal government first offered financial aid on June 22, 1944 

with the enactment of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, known today as the GI Bill 

(Mumper, 2011; Toby, 2010; 2004). There were three major outcomes of the bill relating 

to later developments in financial aid. First, the original intent of this bill was to provide a 

benefit and a way to express public gratitude to those who fought for the country in 

World War II, but to the general public, the bill became synonymous with financial 

assistance for attending college (Mumper, 2011). Next, the bill provided equal benefit to 

all veterans; therefore, college was now available to veterans of different gender, races, 

and ethnicities (2011); African-Americans and Hispanics were now attending college. 

Finally, the bill shifted the focus from only the academically astute attending college 

(2010). The transformation from scholarships to financial aid for the needy and 

individuals from different ethnic groups had begun.

During the Truman administration, a Commission on Higher Education for 

Democracy was appointed. The major finding of the commission was that the reality of 

educational latitude was not based upon achievement or academics of the individual but 

on their birthplace and the race, ethnicity, and religion of their parents (Green, 2005). The
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report recommendations were to lower tuition at places of higher education and to 

establish scholarships to help students that could not afford college. This report was 

followed by two more commissions from the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations, 

and the recommendations of these reports were similar for shaping the ideas for need- 

based scholarships (2005).

This period was followed by further investment into higher education by the 

federal government. During the Cold War years with the Soviets, university-based grants 

were increased. And after the launching of Sputnik, the Soviet satellite, Congress made a 

substantial investment in programs that trained and peaked interests in the fields of 

science, technology, engineering, math, and foreign languages. The overall goal of these 

programs was to increase knowledge in the area of technology and to maintain 

dominance over the Soviets.

As a part of President Johnson’s Great Society program, the Higher Education 

Act (HEA), enacted in 1965, was established as the programmatic structure to achieve the 

goal of college access (Mumper, 2011; Green, 2005). With this new program, the 

Johnson administration was attempting to ensure equal opportunity to all that desired to 

attend college and, for the first time, financial aid was extended to low-income students. 

This new legislation established the framework for today’s financial aid program by 

establishing grants, work-study, and loans. Another Great Society bill passed with the 

HEA of 1965 was the Civil Rights Act, the legislative mandate against discrimination 

(2011; 2005). These two programs, along with a myriad o f others relating to healthcare, 

voting rights, and elementary education, were established to promote equal opportunity 

and remove barriers, especially to low-income citizens (2011).
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The Basic Education Opportunity Grant, known today as the Federal Pell Grant, 

was re-established during the reauthorization of the HEA in 1972 and provides funds to 

low-income students in the U.S. (Green, 2005). Title IV of this act created not only the 

Pell Grant Program but also established the Federal Work-Study Program, the Perkins 

Loan Program, and the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program (Mumper,

2011). All of these programs were totally need-based except the loan program. The 

Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL) was established to ease the financial burden for 

middle-class families that had greater resources but still needed financial support 

(Mumper, 2011; Gladieux, 1995). Since this loan relied on private loan sources, it eased 

the burden from the government and grew in popularity with Congress (Mumper, 2011). 

The idea of extending tax credits to citizens with children in college was also gaining 

momentum in Congress (1995).

State Student Incentive Grants (SSIG) were also included in this bill. By matching 

state dollars, the federal government encouraged states to award need-based grants to 

citizens (Green, 2005; Gladieux, 1995). Participation rates for African Americans and 

Hispanics increased during this period (2005).

The Digression of Need-Based Scholarships

From 1965 to 1976, financial aid in the U.S. was mainly focused on offering aid 

to economically disadvantaged and under-represented groups of citizens; however, 

federal policies and programs implemented to increase access began to erode (Mumper, 

2011; Green, 2005). The veteran’s benefits were terminated at the end of the Vietnam 

War and the draft. What followed was the elimination of a Great Society program called 

the Social Security Survivor’s Benefits program. Although Pell Grant dollars increased
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during this period, total federal grants for education declined (St. John, 2003). 

Participation rates for groups o f color also began to deteriorate (2003).

While federal support for need-based programs was decreasing, the goal of 

affordability for the middle class was gaining in Congressional support. In 1978, the 

Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA) was passed. This bill allowed middle- 

income students to be awarded federal loans to pay college expenses. During this period, 

lawmakers were also researching a better balance between grants, which were received 

mostly by low-income students, and loans, which were consumed mostly by middle- 

income students (Mumper, 2011; Schuh, 2009). According to Heller, funds allocated to 

federal loans had outpaced funds assigned to grants since the inception of this loan 

program (Heller, 2002). In 1976-77, grants represented 45% of the total HEA funds. By 

2001-02, the percentage had dropped to 19% with loans comprising 75% of the total 

federal aid (King, 2003). Additionally, Congress passed the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. 

This bill enacted the Lifetime Learning Credits as well as other exemptions for working 

students (National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators, 2003). Gladieus 

(1996) posits, “while the tax incentive to attend college may appear a worthwhile 

expense, students from these income groups have historically participated in higher 

education at higher rates” (p. 14).

The Rise of Merit-Based Scholarships

Green (2005) posits that middle-income assistance did not only come from federal 

financial sources but also from state merit aid programs. In 2009-10, the federal Pell 

Grant awarded more than $28.2 billion in aid nationally (College Board, 2010). The Pell 

Grant is the largest source of financial aid to low-income students, but state-sponsored 

grant programs also award a large sum of money. In 2009-10, state-sponsored grant
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programs awarded $6.3 billion in undergraduate need-based aid; however, 74% of these 

funds came from only 10 states: California, Illinois, Indiana, New Jersey, New York, 

Pennsylvania, Texas, North Carolina, Washington, and Minnesota (National Association 

of State Student Grant and Aid Programs, 2010).

According to Price and Roberts, many state financial aid programs have shifted 

focus from need-based programs to merit-based programs over the last decade. Cornwell 

and Mustard (2001) posit that there has been an increase in financial aid tied to merit 

since the early 1990s. In 2002, the College Board reported in Trends in Student Aid that 

merit-based scholarships had gained much popularity and that popularity caused a trend 

from 1981 to 2000 of declining need-based financial aid where the total percentage of aid 

dropped from 91% to 78% (The College Board, 2002). According to Doyle (2006), the 

“movement to merit aid programs at the state level represents one of the most pronounced 

policy shifts in higher education in the last 20 years” (p. 259).

In 1993, the Helping Outstanding Pupils Educationally (HOPE) Scholarship 

Program began, and it transformed the way the state-administered aid to students o f 

higher education (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2012). The lottery-funded 

HOPE Program has two components: the HOPE Scholarship and the HOPE Grant 

(2012). The HOPE Scholarship is a merit-based scholarship and its main purpose is to 

encourage Georgia’s high school students and other Georgia residents to achieve 

academically (2012). A secondary purpose is to encourage the most talented Georgians to 

attend college in the state (Perry, 2004). It requires the qualified students to earn a 3.0 

GPA from a HOPE-eligible high school, seek a degree from an eligible public or private 

college or university, be a Georgia resident 24 months prior to graduation, not be a felon
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in compliance to the Georgia Drug-Free Postsecondary Education Act of 1990, be in 

good standing with the federal financial aid program, and maintain satisfactory academic 

progress (2012; Seligman, Milford, O'Looney, & Ledbetter, 2004). HOPE pays a portion 

of the tuition at public colleges (2012).

Prior to 2011, the HOPE Grant acted more as an entitlement, requiring qualified 

students to be a Georgia resident (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2012; Seligman 

et al., 2004). According to the HOPE Grant Regulations (2012), “the purpose of the 

HOPE Grant Program is to encourage Georgians to obtain technical training in order to 

increase the knowledge and skills of Georgia’s workforce” (p. I). It is for residents 

seeking a non-degree program like a certificate or diploma from a two-year technical 

college, and it pays a portion of the tuition for students. It does not require students 

graduating from high school to have a specific GPA. In 2011, HOPE Grant recipients will 

have to have a 3.0 GPA at the 30 and 60 credit hour checkpoint to maintain the funding 

(2012).

One year after implementation, the HOPE Program gained attention nationally 

and other states began noticing the program. In 1995, President Clinton initiated 

America’s HOPE Program, a federal complement to the Georgia program, and this 

program provided a tax credit for the first two years to individuals attending a post

secondary institution (Seligman, et al., 2004). From 1998-2002, the HOPE Program was 

then ranked No. 1 in academic-based student financial aid programs by the National 

Association of State Grant and Aid Programs (2004). The Georgia program was 

becoming a national model for statewide merit programs. By 2008, 14 other states had 

also created similar statewide merit-based scholarship programs, thus thrusting the
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movement of merit-based aid to a new level (Anonymous, 2009). According to Trends in 

Student Aid in 2010, most of the HOPE funds in Georgia went to the highest-income 

students (College Board, 2010).

Over the years, there were policy changes in the HOPE Program. Table 1 tracks 

the policy changes that relate to the HOPE Grant for the following years: 1993-94, 1994- 

95, 1995-96, 2000-01, 2001-02, 2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, 2008-09 and 2011- 

12.

Table 1.

HOPE Grant Policy Changes

Year Policy Changes

1994 $66,000 HOPE Income
cap; Scholarship award 
based on tuition only

1995 $100,000 HOPE
Income cap

1996 Income cap removed 

2001 Pell Offset removed

2002 No substantive changes 
to core program

2003 Home-schooled 
students recognized by 
the Accrediting 
Commission for 
Independent Study 
(ACIS) are eligible for 
HOPE as freshmen

Program for freshmen (1993 
graduates) and sophomores 
pursuing degrees 
Added payment for 
mandatory fees

Limitations on use of the 
HOPE Grant are removed

General Assembly passes 
Senate Resolution 220 -  
establishes the 
“Improvement o f the HOPE 
Scholarship Joint Study 
Commission”

Grant limited to two 
certificates and/or diplomas

Added payment for book 
allowance of $ 150/semester 
for full-time students; half 
for students taking fewer 
than 6 hours

Only courses in core 
academic areas count 
toward HOPE GPA
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Table 1.

HOPE Grant Policy Changes (continued)

Year Policy Changes

2004 Changes in HB 1325 Changes based upon the
include: caps, frozen recommendations by the
fee payments, new Joint Study Commission that
GPA calculation, and 
“triggers” to cause 
future benefit 
reductions in the event 
of declining fund 
availability

commenced on July 30, 2003

2005 Cap on hours put into Mandatory fee payments
place; cap is 63 or 127 capped at January 2004
semester hours taken 
under the HOPE Grant 
and the HOPE 
Scholarship 
respectively

levels

2006 New caps on HOPE 
hours yield lower high 
school participation in 
the Grant program

2009 TCSG begins charging 
for tuition hours 13-15 
(formerly only first 12 
for full-time students)

2011 Funding tuition rate 3.0 GPA requirement for
from previous year; 
books and fees no 
longer covered

HOPE Grant recipients

In 2011, the HOPE rules were updated once again. Changes to the HOPE 

Scholarship and Grant included funding a percentage of the past year tuition rate and 

excluded coverage of fees or textbook vouchers (State of Georgia, 2011; Georgia Student 

Finance Commission, 2011). Also the program awards would be adjusted annually based 

upon the revenues received by the Georgia Lottery Corporation (2011). Awarding o f the
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HOPE Scholarship no longer considered Pell eligibility, and the scholarship no longer 

covered remedial courses (State of Georgia, 2011; Georgia Student Finance Commission, 

2011). A new merit component was added to the HOPE Grant and a 3.0 GPA was now 

required at the 30 and 60 semester hour checkpoints (State o f Georgia, 2011; Georgia 

Student Finance Commission, 2011). Students who lost this benefit had one chance to 

regain it and after the second time, the student could never again receive the HOPE Grant 

award (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2012). Also, the HOPE grant award was 

limited to individuals who were within seven years of their high school graduation

(2011). Students who already possessed a postsecondary degree were ineligible for the 

HOPE Grant award.

Increased Need for Financial Assistance 

In addition to the shift from need-based financial aid programs, the need for 

financial aid has also increased because of changes in the educational environment. These 

changes include the enrollment bubble, increase in tuition cost, and the perception of 

limited access and affordability. The Advisory Council on Financial Aid Assistance 

(2010) states that grant aid is not keeping pace with the present need.

Unemployment Versus Enrollment

According to Grummon (2010), increased enrollment in higher education has long 

been predicted by birthrates. When birth rates increase, higher enrollment is predicted to 

occur 18 years later. However, in recent years, new trends are being observed. Grummon 

(2010) posits that economics is playing a role in postsecondary enrollment. College 

enrollments are inflated during a recessionary period (2010; Frentzos, 2005). The 

recession of 2008 seemed to yield a similar result. In October 2009, the Department of 

Labor reported the national unemployment rate at 10%, up from 6.6% in October 2008.
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During this period, the claims more than doubled that o f a normal economy with over

650,000 claims in the first quarter of 2009 (US Department of Labor Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2009). During this same period, postsecondary enrollments were increasing; 

the Technical System of Georgia reported a 29% enrollment increase from FY 2002 to 

FY 2011 (Technical College System of Georgia, 2011-2012).

Rising Tuition Costs

The financing of higher education has long been an issue for stakeholders. During 

good economic conditions, public colleges and universities have received up to 60% of 

funding from the state and government (McGuinness, 2011). An assessment of the 

educational appropriations from 1984 to 2009 yields a rollercoaster pattern with a direct 

relationship between economic conditions and state appropriations to support higher 

education. Technical colleges in Georgia reported a 10% decrease in state funding in 

2010 despite a 29% enrollment increase (2010 Legislative Priorities, 2010). State 

governments understand higher educational institutions have another source of revenue—  

tuition and fees; therefore, higher education loses funds when budgets are tight. As 

documented in The Iron Curtain (2008), one issue of concern for college presidents is the 

erosion of state financial support, causing more dependence on tuition (Immerwahr, 

Johnson, & Gasbarra, 2008). The Technical College System of Georgia (2011-2012) 

reported a 19% reduction in state revenue and a 4% reduction in federal revenue from FY 

2002 to FY 2011. The department adds that state funding has not kept up with the pace of 

technical college enrollment, thus making it more dependent on tuition revenue 

(Technical College System of Georgia, 2011-2012). This burden ultimately falls on 

students and families as tuition costs increase, making higher education less accessible

(2008).
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Private institutions’ financial support also shifts during poor economic periods 

(Pope, 2009). Although private colleges and universities are not dependent on state funds, 

they are dependent on endowments to fund their institutions and student tuition. 

According to Masterson (2008), private institutions went from double-digit endowment 

returns in the 2007 fiscal year to single-digit returns in 2008. Endowments lost value as 

real estate, stocks, and other investments plummeted. The Atlanta Journal and 

Constitution (2009) reported the University of West Georgia, Clark University, the 

University of Georgia, and Oglethorpe University lost 29%, 26%, 25%, and 20%, 

respectively, causing administrators to eliminate over 70 scholarships. Since some private 

colleges and universities depend on their endowments for up to 55% of their revenue, this 

change drastically affected these institutions (2008).

Some colleges and universities have responded to funding crises by increasing 

tuition. In 2008, tuition and fees at private institutions rose 4.3%, the lowest increase in 

37 years (National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities, 2009). The 

College Board reports in Trends in College Pricing, 2011 that from 2001-02 to 2011-12, 

tuition and fees have increased at an average rate of 5.6% per year beyond the rate of 

general inflation (The College Board, 2011). In Georgia, tuition increases have been 

substantial over the past 10 years, according to the Georgia Student Finance Commission

(2012). TCSG’s tuition has increased nearly 145% between FY 2000 to FY 2011. The 

following table shows the increases from FY 2000 to FY 2011.
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Table 2.

Tuition Increases from FY 2000 to FY 2011

College or University FY 2000 FY 2005 FY 2010 FY2011 Percent Increase (%)

University o f Georgia $1207 $1684 $3035 $3535 193

Georgia Southern 

University

$904 $1161 $1998 $2298 154

Georgia College & 

State University

$904 $1576 $2841 $3142 248

Albany State 

University

$904 $1161 $1937 $2137 136

Georgia Perimeter 

College

$617 $734 $1149 $1199 94

Technical College 

System o f  Georgia

$414 $504 $900 $1013 145

These types of tuition increases have helped to erode the purchasing power of 

grants like the Pell Grant. Over the past decade, federal and state financial aid has 

increased, but it has not kept pace with tuition increases (The National Center for Public 

Policy and Higher Education, 2003). According to the National Center for Public Policy 

and Higher Education, between 1991 to 2001, the purchasing power of Pell was 

decreased by half (2003).

Limited Access/Affordability for Low-income Students

According to the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, the 

declines in need-based financial aid coupled with the rising costs o f tuition have caused
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affordability of college to be an issue, especially for the low-income student (The 

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, 2003; 2011). The Peach State 

Poll is conducted each year in the state o f Georgia prior to the start of the legislative 

session. In 2007, 65% of Georgians rated college affordability as a major issue, and 

individuals from lower-income households were more likely to rate colleges as 

unaffordable. Cornwell and Mustard (2001) posit, “HOPE affects access only to the 

extent that it causes individuals who would otherwise enter the labor market to pursue a 

college degree” (p. 2). Immerwahr, Johnson and Gasbarra (2008) conducted a study 

interviewing twenty presidents of colleges and universities. One president posits that the 

education system is becoming a class system where the wealthy can attend the best 

schools in the country. Everyone else has to rely on assistance from the state’s financial 

aid packages to afford college, which probably still won’t be enough (2008). According 

to the National Center of Public Policy and Higher Education, innovative approaches are 

needed to tackle this issue of affordability (The National Center for Public Policy and 

Higher Education, 2003). Policymakers must consider low-income families when 

establishing policy related to tuition and financial aid (2003).

Price and Roberts (2007) purport that many states structure state-sponsored 

financial aid programs in such a way that limit access to low-income working adults, 

highlighting the issue of determining eligibility for aid. Many states follow federal 

guidelines, which are more focused on aiding dependent students ages 18-22 (Baum, 

2006). Independent students’ eligibility is more selective and restrictive because the 

income requirements are considerably lower than those for a traditional-age student. They 

are expected to contribute more than half of their after-tax income toward expenses



27

relating to education (Price & Roberts, 2007). Other eligibility requirements that are 

barriers to low-income working adults gaining access to need-based aid are, “the 

approach and criteria for determining financial need . .  . [and] the age limitations, such as 

restricting need-based aid to recent high school graduates” (2007, p. 4).

The Two-Year College Student

According to Stokes and Somers, providing access to individuals with little 

chance of attending a higher education entity is a major and important mission of two- 

year colleges (Stokes & Somers, 2009). There are two routes for the two-year college 

student: training, which leads to immediate employment, and instruction, which leads to 

further education (Mupinga, Wagner, & Wilcosz, 2009). Roodhouse (2008) posits that 

technical education involves the manipulation of physical objects. This concept is the 

origin of the European apprentice system, which later became the vocational system 

adopted in the United States. The mission of technical colleges is generally related to 

providing the necessary workforce skills in the region that specifically will improve the 

employability of the citizens (Kentucky Community & Technical System, 2012; South 

Carolina Technical System, 2012). The Technical College System of Georgia’s (TCSG) 

mission is to provide “training focused on building a well-educated, globally competitive 

workforce” (2011, p. I.A.). The two-year technical colleges in Georgia are open-access 

colleges (Technical College Sysstem of Georgia, 2011).

The origins of community colleges date back to the early 1800s. Their curriculum 

was similar to the first two years of the four-year universities (Geller, 2001). According 

to Ayers (2002), a researcher who studied the mission statements o f 102 community 

colleges that were members of the American Association of Community Colleges 

(AACC) and were located in the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools’ (SACS)
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region, the top two missions of community colleges are access, or open admission, and 

workforce, or economic development and comprehensive programs. Eddy el la (2006) 

posits that two-year community colleges allow access and affordability to students who 

may not meet the admissions requirements of a four-year university, and NCES (2007-08 

Enrollment Data File) reports that two-year colleges are the entrance point for 45% of 

incoming college freshmen. Townsend and Dougherty (2007) report that 46% of the 

undergraduates served in the United States are attending community colleges, which also 

serve the important role of academically preparing students with developmental needs.

Alternately, four-year colleges generally have broader missions than two-year 

technical or community colleges. Four-year colleges were originally established to add 

knowledge in linguistics and logic with a goal of training ministers and civil employees 

(American HE in the 21st Century). In a review o f the University o f Georgia, Georgia 

Southern University, Georgia College and State University, and Albany State 

University’s missions, the common thread is to commit to teaching, scholarship, and 

service (Georgia Southern University, 2009; University of Georgia, 2010; Georgia 

College and State University, 2011; Albany State University, 2012).

Not only are the missions o f two-year community colleges, two-year technical 

colleges, and four-year colleges and universities different, there are also differences in 

their perspective student bodies. According to Somers et al. (2006), cost and location are 

the primary factors, along with program offering, that influence students’ decision to 

attend college. But there are some general characteristics o f the population for each type 

of institution. Hirschy, Bremer, and Castellano (2011) posit that students seeking 

occupational associate degrees, which are generally taught at technical colleges, differ



from those pursuing academic degrees, which are generally taught at community 

colleges. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reports data listing 

characteristics like gender, average age, family income, parent’s highest educational 

level, and race/ethnicity of students seeking certificate and associates degrees in career 

and academic fields at two-year colleges (National Center for Education Statistics, 2007- 

08 Enrollment Data File). Levesque et al. (2008) define career fields as those imparting 

knowledge and skill relating directly to specific careers or occupations, and academic 

fields as those imparting knowledge and skill relating to specific subject areas. According 

to the Career and Technical Education report, undergraduates with career majors were 

older students and many were married and financially independent (Levesque, Laird, 

Hensley, Choy, & Cataldi, 2008). As represented in Table 2.3, females represented the 

majority gender at all degree levels, and there are more at the sub-baccalaureate levels 

than at the baccalaureate level, according to the NCES data (2007-08 Enrollment Data 

File). Also, the average age is higher at the sub-baccalaureate level, with the certificate 

level being the highest. When compared with the NCES data for bachelor’s degree 

enrollees during 2007-08, the percentage of females and the average age data decreased 

from 63% and 29.0, respectively, for certificate, career degree, to 53.3% and 24.4 years, 

respectively, for bachelor, career degree.
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Table 3.

Gender and Age Characteristics o f  Two-Year Technical Colleges

Degree Male (%) Female (%) Average Age

Sub baccalaureate

Certificate, Career Degree 37.0 63.0 29.0

Certificate, Academic Degree 31.3 68.7 31.0

Associate, Career Degree 39.7 60.3 28.0

Associate, Academic Degree 44.0 56.0 25.0

Baccalaureate

Bachelor’s, Career Degree 46.7 53.3 24.0

Bachelor’s, Academic Degree 42.0 58.0 23.0

The NCES (2007-08 Enrollment Data File) data suggest similar findings as 

several statistical relationship studies cited earlier. One study, conducted by Bowles and 

Gintis (1977), demonstrates the reproduction of intergenerational inequality relating to 

parent and children’s adult economic status. Additionally, Hertz’s (2001b) transmission 

model correlates the parent’s income to that of the child and purports the reproduction of 

social status. Forty-four percent of students with family incomes o f less than $25,000 per 

year attend community colleges, while 15% of students from high-income families attend 

community college initially (The National Center for Public Policy and Higher 

Education, 2011). Table 4 illustrates that 31.9% of certificate level, career degrees are 

awarded to students from the lowest family income, while 29.7% of bachelor’s, career
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degrees are awarded to students from families in the highest income bracket (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2012).

Table 4.

Family Income by Quartile

Lowest Second Third Highest

Family Family Family Family

Degree Income (%) Income (%) Income (%) Income (%)

Sub baccalaureate

Certificate, Career Degree 31.9 27.6 23.8 16.7

Certificate, Academic 22.4 22.9 26.6 28.2

Degree

Associate, Career Degree 27.4 27.6 25.0 19.9

Associate, Academic 28.6 28.2 23.8 19.3

Degree

Baccalaureate

Bachelor’s, Career Degree 21.4 22.6 26.3 29.7

Bachelor’s, Academic 23.7 23.6 25.2 27.5

Degree

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education (2011) further 

reports that 38% of students with parents possessing no college degree attend community 

colleges, while only 20% of students with parents possessing a college degree attend 

community colleges. Table 5 yielded similar findings. If the parent’s educational level



was less than high school, the student was less likely to complete a degree at any level 

and more likely to complete a certificate, career degree (10.8%) than a bachelor’s, career 

degree (4.2%) (National Center for Education Statistics, 2007-08 Enrollment Data File). 

Alternately, 54.3% of children of parents with a bachelor’s degree are more likely to 

complete a bachelor’s degree.

Table 5.

Parent’s Highest Level o f  Education

Degree

Less than High school or 

high school equivalent (%)

(%)

Some college, 

no bachelor’s 

degree (%)

Bachelor’s or 

higher (%)

Sub baccalaureate

Certificate, Career Degree 10.8 38.6 26.6 24.0

Certificate, Academic 8.9 28.3 28.1 34.7

Degree

Associate, Career Degree 9.3 34.0 29.2 27.5

Associate, Academic Degree 6.1 29.8 30.1 34.0

Baccalaureate

Bachelor’s, Career Degree 4.2 22.4 26.0 47.4

Bachelor’s, Academic 3.1 18.9 23.7 54.3

Degree

There was also a difference in racial distribution, with 67% White, 13.8% Black, 

9.9% Hispanic and 9.3% Other at the bachelor’s academic level as opposed to 58.8%



White, 15.9% Black, 12.2% Hispanic and 13.0% Other at the technical certificate, 

academic degree option (National Center for Education Statistics, 2007-08 Enrollment 

Data File). According to the data, more whites attend four-year universities while a 

higher number of blacks attend two-year technical colleges.

Table 6.

Race/Ethnic Characteristics o f  Two-Year College Students

Degree White (%) Black (%) Hispanic (%) Other (%)

Sub baccalaureate

Certificate, Career Degree 52.0 21.1 19.1 7.7

Certificate, Academic Degree 58.9 15.9 12.2 13.0

Associate, Career Degree 58.8 17.6 14.3 9.4

Associate, Academic Degree 62.9 12.3 14.8 10.0

Baccalaureate

Bachelor’s, Career Degree 67.0 13.8 9.9 9.3

Bachelor’s, Academic Degree 68.2 10.3 10.3 11.3

Another characteristic difference between sub-baccalaureate and baccalaureate 

levels is that 64.4% of two-year students attend college part-time while 44.4% of four- 

year college students attend full-time (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). 

Additionally, Table 7 shows 37% and 33.4% certificate, career level students worked 

part-time and full-time, respectively, while 45.4% and 26.6% bachelor, career level
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students worked part-time and full-time, respectively (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2007-08 Enrollment Data File).

Table 7.

Work Status as a Characteristic o f  Two-Year Technical Colleges

Degree Male (%) Female (%)

Sub baccalaureate

Certificate, Career Degree 37.0 33.4

Certificate, Academic Degree 34.6 41.5

Associate, Career Degree 38.4 42.3

Associate, Academic Degree 45.1 36.2

Baccalaureate

Bachelor’s, Career Degree 45.4 26.6

Bachelor’s, Academic Degree 50.2 17.0

In summary, two-year college students are both older and female. They come 

from families represented in the lower-income groups who have lower educational levels. 

Many are the first to attend college in their families (The National Center for Public 

Policy and Higher Education, 2011). They are also more likely to attend college part- 

time. Many of these characteristics place two-year students at greater risks and in greater 

need.
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The Implications of Having No Access 

The shift to merit-based aid, the gradual decrease of state appropriations, and the 

increase of tuition costs yield a post-secondary educational system that is becoming out of 

reach for lower-income families, and the goal of access is at stake (Mumper, 2011; Schuh, 

2009; Green, 2005). The Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance reports that 

grant aid is not keeping pace with the rising costs of higher education, thus threatening access 

to and persistence of qualified low- and moderate-income high school graduates (2010).

Social reproduction is the implication of such a system. Early researchers like Bowles 

and Gintis (1977) and Hertz (2001b; 2006) studied the perpetuation of inequality from 

generation to generation. Their studies demonstrated correlations between parent-to-chiid 

economic statuses. Stiglitz reports that 42% of children bom in the lower 20% of the U.S.’s 

population will never graduate to a higher socio-economic group, and of the individuals who 

do move to the next group, they only move up slightly. Further research corroborates these 

findings. Stiglitz (2012) posits, “growing inequality over recent years suggest[s] that the level 

of opportunity in the future will be diminished and the level of inequality will be increased— 

unless we do something” (p. 18).

In the Economic Mobility Project and the Cross-Intergenerational Transmission o f  

Advantage (CR1TA) Project, the PEW Charitable Trusts (2011) report that there is a strong 

relationship between family backgrounds and children’s outcomes in all countries, especially 

in the United States. Parental education levels predict a child’s outcomes, and these gaps did 

not decrease with age. The CRITA study (The PEW Charitable Trusts, 2011) further reports 

that initial socio-economic gaps are influenced by policy, calling for the development of 

more effective policy to narrow these gaps (Stiglitz, 2012).

That data are supported by NCES data demonstrating the same (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2007-08 Enrollment Data File). In a 2008 study, Immerwahr, Johnson,
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and Gasbarra posit that the higher education system is becoming a class system, and those 

who can afford to pay have the advantage. Higher earnings and lower unemployment rates 

are just two things being perpetuated. Julian and Kominski report that in a United States 

Census publication (2011), work-life earnings data show that people with higher education 

are more likely to earn higher wages and maintain work on a full-time basis. As reported in 

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education publication, Losing Ground, the 

average real income of employees with a high school education has fallen since the 1980s 

(2003). Additionally, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2011) substantiates an inverse 

relationship between educational attainment and lower unemployment rates.

By adding access to education for low-income individuals, financial aid may help 

serve the purpose during the days of the Great Society (Green, 2005). According to Stater

(2009), “financial aid is among the most readily available policy instruments for governments 

and institutions” (p. 2). When considering policies related to financial aid, policy makers 

could consider the characteristic differences between the student attending two-year technical 

colleges, two-year community colleges, and four-year institutions and create criteria that 

favor students at each level. Students attending sub-baccalaureate colleges are mostly first- 

generation college students, female, older, low-income, and part-time students with families. 

Many technical college students have as a primary goal to obtain immediate employment.

The primary purpose of the HOPE Grant Program is to encourage Georgians to obtain 

technical training in order to increase the knowledge and skills of Georgia’s workforce 

(Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2012). Considering these varying characteristics 

might aid in policies that improve this issue.
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Summary

This chapter presents a diversity o f relevant literature related to the impact of the 

shift from need-based financial aid to merit-based financial aid on low-income students 

and their families. To present a background of relevant literature, this chapter overviewed 

the rise of financial aid, starting in 1944 with the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act and 

continuing with the HEA of 1965. The Serviceman’s Readjustment Act, also known as 

the GI Bill, represented the first time federal financial aid was extended on a large scale 

(Mumper, 2011; The United States Department of Veterans, 2011). Federal financial aid 

was extended to low income students initially through the HEA of 1965 (Higher 

Education Act of 1965). The goal of financial aid at this point was to ensure equal access 

to postsecondary education (Mumper, 2011). In 1972, the HEA was expanded to include 

such programs as the Pell Grant, Federal Work-Study, the Perkins Loan and the 

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program. Federal funds were also extended 

to states through State Student Incentive Grants (SSIG) to entice states to award need- 

based grants. These programs combined to create the structure for today’s federal

financial aid system.

The shift from need-based to merit-based financial aid began in the late 70’s with 

the termination of the veteran’s benefits. The elimination of the Social Security 

Survivor’s Benefits program followed (Mumper, 2011; Green, 2005). As tuition began to 

increase, the goal o f financial aid was shifting from access of low income students to 

affordability for the middle class. The Middle Income Student Assistance Act, allowing 

federal college loans for education to middle class students, was passed in 1978
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(Mumper, 2011; Schuh, 2009). By 2002, federal dollars allocated for loans were 

outpacing those for grants (Heller, 2002).

Although the federal system had been the largest contributor to the support of 

low-income students, state-sponsored grant aid was also a very important supporter 

(National Association of State Student Grant and Aid Programs, 2010). With the 

emergence of state scholarships programs—most notably, the HOPE Program, state aid 

shifted from need-based aid to merit-based aid. In 1993, Georgia’s HOPE Program, was 

bom and reinvented state aid programs. The largest portion of the funds, the HOPE 

Scholarship, was distributed based upon merit-based criteria (Seligman et al., 2004). The 

Georgia program became a national model and by 2008, 14 other states had followed 

Georgia’s lead and created programs that were similar in structure (Anonymous, 2009).

There were also environmental changes in the higher educational system that 

helped to create a greater need for financial assistance like the enrollment bubble, the 

skyrocketing tuition increases and the perception of affordability issues to low-income 

students. According to Grummon (2010), college enrollments inflate during recessionary 

periods and the 2008 recession seemed to yield the same result. While the college 

enrollments were growing, the financial support o f public institutions was decreasing. 

Despite a 29% increase, state supported technical colleges reported a 10% decrease in 

funding (2010 Legislative Priorities, 2010). Government officials understood that higher 

education had another way to support itself through higher tuition rates (Immerwahr, 

Johnson, & Gasbarra, 2008). Ultimately, the higher costs created more affordability 

issues for those citizens with fewer resources (2008). According to the National Center
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for Public Policy and Higher Education (2003), low-income families must be considered 

when legislation relating to financial aid and tuition is being created.

Also in this chapter, the characteristic differences in gender, age, race, income, 

parent’s educational status, and work status were enumerated, and these characteristics 

related to the difference in mission between the two-year technical system and the four- 

year system. The general profile for a two-year college student was an older female that 

came from families representing the lowest income group in the country and also with the 

lowest educational levels. These students were also likely to attend college part-time, be 

first-generation college attendees and work full-time (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2007-08 Enrollment Data File). These characteristics placed two-year students 

at greater risk and in greater need of assistance. According to Mumper (2011), the goal of 

access was at stake and threatened the persistence of low income students.

In Chapter 3, an ex post facto quantitative design approach will be described in 

the methodology. The research design will include pre- and post- treatment data being 

compared for enrollment and financial aid awards at two-year technical colleges in the 

state of Georgia. An interrupted time series will be used to graphically compare and 

display the data.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction

The Georgia HOPE Program was the beginning of a shift to merit-based 

scholarship programs in 2003. From its inception in 1993, the HOPE Program policy 

went through many iterations—some affecting the HOPE Scholarship and others 

affecting the HOPE Grant. In 2011, 3.0 GPA criteria were added to the HOPE Grant 

Program as a qualifier for students applying for these funds (Georgia Student Finance 

Commission, 2011).

In this study, data describing the total student enrollment o f HOPE Grant 

recipients, low-income student enrollment of HOPE Grant recipients, and disbursed 

revenue of HOPE to recipients was collected before and after the 3.0 GPA policy change. 

The data were to assess the difference in enrollment at two-year technical colleges in the 

state of Georgia during years FY 2009, FY 2010, FY 2011, and AY 2012. The majority 

of the study uses data from years FY2009 through AY2012. To answer research question 

1, data from FY1999 through AY2012 was used. To compare the pre- and post-treatment 

enrollment and financial aid award data, an interrupted time series was used for all 

research questions. Data for research question 1 was available on Georgia Student 

Finance Commission’s (GSFC) website and from Technical College System of Georgia’s 

(TCSG) Data Center. Data for research questions 2, 3 and 4 was collected from TCSG’s 

data center.

40
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Purpose of the Study 

In this study, an examination was completed to determine if the change in the 

eligibility requirement from a 2.0 GPA to a 3.0 GPA were related to the shifts in the 

enrollment and financial aid awards at two-year technical colleges in the state of Georgia.

Research Questions 

The researcher sought answers to the following questions:

1. What changes in student enrollment at two-year technical institutions coincided with 

policy changes in requirements for the HOPE Grant?

2. Was there a decrease and if so, what was the rate of decrease between the total 

number of students enrolled during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 before the

3.0 GPA policy change and the total number o f students enrolled during Fall and 

Spring Semesters in FY 2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change at two-year technical 

colleges in Georgia?

3. Was there a decrease and if so, what was the rate of decrease between the number of 

low-income students enrolled during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 before the

3.0 GPA policy change and the number of low-income students enrolled during Fall 

and Spring Semesters in FY 2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change at two-year 

technical colleges in Georgia?

4. Was there a decrease and if so, what was the rate of decrease between the HOPE 

Grant awarded and disbursed during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 before the

3.0 GPA policy change and the revenues disbursed during Fall and Spring Semesters 

in FY 2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change?



42

Research Design

For this research, examining how the increase in merit-based statewide 

scholarship programs affected student access at two-year technical colleges in Georgia, 

an ex post facto quantitative approach was optimal. To compare the pre- and post- 

treatment enrollment and financial aid award data, an interrupted time series was used for 

all research questions. Shadish, Cook and Campbell (2002) stated if the treatment had an 

impact, then the post-treatment data should show an interruption or distinction from the 

prior data, like a change in slope or level. After IRB approval, the data for research 

question 1 was collected from GSFC and the TCSG’s Data Center. For questions 2 

through 4, the data were collected from the TCSG’s Data Center.

There were two nuisance variables in this study. Unemployment was one nuisance 

variable, and to control for it, a regression analysis was used to rule out its possible 

relationship to enrollment. A second nuisance variable was the conversion from quarter 

to semester. The interruption point for the study was FY2011. On July 1,2011, a quarter 

to semester conversion took place at all TCSG colleges; therefore, the data were collected 

during fiscal years before that time frame and annual years after that time frame. This 

change was a policy intervention, and there was no attempt to control for it. Empirical 

data demonstrated its effect may be limited as it relates to enrollment changes. The 

timeline was noted the conversion and any differences.

The population was the number of students enrolled and those who could have 

been eligible to enroll under prior policy criteria at the public two-year technical colleges 

in Georgia in FY2009 and AY2012. The sample for this study was the proportion of 

HOPE eligible residents benefitting and those who could have benefitted from attending 

the two-year technical college programs in Georgia during FY 2009 to AY 2012.
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Enrollment and financial aid awards data from FY 2009 and FY 2010 were added to the 

study to increase the validity in research questions 2 through 4.

Additionally, enrollment data from 1999 to 2012 were used in research question 

1. Research question 1 reviewed the policy changes since the inception of the HOPE 

program, therefore, data from FY1993 were requested. The rationale for collecting data 

from 1999 through 2012 was that the data resource deemed the data more reliable after 

1998. Conclusions were drawn about the TCSG system. To evaluate the low-income 

student difference, Pell-eligible students who also received HOPE were assessed in 

research question 3.

The major terms used in the research questions are GPA, low income, policy 

changes, and student enrollment. GPA stands for grade point average, and the HOPE 

Scholarship Law says it was calculated using a 4.0 scale (O.C.G.A. § 20-3-519, 2012). In 

July 2011, the HOPE policy was changed. The new policy required HOPE Grant 

recipients at two-year technical colleges in Georgia to receive a cumulative GPA of 3.0 to 

qualify or re-qualify for HOPE funds. According to the US Department of Education 

(2006), the bottom 20% of all family incomes in the United States was the definition of 

low income. Students who qualify for the Federal Pell Grant demonstrate financial need 

using IRS income tax forms (Schuh, 2009; U.S. Department o f Education, National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2006). In this study, Pell-eligible students were 

considered low-income students.

Policy changes were defined as any policy change to the HOPE Program. As this 

study was specific to the HOPE Grant, it means any policy change to the HOPE Grant. 

The HOPE Grant provided financial relief to students seeking technical certificates or
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diplomas at two-year technical colleges in Georgia (Georgia Student Finance 

Commission, 2011). The timeline of HOPE regulation changes was used to extract the 

years where policy changes affected students awarded the HOPE Grant. This archival 

data were available on the Georgia Student Finance Commission website. After 

reviewing the timeline, the years used in research question 1 was 1999 through 2012. 

Students enrolled represented the student enrollment.

Procedures

Because the study used archival data, an ex post facto quantitative design was 

used. In this study, the researcher sought to find a connection between the 3.0 GPA 

policy change and the shift in enrollment of HOPE Grant recipients. According to the 

2011-12 HOPE Grant Program Regulations, beginning Fall 2011, or FY 2012, students at 

certain checkpoints were required to have a 3.0 GPA to remain eligible for the grant; 

therefore, Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 and Fall and Spring Semesters in FY 2012 

were studied (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2011).

Independent and Dependent Variables

The purpose of research question 1 was to examine both the HOPE Grant policy 

changes since the inception of the HOPE Program in 1993 and the enrollment patterns. 

Reviewing the HOPE regulations timeline in the HOPE Commission’s 2003 report, there 

were HOPE Grant regulation changes numerous years and an assessment was conducted 

from FY1999 to AY2012. Since enrollment data were descriptive, the method of analysis 

was an interrupted time series, and the data were reported in a descriptive format.

In research questions 2 through 4, similar analysis was conducted using different 

dependent variables. Research question 2 analyzed the possibility o f an important
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difference between the total number o f students enrolled before the 3.0 GPA policy 

change during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 and the number of students enrolled 

after the 3.0 GPA policy change during Fall and Spring Semesters in AY 2012. The 3.0 

GPA was based upon a 4.0 GPA scale, as defined by the HOPE Scholarship Law 

(O.C.G.A. § 20-3-519, 2012). Low-income enrollment was analyzed in research question 

3. Here, the number of low-income students enrolled during Fall and Spring Quarters in 

FY 2011, before the 3.0 GPA policy change, and the number o f students enrolled during 

Fall and Spring Semesters in AY2012, after the 3.0 policy change, were compared. 

Research question four compares the total revenues dispersed before the 3.0 GPA policy 

change and after the 3.0 GPA policy change. In these three research questions, the 

independent variable was the policy change, and the dependent variable was student 

enrollment. The method o f analysis was interrupted time series, and the data were 

displayed graphically.

Two nuisance variables were present in the study: quarter-to-semester conversion 

and unemployment. The conversion from quarter to semester may impact the results. 

Effective Fall Semester 2011, the Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG) 

converted to semesters, and the HOPE Grant 3.0 GPA policy criteria was added 

(Technical College System of Georgia, 2011). Data from the Board of Regents’s quarter- 

to-semester conversion in Fall 1998 showed an enrollment decrease of 2.6% and a 

decrease in credit hours of 11.6% system-wide. TSCG anticipated a similar decline in 

enrollment during the TCSG conversion (University System of Georgia, 1988). Since this 

study concentrated on enrollment and financial aid awards, the credit hour decrease was 

not considered.
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Because of the relationship between unemployment and enrollment in 

postsecondary institutions, it was a nuisance variable in this study. Frentzos purported 

(2005) that there was an inverse relationship between the economy and enrollment in 

credit classes at two-year colleges. In 2008, a recession began, and this was followed by 

increased enrollments at postsecondary institutions. According to the 2011 Digest of 

Education Statistics, postsecondary education enrollment increased by 11% between 

1990 and 2000 and by 37% between 2000 and 2010 in community and four-year colleges 

and universities. From FY 2008 to FY 2011, TCSG reported a 30% surge with record 

enrollment in FY 2010, while full-time equivalent (FTE) grew by 47%. This study 

focused on policy changes that occurred during FY 2011, the period of the enrollment 

bubble. To control for this variable, a regression analysis was used to statistically control 

for the possible relationship of enrollment to the unemployment rate.

Data Collection

The application to Mercer’s IRB was submitted with supporting documentation 

regarding the study. Once full approval was received, the study proceeded. Data were 

requested and the following tables were received from TCSG’s Data Center for fiscal 

years 1999 to 2012: HOPE recipient total enrollment by term, HOPE Pell recipient total 

enrollment by term, System total enrollment by fiscal year, HOPE only system total 

enrollment by fiscal year, HOPE and Pell recipient total enrollment by fiscal year and 

HOPE grant dollars awarded by fiscal year. Data for 2012 was collected in annual year 

verses fiscal year because of the quarter to semester conversion in the technical system 

during that same year. Also, the data center could not provide the HOPE grant dollars 

awarded per term or dollars disbursed annually or per term because these data had not 

been collected by the system for the time period requested.
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Population and Sample 

In order to analyze the trend of enrollment, the population for this study included 

all students enrolled and those who could have enrolled under the prior HOPE Grant 

policy at two-year technical colleges during the FY2009 to AY2012 periods. The sample 

included the student enrollees who received the HOPE Grant and those who could have 

benefited at the 26 technical colleges under the auspices of TCSG during fiscal years 

FY2009 and AY2012. FY1999 through AY2012 was used to answer research question 1. 

All diploma students who were both Pell and HOPE Grant eligible enrolled at one of the 

technical colleges during fiscal years 2009, 2010, 2011, and annual year 2012 are the 

sample. The purpose of using Pell eligibility criterion was to determine socio-economic 

status of the students included in the sample. To qualify for Pell, students must turn in 

income data and be enrolled in a program with 480 contact hours. The number of contact 

hours ruled out certificate programs, leaving diploma or degree level programs. The 

HOPE Program stated that the HOPE Grant was for certificate and diploma programs 

only. Therefore, students included in the sample for this study were students enrolled in a 

diploma program during FY2009 and FY2012.

According to Shadish et al., (2002), the validity of sample data could be affected 

by the number of observations, history, and instrumentation. Several authors agree, 

estimating that correlated data usually requires a larger sample, typically of 100 

observation occasions or in the case of this study, enrollment occurrences (Box, Jenkins, 

& Reinsel, 1994; Velicer & Harrop, 1983). Shadish et al., (2002) posited the exact 

number of observations needed cannot always be pre-specified and “one only needs 

enough to identify the model” (p. 174). In this study, the total enrollment was collected



48

for the time period so the notion of having enough samples to validate the study is not 

relevant.

The data presented in this research were archival data; therefore, other historical 

events that could have influenced the data may not be evident. To overcome this issue, 

more data points or data for additional years were added (Shadish et al., 2002). Also, 

instrumentation may be at issue. The data were collected from 26 technical colleges 

around the state of Georgia and then compiled by the state office. Since the inception o f 

the HOPE Program, there have been many changes in administrations and administrative 

procedures at not only these 26 colleges but also at TCSG; therefore, possible 

inconsistency between administrations was a threat.

Data Analysis

The purpose of research question 1 was to review enrollment per year since the 

inception of the HOPE Program. There have been many policy changes since the 

inception of the HOPE Program that related to the HOPE Grant. Shifts in the trend lines 

that occurred between FY1999 through AY2012 were observed. Originally, data were 

requested from the inception of the program—FY1993—to AY2012. The rationale for 

collecting from 1999 was the data resource deemed the data more reliable after 1998. 

Finally, a descriptive analysis was used to describe the affects, whether intercept change, 

slope change, or some other variation.

The core of the study was research questions 2 through 4. In these questions, the 

data collected were the total number of students, the total number o f low-income 

students, and finally, the total revenues spent before and after the treatment, or the policy 

change, in July 2011. Data were collected for Fall and Spring of fiscal years 2011 and
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AY2012. Changes in intercept and slope were analyzed and then the data were displayed 

graphically.

Reporting Results

Research question 1 sought to determine if student enrollment changes coincided 

with the policy changes. Using the interrupted time design, TCSG enrollment per year 

was captured from FY1999 to AY2012. Policy changes were made relating to the HOPE 

Grant during certain years. The data were displayed in a chart. In research questions 2 

through 4, data were gathered relating to the difference in total enrollment, low-income 

enrolled students, and total revenues awarded before and after the policy change in 

FY2011-12. The data were displayed in a time series chart.

Summary

To examine if the changes in the HOPE Grant requirements were related to the 

enrollment and the financial aid awards to enrollees at two-year technical colleges in the 

state of Georgia, four questions were answered. From the total population of all TCSG 

students enrolled during years FY2009 through AY12, the chosen sample was all 

diploma students who were Pell and HOPE eligible. The rationale for using Pell-eligible 

students was to obtain students qualified as low-income students. As the study relates to 

the HOPE Grant, it too was a part o f the criteria used to qualify the sample. An ex post 

facto quantitative design was used in this study because the required data was archival.

The methodology used in question 1—a question documenting the changes in 

student enrollment at two-year technical colleges and how these changes coincide with 

policy changes in requirements for the HOPE Grant—was the interrupted time series. 

Because an interrupted time series could be used to chart a series before and after a 

treatment point in order to observe changes, it was the chosen design. The data from
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FY1999 through AY2012 were collected from GSFC and TCSG’s Data Center. The 

results were plotted on a chart and the observed effects like intercept or slope changes 

were then be described. The interruption points were identified as all points when there 

was a HOPE Grant policy changed in question 1. This resulted in multiple interruption 

points.

Research questions 2 through 4 were very similar. The questions asked if there 

was an important difference between the total enrollment, low-income enrollments, and 

total awards, respectively, before and after the July 2011 policy change. An interrupted 

time series was also used to assess the trends of the data and the interruption point was 

July 2011. The data from FY2005 to FY2009 for research questions 2 through 4 were 

collected from TCSG’s Data Center and the results were displayed in a chart.

The quarter to semester conversation and unemployment were nuisance variables 

present in the study. In August 2011, the start of Fall Semester, the TCSG converted from 

quarters to semesters. Since this point was close to the July 2011 interruption point, it 

was considered a potential extraneous variable that needed to be studied. Unemployment 

was studied because of the relationship between the economy and enrollment. IRB 

approval was sought from Mercer’s IRB. Once full approval was granted, the data was 

requested. Once the data was collected from GSFC and TCSG’s Data Center, trends 

were analyzed and presented in Chapter 4.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Purpose of Study

This study was a policy evaluation that examined if the changes in the eligibility 

requirements for the HOPE Grant were related to the enrollment and the financial aid 

awards to students of two-year technical colleges in the state of Georgia. The research 

described the shift from need-based to merit-based financial aid and the gradual increase 

in tuition costs. It also explored the differences between characteristics of students 

attending two-year colleges and four-year colleges and universities, their differing needs 

and the social implications to having no access to higher education. As a main objective, 

it examined if the shift in enrollment and financial aid awards have occurred to the 

student population receiving the HOPE Grant and the low income HOPE Grant students 

since the 3.0 GPA policy change. The findings were based upon the research questions 

and were presented using interrupted time series charts. A descriptive analysis was 

included to complement the charts.

Summary o f Methodology 

Because the study used archival data, an expo facto quantitative design was used. 

To compare the pre- and post treatment enrollment and financial aid awards data, an 

interrupted time series was used for all research questions to see if post treatment data 

showed a difference in slope or level. After IRB approval, the data were collected from

51
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Technical College System of Georgia’s Data Center. The results were reported in a 

descriptive narrative.

The population included all students enrolled or could have been enrolled at two- 

year technical colleges in Georgia during FY2009 through AY2012. The sample was the 

HOPE Grant eligible recipients attending or those who could have been eligible at two- 

year technical colleges in Georgia during those same years. The study called for data 

before and after the interruption point. To increase the validity o f the interrupted time 

series, enrollment and financial aid awards data from FY2009 and FY2010 were added 

for comparison purposes in research questions 2 through 4.

Additionally, enrollment data from FY1999 to AY2012 was used in research 

question 1. Originally, data from the inception of the program (1993) was sought. The 

rationale for collecting from 1999 was the data resource deemed the data more reliable 

after 1998 could not be analyzed in this study. To evaluate the low-income student 

difference, Pell eligible students who also received HOPE were assessed in research 

question 3.

Research Questions 

To examine if the enrollment and financial aid shifts occurred, answers to four 

questions were studied. First, what changes in student enrollment at two-year technical 

institutions coincided with policy changes in requirements for the HOPE Grant? Next, 

was there a decrease between the total number o f students enrolled during Fall and Spring 

Quarters in FY2011 before the 3.0 GPA policy change and the total number o f students 

enrolled during Fall and Spring Semesters in FY2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change at 

two-year technical colleges in Georgia? Then, was there a decrease between the number 

of low-income students enrolled during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY2011 before the
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3.0 GPA policy change and the number of low-income students enrolled during Fall and 

Spring Semesters in FY 2012 after the 3.0 GPA policy change at two-year technical 

colleges in Georgia? Finally, was there a decrease between the HOPE Grant awarded and 

disbursed during Fall and Spring Quarters in FY 2011 before the 3.0 GPA policy change 

and the revenues awarded during Fall and Spring Semesters in FY2012 after the 3.0 GPA 

policy change?

Research Findings

The research findings were reported in the order of the four research questions. 

Because question 1 evaluated enrollment verses policy changes, an abbreviated HOPE 

grant policy change table was inserted to remind the reader o f the policy changes that 

were highlighted in chapter 2. Figures were used to display the results for research 

questions 2 through 4 graphically and an explanation was given in a descriptive narrative. 

Research Question 1

Since the inception of HOPE in 1993, there have been many policy changes that 

related to the HOPE Grant and Table 8 shows changes that were discussed in this section. 

Table 8 was also an abbreviated version of Table 1 in Chapter 2.



54

Table 8

HOPE Grant Policy Changes Abbreviated

Year Policy Changes

2001 Pell Offset removed

2004 General Assembly passes Senate 
Resolution 220 -establishes the 
“Improvement of the HOPE 
Scholarship Joint Study Commission”

2005 Changes in HB 1325 include: caps, 
frozen fee payments, new GPA 
calculation, and “triggers” to cause 
future benefit reductions in the event o f  
declining fund availability

2006 Cap on hours put into place; cap is 63 or 
127 semester hours taken under the 
HOPE Grant and the HOPE Scholarship 
respectively

2009 New caps on HOPE hours yield lower 
high school participation in the Grant 
program

2010 Tuition and fee capped at current year’s 
rate

2011 TCSG begins charging for tuition hours 
13-15 (formerly only first 12 for full
time students)
Funding tuition rate from previous year; 
books and fees no longer covered

Limitations on use o f  the HOPE Grant are 
removed
Name change o f  the Technical Colleges—  
from institutes to colleges (non-HOPE policy 
change

Mandatory fee payments capped at January 
2004 levels

3.0 GPA requirement for HOPE Grant 
recipients

Figure 1 was created to help answer what student enrollment changes coincided 

with policy changes relating to the HOPE Grant. The purpose of this question was to 

review all years of the HOPE program relating to the grant so data were sought from the 

inception of the program. Because the data were only reliable after 1998, data were



collected after that time frame. Observations and descriptions were based on FY1999 to 

AY2012 data. The interrupted time series depicting annual enrollment verses HOPE 

Grant funding year included 14 observation points. On July 1,2011, the Technical 

College System of Georgia converted from quarters to semesters so the enrollment before 

that date was reported in fiscal years (Summer, Fall, Winter and Spring Quarters) while 

the data after that date was reported in annual years (Fall, Spring and Summer 

Semesters).

The state entered an economic recession in FY2008 and according to Grummon 

(2010), college enrollments swell during recessionary times. To visually compare, the 

unemployment curve to the longitudinal enrollment curve, the unemployment curve was 

plotted on the same time series chart. Taken from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

for each year, the January unemployment rate for each year from 1999 to 2012 and this 

date was multiplied by 10,000 so that it could be plotted on the same chart as enrollment.
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Figure 1. Employment vs. Unemployment. Chart shows annual enrollment per year from 
1999-2012 at TCSG verses employment. Sources: TCSG’ Data Center and BLS.

To adjust the trend in enrollment for unemployment, a regression analysis was 

performed to control the nuisance variable unemployment. In the regression analysis, 

R=0.58 demonstrating positive relationship between enrollment and unemployment. 

Figure 2 shows the adjusted curve and there was a gradual increase in enrollment from 

FY1999 to FY2004, a decrease through FY2009, a sharp increase in FY2010 and then, a 

sharp decrease in AY2012.
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Figure 2. Enrollment Adjustment for Unemployment. Enrollment controlled for 
unemployment and then the residuals plotted against the year. Source: TCSG’s Data 
Center and BLS.

Between FY1999 and FY2004, there was a 42% increase in enrollment according 

to Figure 1. After being adjusted for unemployment, Figure 4.2 shows a similar pattern. 

There were several policy changes that related to the HOPE Grant during this time 

frame—the Pell offset was removed, the limitation on the number of credentials awarded 

was removed, and the name of the technical institutions was changed to technical 

colleges. The Pell offset, where HOPE picked up only at the point that Pell left off, was 

removed in FY2001 but the percentage of students in this category only increased by 1%.
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Likewise, the removal of the credential cap only caused a small increase in enrollment. In 

FY2001, only 211 additional student’s system-wide became eligible for the HOPE 

Program because of this shift in policy and that might be attributed to the fact that it takes 

time to educate policy changes to the students and to the public (2004). No data presented 

evidence to explain the continual increase in enrollment during these years. There was 

anecdotal evidence that the change in status by the legislature from “technical institutes” 

to “technical colleges” and the change in the funding formula where enrollment shifts 

were considered in funding aided continual enrollment increases during this period 

(Seligman, Milford, O'Looney, & Ledbetter, 2004).

From FY2005 to FY2009, the adjusted enrollment decreased steadily with a steep 

reduction from 2008-09. During this period, the number of credit hours paid by the 

HOPE Grant was capped at 63 semester hours. There were no changes in FY2007 and 

FY2008 that affected the HOPE Grant. In FY2009, TCSG began changing tuition hours 

13-15. Formerly, the fees were capped at credit 12 hours or full-time student status (see 

Table 9). The unemployment rate was stable until FY2009 when it increased by from 8.4 

to 10.4. In FY2010, there was double digit enrollment growth, however; there had not 

been a major policy change since FY2005 relating to the HOPE Grant.

There was a sharp enrollment decrease in AY2012. In FY11, the legislators voted 

to add the 3.0 GPA requirements that would be checked at the 30 and 60 semester hour 

checkpoints for HOPE Grant recipients. During this same time, the unemployment rate 

dropped 8%, from 10.1 to 9.3%. The technical college enrollment decreased by 20%.

There were additional legislative changes that might have affected enrollment. In 

2011, legislation was penned that disallowed the HOPE Grant from funding textbooks
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and paying fees. Additionally, the HOPE tuition was capped at the 2010 rate. For 

example, the current tuition was $85/credit hour however, HOPE was reimbursing 

$60.75/credit hour (West Georgia Technical College, 2013). The student paid the 

difference. These increased costs to the students probably attributed to the decrease in 

enrollment as well.

Research Question 2

Figure 3 was used to display the total HOPE enrollment per quarter or semester 

before and after the 3.0 GPA policy change and interruption point. Since the interruption 

point was July 1,2011, data sought to answer the question surrounded that period and 

two years—FY2009 and FY2010—were added to increase the validity. The data 

displayed on the interrupted time series was for FY2009, FY2010, FY2011 and AY2012. 

The quarter to semester conversion occurred on July 1, 2011; therefore was the reason the 

2012 data were recorded using an academic year versus a fiscal year.

The data included all students receiving both the HOPE Scholarship and HOPE 

Grant funds. The study was searching for enrollment for HOPE Grantees only and since 

certificate and diploma students received the HOPE Grant, the certificate and diploma 

enrollees for each year were totaled and divided into the total enrollees. The resulting 

percentages of HOPE Grantees per year were 87%, 88%, 88%, 81% for 2009, 2010, 2011 

and 2012 respectively and these percentages were multiplied by the unduplicated total 

enrollment for the same year. For example, 57,633 were reported enrolled during summer 

FY2009, so 57,633 was multiplied by 0.87 and the result was 50,141. These results were 

plotted. Summer, Fall and Spring quarters were plotted for FY2009, FY2010 and 

FY2011; semesters were charted for AY2012 and all of these years are displayed in 

Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Total Enrollment Before and After 3.0 GPA Policy Chart. Chart shows total 
annual enrollment for TCSG’s HOPE Grant recipients from FY09 to AY 12. Source: 
TCSG’s Data Center.

The data showed a sharp decrease in enrollment for all semesters after the policy 

change period. The summer enrollment was reduced by 37%, the steepest reduction. 

Because of the quarter to semester conversion, summer semester FY2011 was only five 

weeks long. This abbreviated semester might have deterred students from attending thus 

aiding in the sharp reduction. The fall and spring semesters were down by 25% and 22% 

respectively. Another policy change during this same period was books and fees were no 

longer covered thus resulting in higher costs to students.

Research Question 3

In Figure 4, students who received HOPE and PELL awards are charted for FY 

2009 through AY 2012. Data were sought around the interrupted date o f July 1, 2011 and
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years FY2009 and FY2010 were added to increase the validity. The data were received in 

fiscal year for FY2009, FY2010, and FY2011. For AY2012, the data received were for 

the academic year. To obtain the number of students who were HOPE Grant recipients, a 

ratio between the number of HOPE Grant Certificate and Diploma students over the total 

HOPE Program enrollment was calculated. These percentages were 87%, 88%, 88%, and 

81% for FY2009, FY2010, FY2011, and FY2012 respectively. Figure 4.4 showed the 

interrupted time series for low income enrollment before and after the 3.0 GPA policy 

change.
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Figure 4. Low Income Enrollment Before and After 3.0 GPA Policy Change. Chart 
shows total annual enrollment for low income students receiving the HOPE Grant from 
FY09 to AY12. Source: TCSG’s Data Center.

The data showed an increase from FY2009 to FY2011 and then a decrease during 

AY2012 for all semesters. When comparing the slopes of the line for AY2012 in Figure
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3 and Figure 4, the decrease in total enrollment was a steeper decrease than the decrease 

for low enrollment. Additionally, there was 25% decrease for total enrollment from Fall 

to Fall and a 22% decrease from Spring to Spring. Comparing that data to low enrollment 

totals, there was an 18% decrease from Fall to Fall and a 17% decrease from spring to 

spring so the decrease for total enrollment was more pronounced than the decrease for 

low enrollment students. It was probable that the GPA policy change alone did not cause 

these reductions but instead, the combination of the drop in the unemployment rate and 

the increased tuition and fees because o f the loss of the book voucher and fees being 

frozen at the rate o f a prior year.

Research Question 4

Only HOPE program funds that were awarded during FY2009, FY2010, FY2011 

and AY2012 were collected. Since the interruption point was July 1, 2011, data sought to 

answer the question surrounded that period and two additional years (FY2009 and 

FY2010) were added. According to TCSG, the awarded funds were unavailable for the 

requested years. Also, the data in quarter or semester periods were also unavailable. 

Figure 5 showed the interrupted time series for HOPE funds awarded before and after the

3.0 GPA policy change. For 2012, the data received were for the academic year.
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Figure 5. Funds Awarded Before and After the 3.0 GPA Policy Change. Chart shows the 
funds awarded by TCSG for the HOPE Program from FY09 to AY 12. Source: TCSG’s 
Data Center.

Like Figures 3 and 4, there was a steady increase from FY2009 to FY2011 and 

then a sharp decrease in AY2012 in the HOPE Grant fund awarded. The decline in 

AY2012 was a 55% decrease and that reduction was the sharpest o f all the AY2012 

reduction when comparing to Figures 3 and 4.

Summary

Archival data were collected from GSFC and TCSG’s data center. The findings 

were then displayed in interrupted time series charts with the interruption points plotted. 

Once analyzed, a descriptive narrative was written to describe the data, the trends and 

identified changes.

Research question 1 examined if the enrollment changes coincided with the 

HOPE Grant policy changes. Data were examined for years FY1999 through AY2012
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and unemployment was examined as a nuisance variable since the state entered a 

recession in 2008. Data taken from the BLS was charted on the interrupted time series for 

research question 1. A regression analysis was performed to control for unemployment 

and to adjust the trend of enrollment.

The results to research question 1 showed a positive correlation between 

unemployment and enrollment. Also, there was not just the 3.0 HOPE Grant GPA policy 

change but also other policy changes that might have aided the 20% decrease in total 

enrollment. A 42% enrollment increase resulted between FY1999 and FY2004. During 

this period, many policy changes related to the HOPE Grant took place. Several 

explained in the narrative were the Pell offset was removed, the HOPE credential cap was 

removed and the name was changed from “technical institutes” to “technical colleges”.

The enrollment decreased from FY2005 to FY2009 with the sharpest decline from 

2008-09. Policy changes during this time frame were the number of credit hours paid by 

HOPE was capped, and fees were capped at the 12 credit hour level. During FY2010, 

there was double digit enrollment growth. This time frame also marked higher 

unemployment rates, rising from 8.4 to 10.4 within one year. The removal o f the HOPE 

book voucher and fee payment and the tuition being capped at the FY2011 rate were 

policy changes that took effect in FY2011 and FY2012 respectively.

In AY2012, there was the sharpest enrollment decrease, by 20%. The 

unemployment rate dropped by 8% during this same period. The most prominent policy 

change during this period was the change from the 2.0 GPA to the 3.0 GPA that became 

effective in FY2011. There were additional legislative changes that might have affected 

enrollment. In 2011, legislation was penned that disallowed the HOPE Grant from
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funding textbooks and paying fees. Additionally, the HOPE tuition was capped at the 

2010 rate. For example, the current tuition was $85/credit hour however, HOPE was 

reimbursing $60.75/credit hour (West Georgia Technical College, 2013). The student 

paid the difference.

Research questions 2 through four examined the changes in total enrollment, low 

enrollment and funds awarded respectively that might have occurred before and after the

3.0 GPA policy change. The interruption point was FY2011. These questions yielded 

similar results. There was a gradual increase in enrollment from FY2009 to FY2011 and 

then a sharp decrease in AY2012. Research question 4 yielded the greatest decline in 

AY2012 of the final three research questions. In Chapter Five, a discussion of the 

implications and recommendations for continued research relating to the HOPE Grant 

and/or the population at two-year technical colleges in the state of Georgia was 

documented.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary of Study 

The purpose of the study was to assess whether changes in the eligibility 

requirements for the HOPE Grant were related to enrollment decreases at two-year 

technical colleges in Georgia. Four questions were used in this study. The first examined 

if the HOPE Grant policy changes coincided with enrollment changes from FY1999 to 

AY2012. Research questions 2 through four examined if total enrollment, low income 

student enrollment and total funds awarded coincided with the FY2011 HOPE Grant 

policy change. The shift in policy changed the eligibility criteria from a 2.0 GPA to a 3.0 

GPA at two-year technical colleges in the state o f Georgia.

In the literature review, the origins o f financial aid were traced to the passage of 

the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act or the GI Bill in 1944 and to the enactment of the 

Higher Education Act (HEA) in 1965. With the GI Bill, financial assistance was 

extended nation-wide for the first time in the history of the country and the HEA of 1965 

provided aid to low income individuals at the federal level for the first time. The HEA 

was reaffirmed in 1972 and with these bills—the Pell Grant, Federal Work Study, the 

Perkin’s Loan and Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program (SEOG) were 

initiated. These programs established the structure of federal financial aid as it is known 

today. At that time, the goal of legislators was to provide financial assistance to low- 

income students however, that goal began to shift to affordability for the middle class in

66
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the mid 70’s. During that time, the Veteran’s benefits were terminated, the Social 

Security Survivor’s Benefits were eliminated and loans for the middle class were added 

under HEA legislation. By 2002, funds allocated to loans were outpacing those allocated 

to need-based grants. Although the largest source of support to low income students was 

from the federal level, the state need-based grants still provided needed support. The 

merit-based state scholarships began in 1993 when Georgia added the Helping 

Outstanding Pupils Educationally (HOPE) Scholarship Program. This scholarship 

transformed the environment and became a national model for state sponsored 

scholarship programs. Fourteen other states had added similar merit-based scholarship 

programs by 2008 and the support of need-based scholarships deteriorated further.

Next, the literature review revealed that the purpose o f two-year technical 

colleges was different than four-year universities but their students have different 

characteristics than four-year students. For example, many two-year students were part- 

time and more work full-time. Forty-four percent come from families with incomes of 

less than $25,000 per year as compared to twenty-nine percent of those attending four- 

year universities. Overall, the two-year college student profile was an older female who 

came from a family in the lowest economic quartile with a lower family educational level 

than four-year degree students.

Because the data collected was archival, an ex post facto quantitative research 

design was used for the study. An interrupted time-series was used to compare pre- and 

post treatment enrollment data for all research questions. Charts were used to report the 

data and the data were described using narratives. Two nuisance variables—quarter-to 

semester conversion and unemployment—were present in this study. The quarter-to-
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semester variable was reviewed and it was determined that it had little effect on the study. 

No effort was made to control this variable. There was a positive relationship between 

enrollment and unemployment therefore, a regression analysis was employed to control 

for this variable.

The population studied was all students enrolled at two-year technical colleges in 

the state of Georgia and those who could have been enrolled under the 2.0 HOPE Grant 

policy during FY2009 to AY2012. Students enrolled at the 26 technical colleges in the 

state of Georgia who were HOPE Grant eligible recipients and those who could have 

been eligible during the FY2009 through AY2012 period. Data for all HOPE Grant 

eligible students were used for the years FY1999 to AY2012 for research question 1 and 

from FY2009 to AY2012 for research questions two2 through 4. Low income students 

were defined as those receiving Pell funds therefore, data was collected for those students 

who were both HOPE Grant eligible and Pell eligible to answer research question 3. The 

overall trend that was revealed in research was a steady increase in enrollment from 

FY2009 through FY2011 and then a sharp decrease in AY2012.

Summary of Major Findings

The major findings were an increase in enrollment during the years FY2009, 

FY2010 and FY2011 and then a sharp decrease during the year AY2012. The direct 

relationship between enrollment and unemployment might have been a cause for the 

double digit enrollment growth between FY2009 and FY2011 in research question 1. It 

was inconclusive if enrollment was affected by the policy change from 2.0 to 3.0 GPA 

eligibility requirements. However, it was possible the combination of these policies and 

the reduction in the unemployment rate contributed to the reductions in research 

questions 2 through 4.
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Although the change in legislation from a 2.0 GPA to a 3.0 GPA for HOPE 

Grantees in Georgia probably contributed to the enrollment decreases in AY2012, high 

unemployment rates also had some effects as well. The regression analysis showed a 

positive relationship between enrollment and unemployment. One other policy change 

that coincided with the time frame of the interruption period was the funding of the 

tuition rate at the previous year rate. Two other policy changes during this period were 

the disallowance of fee payments and the removal o f the HOPE voucher. These extra 

costs left by these changes had to be paid by the student.

Discussion of Findings

The overall trend demonstrated in all of the interrupted time series charts was an 

increase in enrollment from FY2009-2011 and then a decline in AY2012. From FY2009 

to FY2011, Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG) experienced double digit 

enrollment growth even though this time was marked by no major legislative policy 

changes relating to the HOPE Grant. During this same period, the unemployment rate 

increased by 50% and since R=0.58 there was some relationship between unemployment 

and enrollment. Unemployment had some effect on the enrollment increases. In AY2012, 

books and fees were no longer covered and the HOPE tuition was capped at the 2010 

tuition rate; therefore, the cost to attend a two-year technical college increased and this 

extra cost was covered by the student and the student’s parents.

Other notable findings are the enrollment decrease for total student population 

was greater than for low income students. For example, there was a 25% and 22% 

enrollment decrease in total enrollment from Fall 2011 to Fall 2012 and Spring 2011 to 

Spring 2011 respectively. Comparing that data to low enrollment totals, there is an 18% 

decrease from Fall 2011 to Fall 2012 and a 17% decrease from Spring 2011 to Spring
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2012. The decline in HOPE funds awarded in AY2012 was 55%. The tuition cap, 

removal of book vouchers, and payment of fees coupled with the loss of students because 

the GPA shift collectively attributed to the 55% reduction. It is inconclusive whether the 

policy change from the 2.0 to 3.0 GPA caused the steep enrollment and awards decline. It 

is possible the combination of these policies and the reduction in the unemployment rate 

did contribute to the Fall and Spring enrollment reductions.

Another important point is the reduction in enrollment underestimates the effects 

of the various economic and policy changes. The population for the study was those 

enrolled or could have been enrolled in Georgia if the policy had not changed. That 

number increased while the enrollments documented in the study trended downward. 

Therefore, the population that could have been served by TCSG was decreasing faster 

than what the results reflected. Additionally, the increase in the state population as well 

as low income citizens might account for a number o f individuals who could have been 

served but were not.

These results are consistent with the literature review of this study. While public 

colleges are receiving fewer state revenue appropriations to support higher education, 

these colleges have grown more dependent on increasing tuition and fees to fill the gaps 

(Immerwahr, Johnson, & Gasbarra, 2008). These increases have not only eroded the 

purchasing power o f financial aid sources so fewer students receive aid but also the shift 

from need-based aid to merit-based aid increases the likelihood that a middle to high 

income student will receive the assistance (The National Center for Public Policy and 

Higher Education, 2003). In 2007,65% of Georgians rated college affordability as a 

major issues and individuals in the lowest income quartile ranked college as being
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unaffordable in the Peach State Poll. Mumper (2011) posits post-secondary education is 

becoming out of the reach of lower-income families because of this shift to merit-based 

financial aid, the decrease in state appropriations and the increase of tuition and fees. 

Others agree and add the goal of assess is at stake for lower income students (Schuh, 

2009; Green, 2005). Social reproduction becomes the reality for these individuals.

Conclusion

Although the shift from need-based to merit-based scholarships probably had 

some effect on the enrollment decline in AY2012, other policy changes and 

environmental changes like the shifts in the unemployment rate affected the decline as 

well. HB 1325 requires annual review of the HOPE legislation and in future reviews, 

consideration of the differences in characteristics between two-year students and the four- 

year students (H. 1325, 147th General Assembly of the U.S. state of Georgia, (2004) 

(enacted)). All of these characteristics make these students more at risk and therefore, 

more educational support might be needed to help this group of students.

Implications

In this study, it is evident the enrollment decreases did occur and that the HOPE 

legislation change from 2.0 to a 3.0 GPA had some effect. If shifting the HOPE Grant to 

a merit-based grant did in fact aid in the reduction of students attending the two-year 

technical colleges in Georgia, the implications of such findings are great to the Georgia 

legislators, to two-year college officials, and to students, potential students and their 

parents.

Because of HB 1325, annual review of the HOPE bill and fund was legislated 

therefore, the legislative body, political analysts and researchers will continually seek 

data related to the HOPE Scholarship and Grant (H. 1325, 147th General Assembly o f the
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U.S. state of Georgia, (2004) (enacted)). An annual review was conducted in 2013 and 

the 3.0 GPA rule has been reversed (H. 372, 152nd General Assembly of the U.S. state of 

Georgia, (2013) (enacted)). Starting Fall Semester 2013, a 2.0 GPA was required to 

maintain HOPE Grant status verses a 3.0 GPA for students attending two-year technical 

colleges in Georgia. Once a change was made to the HOPE legislation, much time was 

spent by college officials interpreting, strategizing, rewriting and implementing internal 

processes in response to the change. The college then had a responsibility to inform all 

students of the change. Once the bill was reversed this semester, students who lost the 

HOPE Grant as a result of the change in 2011 were contacted and educated about the 

change in policy. Financial aid counseling was offered to those interested in returning to 

college. Final re-enrollment of those returning is still being determined.

The implication to the students and their parents was great. The students who 

regained their ability to attend two-technical colleges as a result o f the 2.0 GPA change 

were better able to afford college. College affordability was at issue and the educational 

playing field can be leveled by using one policy instrument—financial aid (Stater, 2009). 

Most students attending sub baccalaureate colleges have as a purpose to obtain a skill in 

some field of study and to locate immediate employment. This goal may now be the 

reality for those students who left college because of the FY2011 policy change.

Recommendations for Future Research

1. Study that considers if the changes in enrollment were statistically significant.

2. Qualitative study should be conducted of the students who were attending two- 

year technical colleges before and after the 3.0 GPA policy change from FY11 

through AY12.
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3. Research should be conducted every 5 years to evaluate any HOPE Grant policy 

changes and the effects on the enrollment trends. Also, the research should 

include the economic impact of the HOPE Grant on the state of Georgia.

4. Student attrition rates and the impact of educational attainment of HOPE Grantees 

at two-year technical colleges who attend diploma programs in the State of 

Georgia—study completers, graduates and placements of HOPE Grantees.

5. Qualitative and quantitative study should be conducted on HOPE Grantees who 

were not completers of their technical program of study.

6. Study HOPE Grantees who are receiving loans at two-year technical colleges in 

the State of Georgia. This research should also review the default rate of two- 

year colleges.

Summary

The July 1, 2011 HOPE Grant legislation that changed the GPA from 2.0 to 3.0 

did contribute to the decreases in enrollment at the two-year technical colleges in the state 

of Georgia. Four research questions were examined and ex post facto quantitative design 

was used for the study since the data was archival. All students enrolled at two-year 

technical colleges or could have been eligible to enroll under the original policy is the 

population for the study. All HOPE grantees and those who could have been eligible 

under the original policy is the sample. Pre- and post treatment data was collected and 

assessed using an interrupted time series charts. Descriptive narratives described the 

changes in trends.

The study showed an increase in enrollment and funds awarded in FY2009 

through FY2011 and a decrease in enrollment and funds awarded in AY2012. It is



74

possible the 3.0 GPA policy change had some affect on the change in enrollment but to 

what degree it contributed is still unknown. There was a positive correlation between 

unemployment and enrollment so unemployment contributed to the change as well.

Other policies that caused an increase in the costs of tuition, fees and book costs also 

probably contributed to the decrease in enrollment.

The literature review revealed that state institutions were receiving fewer and 

fewer dollars from the state government. That continual reduction in state support forced 

the colleges to raise revenue by raising tuition and fees. This action translated into higher 

costs to students. The literature review also revealed that loans granted were outpacing 

Pell grant dollars and more states were producing scholarship programs with merit-based 

criteria verses need-based criteria. This action translated into higher costs for low income 

students. The review of the HOPE Grant policy timeline revealed that the HOPE voucher 

and fee support was eliminated from being covered by the grant. Again, this action 

translated into higher costs for students. The FY2011 HOPE Grant policy changes 

revealed the shift from a 2.0 to a 3.0 GPA coupled with the higher unemployment rates 

probably aided in the drastic reduction of students enrolled at two-year technical colleges 

in Georgia during that year. All of these areas led to less access for low income students 

and potentially the perpetuation of social inequalities. After the annual legislative review, 

the reversal of this policy in AY2013 marked a shift and hopefully the beginning of new 

understanding of the needs of two-year students attending colleges in the state of 

Georgia.
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TCSG Data Center; Report # Post 698; 7/06/09
Technical C ollege S w h m  of Georgia 
Credit Enrollment by Award Level 

FY 2009
Note; There is some duplication of students with dual majors in TCC, diploma, and degree columns.

Inadtutlon

Program Enrollment

Total
N otin
Award

Program

Total
(Undup)

Enrollment

Technical 
Certificate 
of Credit Diploma

Aaaoc 
Degree

Undupllcated  
Total Enrolled 

In 
Award 

Program

Albany 510 3,923 383 4,626 404 5,030
Altamaha 671 882 55 1,548 17 1,565
Appalachian 616 1,195 140 1,828 0 1,828
Athens 2,850 1,667 1,720 5,780 709 6,489
Atlanta 928 4,366 566 5,584 433 6,017
Augusta 1,509 3,989 1,942 6,858 496 7,354
Central Georgia 2,232 5,749 2,615 9,986 0 9,986
Chattahoochee 2,486 2,701 3,615 8,295 1,293 9,588
Columbus 3,216 2,012 1,361 6,060 34 6,114
Coosa Valley 2,046 2,558 473 4,720 108 4,828
DeKalb 1,166 4,990 1,420 7,140 0 7,140
East Central 1,150 1,429 43 2,533 36 2,569
Flint River 829 888 160 1,731 42 1,773
Griflln 3,192 2,944 1,393 6,961 246 7,207
Gwinnett 3,392 2,239 3,541 8,410 339 8,749
Heart of Georgia 1,449 1,167 332 2,712 37 2,749
Lanier 2,315 2,949 670 5,557 99 5,656
Middle Georgia 2,174 3,002 450 5,406 194 5,600
Moultrie 1,106 2,671 106 3,770 60 3,830
North Georgia 1,300 2,223 563 3,747 0 3,747
North Metro 2,312 1,816 399 4,171 98 4,269
Northwestern 2,772 1,717 709 3,767 208 3,975
Ogeechee 972 1,972 616 3,306 42 3,348
Okefenokee 1,655 1,054 203 2,736 62 2,798
Sanders ville 947 528 81 1,469 13 1,482
Savannah 3,156 3,425 2,313 7,940 591 8,531
South Georgia 579 2,791 265 3,514 44 3,558
Southeastern 704 994 172 1,745 68 1,813
Southwest Georgia 1,362 828 S76 2,408 89 2,497
Swains boro 499 697 53 1,162 39 1,201
Valdosta 2,632 2,055 311 4,562 60 4,622
West Central 4,233 1,842 1,105 6,839 171 7,010
West Georgia 2,465 894 309 3,252 96 3,348
Tech C ollege Total 69,425 74,187 28,860 150,143 6,128 166,271
Bainbridge 613 2,137 449 2,811 418 3,229
Clayton 178 82 397 649 307 956
Coastal Georgia 164 483 251 878 268 1,146
Dalton 291 1,241 438 1,895 158 2,053
Coll Tech Div Total 1,246 3,943 1,536 6,233 1,151 7,384
GRAND TOTAL 60,671 78,100 30,195 156,376 7,279 163,665



88

TCSG Data Center; Report # Post 698; 7/19/10
T echnical C o lleg e  S y stem  o f  G eorgia  
Credit Enrollment by Award Level 

FY 2010
Note: There is some duplication of students with dual majors in TCC, diploma, and degree columns.

Institution

Program Enrollment

Total
Notin
Award

Program

Total
(Undup)

Enrollment

Technical 
Certificate 
of Credit Diploma

Assoc
Degree

Unduplicated 
Total Enrolled 

in 
Award 

Program

Albany 400 5,421 479 6,039 403 6,442
Altamaha 1,152 1,599 54 2,641 46 2,687
Appalachian 272 443 41 754 33 787
Athens 3,569 2,240 1,797 7,030 844 7,874
Atlanta 1,165 5,815 814 7,337 630 7,967
Augusta 1,894 3,954 2,149 7,327 353 7,680
Central Georgia 2,063 7,463 2,942 11,652 0 11,652
Chatt - Marietta 1,535 1,246 1,442 4,220 472 4,692
Chattahoochee 7,647 5,633 3,818 15,952 914 16,866
Columbus 3,657 2,063 1,469 6,722 66 6,788
DeKaib 1,345 5,568 1,767 8,218 0 8,218
East Central 1,210 1,724 35 2,874 77 2,951
Flint River 832 863 123 1,667 41 1,708
Georgia Northwestern 5,280 4,687 1,227 9,656 139 9,795
Griffin 3,652 3,741 1,584 8,241 215 8,456
Gwinnett 4,873 2,555 3,922 10,356 328 10,684
Heart of Georgia 1,343 1,548 387 2,960 13 2,973
Lanier 2,831 3,644 795 6,763 87 6,850
Middle Georgia 2,477 4,159 565 6,909 271 7,180
Moultrie 819 3,069 222 3,977 112 4,089
North Georgia 1,597 2,589 715 4,429 17 4,446
North Metro 920 750 180 1,848 91 1,939
Ogeechee 1,308 2,443 642 4,018 34 4,052
Okefenokee 1,640 1,321 232 2,976 73 3,049
Sandersville 1,066 751 83 1,759 17 1,776
Savannah 3,460 4,149 2,359 8,815 824 9,639
South Georgia 522 3,567 343 4,268 37 4,305
Southeastern 1,318 1,492 216 2,868 43 2,911
Southeastem/Vidalia 375 490 106 971 29 1,000
Southwest Georgia 1,207 1,095 673 2,608 144 2,752
Swainsboro 254 268 24 546 4 550
Valdosta 3,569 2,760 416 6,001 197 6,198
W est Georgia 7,506 3,608 1,558 11,648 238 11,886
Tech College Total 72,758 92,718 33,179 184,050 8,792 190,842
Bainbridge 601 2,590 509 3,248 691 3,939
Dalton 281 1,422 509 2,136 142 2,278
Coll Tech Div Total 882 4,012 1,018 5,384 833 8,217
GRAND TOTAL 73,640 98,730 34,197 189,434 7,625 197,059
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TCSG Data Center; Report # Post 698; 7/11/11
Technical College System of Georgia 
Credit Enrollment by Award Level 

FY 2011
Note: There is some duplication of students with dual majors in TCC, diploma, and degree columns.

Institution

Program  Enrollm ent

Total 
Not in Award 

Program

Total
(Undup)

Enrollment

Technical 
Certificate 
of Credit Diploma

Aseoc
Degree

Unduplicated 
Total Enrolled

in
Award Program

Albany 368 6,070 629 6,764 265 7,029
Altamaha 1,152 1,691 77 2,779 27 2,806
Athens 3,933 2,517 1,837 7,573 749 8,322
Atlanta 1,071 5,983 952 7,634 606 8,240
Augusta 1,843 3,524 2,893 7,521 104 7,625
Central Georgia 1,832 8,015 3,218 12,201 0 12,201
Chattahoochee 10,901 6,152 4,362 19,742 661 20,403
Columbus 3,901 2,013 1,432 6,823 66 6,889
DeKalb 1,204 5,445 1,897 8,059 2 8,061
Georgia Northwestern 5,595 4,585 1,475 10,255 157 10,412
Gwinnett 5,083 2,741 3,963 10,741 269 11,010
Heart of Georgia 1,172 1,538 368 2,790 26 2,816
Lanier 3,037 3,490 877 6,849 72 6,921
Middle Georgia 2,449 4,672 714 7,457 209 7,666
Moultrie 976 2,955 299 4,069 95 4,164
North Georgia 1,731 2,165 764 4,274 26 4,300
Ogeechee 1,484 2,594 782 4,434 36 4,470
Okefenokee 1,345 1,345 320 2,798 36 2,834
Sandersville 832 853 107 1,635 21 1,656
Savannah 3,676 4,331 2,462 9,302 361 9,663
South Georgia 551 3,557 426 4,355 52 4,407
Southeastern 1,534 1,649 276 3,176 58 3,234
Southern Crescent 4,178 4,610 1,890 9,699 195 9,894
Southwest Georgia 995 1,124 662 2,521 156 2,677
W est Georgia 7,459 3,981 1,753 12,261 247 12,508
Wiregrass Georgia 4,536 4,676 570 8,840 168 9,008
Tech College Total 72,838 92,278 35,005 184,552 4,664 189,216

Bainbridge 437 2,600 572 3,197 793 3,990
Dalton 222 1,265 562 1,954 206 2,160
Coll Tech Div Total 859 3,865 1,134 5,151 999 6,150

GRAND TOTAL 73,497 96,141 36,139 189,703 5,663 195,366
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TCSG Data Center; Report # Post 698; 9/04/12
T ech n ica l C o lle g e  S y stem  o f  G eorgia  

Credit Enrollment by Award Level 
AY 2012

Note: There is some duplication of students with dual majors in TCC, diploma, and degree columns.

Institution

Program  Enrollment

Total 
Not in Award 

Program

Total
(Undup)

Enrollment

Technical 
Certificate 
of Credit Diploma

Asaoc
Degree

Unduplicated 
Total Enrolled 

In 
Award 

Program

Albany 120 5,672 878 6,478 65 6,543
Altamaha 828 1,379 87 2,212 45 2,257
Athens 2,976 2,014 1,776 6,387 685 7,072
Atlanta 1,016 5,066 1,161 6,885 354 7,239
Augusta 604 3,093 3,034 6,403 60 6,463
Central Georgia 863 5,216 2,889 8,517 0 8,517
Chattahoochee 9,351 3,916 4,307 16,737 657 17,394
Columbus 2,826 1,666 1,720 5,826 102 5,928
Georgia Northwestern 4,344 3,605 1,503 8,600 222 8,822
Georgia Piedmont 696 4,009 1,878 6,318 6 6,324
Gwinnett 4,491 2,365 3,593 9,622 298 9,920
Lanier 1,886 2,828 796 5,199 86 5,285
Middle Georgia 1,803 3,556 949 6,039 83 6,122
Moultrie 680 2,090 279 2,951 73 3,024
North Georgia 1,269 1,634 797 3,503 17 3,520
Oconee Fall Line 1,004 1,528 390 2,741 17 2,758
Ogeechee 903 1,787 732 3,203 17 3,220
Okefenokee 774 1,037 333 2,063 6 2,069
Savannah 3,489 2,096 2,080 7,210 191 7,401
South Georgia 360 2,483 356 3,104 23 3,127
Southeastern 1,047 1,315 290 2,461 93 2,554
Southern Crescent 3,083 3,111 1,990 7,639 119 7,758
Southwest Georgia 788 956 744 2,339 171 2,510
W est Georgia 5,588 3,000 2,064 10,111 283 10,394
Wiregrass Georgia 2,836 3,411 718 6,508 205 6,713
Tech College Total 53,625 68,833 35,344 149,056 3,878 152,934
Bainbridge 464 2,492 995 3,314 552 3,866
Coll Tech Div Total 464 2,492 995 3,314 552 •},O O Q

GRAND TOTAL 54,089 71,325 36,339 152,370 4,430 156,800



APPENDIX C

SYSTEM TOTAL, HOPE RECIPIENT TOTAL ENROLLMENT BY 

TERM, HOPE AND PELL RECIPIENT TOTAL ENROLLMENT 

BY TERM, AND HOPE GRANT AWARDED BY FISCAL YEAR
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TCSG Data Center; Report CR1527/TN14124;

Technical College System of Georgia
System Total Enrollment by Fiscal Year

FY/AY Year Enrollment
Fiscal 1999 93,435
Fiscal 2000 101,194
Fiscal 2001 118,496
Fiscal 2002 142,074
Fiscal 2003 153,444
Fiscal 2004 159,835
Fiscal 2005 155,126
Fiscal 2006 152,037
Fiscal 2007 148,213
Fiscal 2008 152,911
Fiscal 2009 163,655
Fiscal 2010 197,059
Fiscal 2011 195,366
Academic 2012 156,800
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TCSG Data Center; Report CR1527/TN14124;
3/25/13

Technical College System of Georgia
HOPE Recipients Total Enrollment by Term

Term Term Desc Enrolled
199901 Summer Quarter 1998 27795
199902 Fall Quarter 1998 42159
199903 Winter Quarter 1999 40221
199904 Spring Quarter 1999 41558
200001 Summer Quarter 1999 32767
200002 Fall Quarter 1999 47751
200003 Winter Quarter 2000 44804
200004 Spring Quarter 2000 46605
200101 Summer Quarter 2000 38018
200102 Fall Quarter 2000 56716
200103 Winter Quarter 2001 55471
200104 Spring Quarter 2001 59228
200201 Summer Quarter 2001 49406
200202 Fall Quarter 2001 70818
200203 Winter Quarter 2002 69444
200204 Spring Quarter 2002 70578
200301 Summer Quarter 2002 56017
200302 Fall Quarter 2002 79409
200303 Winter Quarter 2003 73665
200304 Spring Quarter 2003 75765
200401 Summer Quarter 2003 60056
200402 Fall Quarter 2003 83797
200403 Winter Quarter 2004 75771
200404 Spring Quarter 2004 76750
200501 Summer Quarter 2004 58621
200502 Fall Quarter 2004 79469
200503 Winter Quarter 2005 71765
200504 Spring Quarter 2005 73011
200601 Summer Quarter 2005 57417
200602 Fall Quarter 2005 76508
200603 Winter Quarter 2006 68705
200604 Spring Quarter 2006 69143
200701 Summer Quarter 2006 52252
200702 Fall Quarter 2006 72817
200703 Winter Quarter 2007 66796
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200704 Spring Quarter 2007 67995
200801 Summer Quarter 2007 55136
200802 Fall Quarter 2007 75928
200803 Winter Quarter 2008 69264
200804 Spring Quarter 2008 70621
200901 Summer Quarter 2008 57633
200902 Fall Quarter 2008 79879
200903 Winter Quarter 2009 76240
200904 Spring Quarter 2009 81751
201001 Summer quarter 2009 71030
201002 Fall quarter 2009 98855
201003 Winter quarter 2010 95190
201004 Spring quarter 2010 96599
201101 Summer quarter 2010 80031
201102 Fall quarter 2010 106008
201103 Winter quarter 2011 97180
201104 Spring quarter 2011 94787
201201 Summer Trans Qtr 2011 55370
201212 Fall Semester 2011 87296
201214 Spring Semester 2012 81533
201216 Summer Semester 2012 53953
201312 Fall Semester 2012 77563
201314 Spring Semester 2013 70992
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TCSG Data Center; Report CR1527/TN14124;
3/25/13

Technical College System of Georgia
HOPE and PELL Recipients Total Enrollment 

by Term

Term Term Desc Enrolled
199901 Summer Quarter 1998 13576
199902 Fall Quarter 1998 20537
199903 Winter Quarter 1999 19917
199904 Spring Quarter 1999 20807
200001 Summer Quarter 1999 16759
200002 Fall Quarter 1999 23697
200003 Winter Quarter 2000 22477
200004 Spring Quarter 2000 23407
200101 Summer Quarter 2000 19284
200102 Fall Quarter 2000 27303
200103 Winter Quarter 2001 26407
200104 Spring Quarter 2001 28175
200201 Summer Quarter 2001 24336
200202 Fall Quarter 2001 33552
200203 Winter Quarter 2002 32815
200204 Spring Quarter 2002 34331
200301 Summer Quarter 2002 28745
200302 Fall Quarter 2002 38553
200303 Winter Quarter 2003 35872
200304 Spring Quarter 2003 37386
200401 Summer Quarter 2003 31282
200402 Fall Quarter 2003 41542
200403 Winter Quarter 2004 37707
200404 Spring Quarter 2004 38419
200501 Summer Quarter 2004 31266
200502 Fall Quarter 2004 40591
200503 Winter Quarter 2005 36330
200504 Spring Quarter 2005 37427
200601 Summer Quarter 2005 30392
200602 Fall Quarter 2005 38778
200603 Winter Quarter 2006 34599
200604 Spring Quarter 2006 35455
200701 Summer Quarter 2006 27905
200702 Fall Quarter 2006 37621



96

200703 Winter Quarter 2007 34305
200704 Spring Quarter 2007 35802
200801 Summer Quarter 2007 30197
200802 Fall Quarter 2007 40508
200803 Winter Quarter 2008 37112
200804 Spring Quarter 2008 38712
200901 Summer Quarter 2008 32635
200902 Fall Quarter 2008 45486
200903 Winter Quarter 2009 43501
200904 Spring Quarter 2009 48385
201001 Summer quarter 2009 44803
201002 Fall quarter 2009 63967
201003 Winter quarter 2010 62354
201004 Spring quarter 2010 65824
201101 Summer quarter 2010 56724
201102 Fall quarter 2010 75160
201103 Winter quarter 2011 69113
201104 Spring quarter 2011 69279
201201 Summer Trans Qtr 2011 43686
201212 Fall Semester 2011 66690
201214 Spring Semester 2012 62764
201216 Summer Semester 2012 43834
201312 Fall Semester 2012 58568
201314 Spring Semester 2013 53369



TCSG Data Center; Report CR1527/TN14124;
3/25/13

Technical College System of Georgia
HOPE Grant Awarded by Fiscal Year

Term
Fiscal
Year Amount

Fiscal Year 1999 1999 33,486,856
Fiscal Year 2000 2000 37,698,101
Fiscal Year 2001 2001 62,267,409
Fiscal Year 2002 2002 80,542,711
Fiscal Year 2003 2003 89,587,207
Fiscal Year 2004 2004 94,775,839
Fiscal Year 2005 2005 91,933,717
Fiscal Year 2006 2006 93,115,376
Fiscal Year 2007 2007 87,797,551
Fiscal Year 2008 2008 97,880,371
Fiscal Year 2009 2009 120,691,964
Fiscal Year 2010 2010 174,332,645
Fiscal Year 2011 2011 196,370,847
Academic Year 2012 2012 87,967,780


