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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation uses Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Policy Design 

Theory (SCT) to help understand movements in funding for higher education at the state-level 

over the past 25 years. SCT argues that social constructions - the symbols, images, and 

stereotypes used to label social groups as desirable or undesirable - and power - the voting 

prowess, wealth, and ability to mobilize for action - converge to predict the distribution of 

benefits and burdens for policy targets. In my first article, I conduct a descriptive analysis of the 

changes in spending on state-level grant aid for higher education, using SCT to guide 

expectations on how funding will be distributed. My second article uses SCT to construct and 

test hypotheses on state-level decisions regarding need and merit-based financial aid, showing 

that states with more negative social constructions of low-income and minority students 

allocate fewer dollars to need-based aid. Finally, my third article uses SCT to explain the 

adoption of state-level merit-aid financial aid policies over the last two decades. Overall, my 

dissertation is one of the first studies to use SCT for studying state higher education policy, and 

provides a confirmatory test of SCT within a new policy domain. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND – HIGHER EDUCATION THE LAST 25 YEARS 

The primary story of higher education over the past 25 years has been the rising price of 

pursuing a college degree. In 1992, the average tuition and fees for a public, four-year 

institution in 2016 dollars was $9,630. Today, the average tuition and fees for a public, four-

year institution has risen to $20,090, more than doubling the 1992 amount (The College Board 

n.d.). Numerous headlines and academic reports have noted how much the cost of a degree 

has increased - even more than the cost of medical care over the same period. Although there's 

been no shortage of commentary suggesting policy remedies for this issue, costs seem poised 

to increase even further. 

If the rising price of a college education is the primary story of higher education over the 

past 25 years, the secondary story is the effect of rising prices on low-income and minority 

students. U.S. higher education is funded by a combination of federal, state, and institutional 

revenues. Historically, the federal government has provided the bulk of direct aid to low-

income and underrepresented students. States have provided funding for higher education 

primarily through appropriations, keeping tuition prices low for public schools. Individual 

colleges provide aid to ensure access to any student admitted to the institution. Of the three 

funding streams, only the federal government has continued to allocate funding in a manner 

that aids low-income and underrepresented students (Finney et al. 2016). 

The biggest component of federal spending on higher education is the Pell Grant 

program, which expanded following the Great Recession, but has dwindled slightly since the 
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2010-2011 academic year (Alsalam et al. 2013). Under current rules, students can receive up to 

$5815 per year to use towards a degree, and the maximum eligibility amount has grown each 

year over the 2006-2007 to 2010-2011 period (Alsalam et al. 2013). The number of recipients 

has also increased, in large part because falling incomes and slow economic conditions since 

the Great Recession have pulled more individuals into the applicant pool (Alsalam et al. 2013). 

But while Pell funding has increased, it has not kept pace with the rising price of a college 

education, and most low-income and minority students must use loans to finance their 

education (Mitchell, Leachman, and Masterson 2016).  

Figure 1. Increase in Average Tuition, 1990-2017 

 

Source: Visual constructed by the author using data made available by The College Board at 

https://trends.collegeboard.org/college-pricing 

One of the primary causes of higher education price increases over the past 25 years is 

decreased state support of higher education. Historically, state appropriations for higher 

education have been the primary source of financial support, but currently state and federal 

funding for higher education is more balanced, with total federal funding actually surpassing 
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state funding in 2013 (The Pew Charitable Trusts 2015). Multiple reports have chronicled this 

movement (Mitchell, Leachman, and Masterson 2016; The College Board 2014), but the most 

prominent theoretical explanation for decreases in state funding is the "balance wheel 

hypothesis," which suggests that states use funding for higher education as a mechanism for 

stabilizing chaotic annual budgets (Hovey 1999). The balance wheel hypothesis argues that in 

contrast to competing state funding responsibilities, such as Medicaid and the costs of k-12 

education, colleges and universities are able to raise and lower tuition rates according to 

economic conditions. When conditions are unfavorable, elected officials choose to allocate less 

funding to higher education. On the other hand, when economic conditions are favorable, 

elected officials tend to increase support for higher education. Public officials anticipate this 

response and expect institutions to adjust tuition rates in response to state funding levels. Since 

competing social welfare programs cannot adapt to changing fiscal conditions, colleges and 

universities experience more increases during good times and deeper funding cuts during bad 

economic times (Delaney and Doyle 2011; Hovey 1999).  

Decreases in appropriations have been described as a shifting of the burden of paying 

for higher education from the state to individuals and their families. This concept is most clearly 

demonstrated through the growth in net tuition revenue within higher education. In general, 

the revenue stream for public institutions consists of state appropriations, endowment 

earnings, private gifts, and tuition dollars. As states have decreased appropriations, colleges 

have begun to receive a greater proportion of revenue from tuition dollars (Laderman 2017). 

The increase in net tuition revenue reflects a shift in the way that higher education is financed, 
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placing greater responsibility on individual purchasers (Elliott and Friedline 2012; Laderman 

2017).  

Similarly, scholars have noted that it now takes a greater percentage of income for most 

families pursuing a college education (Finney et al. 2016; Heller 2001b; Williams, Finney, and 

Torres 2016). In 1990, the average family contributed around 14% of their income for college. 

Today, families can expect to use 30% of their income for a degree, a 114% increase in real 

dollars over the 25-year period (Radwin and Wei 2015). This effect is exacerbated for low-

income and minority students, who are already using greater proportions of their income to 

pay for college, and in southern states where poverty rates are high (Finney et al. 2016:2-4). 

Researchers have shown that students are responsive to price increases, with decreased 

enrollment when the price of an education is higher (Hemelt and Marcotte 2011). And while 

price increases affect all students' ability to afford a college education, poor and 

underrepresented groups are all the more detrimentally impacted by decreasing government 

funds for higher education (Heller 1997, 2001a). Making matters worse, as states have 

decreased appropriations, they have not replaced appropriation dollars with other forms of aid 

for low-income and underrepresented students. Instead, most of the growth in state allocations 

for higher education over the past 25 years has been through the use of merit-based financial 

aid (Doyle 2006; Heller 2002). This has left the Pell grant functioning as the 'de facto' form of 

need-based aid for low-income students in states with no need-based aid programs (Katsinas et 

al. 2012:1). 

Increasing use of merit-aid has been both a policy instrument of the states and a 

strategic instrument of public institutions. Merit-aid programs benefit students who 
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demonstrate academic merit, typically without regard for financial need, and are often traced 

to Georgia's HOPE Scholarship program in the early 1990's. Most often, elected officials have 

justified the use of merit-aid as a policy instrument to stem 'brain drain,' the migration of in-

state students to other states when attending college. Numerous studies have examined the 

effects of merit-aid as a state policy instrument, yielding mixed results. For example, as an 

instrument to reduce high achieving students migrating to out-of-state colleges and 

universities, merit-aid has been shown a success (Cornwell, Mustard, and Sridhar 2006; 

Dynarski 2004; Orsuwan and Heck 2009; Zhang et al. 2016; Zhang and Ness 2010). Similarly, 

researchers have shown that merit-aid can have a positive impact on the state labor market 

residency of college graduates (Harrington et al. 2015; Sjoquist and Winters 2014), although 

similar studies have disputed this finding (Groen 2004). On the other hand, evidence is lacking 

that receiving merit-aid has any effect on the odds of earning a degree (Sjoquist and Winters 

2012). And many studies on the effects of merit-aid have highlighted the detrimental impact of 

the use of state merit-aid policies for low-income and underrepresented students (Dynarski 

2000; Heller 2006; Heller and Marin 2004; Kantrowitz 2011; Singell 2004). 

In a similar manner, individual institutions have increased the use of merit-aid to recruit 

highly competitive students (Burd 2015). As institutions have faced declining revenues, many 

have turned to the use of merit-aid to recruit out-of-state students, who pay more in tuition 

and help to alleviate the strain of reduced budgets. Similarly, generous merit-aid offerings helps 

to increase enrollment from high achieving students, boosting rankings and prestige among 

institutions (Burd 2015). The effect of increasing out-of-state enrollment, however, has been to 

decrease the contingency of low-income and underrepresented students in public institutions 
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(Jaquette, Curs, and Posselt 2016). Research has also shown that institutional shifts towards 

merit-aid follows decreases in state appropriations for higher education (Jaquette and Curs 

2015).  

Figure 2. Increase in Net Tuition Revenue, Public Institutions, 2000-2013, 

 

Source: Visual constructed by the author using data made available by The Delta Cost Project at 

https://www.deltacostproject.org/delta-cost-project-database. 

What can be concluded? Multiple causes lie behind increasing college prices, and the 

bulk of changes in state and institutional policy over the past 25 years have been unfavorable 

for low-income and underrepresented groups. The funding of higher education has changed in 

significant ways over the past several decades. Although the federal government has increased 

Pell dollars, many states and higher education institutions have increasingly shifted to merit-

based financial aid, which is awarded disproportionately to more affluent students. 
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Unequivocally, the dominant narrative suggests a bleak future for continued rising tuition cost 

and decreased need-based aid, potentially negatively affecting access to higher education for 

lower-income and under-represented students. 

1 DISSERTATION ARTICLES 

I argue that public policy theory can explain much of the changes in higher education 

funding policy over the past 25 years. A robust literature has shown that politics is central to 

understanding American higher education (Doyle 2007a, 2007b; McLendon, Hearn, and Mokher 

2009; McLendon and Perna 2014; McLendon, Tandberg, and Hillman 2014; Ness, Tandberg, and 

McLendon 2015; J. Nicholson-Crotty and Meier 2003). I argue that public policy theory, which 

has been applied sparingly within the literature, is particularly useful. Specifically, I utilize 

Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Policy Design Theory (SCT) to explain why 

public policies to help students pay for college have shifted away from need-based financial aid 

and toward merit-based financial aid. The overarching theme of my three-article dissertation is 

the use of Schneider and Ingram’s theory, which I explicate in Article One and Article Two 

below. To my knowledge, this will be the first scholarly work that has applied Schneider and 

Ingram’s theory to higher education. I argue that higher education policy is an ideal policy area 

to utilize the Theory of Social Constructions and Policy Design, which attempts to explain how 

policy benefits and burdens are distributed, and the effects of those distribution patterns on a 

democratic society. 

In the first article, I conduct a descriptive analysis on the changes in state-level grant aid 

for higher education from 2003-2015. Traditionally, examinations of state-level aid for higher 

education have focused on whether states allocate aid through need or merit-based criteria. In 
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contrast to the extant literature, I examine aid over time through the lens of SCT. As one of the 

predominant theories of public policy, SCT makes predictions about how policy benefits and 

burdens will be distributed based on the power and conceptions of deservedness of target 

groups. There are wide fluctuations in the approaches that states use in allocating grant aid, 

and I compare the aid decisions that states make with state-level perceptions of policy target 

deservedness. My first article asks if SCT can provide insight for higher education policy scholars 

who are interested in the state policy decisions regarding grant aid. I examine the myriad of 

approaches states use to fund higher education. 

I use data from the National Association of State Student Grant Aid Programs (NASSGAP) 

to conduct the descriptive analysis. As an organization, NASSGAP has tracked the distribution of 

state aid for higher education since the early 1970’s, and is widely used in the state higher 

education policy literature (for example, see Doyle 2010b; Mcbain 2011; McLendon, Tandberg, 

and Hillman 2014; Ness 2010). NASSGAP has made annual survey data available in a publicly 

queryable database, which I use to examine the distribution of state grant aid1.   

In the second article, I argue that SCT helps explain fundamental shifts in state higher 

education finance policy over the past 20 years. One the most noted findings in higher 

education finance has not only been decreases in state appropriations, but additionally, the 

                                                        
1 In general, direct student aid comes from the Federal government in the form of Pell Grants and student loans, 

state aid, or institutional aid. NASSGAP data deals with state aid, but does not consider federal aid or institution-

based financial aid. As a consequence, this analysis only includes state-based financial aid policies. For example, 

the state of Alabama does not have a very extensive state aid policy program, but there are many individual 

institutions within the state that award merit-based aid for enrolled students 
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increasing use of merit-aid as a policy instrument of the states (Doyle 2010a; Heller 2002). 

Despite a robust theoretical framework, few scholars have used the major public policy theories 

as a guiding paradigm for studying state higher education policy. Similarly, despite the 

extensive scholarship on the political factors affecting support of higher education, almost no 

scholarship has attempted to explain why we have observed these results. 

To test the use of SCT, I examine the distribution of state need-based and merit-based 

financial aid from 1997-2012. SCT predicts that the social constructions of target groups and the 

political power of target groups will correspond with the differences in the policy benefits and 

burdens to target groups. In higher education policy, this will manifest itself in terms of the 

financial commitment of policymakers to within-target groups. I hypothesize state legislators 

will utilize policy tools and instruments that dis- tribute higher education benefits and burdens 

via state policy decisions based on the social construction of target populations. 

My second article makes several contributions to the literature. First, it shows how SCT 

can be used to generate hypotheses in regards to the distribution of resources through public 

policy, particularly when studying minority target groups. SCT has robust predictive power for 

such studies, and I anticipate that the current study possesses similar qualities. Second, few 

studies using SCT have looked at non-deviant populations (Pierce et al. 2014); my article 

examines policy outcomes for both dependent targets - i.e., college eligible low-income and 

minority students; and advantaged targets - i.e., the recipients of merit- aid. Finally, the most 

significant contribution is the use of a dominant policy theory to help explain higher education 

finance policy more generally. It also is likely that the social constructions of target populations 
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have explanatory power beyond the case of need-based and merit-based financial aid; SCT 

offers a potential explanation for much of what has been observed. 

In the third article, I apply Schneider and Ingram’s theory to explain the adoption of 

merit-aid policies as an approach by elected officials for increasing human capital in the states. 

Several studies have examined the effect of state and institutional shifts toward the use of 

merit-aid, finding such a shift detrimental to minorities and low-income students 

(Dynarski 2000; Heller 2006; Heller and Marin 2004; Kantrowitz 2011; Singell 2004). 

Other studies have examined the adoption of state merit-aid policies within a policy 

diffusion framework, speaking to the larger political science scholarship on how public 

policies diffuse throughout the states (Doyle 2006). And an abundance of studies have 

shown that political factors affect state support of higher education. No scholar, 

however, has attempted to show how public opinion shapes the various political 

institutions and state characteristics behind the adoption of merit-aid. 

The central thesis of my third article follows the pathway charted in the policy 

adoption studies of Pacheco (2012) and Bousey (2016), showing public opinion as a 

causal mechanism behind the adoption of public policy. I utilize SCT in conjunction with 

policy diffusion theory to examine shifts away from need-based aid to increased use of 

merit-based financial aid in higher education. More specifically, I use concepts of 

deservedness and entitlement in public policy to explain increases in the use of merit- 

based financial aid as a public policy approach to increasing human capital in the 

states. Further, I argue that this shift in state education policy mirrors other state 

public policy changes over the past 25 years, whereby states have moved away from 
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entitlement policies toward policies of discipline and/or reciprocity for citizen groups 

with little political power (Soss 2005; Soss, Fording, and Schram 2008). I expect that 

states with more negative social constructions of minorities and low-income populations 

will be more likely to adopt a merit-based financial aid policy. I will test this hypothesis 

using state-level data spanning 1990-2002. 

My third dissertation article makes several contributions to the literature. First, despite 

the increase in the use of Social Construction and Policy Design theory over the past decade, to 

my knowledge, only one study has used social construction theory in conjunction with policy 

diffusion theories (Boushey 2016). The use of social construction theory for this article shows 

how Schneider and Ingram’s theory can be used to construct testable hypotheses for studies of 

policies relevant to minority populations. Practically, this study contributes to the vast literature 

on state-level policy diffusion and policy responsiveness. My approach builds specifically on 

Pacheco (2012) by using the social contagion model as a way to conceptualize the impact of 

public opinion on policy within a less salient/understood policy area. Similarly, this article adds 

to the large body of literature on policy responsiveness of elites to public preferences. I 

anticipate similar findings - that policy benefits will ultimately accrue to those who are engaged 

in political processes. 

For each study, I use an original measure of social construction, modeled after the 

principal components analysis measure in Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson- Crotty (2004). 

Similar to Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty, my measure combines several different 

quantifications related to deservedness and power. In contrast, my measure uses an analysis 

technique that involves normalizing and aggregating five different factors related to 
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deservedness and power. Because of concerns that the assumptions of principal components 

analysis might be being violated, I believe that my measure is a better approach to quantifying 

social construction, but in practice, both measures behave similarly. 

On the whole, my dissertation contributes to the vast literature on higher education 

funding finance at the state-level over the past 25 years. It goes beyond describing the 

movement, utilizing SCT to construct and assert an explanation for what has been extensively 

observed.
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ARTICLE I BEYOND NEED AND MERIT: DESERVINGNESS AND SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION IN 
STATE AID FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

1 INTRODUCTION 

During the 2015-2016 academic year, the American states spent more than 12 billion 

dollars in grant aid for higher education (National Association of State Student Grant and Aid 

Programs 2015). The grant aid allocation decisions of each state are made as part of each 

state’s policy decision process, and much has been written in the higher education policy 

literature about the allocation of both need and merit-based state financial aid (Delaney and 

Doyle 2014; Doyle 2006, 2010; Gross et al. 2015; Harrington et al. 2015; Ingle and Ratliff 2015; 

Kim 2011; McLendon, Tandberg, and Hillman 2014; Ness 2008; Shouping, Trengove, and Zhang 

2012; Sjoquist and Winters 2014; Welch 2014). Most often researchers are interested in 

whether states distribute aid based primarily on need, primarily on merit, or through a 

combination of need and merit. Likewise, many researchers are interested in the effects of 

state aid programs on both the states and individual students

In contrast to the need-vs.-merit-based financial aid distinction, in this article I examine 

the distribution of state-level aid funding for higher education through the lens of social 

constructions and concepts of deservedness. Despite widespread discussion of need and merit-

based financial aid, one of the overlooked elements within reports and editorials on state policy 

for higher education is the number and volume of aid programs that do not clearly fall into a 

need or merit-based financial aid category. There are a large number of special purpose 
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programs that states devote significant dollars to each year that go mostly unexamined by 

higher education policy scholars. Like the need or merit-based distinction, aid can also be 

distinguished by its intended target population, and analyzed based on concepts of 

deservedness by the target group. 

For this article, I use SCT as a guiding paradigm to examine the distribution of state aid 

for higher education from 2003-2015. Using SCT, I first code survey data from the National 

Association of State Student Grant Aid Programs (NASSGAP) by the deservedness of each 

programs’ target group. Second, I conduct a descriptive analysis of the dataset based on each 

programs’ target group, with a focus on each state’s policy targets. Lastly, and most 

importantly, I ask whether the concepts of deservedness and social constructions can help to 

inform higher education policy scholars about the distribution of state aid - dollars allocated on 

merit, need, or some other qualifier - over the past decade and a half. 

2 BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

In public policy scholarship, one of the major theories of the public policy process is 

Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Policy Design Theory (SCT). A central insight of 

SCT is that it anticipates when, where, and how policy benefits will be distributed to individuals 

and groups in a democratic society. Through SCT, Schneider and Ingram argue that the 

distribution of policy benefits or burdens is based on both the social construction of 

deservedness and the political power held by policy targets. The social construction of 

individuals or groups refers to the symbols, images, and stereotypes used in reference to 

individuals or groups by government officials and society more broadly (Schneider and Ingram 

1993; Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). The social construction process is the process 
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through which, "values and meaning become attached to events, people, patterns of action, or 

any other phenomenon" (Ingram and Schneider 1997:106). In a policy setting, social 

constructions are used to connect policy targets to their contribution to the general welfare of 

society or conversely to the burden of society. For example, in policy debates and in 

conversations in the media, small and medium-sized businesses are often linked to the health 

of the American economy. This positive social construction is reflected in the symbols, images, 

and rhetorical tone used to express the value of the small business community to society. It is 

common practice for state and local governments to provide tax breaks and local subsidies to 

incentivize small business development in particular localities. In such cases, businesses are 

assumed to be contributing to the general welfare of society, and subsequently are rewarded 

through the financial benefits of tax breaks and local subsidies. Similarly, individuals who serve 

in the military are widely perceived as people who sacrifice to protect American values, risking 

their lives for the sake of everyday freedoms. Veterans of the armed forces have received 

entitlements from governments for their service since the American Revolution, and some 

scholars have argued that the receipt of public benefits for veterans of the armed services is 

directly linked to the positive social construction that they hold in both policy conversations and 

society more broadly (Jensen 2005). 

On the other hand, individuals and groups can also be associated with negative social 

constructions, which are similarly used to connect policy targets to their contribution to the 

detriment of society. For example, the Comprehensive Crimson Control Act of 1984 "eliminated 

the presumption that defendants were entitled to a pretrial release, extended judges’ authority 

to supervise ex-felons after sentence completion, and expanded the government’s ability to 
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seize the assets of certain offenders. . . ", increasing the burden of reintegration into society for 

criminals (Nicholson-Crotty and Meier 2005:233). In essence, social constructions are the 

symbols and images used to associate groups with the value they give to society.  Such images 

are so prevalent that they become embedded into social discourse, to the point that people 

frequently accept them as fact. To justify the allocation of benefits or burdens through public 

policy, social constructions are capitalized on by policymakers and other elected officials. 

As a theory of public policy, SCT helps explain the classic policy studies question asking 

why public policies often fail to alleviate public problems (Ingram and Schneider 1997; 

Schneider and Ingram 2005). The theory emphasizes how the social constructions of individuals 

and groups as valuable for society affects the design of public policy and also the effect of 

public policies on citizenship and participation in public affairs. In SCT, Schneider and Ingram 

present a matrix that maps power and social construction of deservedness onto a four-

quadrant grid predicting why some individuals and groups are encumbered by public policy 

while other groups receive benefits. Groups that possess political power and are positively 

socially constructed are likely to receive policy benefits. On the other hand, groups that lack 

political power and are negatively socially constructed are likely to receive policy burdens. By 

policy benefits, Schneider and Ingram suggest that individuals in the powerful/positively socially 

constructed quadrant will tend to receive policy outputs that help them achieve personal 

success or lower the barriers to participation in public affairs. By policy burdens, Schneider and 

Ingram mean that individuals will receive outputs that hinder personal success, or make it more 

difficult to be involved in the affairs of a democratic society. For example, receiving a benefit 

might mean that an individual receives a tax credit, raising income. Or conversely, a person 
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receiving a policy burden might mean that an individual is disenfranchised or disqualified from 

receiving some form of state benefit. Together, the four quadrants of power and social 

construction combinations yield a classification of groups into four distinct categories: 

advantaged, contenders, dependents, and deviants. 

Figure 3. Schneider and Ingram's Social Construction Matrix 

  Social Constructions  

     

  Positive Negative  

Power 
Strong Advantaged Contender  

Weak Dependent Deviant  

     
 

Of the four different classifications, deviant populations are the most frequently 

researched group (Pierce et al. 2014). Deviants are in the fourth quadrant on the social 

construction/power grid, with little political power and a negative social construction. The 

second most researched group, dependents, consists of those that are positively socially 

constructed, but lack political power. Compared to advantaged groups, dependents receive 

fewer policy benefits, although rhetorical support for dependent groups often exists both 

among the public and elected officials. According to Schneider and Ingram, dependents include 

groups such as mothers, children, students, the hungry, and those who are mentally 

handicapped (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). Because they lack political power, it is 

difficult for elected officials to justify allocating policy benefits to dependent groups. Likewise, it 

is difficult for dependents to rally into an organized coalition strong enough to acquire public 

entitlements on their own efforts. 
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Because they are positively socially constructed, dependents are frequently the 

recipients of beneficial public policy, but less than would be expected given their magnitude of 

need. For example, the purchasing power of Pell grants, awarded by the federal government to 

low-income students pursuing a college degree, has declined tremendously over the past few 

decades (Alsalam et al. 2013:5). Additionally, 2012 changes in federal legislation on Pell grants 

have impacted the eligibility of Pell grant receipt for low-income students, exacerbating the 

financial difficulty faced by low-income students pursuing a college degree (Katsinas et al.  

2012).  Given the rising costs associated with pursuing a degree over the previous few decades, 

it might be expected that policymakers would respond to the public problem of access to higher 

education for low-income students with increases in funding or an expansion of the resources 

available for Pell eligible students. Instead, as Pell eligibility has tightened and the purchasing 

power has declined, lawmakers have continued to propose different ways of limiting the 

dissemination of Pell dollars even further (Harris 2017). 

There is wide variance in the ways that states use funding for higher education to help 

students earn degrees, and much has been written in the higher education policy literature 

about the allocation of both need and merit-based grant aid. On the other hand, to my 

knowledge no scholarship in the state higher education policy literature has completed an in-

depth analysis based primarily on the target recipients of state aid programs. Using SCT to 

guide expectations, it might be anticipated that states would follow the distributional pattern 

predicted by Schneider and Ingram. In particular, it is likely that states with a more negative 

social construction of minorities and the poor will be more inclined to provide the benefits of 

state aid to those who are constructed as more deserving. The scholarly literature on state-
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level policy has long established that variations in public opinion and political ideology at the 

state level have substantial effects on the distribution of funding for social welfare programs 

(Barrilleaux and Bernick 2003; Johnson 2001; Lowry 2013). It is likely, then, that state-level 

social constructions will correlate with the distribution of funding targeted towards low-income 

and minority students. 

According to SCT, target groups that have political power and are socially constructed as 

deserving - advantaged groups - will tend to receive policy benefits. On the other hand, groups 

that are positively socially constructed but lack political power - dependent groups - will receive 

fewer benefits compared to those who are both positively constructed and have political 

power. Using the same expectations, I expect that states will vary in the amount of aid 

allocated to advantaged or dependent groups based on state-level social constructions and 

power of low-income and minority groups. In contrast to the typical need or merit distinction, 

classifying groups by target recipient also allows for state-level comparisons to include dollars 

allocated to special programs, which are rarely mentioned in academic scholarship or other 

reports, providing a more complete picture of each state’s aid profile. 

The remainder of the article proceeds as follows. First, I discuss the data and methods 

associated with the current analysis. Second, I will provide an overview of the variation in policy 

targets among the states, comparing both target populations in common and targets unique to 

individual states. Third, I discuss my measurement of the constructs embodied within Schneider 
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and Ingram’s Social Construction and Power Typology2. I will then look at the changes in 

funding for target groups over the analysis period, comparing changes with my measure. 

Finally, I will touch briefly on state funding for special programs, which makes up a large share 

of the funding states provide but is infrequently discussed in the policy literature. I conclude by 

discussing how SCT can contribute to the state higher education policy scholarship. 

3 DATA AND METHODS 

The data for this article come from the National Association of State Student Grant Aid 

Program’s (NASSGAP) publicly queryable annual survey database. NASSGAP has compiled and 

analyzed data on state aid for higher education since the early 1970’s, and as an organization, is 

committed to strengthening the administration of state aid programs and expanding the 

educational opportunities available to students pursuing a postsecondary education (National 

Association of State Student Grant Aid Pro- grams n.d.). Each year, NASSGAP administers an 

annual survey to representatives from state higher education oversight agencies. For example, 

in Alabama, survey respondents are in the office of the Alabama Commission on Higher 

Education. The survey asks a full range of questions to state agencies, from the dollar amounts 

allocated to specific programs to the demographic profile of the recipients of aid in the state. 

The results from years 2003-2015 have been compiled and placed into a publicly queryable 

database on NASSGAP’s website. The data for my analysis is from a query that downloaded the 

                                                        
2 For ease of discussion, I use the term ’social construction’ throughout the articles, but my measure is intended to 

embody both the social construction and power components of Schneider and Ingram’s theory. This is outlined 

more clearly in the detailed discussion of my measure in section 5.1, “Operationalizing Schneider and Ingram’s 

Social Construction and Power Typology.” 
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full dataset. In total, the full dataset query yielded 8,047 state/year/program combinations, 

with 154 different response variables for each state/year/program combination depending on 

the information available from each state agency and the type of program administered3. 

Numerous idiosyncrasies in the dataset required extensive data cleaning. All data 

wrangling was conducted in RStudio (RStudio Team 2016) using the tidyr and dplyr packages 

(Wickham and Henry 2017; Wickham et. al 2017). At the beginning of the analysis, there were 

1,097 distinct programs in the dataset over the 12-year period. For the first round of data 

cleaning, 137 programs were combined into other programs based on similarly named 

programs; a second round combined 55 additional programs into similarly named programs. 

For example, in the original data download, Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship Program was named, 

"HOPE Scholarship Program" for years 2003 -2004: the program was named, "HOPE 

Scholarship" for years 2005-2015. Similarly, there were a number of program names that 

appeared to be differently named based on survey response error. For example, Delaware’s 

teacher incentive program was named "Delaware Teacher Corps." in one year, and "Delaware 

Teacher Corps" in subsequent years. The ’.’ in the first program name prevents accurate counts 

for descriptive statistics using most statistical analysis software or programming languages. To 

correct such issues, I examined each program name, renaming programs where there were 

                                                        
3 Again, it is important to note that NASSGAP data deals with state aid, but does not consider federal aid or 

institution- based financial aid. As a consequence, this analysis only includes state-based financial aid policies. For 

example, the state of Alabama does not have a very extensive state aid policy program, but there are many 

individual institutions within the state that award merit-based aid for enrolled students. 
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obvious peculiarities in names, and an additional program name that could be easily identified. 

After completing all renames, the final dataset yielded 879 unique state programs. 

Figure 4. State Programs by Duration/Number of Years in the Final Dataset 

 

Source: Visual constructed by the author using data from NASSGAP. 

There was also variation in the reporting duration of each individual aid program. In all, 

324 (36.8%) specific state aid programs were included in state agency survey responses across 

all thirteen years of the analysis. Other state aid programs were either temporary programs, or 

were terminated by state governments sometime during the analysis period. For example, from 

2007-2010 the Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnership Program (LEAP) provided federal 

grants to states to assist the states in administering need-based assistance and work-study  
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Figure 5. Schneider and Ingram's Social Construction and Power Typology 

 

Source: Schneider, Anne L., Helen Ingram, and Peter deLeon. 2014. "Democratic Policy Design: Social 

Construction of Target Populations." In Theories of the Policy Process, 3rd ed. Paul A. Sabatier and Christopher 

M. Weible. Westview Press, 105-149. 

programs for low-income students. Since LEAP funding was temporary, it was only included for 

most states from years 2007-2010. Or similarly, 192 programs were discontinued over the 

analysis period. For example, in Arkansas, the Minority Masters Fellows Programs was 
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discontinued in 2010, so is only in the dataset during the seven years from 2003-2010. A full 

description of the variance in reporting duration for each state program can be seen in Figure 4. 

After the dataset was cleaned for idiosyncrasies, I coded each program by target 

population based on whether the program was targeted for deserving, contender, dependent, 

or deviant target groups. Additionally, I created two new coding categories for programs where 

a target could not be determined and also for programs that could potentially be coded into 

both deserving and dependent categories. Programs targeted to advantaged groups were 

coded as 1: programs coded for contenders were coded as 2: programs for dependents were 

coded as 3: and programs targeted for deviants were coded as 4. Undeterminable targets were 

coded as 5: targets that could fall into the advantaged/dependent category were coded as 6. 

The full details on how target groups were assigned to social construction categories and the 

coding of individual programs are outlined in Appendix 1. 

Some socially constructed groups do not clearly fall into one of the four matrix 

categories. For example, as Schneider and Ingram note, individuals who are left-handed are not 

strongly socially constructed (although being left-handed is a social construction), and as such, 

are not targeted for public policy benefits or burdens (Ingram and Schneider 1997:108). As an 

example from the dataset, students in social work programs do not clearly fall into one of the 

power/social construction quadrants. The state of Mississippi adopted the Specialist Social 

Worker Forgivable Loan program in 2006 to support family protection employees in the 

Mississippi Department of Human Services pursuing a licensed social worker designation. On 

one hand, it seems like social workers are positively socially constructed - many social workers 

are victim advocates who are widely recognized as working to strengthen communities; on the 
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other hand, it is not straightforward whether social workers have any meaningful political 

power. Social workers certainly are not as powerful as the small business community; however, 

having beneficial legislation targeted to social workers suggests some political power. In cases 

where a target could not be determined or in cases where a clear target did not obviously fit 

into one of the four SCT quadrants, I coded programs into categories that were undetermined 

(5), or in a blended (advantaged/dependent) classification (6). 

Figure 6. Type of State Aid Program by Coding 

 

Source: Visual constructed by the author using data from NASSGAP. 

Programs were coded by matching target recipients to either the SCT matrix or categorical 

descriptions in Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon (2014). For example, as can be seen in Figure 5, 

the military are mapped onto the advantaged quadrant in the SCT matrix (Schneider, Ingram, 

and deLeon 2014). Similarly, the middle class and primary care physicians are also constructed 

as powerful and deserving (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). Low-income college students, 
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the unemployed, and families in poverty are examples of target groups mapped onto the 

dependent quadrant. The majority of programs were coded based simply on program name. 

For instance, Alabama’s Dental Scholar- ships program is targeted towards healthcare 

professionals (dental school scholarships and loan forgiveness); healthcare professionals are 

mapped onto the advantaged quadrant in the SCT matrix, so the Dental Scholarships program 

was coded as ’1’. Additionally, a significant number of programs were coded based on the 

’Comments’ column of the database query. The ’Comments’ column included any additional 

notation or instructions for the scholarship from the survey respondents. Often, the comments 

would include the program target, and in cases where the program name did not clearly 

delineate a policy target, the respondent comments were searched. If a target was ambiguous 

based on program, and no comments were provided on the program, I searched websites of 

each states higher education governing body. For example, the Alaska Commission on 

Postsecondary Education website (https://acpe.alaska.gov/FINANCIAL-AID) was used to gather 

information on the Alaskadvantage Education Grant, a program that benefits low-income 

students. The list of governing bodies was pulled from the Student Financial Aid section of the 

State Higher Education Policy Database, constructed by the Western Interstate Commission for 

Higher Education (Western Interstate n.d.). A summary of the coding can be seen in Figure 6. 

4 RESULTS – POLICY TARGETS AMONG THE STATES 

Once the dataset was cleaned and coded by target recipient, I analyzed patterns in the 

distribution of funds. Overall distribution trends of individual state programs were determined 

by analyzing the dataset by target population. Results from the initial analysis are presented in 

Figure 7. All dollars have been deflated to 2003 levels for consistency. 



 27 

Figure 7. Overall Dollars Allocated by Target Population, 2003-2015 

 

Source: Visual constructed by the author using data from NASSGAP. 

SCT predicts that benefits will be overprescribed to advantaged groups despite having 

low need, and underprescribed to dependent groups, despite having a high need. At first 

glance, this prediction is not supported by the overall allocation analysis. As can be seen, there 

are nearly three times as many dollars allocated to dependent groups. In contrast, there are 

fewer dollars allocated to advantaged groups. A closer look, however, yields interesting 

patterns in the distribution of dollars by target population.



 28 

Figure 8. Dollars by Target Population by State, 2003-2015 
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When examined by state, it is evident that a few states provide the lion’s share of aid for 

dependent populations. This is illustrated in Figure 8, which plots the allocation of aid to 

advantaged and dependent groups by state over the analysis period. In addition, states that 

provide generous amounts of aid for dependent groups also tended to distribute higher 

proportion of aid to dependent groups. Similarly, there are a number of states that allocate a 

proportionately large amount of aid to advantaged populations. 

SCT suggests that elected officials design policy using social constructions of groups with 

the political payoffs in mind. In this analysis, SCT would predict that in states where minorities 

and low-income students are more positively socially constructed, directing resources towards 

the interests of low-income and minority groups may result in political rewards. In contrast, 

states where the social construction of minorities and low-income students is more negative 

will devote fewer dollars to dependent groups. The essence of this prediction is the connection 

between public opinion and policy outcomes. One of the crucial insights of SCT concerns 

congruency - where power and policy are in equilibrium. Elected officials have strong incentives 

to formulate policy where social constructions and power are uniform, as in advantaged and 

deviant groups. When power and popular images are positively congruent, elected officials are 

more inclined to provide corresponding beneficial policies to target groups. Likewise, when 

power and popular images are negatively congruent, elected officials are more inclined to 

construct burdensome policies for target recipients. When power and popular images are in 

conflict, as in dependent and contender groups, the imbalance makes it difficult for elected 

officials to devote time and resources necessary to construct policies that will yield adequate 

political capital. Agenda setting scholarship has argued that space on the political agenda is 
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limited (Kingdon 1995). The more that elected officials can construct policies that distribute 

benefits to advantaged groups and burdens to deviant groups, the more likely policymakers are 

to maximize electoral payoffs (Schneider and Ingram 1993; Boushey 2016). Since financial aid 

policies are beneficial for target recipients, elected officials would prefer that target recipients 

be positively socially constructed and powerful politically. But this is not the case in states with 

more negative social constructions of minorities and the poor. Instead, states are providing a 

policy benefit to a group that is closer to the negatively congruent quadrant in the SCT matrix.  

In short, in states with more positive social constructions of minorities and the poor, 

dependent groups are closer to the points of positive congruency on the typology matrix 

compared to states with more negative social construction scores. In more negative social 

construction states, beneficial policy is being targeted to groups who are closer to the bottom 

right-hand quadrant, where policy burdens yield electoral benefits. The effect should be that in 

states with more positive social construction of minorities and the poor, elected officials are 

more able to yield political rewards by distributing beneficial policies, in the form of financial 

aid, to dependent groups. In contrast, elected officials will not net any political capital from 

distributing benefits to low-income and minority students in states with more negative social 

constructions. 

In the next section, I evaluate this prediction. To conduct the evaluation, I compared the 

changes in dollar amounts allocated to advantaged and dependent groups over the full analysis 

period with a state’s social construction of minorities and the poor. The next section outlines 

my SCT measure. 
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Operationalizing Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Power Typology. Since 

the groupings of Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Power Typology are latent, I 

developed an original measure through normalizing and aggregating five different measures of 

deservedness and power modeled after Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty (2004)4. SCT 

suggests that social constructions are closely linked to political power, so I include a measure of 

black representation in the legislature relative to black population; a state-level measure of 

black electoral strength; and state-level minority incarceration rates as indicators of general 

social power. Likewise, social constructions are a product of public perception, so I use the state 

maximum benefit for a family of three receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families as a 

measure of elite perception of low-income deservedness; and a measure for state-level 

attitudes towards minorities by aggregating four questions from the General Social Survey. 

My social construction measure is the result of a two-step process. First, I apply a unit-

based normalization to individual variables. A unit-based normalization transforms variables so 

that they are bounded within the unit interval, 0 ≤ y ≤ 1, by subtracting the minimum value 

from the observed value, and dividing by the variable range5 . Resulting values are bounded 

                                                        
4 Again, I use the term ’social construction’ throughout the articles in reference to my measure, which intended to 

embody both the social construction and power components of Schneider and Ingram’s theory. 

5 My unity-based normalization is implemented by, 

xi 0 to 1 = xi−xmin, 
                  xmax−xmin 
where: xi = Each data point i, 

xmin = The minima among all data points, xmax = The maxima among all data points, 

xi 0 to 1 = The data point i normalized between zero and 1. 
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from 0 ≤ y ≤ 1, and placed on the same scale. Normalizing was necessary due to the inconsistent 

units of measurement and scale for individual variables within my social construction measure. 

In contrast to non-normalized data, normalization assures that each variable in the measure is 

not scaled to the units of individual inputs. For example, differences in population to 

representation rates by state range from [-3.847, 16.9], while maximum TANF benefit for a 

family of three ranges from [$120, $1857]. A unit-normalization transformation scales each 

variable to the same range, making units of measurement uniform but preserving the range of 

values. Second, an unweighted average of normalized scores was taken across variables. SCT 

proposes that social constructions predict policy outcomes based on target group power and 

cultural characterizations of persons or groups. The theory does not suggest that one factor 

(power or cultural characterizations) is more meaningful than the other, so I take a simple 

average of the unit-based measures. All variables are oriented so that higher values reflect a 

more negative social construction. 

The first component of my social construction measure is the difference between black 

population and black representation in state government. Black legislative percentage data is 

obtained through the Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies and the National 

Conference of State Legislators and state-level population data was constructed using the US 

Census data available through the National Cancer Institute’s Surveillance, Epidemiology, and 

End Results Program. This measure draws on studies on the connection between minority 

representation and policy outcomes, where greater representation tends to result in more 

favorable policy outcomes for underrepresented groups (Broockman 2013; Preuhs, 2006; Ueda 

2005). Relatedly, states with a large number of minority representatives may also have a larger 
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number of minority residents. In general, classical democratic theory suggests that electoral 

representation should match population levels for balanced influence over policy outcomes. A 

large gap in the difference between the percentage of black legislators and the percentage of 

black population will tend to result in less desirable policy outcomes for minorities and likely, 

fewer dollars allocated to dependent targets. 

Second, I include a measure of black electoral vitality. This measure follows Avery and 

Fine’s 2012 analysis (Avery and Fine 2012), and more generally from the literature on group 

threat (Giles and Buckner 1993; Glaser 1994; Key 1949). Data for my measure of black electoral 

strength is constructed by aggregating individual voting behavior questions from the Census 

Current Population Survey Voter Supplement File (Flood et al. 2017) to the state-level, and 

comparing voting behavior across demographic groups. Specifically, I subset the full response 

dataset to those who self-report as voters, and calculate the percentage of voters who also 

identify as black. Since the CPS voter supplement file is only reported semi-annually, I linearly 

interpolate odd years between 1998 and 2012. 

In the group threat literature, a more politically mobilized population stimulates threat 

from competing social groups, leading to less desirable policy outcomes for minority groups 

because of political competition. In essence, theories of group threat suggest that a politically 

active minority population provides incentive for non-minority groups to mobilize for more 

racially conservative public policies, and many studies have found empirical support for racial 

threat hypotheses (Avery and Fine 2012; Giles and Buckner 1993; Glaser 1994; Laurence 2013; 

Terry 2016; Tolbert and Grummel 2003). Since the allocation of need-based aid flows primarily 
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to low-income and minority groups, I expect that a more participatory minority population will 

track with lower allocations to dependent groups. 

The third element in my social construction measure is the state-level minority 

incarceration rate. State-level minority incarceration data is obtained through the 

Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research using ICPSR-36281, the National 

Prisoner Statistics from the United States Department of Justice and the Bureau of Justice 

Statistics (United States Department of Justice 2015). One way of thinking about state-level 

power is by examining the incarceration rates of different socially constructed groups. Unlike 

public opinion-based measures of racism, incarceration rates more closely approximate a 

measure of institutional racism, i.e., the total number of persons who are less likely to reap the 

benefits of policy benefits from the state. In my measure, I include percentage of the age 18-64 

minority population incarcerated each in each state each year over the analysis period6. I 

anticipate that a larger percentage of minorities being incarcerated will coincide with less 

funding allocated to dependent groups. 

The fourth component in my social construction measure is the maximum dollar amount 

available for a family of three receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 

benefits, compiled by the Center for Poverty Research at the University of Kentucky (University 

of Kentucky Center for Poverty Research 2016). An extensive literature has looked at the 

patterns of disbursement of TANF, and/or used TANF data to test theories related to public 

                                                        
6 This age grouping mirrors the grouping in the U.S. Population Data I used for the analysis from the National 

Cancer Institute, Surveillance, Epidemiology, and Results Program, so that accurate calculations on incarceration 

rates could calculated. 
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policy outcomes (Broughton 2010; Fording 2003; Fording, Schram, and Soss 2013; Fording, 

Soss, and Schram 2007; Lee and Yoon 2012; Schram et al. 2009; Soss et al. 2001; Soss, Fording, 

and Schram 2011), and the literature consistently points to disparities in the disbursement and 

sanctioning patterns between black and white TANF recipients. Additionally, states have 

considerable discretion over how they choose to use TANF funding, and many states use funds 

for initiatives other than cash assistance (Hahn, Golden, and Stanczyk 2012). Together, the 

combination of findings and reports suggests that more dollars allocated to cash benefits is 

reflective of improved elite perceptions of low-income deservedness. Since the target groups 

for both TANF and dependent groups are low-income and minority groups, I expect that states 

allocating more dollars to TANF will also allocate more dollars to dependent targets. 

The final component in my measure captures public opinion of whites on minorities 

within each state. My public opinion measure is constructed by averaging responses on four 

questions from the ICPSR General Social Survey Cumulative File, which has asked questions 

relative to racial attitudes for over 50 years (Smith, Hout, and Marsden 2016). Explicitly, my 

measure averages response percentages to responses for, “On the average 

(Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) have worse jobs, income, and housing than white people. 

Do you think these differences are”? 

1. Mainly due to discrimination? 

2. Because most (Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) have less in-born ability to learn? 

3. Because most (Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) don’t have the chance for education 

that it takes to rise out of poverty? 
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4. Because most (Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) just don’t have the motivation or will 

power to pull themselves up out of poverty? 

For the first and third questions, ‘No’ responses are considered more negative towards 

minorities; for the second and fourth question, ‘Yes’ responses are considered more negative. 

For the final measure, responses were oriented consistently and then aggregated to 

percentages by Census region. 

Extant research has shown that public opinion affects policy outcomes related to social 

welfare policy (Butz and Kehrberg 2015; Fording 2003; Gilens 1995, 1999; Johnson 2001; 

Peffley, Hurwitz, and Sniderman 1997). In states where whites have less favorable views of 

minorities, public attitudes reduce the likelihood of policy adoption related to welfare 

spending. On the other hand, states where whites hold more favorable views of minorities tend 

to support social welfare spending. Since both social welfare spending and aid to dependent 

groups are similar in their redistributive purposes, I include this measure to reflect perceptions 

of social deservedness in each state by the general population7,8.  

                                                        
7 In contrast to the Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty measure, I chose a normalization and mean approach 

over the principal components analysis approach to measuring social construction. One of the assumptions of 

principal components analysis is that the data should approximate the normal distribution (Dunteman 1989). A 

few of my measure’s components were skewed negatively or positively, which has the potential to present issues 

when conducting a principal components analysis. As an alternative, I take a normalization and average approach. 

Normalization of the units in the measurement preserves the distributions of responses, but places each measure 

on the same scale, allowing a simple mean computation. The advantage of my approach is that unlike principal 

components analysis, there are no distributional assumptions to consider in the analysis. 

8 Summary statistics and further details for my social construction measure are available in Appendix 2.  
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SCTit = AVG(¬Black Representationit + Black Electoral Strengthit 
+Minority Incarceration Rateit + ¬Maximum T AN Fit 

+GSS White Racial Attitudesit) 
 

 

where: SCTit = SCT f or each state i in year t, 

Black Representationit = Inverse Normalized Black legislative percent for state i in year t,  

Black Electoral Strengthit = Normalized Pct.  of Black Voters f or state i in year t, 

Minority Incarceration Rateit = Normalized P ct. of Minority Population Incarcerated f or each state 

i in year t,  

Maximum T ANFit = Inverse Normalized Maximum T ANF f or a Family of F our f or state i in year 

t, 

GSS White Racial Attitudesit = Normalized White Public Opinion on Minorities for state i in 

year t. 

 

SCT Measure and State Policy Targets. The results comparing a state’s SCT-measure and 

changes in their financial commitment to dependent and advantaged groups are below. Figure 

11 shows the states in quartile of most negative social construction scores over the analysis 

period. Mississippi is the state with the most negative social construction score; Oklahoma is 

the state with the twelfth most negative social construction score. Figure 11 shows the changes 

in funding for the most negative quartile states from 2003-2013. As shown, 9 states out of 

those with the of the worst 12 social construction scores either reduced more dollars allocated 

to dependents or increased more dollars to advantaged groups from 2003 to 2015. For 

example, Alabama reduced both dollars allocated to advantaged and dependent groups, but it 
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reduced the amount of dollars allocated to dependents more than the dollars allocated to 

advantaged groups. Conversely, South Carolina increased dollars allocated to both advantaged 

and dependent groups over the analysis period, but it allocated dollars to advantaged groups at 

an increased rate compared to dependent groups. For both states, the changes suggest that 

states are more committed to advantaged groups than dependent groups from 2003-2015. In 

the majority of states, the changes in dollar allocations was consistent over the analysis period. 

In other words, states that reduced dollars targeted for dependents also reduced dollars 

targeted for advantaged groups. Within the changes, however, states with low social 

construction scores tended to exhibit worse outcomes for dependent groups. 

Figure 9. Most Negative Social Construction of Minorities and Low-Income Individuals by State 
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Figure 10. Percent Change in Dollars Allocated to Target Groups, Negative Social Construction 
States 

 

Source: Visual constructed by the author using data from NASSGAP. 

On the other hand, states with more positive SCT-measures tended to show more 

positive changes in funding for dependent groups compared to advantaged groups. To 

illustrate, Figure 12 shows the states in the top quartile of the most positive social construction 

scores. Figure 13 shows the corresponding percent change in funding for dependents and 

advantaged groups for the same states. Contrary to states with more negative social 

construction scores, only three states, Alaska, Montana, and Utah, initiated changes in funding 

for higher education aid in a manner that benefitted advantaged groups more than dependent 

groups. Changes in funding for the remaining states in Figure 13 yielded positive outcomes for 

dependent groups relevant to advantaged groups. 
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Figure 11. Most Positive Social Constructions of Minorities and Low-income Individuals, Select 
States 

 

Special Purpose Programs. The dataset used to provide the preceding descriptive 

analysis revealed that states allocate a not insignificant amount of higher education dollars to 

special purpose awards. Almost all states have specialized aid programs for healthcare 

professionals, teachers, the armed services, students in specific programs, and programs for 

dependents of public service personnel. Outside of programs targeting low-income students, 

special purpose funding is the most frequent form of state aid for higher education in the 

dataset, even more common than programs for high achieving students. Across all states and all 

years, there were more individual aid programs for healthcare professionals, teachers, and 

armed services personnel than any other target group except programs for low-income 

students. 
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Figure 12. Percent Change in Dollars by Target Population, Select States 

 

Source: Visual constructed by the author using data from NASSGAP. 

Programs for each type of specialized target population varied by state. Many states 

offer scholarships for students in programs related to healthcare - nursing loan forgiveness, 

chiropractic school scholarships, or grants to physicians working in rural areas, for example. 

Programs that targeted teachers were equally widespread, and also varied by state from 

scholarships to loan forgiveness. Dollars for armed services ranged from veteran’s dependent 

scholarships to National Guard tuition assistance. Overall, around 20% of state higher education 

aid dollars were allocated to special target populations without income or academic merit as a 

first condition. 
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Figure 13. Specific Policy Targets of Negative and Positive SCT-measure States 

 

Programs by Specific Targets. I also compared the percentage of total dollars allocated 

to specific policy targets in states in the quartile of the most negative social construction 

measures and those in the most positive quartile of social construction measures, mimicking 

my analysis in section 5.2, but at a more micro-level. This breakdown can be seen in Figure 14. 

Both the most negative and the most positive social construction states allocated more 

dollars to low-income students than any other target over the analysis period, but states with 

negative social construction scores allocated appreciably less. As can be seen in Figure 14, 

states with the most negative social construction scores allocated around 35% of funding to 

low-income students over the analysis period. In contrast, states with the most positive social 

construction scores allocated around 42% of dollars to low-income students. Moderately and 

high achieving students received around 28% of the dollars allocated to aid in negative social 

construction states. In comparison, moderate and high achieving students received around 2% 

of dollars in the most positive social construction states. 
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Additionally, states with more negative social construction scores tended to allocate 

dollars to low- income students with an additional merit condition compared to states with 

more positive social construction scores. As can be seen in Figure 14, states with more negative 

social construction scores allocated around 2% of funds to low-income students who were also 

moderately achieving, a coding absent from states with more positive social construction 

scores. Comparatively, states with more positive social construction scores allocate funding to 

low-income targets singly on income. Policies targeted to low-income and minority students 

with a merit component help distinguish between low-income students who are considered 

deserving and those who are not9,10. 

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

Since the early 1990s, the merit-aid-vs.-need-based aid debate has been a consistent 

part of the research agenda in the state higher education policy literature. At the heart of the 

                                                        
9 Moderate achieving” is defined as a program targeted to students who score above a 19 ACT/SAT equivalent. 

“High achieving” is defined as a program targeted to students who a 25 ACT/SAT equivalent or better. 

10 This is similar to Sidney’s 2005 study, chronicling the creation of a ‘New Black Middle Class’ in order to pass anti-

discrimination legislation in the 1960’s and 1970’s (Sidney 2005). Prior to the passing of the Fair Housing Act of 

1968, there was widespread discrimination against African-Americans in the U.S. housing market. Since passing 

legislation to address discrimination against minorities is difficult, proponents of the legislation differentiated the 

target recipients of the Fair Housing Act along class lines to increase the likelihood of adoption success. Middle-

income blacks were described as individuals who deserved to escape poorer housing areas, in contrast to low-

income blacks. Policies targeted to low-income and minority students with a merit component are similar in form, 

helping to distinguish between low-income students who are considered deserving and those who are not. 
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research on state aid for higher education is an attempt to understand the policy approaches 

that states use to increase educational attainment and the variables that affect those policy 

decisions. The concept of deservedness offers a unique perspective on understanding how 

states allocate dollars to students pursuing a college degree. In contrast to the customary 

merit-aid or need-based aid distinction, the concept of deservedness allows for comparisons of 

need and merit-based financial aid in addition to whether policy is targeted to groups perceived 

as deserving. It also allows for special purpose programs to be included in analyses of state aid 

for higher education, a policy area that is frequently overlooked. 

There are also both need-based programs and merit-based programs that do not clearly 

align with the merit and need-based distinctions. For example, Hawaii’s ’B Plus Scholarship 

Program’ offers aid to students who have at least a 3.0 high school GPA and also demonstrate 

financial need. One on hand, the program would be considered need-based; on the other, there 

is also a merit component. How should researchers categorize such programs? The lens of 

deservedness offers an approach to understanding such programs - states are more likely to 

allocate dollars to individuals and groups who are constructed as deserving. In some states, 

minorities and low-income students are considered more deserving, and the state aid dollars 

allocated to them is often reflective of this reality. Similarly, using deservedness allows for 

comparisons across different types and degrees of merit. For example, a program that 

considers a student who earns a 3.0 high school GPA as merit-worthy is different from a 

program that considers a merit-worthy student one who has earned a perfect or near-perfect 

score on the ACT. While different levels of achievement complicate analyses based solely on 

merit-based criteria, recipients in either case are both positively constructed as deserving, 
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which can help explain why moderate and high achieving students receive a large proportion of 

state aid dollars. SCT expects that elected officials will tend to over allocate public benefits to 

groups with both power and a positive social construction. The analysis here provides 

exploratory evidence that is consistent with the theory, albeit with the important caveat that it 

depends on a state’s perception of dependent groups. In the case of state aid for advantaged 

groups, policymakers can exploit a direct connection to the public interest, a strategy that is 

often invoked (Ingram and Schneider 1997:115). 

Two important limitations of this article are that it exclusively considers state-level 

financial aid, and also that the analysis method primarily examines changes in state aid over the 

period of analysis. In addition to state-based financial aid, the federal government and 

individual institutions also provide significant aid for students pursuing a college education. For 

example, the dollars distributed for Pell Grants from the federal government is approximately 

three times the amount of direct aid coming from the states (The Pew Charitable Trusts 2015). 

The current exploration does not include federal or individual institutional dollars, which limits 

its scope. Likewise, looking at changes in dollars allocated to aid can provide insight on variation 

over time, but it cannot speak to a state’s commitment to student aid before the study’s time 

period. In other words, if a state is already under committed to funding for low-income and 

minority students, exploring changes in state aid may not fully reflect the true level of 
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disregard. A study that examines dollars distributed in per capita terms could enlighten this 

effect further11. 

Finally, the effect of allocating dollars to low-income individuals who are pursuing a 

college degree should not be downplayed. Traditionally, the states’ role in the higher education 

funding model was to keep tuition prices low through direct appropriations to institutions in 

the state (Finney et al. 2016). This ensured that lower-income state residents had a reasonable 

opportunity to pursue higher education without incurring crippling student loan debt. The 

recent trend has been to allocate fewer state dollars to appropriations for higher education, 

and increasing dollars to direct aid, especially merit-aid (Mitchell, Leachman, and Masterson 

2016). To compensate for the decrease in state allocations, higher education institutions raise 

tuition. Some scholars have argued that direct aid has a more pronounced effect on the 

likelihood of a low-income student graduating with a degree compared to state higher 

education appropriation levels (Toutkoushian and Shafiq 2009). Unfortunately, my analysis 

suggests this outcome may be not be evenly distributed across states. States where minority 

and low-income target populations are less positively constructed reside in states more likely to 

allocate a disproportionate share of direct aid to already advantaged groups.

                                                        
11 The per capita measure that is widely used in the higher education policy literature, which divides total dollars 

by the number of students enrolled across the state, would not be appropriate for this type of analysis. A near 

majority of programs in the NASSGAP data are only available for state residents, so the appropriate per capita 

measure would only include the number of in-state students as a denominator. Otherwise, the measure would not 

fully reflect a state’s commitment to financial aid. 
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ARTICLE II FINANCING INEQUALITY: SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION AND POLICY DESIGN IN STATE      
FINANCIAL AID POLICY, 1998-2012 

1 INTRODUCTION 

One of the most enduring findings of higher education research concerns the disparities 

in student success between non-minority, affluent students and minority, low-income students. 

Research has shown this achievement gap detrimental to future success and intergenerational 

mobility (Greenstone et al. 2013; Mazumder 2014). Similarly, a wide range of studies and 

reports over the past several decades have highlighted changes in higher education policies 

that have negatively impacted low-income and underrepresented students (Bastedo and 

Jaquette 2011; Campbell and Voight 2015; Finney et al. 2016; Heller 2006; Heller and Marin 

2004; Hiltonsmith 2015; Jaquette, Curs, and Posselt 2016; Mitchell, Leachman, and Masterson 

2016). Despite the importance of a college degree to both individuals and a democratic society 

(Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995; Hillygus 2005; Becker 1962), few studies have connected 

major theories of public policy to state public policy decision-making in higher education. 

Although a well-established political framework exists (Tandberg and Griffith 2013), only a few 

scholars have utilized theories of the public policy process to better understand state-level 

higher education policy (Cohen-vogel, Ingle, and Levine 2008; Doyle, McLendon, and Hearn 

2010; Lacy and Tandberg 2014; McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005; Ness 2008, 2010; Ness and 

Mistretta 2009).
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In this paper, I utilize Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Policy Design 

Theory (SCT) to understand changes in higher education financial aid policy in the American 

states between 1998 and 2012. Specifically, I argue that SCT assists in understanding policy 

decisions of elected officials relating to higher education funding in the American states over 

the last several decades. I argue that decisions regarding the distribution of resources for higher 

education, and the consequences of these policy decisions, can be explained through the 

application of SCT. These policy decisions have considerable resource effects on individual 

citizens, and directly affect their access to and persistence in higher education. 

SCT has been used extensively over the past few decades when examining how public 

policies affect low-income and minority policy targets (Pierce et al. 2014). Likewise, many 

studies show changes in higher education policies have decreased access and affordability for 

low-income and minority groups (Dynarski 2000; Heller 2006; Heller and Marin 2004; Jaquette, 

Curs, and Posselt 2016; Kantrowitz 2011; Singell 2004). In this paper, I examine whether SCT 

can be applied to help understand state policy changes in higher education finance. Expressly, I 

ask whether the social constructions of low-income and minority citizens in the states helps 

predict state-level spending on merit-based and need-based financial aid. 

2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

I draw from two different theoretical strands for this article: SCT and an established 

framework on state government spending for higher education. Theories of policy processes 

can be traced back as far as Lowi’s (1972) policy typologies and the widely used stages-heuristic 

model of the policy process. In recent years, however, a number of theories have risen to 

prominence in policy studies. Most notably, the use of Punctuated Equilibrium theory 
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(Baumgartner, Jones, and Mortensen 2014), Advocacy Coalition theory (Jenkins-Smith et al. 

2014; Sabatier 1988), and Multiple Streams theory (Kingdon 1995) has increased. For studies 

examining social welfare policy, SCT is a widely-used theory. For example, Soss (2005) uses SCT 

to show how clients respond to the policy designs of social security disability insurance and Aid 

to Families with Dependent Children policies. Similarly, Bruch, Ferree, and Soss (2010) use SCT 

to show that social-welfare programs, depending on a democratic or paternalistic design, can 

foster or suppress political engagement among welfare recipients. In studies of higher 

education finance policy, however, few studies have used the major public policy theories to 

help explain policy developments. 

The few studies that have invoked theories of public policy in higher education policy 

studies have used punctuated equilibrium theory, multiple streams theory, advocacy coalition 

theory, and diffusion theory to explain higher education policy outcomes (Cohen-vogel, Ingle, 

and Levine 2008; Doyle 2010; McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005; Ness 2010; Ness and 

Mistretta 2009). Ness (Ness 2008, 2010) uses multiple streams theory to explain the 

relationship between merit-aid criteria and state policymaking. Similarly, Ness and Mistretta 

(2009) use advocacy coalition theory to elucidate the use or non-use of lottery funds for state 

merit-aid policies. Doyle (2010) tests the adoption of merit-aid as a punctuated equilibrium, 

finding that changes from state need-aid to merit-based financial aid are incremental across 

time. Finally, several studies have applied diffusion theory to explain the spread of higher 

education merit-aid policies (Cohen-vogel, Ingle, and Levine 2008; McLendon, Heller, and Young 

2005). Very rarely, however, have scholars used one of the major public policy theories to 
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explain policy changes in state higher education finance beyond the study of merit-based 

financial aid policy adoption. 

For this article, I conceptualize the allocation of policy benefits through the higher 

education financing instruments of state governments. Broadly, states can allocate funding to 

higher education in three different ways: state appropriations to public colleges and 

universities, merit-based financial aid, and need-based aid (McLendon, Tandberg, and Hillman 

2014: 144). Accordingly, each type of policy instrument tends to be targeted at and benefit 

distinct social groups. State appropriations and merit-aid disproportionately benefit middle and 

upper-class families (Cornwell, Mustard, and Sridhar 2006; Doyle 2007; Heller 2002; Tandberg 

2010). Conversely, need-based aid, which is redistributive in form, more directly benefits low-

income and minority students through lowering the cost of higher education (Goldrick-Rab et 

al. 2016; Heller 1997; Mortenson 1997). There has been extensive work on the political 

determinants of funding for state appropriations for higher education and also for merit- based 

financial aid policies (Cohen-vogel, Ingle, and Levine 2008; Delaney and Doyle 2011; Doyle 

2006; Jaquette and Curs 2015; McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005; McLendon, Hearn, and 

Mokher 2009; Ness 2010; Nicholson-Crotty and Meier 2003; Tandberg 2013; Tandberg 2010; 

Toutkoushian and Shafiq 2009). Many studies have examined the positive effects of need-based 

aid on low-income and minority students, especially as it relates to enrollment decisions and 

student persistence (Alon 2007; Chen and Desjardins 2010; Dynarski 2002; Heller 1997; 

Wohlgemuth et al. 2006). On the other hand, few studies have looked at the policy 

determinants of state allocations to need-based aid. Only two articles, to my knowledge, 

explicitly model state-level allocations to need-based aid (Doyle 2010; McLendon, Tandberg, 
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and Hillman 2014). Doyle’s (2010) article asks whether the adoption of merit-aid is an example 

of Baumgartner and Jones’ punctuated equilibria, finding that changes in the distribution of 

state need and merit-based financial aid follows an incrementalist pattern. McLendon, 

Tandberg, and Hillman (2014) model state allocations to need-based aid, merit-based financial 

aid, and state appropriations using redistribution theory and research on state spending for 

higher education. They find that political influences strongly affect state higher education 

funding decisions, suggesting that states coordinate their allocation to each instrument with 

policy goals. Neither study, however, connects the empirical findings to theories of the policy 

process, or suggests a causal mechanism beyond the institutional factors affecting political 

decision-making. 

Social Construction and Policy Design Theory. One of the major theories of public policy 

is Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Policy Design (Schneider and Ingram 1993). 

Schneider and Ingram’s theory has two major components: first, the theory proposes that the 

allocation of policy benefits and burdens to target groups is contingent on political power and 

social construction of deservedness; and second, policy design communicates messages to 

target groups, which shape citizen’s orientation towards government (Schneider and Ingram 

1993). In response to issues of public concern, the type of policy action taken to address the 

problem depends on political power and social constructions of deservedness for target groups. 

In general, policy makers want to be aligned with the interests of deserving target groups with 

political power who are able to contribute to reelection efforts (Schneider and Ingram 1993). 

Considering the political payoffs, Schneider and Ingram’s theory predicts that policy benefits 
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will be directed toward social groups who are politically powerful and who are also regarded as 

deserving of public policy benefits. 

In the most general terms, public policy results from policymakers coalescing to solve 

public problems. In the policy design literature, public problems are solved by either extending 

benefits or by conferring burdens. Farmers, for example, are widely perceived as hard working 

and as symbols of the American family. As such, farmers benefit widely from low-rate loans, 

grants, and loan guarantees made available to them by local, state, and federal governments. 

The problem such interventions are designed to effect are those related to fluctuating prices 

and food production. On the other hand, communists are widely perceived as individuals who 

endanger American values. As such, communists have been prevented from public service in 

several states, in an attempt to protect the principles of a democratic society. In short, policies 

are not designed without target recipients. Public policies are often targeted at a particular 

portion of the public, either encouraging or coercing a behavioral response. SCT asserts that 

choices whether to extend benefits or burdens are made with target populations in mind, 

depending on social constructions. 

The social construction of a group refers to the perception of the group, "as worthy and 

deserving and contributing to the general welfare or as less worthy and undeserving and being 

a burden on the general welfare of society" (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). SCT suggests 

that stereotypes and popular images lead both the public and elected officials to form 

normative judgments about social groups. Such images, in turn, affect how policy makers tend 

to design policy. Groups that are constructed positively will be targeted with benefits, fostering 

a ’state binding’ process through entitlements for groups whose support is required for 
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democratic governance (Skocpol 1992). Groups that carry negative social constructions will be 

singled out for burdens. For instance, Asians were not allowed to own land in California 

throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, withholding the benefits of land 

ownership to individuals who are constructed as undeserving (Schneider and Ingram 2005:4). 

When lawmakers are designing policy, they will try to design policy so that the stereotypes of 

target populations correspond with the conferring of benefits or burdens. 

Likewise, an extensive literature has shown that public officials are responsive to public 

opinion (Fenno Jr. 1977; Gilens 2005; Griffin and Newman 2005; Miller and Stokes 1963; Page 

and Jacobs 2005; Rigby and Wright 2011). Public officials who are seeking election have strong 

incentives to propose policy that the public will view favorably. When public officials are able to 

link campaign messages and policy designs to the interests of the public, policy is more likely to 

be viewed favorably or become adopted. The key intuition of SCT is that it provides a 

connective mechanism for public opinion and public policy. Lawmakers do not only design 

policy to solve perceived problems. They also anticipate how the public will respond, designing 

policy that will improve the chances of reelection in the future. To garner support from the 

public, it is necessary for public officials to distill complex policy information into easily 

digestible images (Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). Social 

constructions are frequently tapped for this purpose. 

In anticipating the public’s response, lawmakers must also consider the political power 

of target groups. SCT argues that public officials are aware that some groups are more and 

some groups are less able to mobilize for political action. Groups with political power are able 

to assemble in support of policies that provide benefits to them and resist policies that are less 
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favorable. In contrast, groups with less political power are unable to pressure lawmakers 

against less favorable policies, or assemble support for beneficial policies. In addition to social 

constructions, lawmakers consider political power when weighing the potential electoral 

payoffs of public policy. 

The result of both power and social construction dynamics yields a typology of social 

groups that fall into one of four categories: advantaged, contenders, dependents and deviants. 

Advantaged groups are powerful and perceived as important to the functioning of society, so 

policymakers have strong incentives to oversubscribe policy benefits to this group. Providing 

policy benefits to the advantaged builds electoral capital, since policy targets broadly enjoy the 

good opinion of society. Advantaged groups include small business owners, homeowners, 

soldiers, and the elderly, among others (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). The second 

group, contenders, are powerful, but are popularly perceived as "selfish, untrustworthy, or 

morally suspect" (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014: 3). Contenders are likely to receive 

public policy benefits because of the power they hold, but not explicitly like advantaged groups. 

Instead, benefits doled out to contenders are hidden from the public eye, so that lawmakers 

can prevent electoral backlash. 

Contenders include "insurance companies, firearm industries, racial activists, big banks," 

and the like (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014: 4). The third group, dependents, possess a 

positive social construction but lack political power, making it difficult for policymakers to 

design policy for their benefit. Since the payoffs for providing benefits to this group are 

minimal, policymakers are likely to provide symbolic benefits to this group, making them 

appear sympathetic to dependent causes but unlikely to provide any tangible policy benefits. 
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Dependent groups include "single mothers, the mentally handicapped, victims of disasters," 

and the like (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014:4). Finally, deviants are negatively socially 

constructed and lack political power, making them likely to receive a disproportionate amount 

of policy burdens.  Providing burdens to this group is likely to  be popular amongst both the 

public, yielding political benefits for being tough on the dysfunctional members of society. Since 

deviants lack political power, they have little ability to resist any burdens imposed on them by 

lawmakers. Deviant groups include criminals, welfare cheats, young male minority dropouts, 

illegal immigrants, and others (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014: 4). 

The most important prediction of SCT concerns congruency - where power and policy 

are in equilibrium. Elected officials have strong incentives to formulate policy where social 

constructions and power are uniform, as in advantaged and deviant groups. When power and 

popular images are in conflict, as in dependent and contender groups, the imbalance makes it 

difficult for elected officials to devote time and resources necessary to yield adequate political 

capital. One of the core insights of agenda setting theory is that space on the political agenda is 

limited (Kingdon 1995). The more that elected officials can construct congruent policies, the 

more likely policymakers are to maximize electoral payoffs (Boushey 2016) linking policy 

proposals to issues of public concern. 

SCT is appropriate to use to examine higher education policy decisions for several 

reasons. First, SCT has been applied in numerous studies on the effects of policy decisions and 

design on minority populations, and many studies and reports have shown higher education 

policy decisions detrimentally affect education outcomes of minorities (e.g., Heller 2001; Heller 

and Marin 2004). For example, decreases in state appropriations for higher education have 
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resulted in an increase in the cost of attending college, which strongly affects the ability of low-

income and minority students to attend and obtain a college degree (Heller 2001). In addition, 

state merit-aid policies disproportionately benefit non-minority and high-income students, who 

are likely to attend college even without the receipt of public benefits (Heller and Marin 2004). 

Figure 14. Distribution of Individual Components of Social Construction Measure 

 

Second, at its heart, SCT suggests that the social construction of a target population 

explains much in terms of ’who gets what, when, and how’ (Lasswell 1956, 1971), and 

additionally, why public policies often fail to further classical notions of democratic governance. 

For higher education policy, how benefits and burdens are allocated through higher education 

policy feeds-forward into matters of intergenerational mobility and also mass politics. The link 

between education and civic/political behavior is one of the most consistent political behavior 

findings over the past 50 years (Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995; Hillygus 2005). If public 

policy benefits are allocated in a manner that advantages one group over another, it follows 
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that the benefits of a college degree will be reaped mostly by advantaged groups, hence, 

exacerbating democratic inequality. 

Finally, and most importantly, the movement by states from providing need-based aid 

to merit-based financial aid may be a move towards congruency. The vast majority of need-

based aid recipients are low income and minority students. Although the collective college 

students would fall into the dependent category, rewarding low-income students is not likely to 

reap any significant political rewards. For example, a number of studies and reports have shown 

that low-income citizens are less likely to vote (Franko, Kelly, and Witco 2016; Page, Bartels, 

and Seawright 2013; United States Census Bureau 2010), which leaves little incentive for 

elected officials to cater to the needs of low-income citizens. In contrast, students who benefit 

from merit-based financial aid are mostly from middle-class and high- income households. 

Allocating policy dollars to merit-based financial aid is a more congruent design for public 

policy. Rational elected officials want to construct policy so that they maximize the political 

opportunity with each policy. Between merit-aid and need-based aid, merit-aid is more likely to 

provide elected officials with the opportunity to build political capital. 

Hypothesis. I expect that states that possess a more negative social construction of 

minorities and low-income individuals will be less likely to allocate sufficient resources towards 

those target groups. Instead, states with a more negative social construction of minorities and 

the poor will be more likely to allocate resources for higher education in the form of merit-aid. 

The same states will be less likely to allocate substantial dollars to need-based aid. 

H: States with a more negative social construction of low-income and minority citizens 

will spend fewer dollars on need-based aid and more dollars on merit-based grant aid. 
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3 METHODS 

Other independent variables. Several studies have examined the determinants of state-

level pending on higher education; I draw from this literature for control variables. Broadly, my 

control variables can be grouped into socioeconomic variables and political/policy variables. For 

socioeconomic variables, Tax Collections Per Capita (United States Census Bureau n.d.) is used 

to control for the general financial capacity of a state. Likewise, State Per Capita Spending on 

Education (United States Census Bureau n.d.) is used to control for state general disposition 

toward education spending each year. I include the State Unemployment Rate data from the 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis (Stierholz 2016) as a measure for the overall health of a 

state’s economy, which might affect the amount generally allocated to financial aid. Finally, I 

include State Population to proxy for whether a state is more rural or urban (Surveillance 

Epidemiology and End Results Program n.d.). It would be reasonable to assume that states with 

more spending capacity would allocate more dollars to need-based aid, so I anticipate that Tax 

Collections Per Capita, State Per Capita Spending on Education, and a state being more urban 

(high State Population) will have a positive effect on need-based aid spending. On the other 

hand, states with a high Unemployment Rate will have tighter state budgets, so I expect that 

states with high Unemployment Rates will spend less on need-based aid. 

Two additional political and policy variables are included to control for general political 

effects. Berry et al.’s measure of policy liberalism is used as a measure of Citizen Ideology (Berry 

et al. 1998). I expect that more ideologically liberal states will correspond to an increase in 

need-based aid, since ideology has been shown to be related to increased social welfare 

spending (Gais and Weaver 2002; Plotnick and Winters 1990; Soss et al. 2001). Second, tuition 
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levels might also be related to financial aid policies, so I include a measure of the Average 

Tuition for a state’s public research, public master’s, and public associate’s degrees constructed 

from the Delta Cost Project data (Delta Cost Project n.d.). It is difficult to speculate about how 

average tuition level might impact a state’s allocated to need-based aid, so I withhold any 

expectation about the average tuition level control. 

All variables not reported as a proportion have been log transformed. A log-based 

change in measurement transforms the distribution of variables to better meet the 

assumptions of a classical linear model (Wooldridge 2009), and reduces estimator sensitivity to 

large variations in state dollar data. Summary statistics of each variable included in the model 

are noted in Table 1.  

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Variables Used in OLS, Fixed Effects, and Fractional Probit 
Models 

Statistic N Mean St. Dev Min Max 
social.construction 722 0.387 0.149 0.149 0.779 
log.taxes.per.capita 722 0.773 1.051 -2.856 3.536 
log.per.pupil.spending 722 9.033 0.286 8.276 9.881 
unemployment.rate 722 5.615 2.081 2.3 13.7 
log.total.population 722 15.15 1.003 13.104 17.455 
citizen.ideology 722 51.913 15.574 8.45 95.972 
log.average.tuition 722 8.651 0.447 7.635 9.708 

 

4 RESULTS 

Models. Table 2 presents model results beginning with baseline OLS and fixed effects 

models. Control variables are entered into each model sequentially until fully specified models 

are reached. Columns 1 and 2 present the basic models and columns 3 and 4 are fully defined. 
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The panel structure of the data allow for controlling time-invariant characteristics of the 

states using fixed effects estimators. To conduct fixed effects analyses, I use the plm package 

available through the Comprehensive R Archive Network (CRAN) using RStudio (RStudio Team 

2016). For OLS models, all years are treated as separate observations in the model. For fixed 

effects models, each state is allowed its own intercept, helping to control for any state-level 

features that are constant over the analysis period but unobserved in the model. 

Table 2. OLS and Fixed Effects Model Results 

 

Results for Social Construction Hypothesis. The first model estimates the effect of social 

construction on the log of need-based aid via OLS; the second model estimates the effect of 

social construction on the log of need-based aid via fixed effects. Both the first and second 

models include just one variable: state level Social Construction. In the first model, the 

coefficient for Social Construction is 0.814, but is not significantly related to the log of need-
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based aid when modeled using OLS. For the second model, the addition of fixed effects renders 

a coefficient of -6.001. In contrast to the OLS model, the coefficient for Social Construction is 

signed as anticipated, with an increase in Social Construction associated with a decrease in state 

dollars allocated to need-based aid. Additionally, in the initial fixed effects model, Social 

Construction is highly significant at the 0.01 level. 

The third model estimates the effect of a state’s Social Construction measure on the log 

of need-based aid with all variables included in the model. When all variables are incorporated 

into the OLS model, Social Construction has a coefficient of -1.594 and is significant at the 0.01 

level. Similarly, in the fourth model, the coefficient for Social Construction is -1.663, and 

significant at the 0.01 level. In essence, Social Construction is signed as anticipated, negatively 

effecting a state’s commitment to need-based aid after controlling for a state’s financial 

capacity, and political and policy preferences. On the whole, the results suggest that as state-

level social construction of minorities becomes more unfavorable, states tend to devote fewer 

dollars to need-based aid12. 

Results for Control Variables. In the fully specified OLS model, a State’s Unemployment 

Rate, whether a state is more rural or more urban (State Population), Citizen Ideology, and the 

log of a state’s average tuition (Average Tuition) are all significantly related to a state’s 

allocation of dollars to need-based aid. Unemployment Rate is negative, suggesting that as a 

state’s unemployment rate increases, dollars allocated to need-based aid decreases, consistent 

                                                        
12 I also ran the fixed effects model with year effects and with an AR-1 correction and the results hold. The details 

of the additional tests and models are in Appendix 3. 
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with expectations. Whether a state is more rural or urban (State Population), Citizen Ideology, 

and the log of state’s Average Tuition are all positively related to a state’s commitment to need-

based aid. More urban states, proxied by Population, tend to allocate more dollars to need-

based aid. Additionally, states with more liberal citizenry devote more dollars to need-based 

aid. Finally, a higher Average Tuition for public institutions is associated with increased dollars 

allocated to need-based aid in the fully specified OLS model. 

In the fully specified fixed effects model, State Per Capita Spending on Education, State 

Population, and Average Tuition are all significant at the 0.01 level. State Per Capita Spending 

on Education is positive and significant, suggesting that the states that spend more on k-12 

education tend to also spend more on need-based aid. Similarly, there is a positive relationship 

between spending on need-based aid and State Population, which also exhibits the largest 

coefficient value of the significant predictors in the fixed effects model. Lastly, similar to the 

OLS model, Average Tuition is significantly related to need-based aid. In contrast to the OLS 

model, however, in the fixed effects model, Average Tuition is negative. This finding suggests 

that when controlling for state fixed effects, states with higher Average Tuition tend to devote 

more dollars to need-based aid. Altogether, a pattern emerges that shows more urban, public 

education-friendly states allocate more dollars to need-based aid. 

Fractional Probit Model. As a second test of my social construction hypothesis, I create a 

fractional probit model with proportion of aid allocated to need as a dependent variable. The 

estimates for the fractional response model show a strong negative and statistically significant 

relationship between Social Construction and the proportion of dollars allocated to need-based 

aid. The negative relationship suggests that states with a more negative social construction of 
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minorities and the poor allocate a lower proportion of aid dollars need-based aid, consistent 

with the social construction hypothesis. In general, SCT argues that target groups constructed 

as less deserving are less likely to reap the benefits in the public policy economy. The results of 

the fractional probit model suggest that states with more negative social constructions of 

minorities allocate a smaller proportion of grant dollars to need-based aid, when holding all 

other variables in the model constant.  

Table 3. Fractional Probit Model Results 

 

Additionally, in the fully specified fractional probit model, seven of eight predictors are 

significant at the 0.05 level. The strongest predictors for the model are lagged percentage 

allocated to need-based aid (lag.pct.need.based.aid) and the measure of Social Construction. 
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The finding that the previous year’s percentage of aid proportioned to need-based aid tracks 

with time-series analysis of public policy, where legislators make changes in funding decisions 

following an incremental pattern. On the other hand, the fact that social construction is robust 

in the fractional probit model is a new finding for the literature on need-based aid spending, 

and offers further evidence that social constructions are likely related to a state’s need-aid 

decision. States where minorities are more negatively socially constructed are allocating a 

smaller percentage of dollars to need-based grant aid. 

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In this article, I examined the possibility that state-level social constructions of 

minorities and the poor influence a state’s decision making on need-based aid. Why do state-

level policymakers allocate more or fewer dollars to need-based aid? This article supports the 

hypothesis that the policy approaches taken by elected officials are correlated with the social 

constructions of minorities and the poor in their states. States with more positive social 

constructions of minorities tend to allocate more dollars to need-based aid. States with more 

negative social construction of minorities allocate fewer dollars to need-based aid. The results 

are similar using several different model specifications, strengthening the social construction 

hypothesis. 

Although state higher education policy research has increased substantially over the 

past few decades, researchers have rarely focused explicitly on the factors that affect a state’s 

need-based aid allocation decision. This research helps fill a gap in the literature, using both SCT 

and the common institutional framework used to examine state behavior and higher education 

policies. My findings suggest the social construction of target populations for higher education 
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need-based grant aid affects the allocation decisions by state policy makers. Future research on 

state higher education funding should, therefore, incorporate measures of social construction 

alongside the institutional factors that are known to affect higher education policy more 

generally. For example, my findings could be expended by exploring the different ways in which 

social constructions might affect higher education policymakers beyond determinations for 

need-based aid. For example, appropriations make up the largest share of state dollars 

committed to state higher education institutions, so it is possible social constructions are 

relevant to those decisions as well. One of the strongest critiques of state higher education 

finance policy over the past several decades has been the shifting of more financial 

responsibility to individual students and their families (Elliott and Friedline 2012; Laderman 

2017). SCT offers a potential explanation for this shift; policymakers have turned to merit-aid to 

address the needs of those with electoral and social power. Dependent groups, who are less 

likely to contribute to the reelection of public officials, are left to their own efforts in pursuing a 

college degree. 

In sum, this research makes several contributions to the higher education finance 

literature. For instance, I show how SCT can be used to generate hypotheses in regards to the 

distribution of resources through public policy; particularly when studying minority target 

groups. As has been shown, SCT has robust predictive power for such studies. The most 

meaningful contribution I make to the literature with this research is providing a theory, 

grounded in the existing public policy literature, which helps explain the allocation of need-

based student aid in the states. In addition to political and economic factors, states also allocate 

funding to need-based aid according to social constructions of deservedness. The finding that 
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policymakers are responsive to the interests of citizens who participate in the political 

processes has been widely documented (Griffin and Newman 2005; Page and Jacobs 2005; 

Rigby and Wright 2011). Similarly, countless studies have discussed the enduring injustices 

stemming from the persistently negative social constructions of African American redistributive 

policy recipients (Fellowes and Rowe 2004; Johnson 2001; Soss 1999; Soss et al. 2001; Yates 

and Fording 2005). 

An embedded notion within SCT is that political actors want to appear sympathetic to 

the interests of positively constructed dependent groups, but this is difficult because they lack 

political power (Schneider and Ingram 1993; 338). Collectively, those receiving aid and college 

students more generally would fall into the dependent group category. Conversely, college 

students are a diverse target population. In such cases, SCT expects that public officials are 

inclined to make distinctions that subdivide a target group into deserving and undeserving 

categories (Ingram and Schneider 2005). Since the mid-1970’s, all states have had some sort of 

need-based aid program for resident students designed to increase access and affordability of 

higher education for low-income and underrepresented students. Since the mid 1990’s, 

however, the trend in dollars allocated to student aid has been towards apportioning more 

dollars to merit-based financial aid, and away from need-based aid. Only recently have states 

begun to again allocate dollars to need-based aid. 

A state with negative social constructions of minorities shifting resources towards merit-

aid fits squarely within the predictions of SCT - that policymakers will be less responsive to 

underrepresented groups without power, and more responsive to those with social and 

political capacity. As the current analysis shows, states with more negative social constructions 
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of minorities allocate a smaller percent- age of dollars to need-based aid over the analysis 

period. Likewise, an increase in the positive social construction of minorities is associated with a 

statistically significant increase in need-based aid. This finding provides support for the extant 

literature showing that political considerations hold significant influence over higher education 

finance decisions; specifically, that social constructions connect public perceptions of 

deservedness to policy outcomes.
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ARTICLE III SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION AND THE ADOPTION OF MERIT AID POLICIES IN THE 
STATES 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Historically, an important part of the mission of state colleges and universities was 

providing college access to minorities and low-income students. Recently, both scholars and 

editorials have suggested that in many ways the public university has lost this mission (Camera 

2016; Jaquette, Curs, and Posselt 2016). One widely researched change in state higher 

education policy is state and institutional adoption of merit-aid programs, which have become 

extensively used by states and individual institutions across the country. In comparison to need-

based aid, merit-based financial aid requires students to demonstrate academic competence 

while in high school in order to obtain financial aid for college. Restructuring the way that state 

and institutional financial aid is distributed to students reflects a larger shift in the public 

perception of how individuals and their families should pay for college, and who deserves the 

benefits of a subsidized education (Heller 2002)

Several studies have examined the effect of state and institutional shifts toward the use 

of merit-aid, finding such a shift detrimental to minorities and low-income students (Cornwell, 

Mustard, and Sridhar 2006; Dynarski 2000; Heller and Marin 2004). Other studies have 

examined the adoption of merit-aid policies within a policy diffusion framework, speaking to 

the larger political science scholarship on how public policies diffuse throughout the states 

(Doyle 2006; McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005). Despite extensive research and a well-
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developed theoretical paradigm for the adoption of merit-aid policies, no clear explanation has 

been reached for why elected officials choose to adopt merit-aid policies. 

In this article, I utilize Schneider and Ingram’s SCT in conjunction with higher education 

finance and policy diffusion theories to examine shifts away from need-based aid to increased 

use of merit-based financial aid in higher education. More specifically, I use concepts of 

deservedness and entitlement in public policy to explain increases in the use of merit-based 

financial aid as a public policy approach to increasing human capital in the states. I contend that 

in spite of a well-developed understanding of merit-aid policy adoption within the higher 

education policy literature, a piece of the puzzle has been missed; namely, the influence of 

public opinion. Countless studies have shown the consistent link between the preferences of 

the public, especially the voting public, and the behavior of elected officials (Bafumi and Herron 

2010; Fenno Jr. 1977; Gilens 2005; Griffin and Newman 2005; Miller and Stokes 1963; Page and 

Jacobs 2005; Rigby and Wright 2010). Similarly, in the higher education policy literature, a large 

number of studies have shown the link between state political institutions and policy outcomes 

(Delaney and Doyle 2011; Doyle 2007, 2012; Doyle, McLendon, and Hearn 2010; Hovey 1999; 

McLendon, Hearn, and Mokher 2009; McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005; McLendon, 

Tandberg, and Hillman 2014; Ness and Tandberg 2013; Ness, Tandberg, and McLendon 2015; 

Tandberg and Griffith 2013). This paper provides evidence that public opinion, in the form of 

social constructions, acted as one of the principal internal determinants for merit-aid policies 

adopted in the 1990’s and early 2000’s in the states. 

The remainder of this article proceeds as follows. First, I provide a historical review of 

studies examining merit-aid policies in the states, focusing on the adoption of merit-aid policies 
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and the effect of merit-aid policies on minority and low-income students. Second, I review 

related studies on public policy diffusion, with an emphasis on a few recent studies of policy 

adoption using SCT. Third, I introduce an approach to statistical inference for merit-aid policy 

adoption using the traditional proportional hazards model and bootstrap regression 

techniques. Following the results section, I discuss the implications of my findings for the future 

of higher education finance policy research. 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

A number of studies have examined the adoption of merit-aid policies and the effect of 

merit-aid policies in the states with findings coalesced around several different themes.  One 

consistent finding is that internal determinants have a strong influence over merit-aid policy 

adoption. For example, Doyle (2006) finds that lower educational attainment and lower 

continuation rates from high school to college increase the likelihood of merit-aid adoption, 

taken as evidence that public officials may be responding to conditions within their home 

states. Similarly, in a qualitative research article interviewing state legislators, Ingle and Petroff 

find that elected officials consistently made statements about increasing state economic 

competitiveness when adopting merit-aid programs (Ingle and Petroff 2013). Likewise, Cohen-

vogle, et. al (2008) show that elected officials offer concerns over economic competitiveness as 

a justification for the adoption of merit-aid policies. In an innovative case study of a non-event, 

Ness and Mistretta (2009) argue that internal determinants led to non-adoption in spite of 

diffusion pressures from neighboring states. Together, it seems that internal state 

characteristics, especially characteristics related to improving educational attainment increase 

the likelihood of a state adopting a merit-aid policy. 
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A second theme in the literature is that merit-aid adoption studies have yielded mixed 

results on the influence of diffusion pressures on merit-aid adoption. Doyle (2006) finds no 

evidence of diffusion pressures in an event-history analysis study of merit-aid adoption. In 

contrast, studies using qualitative methods have offered evidence of competition-style diffusion 

pressures on policy adoption decisions. Ingle, Cohen-vogle, and Hughes suggest that regional 

policy networks influence a state’s likelihood of policy adoption (Ingle, Cohen-Vogel, and 

Hughes 2007). Similarly, Cohen-vogle, et. Al (2008) argue that convenience, i.e. prior policy 

adoption in neighboring states, provided a policy innovation that could be mimicked. Ness and 

Mistretta (2009) find no evidence of a policy network when studying the non- event case of 

North Carolina. Hence, some qualitative studies suggest evidence of diffusion, though 

quantitative studies have not found evidence of diffusion pressures in state merit-aid policy 

adoption (Doyle 2006). 

A vast number of studies have also examined the effects of state merit-aid on student 

and policy related outcomes, and results are mixed. On one hand, research has shown merit-aid 

effective at achieving certain state policy goals. On the other hand, merit-aid has done little to 

improve social outcomes. Several studies have found that merit-aid is effective at achieving the 

state policy goal of increased college attendance in the merit-aid policy state (Cornwell, 

Mustard, and Sridhar 2006; Dynarski 2004; Orsuwan and Heck 2009; Shouping, Trengove, and 

Zhang 2012; Zhang and Ness 2010). This finding is consistent across studies using a wide range 

of datasets and methodological approaches. For example, Dynarski (2004) finds that the HOPE 

program increased college attendance for in-state students in Georgia. Similarly, in a review of 

existing merit-aid studies, Hu, Trengrove and Zhang suggest that the consistent finding has 
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been that state merit-aid programs increase college attendance in the home state (Shouping, 

Trengove, and Zhang 2012). Additionally, state merit-aid programs have been shown to 

positively affect both college persistence to graduation (Henry 2004; Hossler et al. 2009), and 

the odds of entering the labor force within the merit-aid state post-graduation (Harrington et 

al. 2015; Sjoquist and Winters 2014). In all, although a few studies have contradicted findings 

that merit-aid increased college enrollment (Heller and Marin 2002; Kim 2011), there is 

considerable evidence that merit-aid has the ability to yield positive effects on state 

educational and employment related outcomes. 

A third consistency among studies is that merit-aid has increased access to higher 

education for non- minority and high-income students, but has done little to increase access for 

low-income and minority students. In general, low-income and minority students experience 

greater transitioning difficulties when pursuing a college education (Kim 2011). Merit-aid does 

little to increase access for low-income and minority students because most merit-aid funding is 

awarded to individuals with a high likelihood of college attendance even without the additional 

support (Heller 2006; Heller and Marin 2004; Kantrowitz 2011) or by crowding out the awarding 

of need-based aid (McLendon, Tandberg, and Hillman 2014). Moreover, merit-aid programs are 

commonly funded by lotteries, a regressive form of funding where low-income families 

participate in state lotteries transferring merit-aid dollars for non-minority, high- income 

households (Cornwell and Mustard 2002: 68; Dynarski 2004). Further, shifts away from higher 

education appropriations and towards the use of merit-aid by both states and individual 

institutions have placed a higher burden on low-income families to pay for a college education 

(Elliott and Friedline 2012; Heller 2002; Heller and Marin 2002). In contrast, need-based aid has 
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been shown to strengthen the likelihood of enrollment for low-income and minority students 

(Kim 2011). Thus, merit-aid appears to increase access to higher education for non-minority and 

upper-income households, but does little to help low-income and minority students in their 

pursuit of a college education. 

The final consistency across all types of state merit-aid studies is that political factors 

are linked to the increased use of merit-aid in the states. In the process of merit-aid adoption, 

policymakers are aware of the political effects of their actions. For example, some elected 

officials suggested that political responsiveness to the middle-class was a driver in the merit-aid 

adoption equation (Ingle, Cohen-vogle, and Hughes 2007). Other studies show that reelection 

interests drive the process of merit- aid eligibility decisions (Ness 2010). Finally, the finding that 

convenience played a role in the adoption of merit-aid can be interpreted as a strategic action 

by policymakers in states with adopting neighbors; policymakers observed the popularity of 

merit-aid in neighboring states and anticipated the political payoffs of adoption in their own 

states (Cohen-vogel, Ingle, and Levine 2008; Ness and Mistretta 2009). Merit-aid is also an 

astute approach to building political capital, which several authors have speculated as the 

reason that many states have increasingly adopted merit-aid programs. For example, Dynarksi 

contends that appropriations levels for higher education is a complex issue that is difficult for 

the public to understand; in contrast, merit-aid programs are high profile and the public can 

clearly connect the grant dollars awarded to the state (Dynarski 2004). Need-based aid flows to 

a narrow constituency; merit-aid, however, carries a populist appeal, and potentially benefits a 

larger share of a state’s population (Dynarski 2004; Zhang and Ness 2010). Further evidence of 

merit-aid’s bipartisan and populist appeal is that no studies have found strong partisan 
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influences on merit-aid allocations or likelihood of adoption (Doyle 2006; McLendon, Tandberg, 

and Hillman 2014), in spite of the apparent political nature of state-level financing decisions 

(McLendon, Tandberg, and Hillman 2014). On the whole, there is strong evidence that the 

decisions by elected officials to increase the use of merit-aid is directly related to the potential 

political benefits of merit-aid policies for policymakers. Despite the many studies alluding to 

political factors affecting the adoption of merit-aid policies, the relationship between political 

factors and merit-aid adoption is still unclear. For example, Doyle (2006) finds no evidence for a 

state’s ideological preferences, political institutions, or diffusion affecting the adoption of 

merit-aid policies. In contrast, the qualitative studies of state merit-aid adoption suggest that 

diffusion affects the merit-aid adoption decision through policy networks (Ingle, Cohen-Vogel, 

and Hughes 2007; Ness and Mistretta 2009). In another study, state political climates are found 

to be some of the most meaningful predictors of the adoption of higher education finance 

innovations (McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005). However, in a similar study on the adoption 

of finance innovations, state political variables fail to reach levels of statistical significance (Lacy 

and Tandberg 2014). On the whole, while there is a near consensus that there are political 

overtones of merit-aid adoption, the relationship between political factors and merit-aid 

adoption is still ambivalent. 

Two recent studies in the policy diffusion research literature offer a potential 

explanation for the complex relationship between political factors and merit-aid policy 

adoption. Since Walker’s (1969) seminal policy adoption article, countless studies have 

examined how public policies spread in the American states. Over the past few decades, most 

studies have mimicked Berry and Berry’s (1990) pioneering study using event-history analysis to 
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study policy adoption. Using Berry and Berry’s blueprint, a long list of research has established 

that policies do in fact diffuse from state to state through processes of learning, economic 

competition, imitation, and coercion (Baybeck, Berry, and Siegel 2011; F. S. Berry and Berry 

1990; W. D. Berry and Baybeck 2005; Boushey 2016; Butler and Volden 2013; Gilardi 2010; 

Grossback, Nicholson-Crotty, and Peterson 2004; Karch 2007; Makse and Volden 2011; Pacheco 

2012; Shipan and Volden 2008). More recently, two studies have suggested that there may be a 

more direct link between the preferences of the public and policy diffusion (Boushey 2016; 

Pacheco 2012). 

Pacheco argues that the learning process for policy diffusion is driven by citizen 

preferences and policy responsiveness to the preferences of the public from elected officials.  In 

her study, she uses both individual and aggregated data to study the adoption of antismoking 

legislation from 1990-2007, providing strong evidence that public opinion is causal for adoption 

at the state-level. Additionally, Pacheco finds that state policy adoptions have the ability to 

affect public opinion in nearby states. Subsequent policy adoptions arise when public opinion 

places enough pressure on elected officials to make policy adoption changes. In another article, 

Boushey (2016) uses SCT to generate hypotheses on the dynamics of the diffusion of criminal 

justice policies in the states from 1960-2008. His study shows that social constructions of target 

populations affect the likelihood of policy adoption through reinforcing popular stereotypes of 

deservedness. The key insight directly related to the potential political benefits of merit-aid 

policies for policymakers. Despite the many studies alluding to political factors affecting the 

adoption of merit-aid policies, the relationship between political factors and merit-aid adoption 

is still unclear. For example, Doyle (2006) finds no evidence for a state’s ideological preferences, 
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political institutions, or diffusion affecting the adoption of merit-aid policies. In contrast, the 

qualitative studies of state merit-aid adoption suggest that diffusion affects the merit-aid 

adoption decision through policy networks (Ingle, Cohen-Vogel, and Hughes 2007; Ness and 

Mistretta 2009). In another study, state political climates are found to be some of the most 

meaningful predictors of the adoption of higher education finance innovations (McLendon, 

Heller, and Young 2005). However, in a similar study on the adoption of finance innovations, 

state political variables fail to reach levels of statistical significance (Lacy and Tandberg 2014). 

On the whole, while there is a near consensus that there are political overtones of merit-aid 

adoption, the relationship between political factors and merit-aid adoption is still ambivalent. 

Two recent studies in the policy diffusion research literature offer a potential 

explanation for the complex relationship between political factors and merit-aid policy 

adoption. Since Walker’s (1969) seminal policy adoption article, countless studies have 

examined how public policies spread in the American states. Over the past few decades, most 

studies have mimicked Berry and Berry’s (1990) pioneering study using event-history analysis to 

study policy adoption. Using Berry and Berry’s blueprint, a long list of research has established 

that policies do in fact diffuse from state to state through processes of learning, economic 

competition, imitation, and coercion (Baybeck, Berry, and Siegel 2011; F. S. Berry and Berry 

1990; W. D. Berry and Baybeck 2005; Boushey 2016; Butler and Volden 2013; Gilardi 2010; 

Grossback, Nicholson-Crotty, and Peterson 2004; Karch 2007; Makse and Volden 2011; Pacheco 

2012; Shipan and Volden 2008). More recently, two studies have suggested that there may be a 

more direct link between the preferences of the public and policy diffusion (Boushey 2016; 

Pacheco 2012). 
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Pacheco argues that the learning process for policy diffusion is driven by citizen 

preferences and policy responsiveness to the preferences of the public from elected officials.  In 

her study, she uses both individual and aggregated data to study the adoption of antismoking 

legislation from 1990-2007, providing strong evidence that public opinion is causal for adoption 

at the state-level. Additionally, Pacheco finds that state policy adoptions have the ability to 

affect public opinion in nearby states. Subsequent policy adoptions arise when public opinion 

places enough pressure on elected officials to make policy adoption changes. In another article, 

Boushey (2016) uses SCT to generate hypotheses on the dynamics of the diffusion of criminal 

justice policies in the states from 1960-2008. His study shows that social constructions of target 

populations affect the likelihood of policy adoption through reinforcing popular stereotypes of 

deservedness. The key insight of Boushey’s article is that congruency galvanizes the likelihood 

of adoption - in other words, policies that extend benefits to positively constructed target 

populations and policies that place burdens on more negatively constructed groups are likely to 

diffuse compared to non-congruent policies. Non-congruent policy proposals, in contrast, are 

less likely to yield the political payoffs for strategically-minded elected officials. Together, both 

studies imply that public opinion has a direct and causal influence on diffusion and the 

likelihood of policy adoption. Boushey’s article takes this claim one step further by connecting 

public opinion and policy diffusion through the use of the social constructions of target 

populations. 

Numerous studies on higher education policy have shown how political institutions 

affect higher education policy decisions (Delaney and Doyle 2011; Doyle 2012; Doyle, 

McLendon, and Hearn 2010; McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005; McLendon, Tandberg, and 
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Hillman 2014; Ness and Tandberg 2013; Ness, Tandberg, and McLendon 2015) but no study has 

explicitly modeled the effect of public opinion on state higher education policy decisions. More 

specifically, despite a large number of articles on the adoption of merit-aid, no scholar has 

attempted to connect the preferences of the public to the adoption of merit-aid. I seek to fill 

this gap in the literature by using the social constructions of minorities as an empirical approach 

to connecting the preferences of the public with policy outcomes. One potential explanation for 

the mixed findings on the effect of political factors on merit-aid adoption is that some other 

influential factor is missing. I argue that public opinion, through social constructions, has a 

direct effect on a state’s likelihood of merit-aid policy adoption. 

3 THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS 

Schneider and Ingram’s Social Construction and Policy Design is one of the primary 

theories of public policy (Schneider and Ingram 1993). The theory has two major components: 

first, the theory proposes that the allocation of policy benefits and burdens to target groups is 

contingent on political power and social construction of deservedness; and second, policy 

design communicates messages to target groups, which shape citizen’s orientation towards 

government (Schneider and Ingram 1993). In response to issues of public concern, the type of 

policy action taken to address the problem depends on political power and social constructions 

of deservedness for target groups. In general, policy makers want to be aligned with the 

interests of deserving target groups with political power who are able to contribute to 

reelection efforts (Schneider and Ingram 1993). Schneider and Ingram’s theory predicts that 

policy benefits will be directed toward social groups who are politically powerful and who are 

also regarded as deserving of public policy benefits. 
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The social construction of a group refers to the perception of the group, "as worthy and 

deserving and contributing to the general welfare or as less worthy and undeserving and being 

a burden on the general welfare of society" (Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 2014). SCT suggests 

that stereotypes and popular images lead both the public and elected officials to form 

normative judgments about social groups. Such images, in turn, affect how policy makers tend 

to design policy. Groups that are constructed positively will be targeted with benefits. Groups 

that carry negative social constructions will be singled out for burdens. When lawmakers design 

policy, they will design policy so that the stereotypes of target populations correspond with the 

conferring of benefits or burdens. Public officials who are seeking election have strong 

incentives to propose policy that the public will view favorably. When public officials are able to 

link campaign messages and policy designs to the interests of the public, policy is more likely to 

be viewed favorably or become adopted. One key intuition of SCT is that it provides a 

connective mechanism for public opinion and public policy. 

In the case of merit-aid, it is well established that both states and institutions have 

increasingly moved towards the awarding of merit-aid and away from need-based aid. Before 

the widespread emergence of merit-aid programs, the lion’s share of state aid for college 

students was need-based. And although states demonstrated various levels of generosity in the 

awarding of aid, the general pattern was that direct grant aid was held for students who 

demonstrated financial need (Heller 2002), ensuring access for those who were least able to 

afford a college education. Since the early 1990’s, however, states have allocated more state 

funds to merit-aid. 
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SCT predicts that elected officials will be reluctant to appropriate policy benefits to 

social groups with negative social constructions or little political power. In the case of state aid 

for higher education, the overwhelming majority of need-based aid recipients are low income 

and minority students, groups traditionally understood to lack political power.  Further, need-

based aid is available and awarded to a narrow segment of a state’s population. In contrast, 

merit-based aid overwhelmingly goes to non- minority students who are middle-to-upper class, 

a group generally understood to possess political power. Likewise, merit-aid has a broad-based 

appeal, and is accessible to a large share of a state’s population. Compared to need-based aid, 

then, merit-aid is a more congruent form of policymaking, providing a policy benefit to toward 

social groups who are politically powerful and who are also widely regarded as deserving of 

public policy benefits. Rational elected officials want to construct policy so that they maximize 

the political opportunity with each policy. Between merit-aid and need-based aid, merit-aid is 

more likely to provide elected officials with the opportunity to build political capital. I 

hypothesize, then, that states with more negative social constructions of minorities will be 

more likely to adopt merit-aid program. 

Hypothesis: States with more negative social constructions of minorities and the poor 

will be more likely to adopt a merit-aid program.  

4 DATA AND METHODS 

Data and Sources. To test my hypothesis, I create a dataset combining cross-sectional 

and time-series elements, where states are observed repeatedly over the 1990-2002 time 
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period13. All analyses are conducted in RStudio (RStudio Team 2016) using the various packages 

developed and maintained by R users. For this analysis, the survival package (Therneau 2015) 

was used for proportional hazards modeling; logistic regressions were built from the using the 

glm function in the stats package (R Core Team 2016). All data manipulation was done using the 

tidyr and dplyr packages (Wickham and Henry 2017; Wickham et. al 2017); tables were built 

using the stargazer package (Hlavac 2015). 

Dependent variables. Whether a state adopted a ’broad-based’14 merit-aid program is 

the dependent variable for my analysis. Adoption year information was obtained from Ingle and 

Ratliff (2015); all other state-year data was obtained from Doyle (Doyle 2013). Data from 

Alaska, Hawaii, and Nebraska are excluded from the dataset due to missing values and the 

unique legislative form of Nebraska. 

                                                        
13 Years 1990-2002 were available through Willam R. Doyle’s (2013) Harvard Dataverse, and were readily available 

for analysis. The focus of my article was to build on Doyle’s (2006) article, so I did not attempt to build out the 

dataset into any additional years. Most of the merit aid policies like those studied in this article, however, were 

adopted over the period in the current study. Only Tennessee (2003) and Massachusetts (2004) adopted 

widespread merit aid policies that are not included in the analysis. For a more detailed look at the states with 

widespread merit aid policies, see Ingle, William K., and Jason R. Ratliff. 2015. "Then and Now: An Analysis of 

Broad-Based Merit Aid Initial Eligibility Policies after Twenty Years." Kentucky Journal of Higher Education Policy 

and Practice 3(2): 1-31. 

14 This is the term used by Doyle (2006) to distinguish between states that have small-scale and large-scale merit-

aid programs, defined as "states with a per-FTE merit-aid more than one standard deviation above the mean 

amount of per-FTE aid awarded." For a full description, see Doyle, William R. 2006. "Adoption of Merit-Based 

Student Grant Programs: An Event History Analysis." Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 28(3): 259-85. 
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I conduct two analyses: a Cox proportional hazards model and a bootstrap regression on 

a disproportionate stratified sample. In the proportional hazards model, I use the year of policy 

adoption as the dependent variable. In the bootstrapped regression, I use whether a state has 

adopted a merit-aid policy as the dependent variable. In earlier studies on merit-aid adoption, 

the dependent variable has been defined as "states with a per-FTE merit-aid more than one 

standard deviation above the mean amount of per-FTE aid awarded" (Doyle 2006: 268). The 

decision to use the real adoption year compared to constructed broad-based measures is due 

to the conceptual and theoretical distinction between adoption and implementation. In the 

classical stages-heuristic model of public policy, adoption happens after problems have been 

identified and have risen to the agenda of elected officials; implementation happens after 

policy is adopted (deLeon 1999). Sometimes policy implementation happens on schedule once 

policy is written into law. 

In other cases, the required time it takes to put a policy into place, establish 

administrative oversight, and subvert legal challenges might delay the implementation of public 

policy. In short, there are several conceptual and theoretical reasons to differentiate between 

policy adoption and policy implementation. Because of these differences, I use adoption year 

rather than a constructed measure. 

Key independent variable. Since social construction is a latent construct, an original 

measure of Social Construction is developed through normalizing and aggregating five different 

measures of deservedness and power. The full details of my social construction measure are 

outlined in my previous dissertation articles. SCT suggests that social constructions impact 

public policy, but it also suggests that policy perpetuates social constructions, so in the final 
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models, I lag social construction of minorities one year to mitigate against any potential 

endogeneneity issues. Research has shown that policy is more likely to be viewed favorably or 

be adopted when public officials are able to link campaign messages and policy designs to the 

interests of the public (Boushey 2016). I anticipate that more negative social constructions of 

minorities and the poor in a state will increase the likelihood of merit-based financial aid policy 

adoption. 

Other independent variables. Since my analysis builds on an existing study, I utilize the 

original variables in Doyle’s (2006) study, which the author made available for download 

through Harvard’s Dataverse (Doyle 2013). The original article (Doyle 2006) includes control 

variables related to diffusion; state education and policy goals; political factors; and state 

demographics. 

First, Diffusion is measured by the number of neighbors that have adopted a merit-aid 

policy. Despite the extant literature showing diffusion effects in policy adoptions in a wide 

variety of areas, earlier studies on the adoption of merit-aid policies did not find evidence of 

diffusion effects (Doyle 2006). With this in mind, it is difficult to speculate about whether the 

current analysis will yield different results. The inclusion of additional control variables could 

help ascertain the true effect of diffusion on merit-based financial aid policies, but based on the 

mixed findings in the literature, I do not hypothesize a direction or effect of diffusion. 

Second, in earlier analyses, education and ’policy-rationale variables’ (Doyle 2006) are 

all significant in models of policy adoption.  I utilize the same measures used in earlier studies: 

the Continuation Rate, the Out-of-State Migration rate for college, Educational Attainment, and 

Average SAT/ACT Composite score by state. The Continuation Rate data in Doyle’s Dataverse 
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set was acquired through the National Center for Education Statistics’ graduation data. Rate of 

Out-of-State Migration is from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) biannual 

residence and migration survey. Educational Attainment data are from the Census Bureau’s 

March Current Population Survey for each year. Data for Average SAT/ACT Composite scores 

are pulled from the NCES and ACT, on their website.  

Political variables for the analysis include Government Ideology, the First Year of a 

Governor’s Term, and Legislative Control. In earlier models, Government Ideology, party 

representation in the state legislature, and the First Year of a Governor’s Term are not related 

to the adoption of a merit-aid policy. This finding was surprising considering the vast number of 

studies that have shown an association between political factors and policy adoption (F. S. 

Berry and Berry 1990; Desmarais, Harden, and Boehmke 2015; Doyle, Delaney, and Naughton 

2009; Grossback, Nicholson-Crotty, and Peterson 2004; Shipan and Volden 2006, 2008). One 

potential explanation for this lies in the modeling choices for relevant concepts. For example, 

policy adoption is typically considered a function of both ideological preferences and 

institutional capacity for policy change. While earlier models have not found an association 

between political factors and policy adoption of merit-aid policies, those models did not include 

measures for both ideological interest and institutional capacity15. 

To improve on earlier approaches, I use a measure of legislative control instead of 

measures of party representation in the upper state chamber. Specifically, I drop party control 

                                                        
15 Doyle’s (2016) measure for party representation does not capture both ideology and institutional capacity.  

Policy adoption requires both the ideological preference and electoral power to adopt policy. 
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of the legislature variables, and instead include Carl Klarner’s measure of state partisan 

balance, Legislative Control (Klarner 2016). Klarner’s measure is constructed on a zero to one 

scale, with complete Democratic control scored as 1 and complete Republican control scored as 

0. Greater Democratic control is expected to result in less merit-aid based policies given that 

Democrats are traditionally more likely to be concerned with policy decisions that positively 

affect low income and minority populations (need-based aid). However, given the unique 

characteristics of merit-based aid, namely, the appearance of fairness of the policies (it is 

available to everyone who is ’good enough’), it is possible there will be no effect of State 

Partisan Balance. Lastly, I use two control variables from Doyle’s (2006) merit-aid adoption 

study: the Percentage of the Population Age 18-24, and State Income. State population data in 

the original article was accessed through the U.S. Census Bureau. For this analysis, State Income 

is measured as the median household income by state adjusted to 2002 dollars. Earlier studies 

(Doyle 2006) used median income for a family of four as a control for state wealth, but I choose 

the broader measure for both conceptual and measurement-related reasons. In state-policy 

adoption studies, the effect that income might have on policy adoption is well established both 

conceptually and empirically (F. S. Berry and Berry 1990; W.D. Berry, Fording, and Hanson 2003; 

Desmarais, Harden and Boehmke 2015; Walker 1969). One of the interesting contradictions in 

merit-aid research is that state merit-aid policies have mostly been adopted in the south, but 

some studies have argued that lower income states are less likely to adopt merit-aid policies 

(Doyle 2006). I suggest here that modeling and measurement decisions may have resulted in 

that finding. I expect as state income decreases, merit-aid policy adoptions will increase. This is 
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a non-intuitive hypothesis on its face, unless one considers the theoretical construct of social 

construction theory in which my study is grounded. 

The difference between median income for a family of four and median state income is 

subtle. Conceptually, a measurement of income across states is intended to provide a relative 

measure of state wealth. In this analysis, the goal is to measure how relative wealth affects the 

likelihood of adoption of state merit-aid policies. State income measured as median income for 

a family of four is a subset measure of median state income, and as such, only reflects income 

for a specific subset of a state’s population. More specifically, measuring state income as 

median income for a family of four is effectively comparing one state’s middle class to another 

state’s middle class. The result is a relative measure of state wealth by subpopulation, instead 

of a measure of state wealth more broadly. 

This issue is exemplified in the analysis dataset for my proportional hazards model. 

Ranked by median income for a family of four, Georgia - the first state to adopt a broad-based 

merit-aid policy - is the state with the highest income. Georgia is followed by New Jersey, 

Connecticut, Maryland, and Massachusetts - states that might typically be found on the upper 

end of the income distribution. But the next sequence of states - all of which adopted merit-aid 

policies within the analysis period - are not traditionally regarded as high-income states by 

almost any measure: Florida, Missouri, Michigan, Mississippi, and Nevada. Subsequently, I 

choose median household income as an improved measure of state wealth in Cox models. 

Using the new measure of state wealth, I expect that lower income states will be more likely to 

adopt a merit-aid policy. 
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Methodological Approach. For the first model, I construct a 47-state dataset and model 

event history with a Cox proportional hazards model (Cox 1972; Fox and Weisberg 2011). For 

the analysis dataset, each row represents either the final year of observation, 2002, or the 

adoption year as in Ingle and Ratliff (2015). The proportional hazards model is fitted using the 

survival package (Therneau 2015). For my second analysis, I bootstrap a disproportionate 

stratified sample on the dependent variable. One of the potential issues with the proportional 

hazards model is that it fails to utilize data found in many of the observed years. My second 

approach accounts for this shortcoming by modeling adoption year states in conjunction with 

random samples of the nonevent state/year combinations. 

Model 1 – Cox Proportional Hazards Model. In general, there are two different ways to 

utilize the Cox model for event-history analysis. The first approach does not account for the 

inclusion of time-varying covariates; the second approach accounts for time-dependent 

covariates by recording each year-unit as a separate row in the dataset. Since the number of 

events (n=11) is low, I combine the two approaches by constructing a 47-observation dataset 

with each row representing either the adoption year or the right-censored data year for states 

that did not adopt a merit-aid policy16. The resulting specification is a linear-style model for the 

log hazard of merit-aid policy adoption in the form: 

λ (yit) = exp[β1(Dif f useit) + β2 (Continueit) + β3 (Outmigrationit) + β4 
(Attainmentit) + β5 (Compositeit) + β6 (Liberalit) + 

β7 (LegislativeControlit) + β8 (Electionit) + 
β9 (Incomeit) + β10 (P opulation) + 
β11 (SocialConstructionit) + yit] 

where, 

                                                        
16 This is the approach taken by Doyle in Doyle (2006, 2013). 
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yit = adoption of merit aid program in state I in year t,  

β1−11 = coefficients f or each variable, 

Diffuse = number of bordering states that have adopted a merit aid program, 

Continue = proportion of recent high school graduates continuing directly to college in any state,  

Outmigration = proportion of recent high school graduates going directly to college out of state,  

Attainment = percentage of population aged 25 and older with a bachelor’s degree, 

Composite = composite ACT /SAT score f or the state,  

Liberal = state government liberalism,  

LegislativeControl = democratic legislative control,  

Election = whether previous year was an election year, Income = state median income, 

Population = percentage of population ages 18 – 24, 

Social Construction = state social constructions of minorities and the poor. 

Model 2 – Bootstrapped Stratified Random Sample. My second modeling approach 

combines bootstrap modeling techniques in combination with a stratified sample on the 

dependent variable. Bootstrap modeling is a simulation-based approach to statistical inference 

based on a distribution derived from resampling collected data (Fox 2002). In contrast to 

traditional modeling approaches, an advantage of bootstrap applications is that it allows 

statistical inferences to be made even with small sample sizes (Mooney and Duval 2011). 

Relatedly, one approach to strengthening the computing power of event-history models with a 

low number of events is by combining event-observations with a random sample of nonevents 

into a subsample. The resulting data can then be used as a disproportionately stratified random 
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sample for logistic regression modeling (Allison 2014). I take this approach, bootstrapping a 

distribution of coefficients from repeated logistic modeling events.  

One potential issue with a single stratified random sample is that different samples 

inevitably yield different model results. This possibility is particularly relevant when the number 

of observations in the sampled dataset is low. For example, in the current analysis, there are 11 

merit-aid adoption state-years, and 587 non-event observations. As a rule of thumb, the 

information returns from sampled nonevents decreases substantially after more than five non-

events for every event (Allison 2014). With 11 events, then, the optimal stratified dataset uses 

approximately 50 non-event observations from a 587-observation dataset. The results from a 

random sample of 50 state-years, however, can vary drastically for each sample. To help 

account for any sampling-related bias, I take 5000 random stratified samples of 50 non-event 

state years with replacement, along with the 11 event state-years. I then estimate logistic 

regression models of adoption on each 61-observation sample using maximum likelihood 

estimation. The result is a 5000 x 12 matrix of bootstrapped coefficients, with each row 

containing the coefficients from a single logistic regression. I then compute statistical 

confidence intervals around the median values of the coefficients in each of the 5000 

bootstrapped logistic regressions as a measure of the most likely coefficient value. 

Through bootstrapping, I am able to construct a distribution of possible coefficient 

outcomes, rather than a single estimate of predictors, providing both a point estimate and a 

range around the point estimate maximizing the use of the data on hand. This approach 

complements the method suggested by Allison, a stratified sampling on the dependent 
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variable, through multiple simulations of the theoretical model and thus increasing the 

likelihood of detecting accurate directional associations if they exist.  

5 RESULTS 

Cox Proportional Hazards Model Results. Table 4 presents results from the fully 

specified Cox-proportional hazards model. Control variables are entered into the model 

sequentially until the full model is reached. Results suggest that six independent variables are 

significantly related to the likelihood of merit-aid policy adoption: Social Construction, Diffusion, 

Median Income, Continuation Rate, Outmigration Rate, and Average ACT/SAT Composite Score. 

No other predictors in the proportional hazards model reached levels of significance. 

Results for Social Construction Variable. Social Construction is positive and significantly 

related to merit-aid policy adoption. Since higher social construction scores reflect less 

favorable minority social constructions, a positive significant finding implies that a less 

favorable social construction of minorities in the state increases the likelihood of merit- aid 

policy adoption. This finding supports my research hypothesis. 

Results for Diffusion Variable. From the diffusion literature, I anticipated that diffusion 

might lead to emulating effects; in other words, I expected that a state’s adoption would 

increase the chances of adoption in neighboring states. Earlier research did not find any 

meaningful relationship between diffusion and likelihood of adoption. I find a statistically 

significant relationship, albeit opposite of the hypothesized direction. The coefficient for 

Diffusion is -4.799, suggesting a decreased likelihood of merit-aid policy adoption for states 

with neighbors who have a merit-aid policy. 
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Table 4. Cox Proportional Hazards Model Results 

 

Interestingly, other diffusion studies of higher education policy adoption report similar 

findings (Lacy and Tandberg 2014; Li 2017). Li (2017) analyzed the adoption of performance-

funding policies, and found that a greater proportion of neighboring states with performance-

funding policies decreased the likelihood of adoption. Additionally, Lacy and Tandberg (2014) 

examined six different finance innovations in state higher education policy, and found that 
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policymakers were less likely to adopt certain policy innovations after the effects of adopted 

policies were understood. Together all three studies point to an interesting effect that can be 

studied further, namely, the presence of "anti-diffusion" (Lacy and Tandberg 2014:642) 

pressures in the state higher education finance policy domain. 

Results for Median Income. Median Income is significant and negative in the Cox model, 

implying that all else equal, lower income states are more likely to adopt a merit-aid policy. This 

finding contradicts earlier studies that have found that higher income states are more likely to 

adopt a merit-aid policy (Doyle 2006). As I’ve argued, I suspect the difference is due to the 

measurement decisions of earlier studies. In contrast to earlier studies, the finding in my 

analysis more closely aligns with both the political economy literature, and the historical 

knowledge on adoption of merit-aid policies more broadly. Studies from the political economy 

literature have shown that low-income states tend to be less redistributive (Bahl, Martinez- 

Vazquez, and Wallace 2002; Chernick 2005). Similarly, a simple historical analysis confirms that 

most of the earliest merit-aid adopting states were in the southeastern U.S., where state 

incomes are typically lower relative to the rest of the country. Georgia’s HOPE program was the 

first widespread merit-aid policy to be nationally recognized, and most of the subsequent 

merit-aid policy adoption happened in other southern states.  

 Results for Continuation Rate, Average SAT/ACT Composite, and Outmigration Rate. 

Continuation Rate is negative and significant at the 0.01 level, suggesting that states with higher 

continuation rates are less likely to adopt a merit-aid policy. This mirrors the findings in Doyle’s 

(2006) study, that lower continuation rates make it more likely that a state will adopt a merit-

aid policy. Relatedly, a state’s Average SAT/ACT Composite score is negatively related to the 
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likelihood of merit- aid adoption. One interpretation of this finding is that less educated states 

adopt merit-aid policies in an attempt to increase the overall education level of the state. An 

alternative interpretation is that elected officials in highly educated states are mindful of the 

costs associated with a widespread merit-aid policy, decreasing the likelihood of adoption. 

Presumably, state policy makers are knowledgeable of their states’ standardized test scores 

prior to the merit-aid adoption decision. With more qualifying students in the home state, the 

price of a widespread merit-aid program for highly educated states is significantly higher than 

the costs for less attaining states. 

Finally, Outmigration, the proportion of recently graduated students going directly to 

college out-of- state, is negatively associated with likelihood of merit-aid policy adoption, a 

finding reflected in earlier work (Doyle 2006). As noted earlier, elected officials claim one 

reason for merit-aid policy adoption is to stem "brain drain," where high achieving in-state 

students leave their home state to attend an institution of higher learning in another state. 

Several studies have found evidence that merit-aid policies might act to reduce brain drain, 

incentivizing students to pursue higher education options in their home state (Shouping, 

Trengove, and Zhang 2012). Although there is empirical support for such an effect, the findings 

here offer no support for this policy rationale from elected officials. With a negative coefficient 

value, an increase in outmigration rate decreases the odds of adopting a merit-aid policy. This 

finding directly contradicts the brain drain justification from state lawmakers. States with 

higher relative outmigration rates are less likely to adopt a merit-aid program. 

One of the more surprising findings in both this and earlier studies is that political 

factors do not reach levels of significance in the proportional hazards model. The fact that I find 
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a statistically significant effect of Social Construction, a variable other studies did not include, 

on merit-aid policy adoption provides potential insight into this relationship - merit-aid policies 

are adopted in response to public opinion, and less as a response to ideological or partisan 

pressures. A consistent finding in the policy representation literature is that elected officials are 

sympathetic to the needs of citizens who are engaged in political processes (Fenno Jr. 1977; 

Griffin and Newman 2005; Miller and Stokes 1963). They are particularly responsive to upper-

income, and elite interests (Gilens 2005; Rigby and Wright 2011). The current analysis suggests 

that public officials may simply be responding to public opinion when considering merit-aid 

policy adoption. This finding is consistent with Pacheco’s (2012) social contagion model of 

diffusion showing public opinion as a causal mechanism behind policy adoptions. As suggested, 

one of the important concepts of SCT is that it is a potential connective mechanism between 

public opinion and policy outputs (Fording and Poe 2013). The current analysis provides 

cautious evidence for the connection between social constructions and policy adoption within 

the state higher education finance policy domain. 

Bootstrap Model Results. Before interpreting the bootstrap findings, it is worth taking 

the time to elucidate what precisely the bootstrap coefficients add to the understanding of the 

research question at hand. In any bootstrap model, the primary assumption is that with enough 

resamples, the distribution of the coefficient values approximates the values in the population 

distribution. And although the point estimates may be skewed, the distribution or resamples 

and relative variation will approximate the distribution in the population. For the current 

analysis, the bootstrap - through resampling - provides estimates of both the coefficients and 

how the coefficient values vary using different samples. Using the bootstrap, inferences can be 



111  

made about the variation in coefficients even if the point estimates of each sample are 

dissimilar. Substantively, the bootstrap enables inference around positive or negative 

associations of the independent variable coefficients with the adoption variable. 

Figure 15.Distribution of Coefficients from Bootstrap Logistic Regression 

 

For this analysis, the function of the bootstrap is to corroborate and support the point 

estimates and corresponding inference of the proportional hazard models. Because the number 

of observations in the proportional hazards model are a subset of the total number of 

observations available, the coefficients could vary significantly depending on which 

observations are included in the model, potentially biasing estimates. The bootstrap can be 

used to probe for any sampling-related biases that may have arisen.  As mentioned, an 

additional advantage of the bootstrap is that it uses all of the available data on hand for the 

analysis, in contrast to the proportional hazards modeling technique, which only uses a sample 

from the full set of observations. The full results should provide consistent coefficient point 
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estimates for the model, allowing inference around positive or negative correlations with merit-

aid adoption. 

Table 5. Bootstrap Coefficient Results. 

 

To begin, I check that the bootstrapped coefficient distributions approximate normal in 

the models. The plots in Figure 17 illustrate the distribution of bootstrapped model coefficients. 

As can be seen, the distribution of all coefficients approximates normality, so I proceed by 

interpreting the direction of key independent variables in relation to policy adoption. Since the 

model’s point estimates are small in magnitude, several outlier models heavily skew the 
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average coefficient values, so I report the median coefficient values in Table 5. I also construct 

confidence intervals around the median values, providing a 95% confidence range that 

corresponds with the coefficient values of the models using the stratified sample. 

Bootstrap Coefficients - Statistically Significant Variables from the Proportional Hazards 

Model. Similar to the findings in the proportional hazards model, Diffusion is negatively 

associated with adoption of a merit-aid program in the bootstrap models. The median 

coefficient for Diffusion is -1.020, with a median confidence interval of (-1.0627, -0.9862), 

suggesting that all else equal, a neighboring state adopting a merit-aid policy is associated with 

a decreased likelihood of adoption in the home state. Again, this finding is counterintuitive, but 

seems to align with other policy diffusion studies in the state higher education finance 

literature. Likewise, the median bootstrapped coefficient for Median Income is negative, 

suggesting that increasing state income is associated with a slight decrease in the likelihood of 

policy adoption, although the magnitude of the coefficient is considerably small. This finding 

aligns with the proportional hazards model and also with the expectation that low-income 

states are less likely to engage in redistributive policies. It also contradicts other findings on 

merit-aid adoption (Doyle 2006). The median Social Construction coefficient is positively 

associated with the likelihood of policy adoption, following my primary hypothesis. The median 

bootstrapped coefficient value is 7.104, suggesting that higher social construction scores, which 

correspond with more negative social construction of minorities, correlate with a higher 

likelihood of adoption.  

Since Social Construction is a latent construct, it is difficult to substantively interpret any 

changes in social construction levels. Instead, I’ve created a figure representing likelihood of 
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survival compared to social construction score. In the visual below, survival probability of 

adoption is represented on the y-axis, with years on the x-axis. The visual reflects a hypothetical 

state with a positive social construction of minorities (social construction = 0.1) and with 

negative social construction of minorities (social construction = 0.8) holding all other predictors 

at their mean. As illustrated, states with more negative Social Construction of minorities and 

the poor are markedly more likely to adopt a merit-aid policy.  

Figure 16. Survival Probability, Positive and Negative Social Constructions 

 

The median coefficient values for Continuation Rate, Outmigration, and Average 

SAT/ACT Composite are all negatively associated with policy adoption, consistent with the 

proportional hazards results. One policy rationale for merit-aid policy adoption is to retain the 

"best and the brightest" in the home state. The current analysis provides no evidence that 

states are acting to stem "brain drain." Instead, it seems more likely that elected officials have 

used merit-aid policies as a tool to increase constituent support. Elected officials may have 
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perceived the adoption of merit-aid policies as a legitimate attempt at increasing human capital 

in the state, but I interpret the merit-aid policy adoption decision, in light of the evidence, as 

strategic behavior in states where social constructions of minorities and the poor are more 

negative. 

The strongest evidence that elected officials are behaving strategically is the negative 

relationship between Outmigration and the likelihood of merit-aid policy adoption. Stemming 

brain drain is the most widely-referenced reason that policymakers have provided for adopting 

merit-aid policies, yet, the empirical results show that states with little outmigration are the 

most likely to adopt a merit-aid policy. In fairness, it is plausible that the states with the least 

outmigration feel the need to retain remarkably high achieving in-state students to in-state 

labor forces the most, increasing the urgency to adopt a merit-aid policy. To fully capture this 

effect, a researcher would need to construct a measure of outmigration that more closely 

tracks with ultra-high achieving students. It seems unlikely, however, that state lawmakers 

would create merit-aid policies to stem brain drain in regards to ultra-high achieving students. 

It seems more plausible that lawmakers would be targeting a broader constituency of college 

eligible students, which is reflected in the current measure of outmigration. 

6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

Several interesting findings emerge from this study of merit-aid policy adoption that 

warrant further discussion. First, the finding that more negative social constructions of 

minorities in a state increases the likelihood of a broad-based merit-aid program is 

consequential for both merit-aid adoption and possibly state higher education policy studies 

more generally. Previous research has offered a variety of explanations for state merit-aid 
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policy adoption involving internal state characteristics and diffusion pressures. These studies 

insinuate the political nature of the merit-aid adoption decision. In spite of this, no study has 

been able to show a statistically significant effect of political factors on the adoption of merit-

based aid policies. My research tests a novel variable not examined in previous studies and 

finds evidence that public opinion, in the form of social constructions of minorities and the 

poor, is an explanatory factor driving the merit-aid adoption decision. 

One interesting characteristic of the merit-aid adoption literature is that the majority of 

articles are qualitative in nature. In my review, I could only find one quantitative study that 

specifically modeled merit-aid policy adoption (Doyle 2006), and two additional quantitative 

studies that include merit-aid adoption as a higher education finance policy innovation (Lacy 

and Tandberg 2014; McLendon, Heller, and Young 2005). The one article that utilized traditional 

event history analysis techniques found no evidence of diffusion pressures (Doyle 2006). In 

contrast, the qualitative interviews almost all found evidence of diffusion. In some ways, this 

discrepancy tracks closely with the expectations of SCT. 

One of the core ideas of SCT is that elected officials are mindful of the payoffs of 

different policy actions, and will weigh the costs and benefits accordingly. Space on any 

government official’s agenda is limited, and any action taken must be assessed for its ability to 

yield political payoffs. In the political science literature, such behavior is considered strategic; in 

other words, behavior that is compelled by well-defined preferences, and is characteristically 

forward-looking and calculated. Studies of merit-aid policy adoption that utilize qualitative 

interview methods are not likely to uncover strategic actions beyond those disclosed by those 

interviewed. Quantitative studies, however, can elucidate any discrepancies between disclosed 
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preferences and actual behavior. For example, by and large the most widely attributed reason 

from policymakers for adopting merit-aid policies is to reduce brain drain. And although state 

legislators used brain drain as a justification for adoption of merit-aid programs, the statistical 

evidence that merit-aid policies were adopted in response to outmigration suggests otherwise. 

All else equal, states with more outmigration are less likely to adopt a merit-aid program (Doyle 

2006).  

It is important to note that the political decision is distinct from the actual effect of 

merit-aid. There is a virtual consensus that merit-aid does in fact stem brain drain. But in earlier 

analyses and the current one, levels of outmigration are not related to adoption in any 

meaningful way. One possible interpretation of this finding is that elected officials are not 

actually considering outmigration when they adopt merit-aid programs. Instead, they use 

outmigration as a strategic political talking point, masking other known or latent reasons. 

Schneider and Ingram (1993) argue that elected officials will have difficulty channeling 

policy benefits to dependent social groups, who possess a positive social construction but lack 

political power. The pay- offs to providing benefits to dependent groups are minimal, so instead 

of providing adequate resources, policymakers will use symbolic benefits for this group. Using 

symbolic benefits makes government officials seem sympathetic to dependent groups, without 

actually having to appropriate benefits. Dependent groups include "single mothers, the 

mentally handicapped, [and] victims of disasters," (Schneider, In- gram, and deLeon 2014:4), 

and would also include college ready low-income and minority students.   In contrast, middle-

class and affluent families, who by and large are the recipients of merit-aid, more closely fit into 

SCT’s advantaged group, who carry a positive social construction and also possess political 
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power. Advantaged groups are powerful and perceived as important to the functioning of 

society, so policymakers have strong incentives to oversubscribe policy benefits to this group. 

Herein lies a possible reason that merit-aid programs have been adopted even though they are 

not associated with a state’s outmigration rate and also tend only to increase access for 

students and families with sufficient resources to pursue a college education. Providing policy 

benefits to advantaged groups builds electoral capital. 

Collectively, college students more generally would likely be classified into Schneider 

and Ingram’s dependent group category. But college students are a diverse target population. 

In such cases, SCT anticipates that public officials are inclined to make distinctions that 

subdivide a target group into deserving and undeserving categories (Ingram and Schneider 

2005). Merit-aid functions in such a manner, especially against the backdrop of decreases in 

appropriations for higher education. As has already been mentioned, state appropriations for 

higher education, which keep the price of college low for all state residents, are a 

nontransparent policy benefit that most citizens are unlikely to understand (Dynarski 2002). In 

contrast, merit-aid is awarded to those who demonstrate academic competence, effectively 

subdividing the larger college-going population into those who are deserving or undeserving. 

The undeserving, who did not achieve enough to earn a merit scholarship and who are also less 

likely to contribute to the reelection of public officials, are left to their own efforts in pursuing a 

college degree. All told, this analysis provides further evidence of the connection between 

social constructions and policy outputs. Whereas diffusion pressures have been shown in 

numerous studies to influence a wide range of policy adoptions, the connection between public 

opinion and merit-aid policy adoption is less established. The evidence presented here supports 
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the other studies that have argued for the connection between the preferences of the public 

and policy responsiveness. 

A second finding worth further discussion is the reverse diffusion pressure associated 

with a neigh- boring state adopting a merit-aid policy. In the diffusion literature, policy learning 

has been shown to have a positive influence over adoption; in other words, a neighboring 

state’s adoption of a public policy increases the likelihood of adoption of a similar policy in a 

bordering state. One possible interpretation of a reverse diffusion finding is that it is a type of 

learning-style diffusion, albeit in the inverse direction.  I found that the proportional hazards 

rate falls as the number of neighbors with a merit-aid policy increases. In such a case, it may be 

that policymakers are choosing to observe the effects of a broad-based merit-aid program 

before choosing to adopt a program of their own. Despite being a state-policy, the HOPE 

program was covered by the media well beyond the state of Georgia. Additionally, broad-based 

state merit-aid programs were criticized early after adoption by academics and the media, 

which may have presented political difficulties for adopting merit-aid policies (Dynarski 2000; 

Heller 2002). Similar to the argument advanced by Lacy and Tandberg (2014), a negative 

diffusion finding might reflect a reluctance to adopt a merit-aid policy because the political 

ramifications of adoption had yet to be determined. 

Finally, the connection between SCT and higher education policy outcomes is a guiding 

theory for higher education policy researchers more generally. As discussed, a robust literature 

exists connecting political institutions to higher education policy outcomes. One of the 

consistent themes in the higher education policy literature is that the momentum of policy 

change is unquestionably moving to the detriment of low-income and minority students. State 
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legislative appropriations, which are used to keep the tuition costs of public higher education 

low, have declined over the past several decades. Need- based aid and Pell Grants from the 

federal government have lost purchasing power. And both states and individual institutions 

have increasingly turned to merit-aid to attract and enroll the ’best brightest’ students. All 

three changes in the funding streams for higher education disproportionately affect low-income 

and minority students and their families.
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CONCLUSION 

One of the encouraging findings from reports on higher education over the last five 

years is that states seem to be returning to prioritization of need-based aid (National 

Association of State Student Grant and Aid Programs 2014, 2015). In 2014 and 2105, the most 

recent reports from NASSGAP, there are a handful of states that have continued to support 

increased funding for need-based aid (National Association of State Student Grant and Aid 

Programs 2015). Unfortunately, the states where need- based aid is most needed have not 

shown an interest in increasing the amount of need-based aid. As has been mentioned, in 

states where little aid is devoted to low-income students, the Pell Grant functions as the ’de 

facto’ form of aid for low-income students (Katsinas et al. 2012). And as the cost of a college 

degree continues to rise, the Pell Grant covers fewer expenses for low-income students 

(Mitchell, Leachman, and Masterson 2016), reducing access to higher education

My dissertation makes several important contributions to the public policy literature 

and the studies of state higher education finance. First, my dissertation tests SCT within a new 

policy domain, providing evidence in support of Schneider and Ingram’s theory. SCT has been 

used in policy areas ranging from social welfare to fiscal policy over the past several decades, 

and has seen significant increases in the number of publications that use SCT since 2008 (Pierce 

et al. 2014). My dissertation adds to the growing list of studies that have used SCT to make 

predictions and test hypotheses within the vast public policy literature. The results of my study 

provide substantial evidence that SCT is a well-fitting theory for understanding the changes in 
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state higher education funding over the past 25 years, especially when focusing on need-based 

aid. 

Beginning with my first article, I show that there is a descriptive relationship between a 

state’s social construction of minorities and the decisions they make regarding the allocation of 

state financial aid for higher education. My second article moves from the descriptive towards 

the more specific question of why some states choose to devote more dollars or fewer dollars 

to need-based aid, using SCT as a guiding paradigm. My third article provides even more 

granular evidence, making a causal argument grounded in SCT for why states have chosen to 

adopt widespread merit-aid policies. 

A second contribution of my dissertation is as a theoretical lens for understanding state 

need-based aid. As discussed, despite extensive research on the politics of higher education 

policy over the past several decades, few studies have explicitly modeled state allocations for 

need-based aid. With such few studies, the literature has yet to coalesce around any dominant 

narrative. My dissertation suggests that SCT can be used to help researchers understand the 

politics of state need-based aid decisions. Further, it also suggests that public opinion, in the 

form of social constructions, needs to be added to future research and modeling of need-based 

aid. The dominant institutional framework that is widely used has not included public opinion 

as a factor that might affect state policy decisions. My second and third articles suggest that 

public opinion may need to be considered in future research on state higher education policy, 

especially when constructing models of need-based aid. 

Similarly, to my knowledge, my dissertation is the first scholarly research to apply SCT to 

the state higher education policy literature.  This is remarkable considering the increased use of 
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SCT over the past few years, and additionally, the widespread acknowledgement of SCT as one 

of the major theories of public policy (Sabatier and Weible 2014). Sabatier’s canon outlining 

theories of the policy process included Schneider and Ingram’s theory as early as 2007, and has 

presumably been read by countless future higher education policy scholars since that time. 

Despite the inclusion, no scholar has used SCT within the context of state higher education 

policy, despite a fair amount of use of the other dominant theories. Many studies in the higher 

education policy literature are concerned with policies that are targeted to low-income and 

minority students, where SCT is particularly applicable. It is likely that the lack of use of SCT is 

due to the difficulty of constructing a variable to measure the concept. My dissertation is the 

first to use SCT within the literature on the politics of higher education policy and I am hopeful 

others will utilize by measure of social construction in the future. 

A third contribution is a causal explanation for why states chose to adopt merit-aid 

policies. As reviewed, there are inconsistencies in the literature on why states adopted merit-

aid policies. One quantitative study found few political effects influencing the adoption 

decision. Several qualitative studies, however, argued that political effects influenced the 

adoption decision. The third article of my dissertation provides evidence that public opinion, in 

the form of social constructions, has a strong influence on a state’s decision to adopt a merit-

aid policy. It is likely that social constructions are important for understanding other forms of 

policy adoption within the state higher education policy scholarship. 

Lastly, my dissertation contributes to the expanding literature that has concentrated on 

SCT to study public policy. To my knowledge, only one study has attempted to create a measure 

of social construction that varies by state (J. Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty 2004). My 
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dissertation applied a similar technique to create a measure of social construction that can be 

used in future studies that use SCT to examine policies related to minorities and low-income 

citizens. The approach that I use is easily replicable and can be also be adopted for studies in a 

domain different from state higher education policy. Similarly, a final contribution would be to 

the literature on race and politics. I expected support of merit-aid policies to follow social 

constructions, which are constructed from and related to racial attitudes in a state. Why have 

lawmakers chosen to increase the use of merit-aid as an approach to increasing the educational 

capital of their states? State lawmakers respond to public opinion; public opinion is shaped by 

social constructions of deservedness and beliefs on individual policy issues. This finding 

continues to speak to the power and legacy of race in state politics research. 

A final thought is that my dissertation speaks indirectly to the development of citizens in 

a democratic society. The second major component of SCT, which was not tested in this study, 

is that policies feed- forward and help create behavioral habits that either encourage or 

discourage engaging in the affairs of society. One of the most time-tested findings of political 

behavior is the relationship between increased education and being involved in the affairs of 

politics. If the adoption of merit-aid inhibits the educational progress of minority and low-

income students, then it also affects minority and low-income political participation. Ultimately, 

according to Social Construction and Policy Design theory, state-level need- based and merit-

based aid policies are yet another example of how policy makers allocate benefits and burdens 

in society.
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APPENDIX 1. 

In general, programs were coded by matching stated target recipients to either the SCT 

typology matrix or categorical descriptions in Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon (2014) or 

Schneider and Ingram (1997). Specifically, there were two steps to the coding for Article One: 

1. First, I determined the program target by either the program name, program comments, or 

through a search of state higher education oversight bodies. For example, the Alabama 

National Guard Educational Assistance Program is targeted towards individuals in the 

Alabama National Guard. From the name, it can be determined that the program is directed 

towards military servicewomen and men, so the program target was coded as “armed 

services.” Program targets were then grouped into broad categories (“target_1”), in 

addition to secondary categories reflecting more detail (“taget_2”). 

a. If the program target was not identifiable in the program name, I searched 

the NASSGAP “Program.Comments” data, which often provided a description 

of the program target. For example, the description in the program 

comments for California’s “Cal Grant C,” stated that the program, “Assists 

students from disadvantaged and low-income families with tuition/fees and 

training related expenses.” In this case, the program target was identified as 

“low-income students.” 

b. If the program was not identifiable through the program name or the 

“Program.Comments,” then I searched the higher education governing 
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bodies listed in the State Higher Education Policy Database, constructed by 

the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education. For example, the 

Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education website was used to 

determine that the Alaskadvantage Education Grant is targeted at low-

income students. 

c. If the program target was not identifiable through the program name, 

program comments, or a web search, targets were coded ’undetermined.’ 

Additionally, if the program target included all students in the state, or if 

stated targets were exceedingly broad, targets were coded as ’varied.’ For 

example, any state student loan program targeted to the general state 

population was coded as ’varied.’ 

2. Second, I matched program targets to the SCT matrix in Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon 

(2014). For example, almost all states had programs that are targeted at current or former 

military personnel. In Figure 4.2 of Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon (2014), ’Military’ are in 

the upper-left, deserving/powerful quadrant, with a positive social construction and high 

power, so any programs targeted at military personnel were coded as ’1.’ 

a. Specifically, Schneider, Ingram, and deLeon (2014) map the groups below 

accordingly: 

i. Advantaged - Middle class, small business, military, job creators, 

primary care physicians, elderly, and taxpayers. 

ii. Contenders - Wall street brokers, big banks and lenders, and big 

corporations. 
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iii. Dependents - Uninsured, dreamers, mothers, unemployed, children, 

students, mentally handicapped, homeless, and families in poverty. 

iv. Deviants - Illegal aliens, criminals, terrorists, sex offenders, welfare 

cheats, and young minority males. 

b. Any target that was not identified through the SCT matrix was categorized by 

identifying the typological language used in Schneider, Ingram and deLeon 

(2014) or Schneider and Ingram (1997). 

i. Groups identified as advantaged include: homeowners, job creators, 

and scientists. 

ii. Groups identified as contenders include: Unions, the rich, cultural 

elites, and the moral majority. 

iii. Groups identified as dependents include: mothers, children, the 

hungry, the homeless, the mentally handicapped, victims of disasters, 

families in poverty, other categories of unfortunates, loans for poor 

college students, food stamps for low-income families, low- income 

persons, ethnic and racial minorities, and naturalized immigrants. 

iv. Groups identified as deviants include: Drug addicts, flag burners, and 

gangs.  

c. Since most of the targets fall into the advantaged or dependent categories, 

the key criteria for determining placement onto the typology is the 

dimension of power. Several different statement-rules were considered; if 
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any single rule was affirmed, targets were placed into advantaged groups. If 

no rules could be affirmed, targets were coded into dependent groups. 

i. The first rule considered was whether the target population is broadly 

considered to be socially meaningful. For example, students in science, 

technology, engineering and math (STEM) fields are widely considered 

to be the essence of emerging knowledge-based industries, advanced 

manufacturing industries, and crucial for innovation in traditional 

industries, all of which can be considered socially meaningful activities. 

As a result, programs targeted at students in STEM fields were coded as 

advantaged. 

ii. The second rule was whether the policy target, as a group, has 

traditionally been successful at acquiring state or federal political 

resources. For example, teachers’ unions are widely known to wield 

power at both the federal and state levels. Similarly, unions for 

professionals in the medical fields have a similar reputation. As a result, 

programs targeted at teachers and those in the medical fields were 

coded as advantaged. 

iii. The third rule was whether the policy target, as a group, has significant 

political or social resources in terms of money, legal status, or 

reputation. For example, famers have a widespread reputation for 

being hardworking and honest, which grants them significant political 
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resources in many regions of the U.S. As a result, programs targeted at 

farmers were coded as advantaged. 

The final consideration was whether policy targets may fall into ’blended’ categories; for 

example, low- income students (who would be classified into the dependent typology 

quadrant) who are in STEM fields (who would be classified into the advantaged typology 

quadrant) cannot clearly be slotted to a quadrant on the SCT typology matrix. As a result, 

programs that could be categorized into both advantaged and dependent categories were 

coded, “6.” 

The information on the next page provides the full details on how each program and 

target were classified:



143  

State Year Program.Name target_1 target_2 deser-
ving 

Alabama 2003 alabama national 
guard educational 
assistance program 

armed services national guard tuition 
assistance 

1 

Alabama 2003 al student grant 
program 

unspecified individuals at specific 
institutions 

5 

Alabama 2003 alabama student 
assistance program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students at 
specific institutions 

3 

Alabama 2009 alabama teacher 
recruitment incentive 
scholarship 

teachers teacher recruitment 1 

Alabama 2003 american legion 
scholarships 

armed services children of veterans 1 

Alabama 2003 chiropractic 
scholarships 

health 
professional 

chiropractic 1 

Alabama 2003 dental scholarships health 
professional 

dental 1 

Alabama 2003 dependents blind 
parents scholarship 

individuals with 
disabilities 

children of blind parents 3 

Alabama 2003 medical scholarships health 
professional 

doctors 1 

Alabama 2003 optometric 
scholarships 

health 
professional 

optometrists 1 

Alabama 2006 police officer's & 
firefighter's survivors 

police and 
firefighters 

police and firefighter's 
survivors 

1 

Alabama 2003 technology 
scholarships for 
alabama teachers 

teachers teachers technology 1 

Alabama 2003 vocational 
rehabilitation 

individuals with 
disabilities 

adults with disabilities 3 

Alabama 2015 washington center 
internship program 

unspecified undetermined 5 

Alaska 2003 alaska supplemental 
education loan 

varied varied 5 

Alaska 2003 alaska wiche psep loan health 
professional 

medical professionals 1 

Alaska 2014 alaskadvantage 
education grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Alaska 2012 alaska performance 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Alaska 2004 family education loan all students students and families 5 
Alaska 2003 ffelp all students students and families 5 
Alaska 2009 state supplemental 

education grant 
low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Alaska 2004 teacher education loan teachers teacher loan 1 
Alaska 2004 winn brindle education 

loan 
students in 
specific programs 

students in fisheries-
related programs 

1 

Alaska 2003 wwami loan health 
professional 

doctor loan forgiveness 1 
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Arizona 2007 (afat) arizona financial 
aid trust 

low-income 
students 

underrepresented/low-
income students 

3 

Arizona 2008 (egsg) early graduation 
scholarship grant 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Arizona 2007 (peg) postsecondary 
education grant 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Arizona 2007 (pfap) private 
postsecondary 
education student 
financial  
assistance program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Arizona 2009 arizona college access 
aid program (acaap) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Arizona 2003 az leap/sleap program low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Arizona 2012 math, science, & 
special education 
teacher loan 
forgiveness  
program (msse) 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Arkansas 2003 arkansas academic 
challenge scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Arkansas 2015 arkansas geographical 
critical needs program 

minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Arkansas 2006 governor's scholars 
program 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Arkansas 2004 arkansas health 
education grant 
program 

health 
professional 

medical professionals 1 

Arkansas 2015 arkansas single parent 
schoarship fund 

non-traditional 
students 

single parents 3 

Arkansas 2003 arkansas student 
assistance grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Arkansas 2003 emergency secondary 
education loan 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Arkansas 2015 governor's 
distinguished scholars 
program 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Arkansas 2005 guard tuition 
assistance program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Arkansas 2008 higher education 
opportunities grant 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Arkansas 2004 law enforcement 
officer's dependents 
scholarship 

police and 
firefighters 

police dependents 1 

Arkansas 2003 military dependents 
scholarship 

armed services children of military 1 

Arkansas 2003 minority masters 
fellows program 

minority students minority students 3 
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Arkansas 2003 minority teachers 
scholars program 

minorities in 
specific fields 

minority students in 
teaching 

6 

Arkansas 2003 national guard tuition 
assistance program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Arkansas 2003 second effort 
scholarship 

non-traditional 
students 

GED recipients 3 

Arkansas 2005 state teacher 
assistance resource 
program 

teachers students in teaching 
programs 

1 

Arkansas 2010 state teacher 
education program 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Arkansas 2004 teacher and 
administrator grant 
program 

teachers teacher grant for 
furthering education 

1 

Arkansas 2006 teacher opportunity 
program 

teachers teacher grant for 
furthering education 

1 

Arkansas 2015 the washington center unspecified undetermined 5 
Arkansas 2005 workforce 

improvement grant 
low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

California 2003 assumption program 
of loans for education 
(aple) 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

California 2003 cal grant a non-traditional 
students 

non-traditional students 3 

California 2003 cal grant b non-traditional 
students 

non-traditional students 3 

California 2003 cal grant c low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

California 2003 cal grant t low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

California 2010 california national 
guard education 
assistance award 
program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

California 2003 child development 
teacher & supervisor 
grant program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students in 
child development 
classes 

3 

California 2003 graduate assumption 
program of loans for 
education (grad-aple) 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

California 2004 graduate assumption 
program of loans for 
education (graduate-
aple) 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

California 2003 law enforcement 
personnel dependents 
scholarships (lepd) 

police and 
firefighters 

children of law 
enforcement 

1 

California 2014 middle class 
scholarship (mcs) 

middle-class 
students 

middle-class students 1 

California 2010 national guard 
assumption program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 
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of loans for education 
(aple) 

California 2009 state nursing 
assumption program 
of loans for education  
for nurses in a state 
facility 

health 
professional 

nursing loan forgiveness 1 

California 2009 state nursing 
assumption program 
of loans for education 
for nursing faculty 

health 
professional 

nursing loan forgiveness 1 

California 2003 state work study & 
teacher intern 
program 

teachers teachers work study 1 

Colorado 2003 colorado categorical unspecified undetermined 5 
Colorado 2003 colorado graduate 

fellowship 
unspecified undetermined 5 

Colorado 2003 colorado graduate 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Colorado 2003 colorado leveraging 
education assistance 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Colorado 2003 colorado nursing health 
professional 

nursing incentive 1 

Colorado 2007 colorado precollegiate first-gen students first-gen students 3 
Colorado 2003 colorado student grant low-income 

students 
low-income students 3 

Colorado 2003 colorado 
undergraduate merit 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Colorado 2003 colorado work study low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Colorado 2003 dependent tuition 
assistance program 

police and 
firefighters 

police, firefighters, and 
national guard 
dependents 

1 

Colorado 2003 early childhood loan 
repayment program 

teachers teachers loan 
repayment 

1 

Colorado 2003 extended studies 
program 

varied varied 5 

Colorado 2004 governor's opportunity 
scholarship program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Colorado 2003 national guard tuition 
assistance 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Colorado 2003 native american 
tuition funding 

minority students native american tuition 
assistance 

3 

Colorado 2003 supplemental 
leveraging education 
assistance program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Colorado 2004 work study low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Connecticut 2003 capitol scholarship 
program 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

low-income, high 
achieving 

6 
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Connecticut 2003 ct aid for public college 
students grant 
program 

minority students minority students 3 

Connecticut 2003 ct independent college 
student grant program 

minority students minority students 3 

Connecticut 2006 education grant to 
dependents 
deceased/disabled & 
mia veterans 

armed services children of military 
deceased 

1 

Connecticut 2003 minority teacher 
incentive program 
grant 

minority teachers minority teachers loan 
forgiveness 

6 

Connecticut 2003 tuition set aside low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2007 aid to needy students low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2003 allocations unspecified undetermined 5 
Delaware 2005 b. bradford barnes 

memorial scholarship 
high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Delaware 2003 charles l. hebner 
memorial scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Delaware 2007 christa mcauliffe 
teacher incentive 
program 

teachers high achieving teachers 1 

Delaware 2003 critical need 
scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Delaware 2007 delaware institute for 
dental education and 
research tuition 
stipends 

health 
professional 

dental scholarship 1 

Delaware 2005 delaware institute for 
medical education and 
research  
need-based 
scholarships 

health 
professional 

need-based medical 
scholarship 

1 

Delaware 2008 delaware institute for 
medical education and 
research tuition 
stipends 

health 
professional 

medical professionals 1 

Delaware 2005 delaware institute for 
medical education and 
research tuition 
supplement 

health 
professional 

medical professionals 1 

Delaware 2003 delaware national 
guard scholarship 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Delaware 2005 delaware nursing 
incentive scholarship 

health 
professional 

nursing incentive 1 

Delaware 2008 delaware seed 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Delaware 2006 delaware state loan 
repayment program 

health 
professional 

medical professionals 
loan forgiveness 

1 
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Delaware 2005 delaware state 
university aid to needy 
students 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2005 delaware state 
university general 
scholarships 

varied varied 5 

Delaware 2008 delaware state 
university work-study 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2004 delaware teacher 
corps 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Delaware 2005 delaware technical and 
community college aid 
to needy students 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2005 delaware technical and 
community college 
work-study program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2012 deleware state 
university inspire 
scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Delaware 2003 diamond state 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Delaware 2003 educational benefits 
for children of 
deceased veterans 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Delaware 2007 general fund 
scholarships 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2010 governor's education 
grant for unemployed 
workers 

under-employed 
working adults 

unemployed adults 3 

Delaware 2010 governor's education 
grant for working 
adults 

under-employed 
working adults 

under-employed 
working adults 

3 

Delaware 2005 governor's workforce 
development grant 

students in 
specific programs 

students in blue collar 
fields 

1 

Delaware 2006 herman m. holloway  
sr. memorial 
scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Delaware 2006 ivyanne d.f. davis 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Delaware 2007 legislative essay 
contest 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Delaware 2003 librarian and archivist 
incentive program 

teachers librarian incentive 1 

Delaware 2005 michael c. ferguson 
achievement award 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Delaware 2007 minority student 
recruitment 

minority students minority students 3 

Delaware 2006 national board 
certification loan 
program 

teachers teacher certification 
loan forgiveness 

1 
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Delaware 2007 national board for 
professional teaching 
standards loan 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Delaware 2005 optometric 
institutional aid 

health 
professional 

optometrists 1 

Delaware 2007 optometrist incentive 
program 

health 
professional 

optometrists 1 

Delaware 2005 scholarship incentive 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2008 speech language 
incentive program 

health 
professional 

speech-language 
pathologist loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Delaware 2005 university of delaware 
aid to needy students 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Delaware 2008 university of delaware 
general fund 
scholarships 

varied varied 5 

Delaware 2006 university of delaware 
minority student 
recruitment fund 

minority students minority students 3 

Delaware 2008 university of delaware 
other state funded 
scholarships 

varied varied 5 

Delaware 2005 university of delaware 
student employment 
program 

varied varied 5 

Florida 2005 access to better 
learning and education 
grant 

varied varied 5 

Florida 2003 african & afro-
caribbean scholarship 

minority students minority students 3 

Florida 2003 critical teacher 
shortage student loan 
forgiveness 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Florida 2003 critical teacher 
shortage tuition 
reimbursement 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Florida 2003 ethics in business 
scholarship program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students at 
specific institutions 

3 

Florida 2003 exceptional child 
scholarship 

unspecified undetermined 5 

Florida 2007 first generation 
matching grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students at 
specific institutions 

3 

Florida 2003 florida bright futures 
scholarship program-
ats awards 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Florida 2003 florida bright futures 
scholarship program-
fas awards 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 
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Florida 2003 florida bright futures 
scholarship program-
fms awards 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Florida 2003 florida bright futures 
scholarship program-
gsv awards 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Florida 2003 florida education fund minority students minority students 3 
Florida 2003 florida fund for 

minority teachers 
minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Florida 2015 florida incentive 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Florida 2008 florida prepaid college 
foundation 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Florida 2003 william l. boyd iv, 
florida resident access 
grant 

varied varied 5 

Florida 2003 florida student 
assistance grant 
postsecondary 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Florida 2003 florida student 
assistance grant 
private 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Florida 2003 florida student 
assistance grant 
program public part-
time 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Florida 2003 florida student 
assistance grant public 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Florida 2008 florida student 
assistance grant public 
postsecondary career 
education 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Florida 2003 florida teacher 
forgiveable loan 

teachers teachers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Florida 2003 florida teacher 
scholarship 

teachers  unclear 1 

Florida 2003 florida work 
experience program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Florida 2015 honorably discharged 
graduate assistance 
program 

armed services former military 1 

Florida 2003 instructional 
aide/critical teacher 
shortage program 

teachers teachers scholarship 1 

Florida 2003 jose marti scholarship 
challenge grant 

minority students low-income, hispanic 
students 

3 

Florida 2003 latin 
american/carribbean 
basin scholarship 

minority students minority students 3 

Florida 2003 mary mcleod bethune 
scholarship program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Florida 2003 ot/pt loan forgiveness 
program 

health 
professional 

ot/pt loan forgiveness 1 

Florida 2003 ot/pt scholarship loan 
program 

health 
professional 

ot/pt loan 1 

Florida 2003 ot/pt tuition 
reimbursement 

health 
professional 

ot/pt tuition 
reimbursement 

1 

Florida 2003 rosewood family 
scholarship program 

descendants of 
rosewood family 

descendants of 
rosewood family 

5 

Florida 2003 scholarship for 
children/spouses of 
deceased or disabled 
veterans 

armed services dependents of deceased 
or disabled veterans 

1 

Florida 2003 seminole miccosukee 
indian scholarship 

minority students minority students 3 

Georgia 2005 accel high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Georgia 2004 georgia military 
scholarship 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Georgia 2003 tuition equalization 
grant 

varied varied 5 

Georgia 2007 georgia hero armed services guard and dependents 
of veterans 

1 

Georgia 2004 georgia national guard 
service cancelable 
education loan 

armed services guard loan forgiveness 1 

Georgia 2003 georgia's leap grant 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Georgia 2004 hope ged voucher non-traditional 
students 

GED recipients 3 

Georgia 2008 hope grant program varied students in certificate 
programs 

1 

Georgia 2005 hope scholarship 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Georgia 2004 hope teacher 
scholarship 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Georgia 2003 law enforcement 
personnel dependents 
grant 

police and 
firefighters 

police dependents 1 

Georgia 2003 north ga college 
military scholarship 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Georgia 2003 north georgia college 
rotc grant 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Georgia 2004 promise ii teacher 
scholarship 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Georgia 2004 promise teacher 
scholarship 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Georgia 2005 public safety memorial 
grant 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
or injured public safety 
officers 

1 
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Georgia 2003 scholarship for 
engineering excellence 
loan program 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 
in engineering programs 

1 

Georgia 2014 strategic industries 
workforce 
development grant 
(siwdg) 

moderate-
achieving students 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

Georgia 2015 student access loan 
(sal) 

varied loan forgiveness for 
public sector workers 

1 

Georgia 2015 zell miller grant moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Georgia 2012 zell miller scholarship high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Hawaii 2009 hawaii b plus 
scholarship 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Hawaii 2003 hawaii state student 
incentive program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Hawaii 2010 state higher education 
loan program (shel) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Hawaii 2003 uh tuition waiver unspecified university of hawaii 
employment tuition 
waivers 

5 

Idaho 2005 atwell parry work 
study 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Idaho 2009 freedom scholarship unspecified undetermined 5 
Idaho 2003 grow your own 

teacher scholarship 
teachers teachers additional 

certification 
1 

Idaho 2003 id leveraging 
educational assistance 
partnership 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Idaho 2003 idaho student 
education incentive 
loan forgiveness 
contract 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Idaho 2003 idaho promise 
category a scholarship 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

in-state students who 
maintain 3.5GPA 

1 

Idaho 2003 idaho promise 
category b scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Idaho 2003 minority and 'at risk' 
scholarship 

minority students under-represented 
groups 

3 

Idaho 2008 opportunity 
scholarship 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Idaho 2003 public safety officer 
dependent scholarship 

guard and public 
safety officers 

dependents of deceased 
or injured public safety 
officers 

1 

Idaho 2003 sleap low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Illinois 2003 arthur f. quern 
information 
technology grant 

students in 
specific programs 

students in information 
technology fields 

1 

Illinois 2003 bonus incentive grant varied undetermined 5 
Illinois 2014 illinois future teacher 

corp scholarship 
program 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Illinois 2003 higher education 
license plate (help) 
program 

low and moderate 
income students 

low and moderate 
income students 

3 

Illinois 2003 illinois incentive for 
access 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Illinois 2003 illinois national guard 
grant 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Illinois 2004 illinois scholars high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Illinois 2003 illinois veterans grant armed services veterans tuition 
assistance 

1 

Illinois 2003 iteach scholarship 
program 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Illinois 2007 map plus low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Illinois 2003 merit recognition 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Illinois 2006 minority teacher 
scholarship mti 

minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Illinois 2003 monetary award 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Illinois 2008 nurse educator loan 
repayment program 

health 
professional 

nurse loan forgiveness 1 

Illinois 2007 nurse educator 
scholarships 

health 
professional 

nurse educator 
scholarships 

1 

Illinois 2004 optometric education 
scholarship program 

health 
professional 

optometrists 1 

Illinois 2003 police/fire/corrections 
dependents 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of public 
safety officers 

1 

Illinois 2005 silas purnell illinois 
incentive for access 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Illinois 2003 student to student unspecified undetermined 5 
Illinois 2009 teacher and child care 

provider loan 
repayment program 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Illinois 2008 veterans home nurse 
loan repayment 
program 

health 
professional 

health professional loan 
repayment 

1 

Indiana 2015 part-time grant 
program 

non-traditional 
students 

adult students attending 
part-time 

5 

Indiana 2003 contract for space 
program 

unspecified undetermined 5 

Indiana 2003 cvo/cdv fee remission 
program 

armed services dependents of disabled 
veterans 

1 
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Indiana 2014 earn indiana (state 
work study) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Indiana 2003 gearup mentoring 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Indiana 2003 gearup summer 
scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Indiana 2014 high needs stipend low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Indiana 2003 hoosier scholars 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Indiana 2003 indiana higher 
education award & 
freedom of choice 
grants  
(frank obannon grant) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Indiana 2003 indiana national guard 
supplemental grant 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Indiana 2003 institutional financial 
aid 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Indiana 2014 minority teacher 
stipend 

minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Indiana 2003 minority 
teacher/special 
education services 
scholarship 

minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Indiana 2012 mitch daniels early 
graduation grant 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Indiana 2003 nursing scholarship 
program 

health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 

Indiana 2003 specter-idoc grant youthful offenders youthful offenders in 
college program 

4 

Indiana 2003 state work study low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Indiana 2003 twenty-first century 
scholars program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Indiana 2003 vocational 
rehabilitation services 

individuals with 
disabilities 

individuals with 
disabilities 

3 

Iowa 2003 accelerated career 
education grants 

students in 
specific programs 

students in 
manufacturing and 
machine maintenance 
programs 

1 

Iowa 2008 all iowa opportunity 
foster care grant 

low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Iowa 2008 all iowa opportunity 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Iowa 2012 des moines university 
recruitment program 

health 
professional 

medial loan repayments 1 

Iowa 2010 iowa barber and 
cosmetology arts and 
sciences tuition grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Iowa 2003 iowa grant unspecified unspecified 5 
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Iowa 2003 iowa minority 
academic grants for 
economic success 
(images) 

minority students minority students 3 

Iowa 2003 iowa national guard 
educational assistance 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Iowa 2008 iowa teacher shortage 
loan forgiveness 
program 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Iowa 2003 iowa tuition grant 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students at 
specific institutions 

3 

Iowa 2004 iowa vocational-
technical tuition grant 

students in 
specific programs 

students in tech 
programs 

1 

Iowa 2008 iowa work study low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Iowa 2008 osteopathic forgivable 
loan program 

health 
professional 

medial loan repayments 1 

Iowa 2003 osteopathic physician 
recruitment program 

health 
professional 

medial loan repayments 1 

Iowa 2008 registered nurse and 
nurse educator 
education loan  
forgiveness program 

health 
professional 

nurse loan forgiveness 1 

Iowa 2015 rural iowa arn and pa 
loan repayment 
program 

health 
professional 

nurse and pa loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Iowa 2013 rural iowa primary 
care loan repayment 
program 

health 
professional 

medial loan repayments 1 

Iowa 2013 skilled workforce 
shortage tuition grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Iowa 2003 state of iowa 
scholarship 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Iowa 2015 teach iowa scholar teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 
Iowa 2003 teacher shortage 

forgivable loans 
teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Kansas 2014 kansas career technical 
workforce grant 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

low-income students in 
specific programs 

6 

Kansas 2003 kansas career work 
study program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students in 
specific programs 

3 

Kansas 2003 kansas comprehensive 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Kansas 2003 kansas ethnic minority 
scholarship 

minority students minority students 3 

Kansas 2006 kansas math & science 
teacher service 
scholarship 

teachers teachers in specific 
subjects 

1 

Kansas 2003 kansas nursing service 
scholarship 

health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 
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Kansas 2003 kansas optometry 
service scholarship 

health 
professional 

optometrists 1 

Kansas 2006 kansas osteopathic 
service scholarship 

health 
professional 

medical scholarship 1 

Kansas 2003 kansas rotc service 
scholarship 

armed services rotc scholarship 1 

Kansas 2007 kansas special 
education teacher 
service scholarship 

teachers teachers for special 
education 

1 

Kansas 2003 kansas state 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Kansas 2007 kansas teacher 
education scholarship 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Kansas 2003 kansas teacher service 
scholarship 

high achieving 
teachers 

teacher scholarship 1 

Kansas 2003 kansas vocational ed 
scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

Kansas 2008 military service 
scholarship 

armed services veterans tuition 
assistance 

1 

Kansas 2007 nurse educator 
scholarship 

health 
professional 

nurse educator 
scholarships 

1 

Kansas 2007 workforce 
development loan 
program 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

low-income students in 
specific programs 

6 

Kentucky 2012 coal county 
scholarship for 
pharmacy students 

health 
professional 

pharmacists in specific 
areas 

1 

Kentucky 2003 college access program 
(cap) grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Kentucky 2012 drive the dream 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Kentucky 2003 early childhood 
development 
scholarship 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

Kentucky 2008 go higher grant non-traditional 
students 

adult students attending 
part-time 

5 

Kentucky 2015 kentucky coal county 
college completion 
scholarship 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

low-income students in 
particular areas 

6 

Kentucky 2003 kentucky educational 
excellence scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Kentucky 2003 kentucky national 
guard tuition award 
program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Kentucky 2003 kentucky teacher 
scholarship/loan 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Kentucky 2003 kentucky tuition grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Kentucky 2003 kheaa work study low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Kentucky 2003 minority educator 
recruitment and 
retention scholarship 

minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Kentucky 2008 osteopathic medicine 
scholarship 

health 
professional 

medical scholarship 1 

Louisiana 2012 chaffee grant low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Louisiana 2008 early start unspecified undetermined 5 
Louisiana 2004 go-youth challange 

program 
armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Louisiana 2009 health care educator 
loan forgiveness 
program 

health 
professional 

medial loan repayments 1 

Louisiana 2003 la leap low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Louisiana 2008 louisiana go grants low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Louisiana 2003 rockefeller state 
wildlife scholarship 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students in specific 
programs 

1 

Louisiana 2008 tuition/taylor 
opportunity program 
for students 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Louisiana 2003 tops teacher 
scholarship program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Louisiana 2006 tops tech early start moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students in specific 
programs 

1 

Maine 2003 dental loan & 
repayment program 

health 
professional 

dental loan & 
repayment 

1 

Maine 2010 doctors for maine's 
future 

health 
professional 

medical scholarship 1 

Maine 2003 educators for maine teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 
Maine 2003 maine access program low-income 

students 
low-income students 3 

Maine 2003 maine health 
professions 

health 
professional 

medial loan repayments 1 

Maine 2003 maine state grant 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Maine 2004 nextgen access 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income, non-
traditional students 

3 

Maine 2006 nextgen student grant moderate-income 
students 

moderate-income 
students 

1 

Maine 2003 quality child care 
program 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Maryland 2004 campus-based 
educational assistance 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Maryland 2008 charles w. riley fire and 
emergency medical 
services tuition  

police and 
firefighters 

firefighters and medical 
tuition reimbursement 

1 
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reimbursement 
program 

Maryland 2003 child care provider 
scholarship program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in child 
development programs 

1 

Maryland 2003 delegate scholarship low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Maryland 2003 developmental 
disabilities,  mental 
health,  child welfare,  
and juvenile justice 
 workforce tuition 
assistance program 

low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Maryland 2003 distinguished scholar 
award 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Maryland 2006 distinguished scholar 
community college 
transfer program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Maryland 2003 distinguished scholar 
teacher education 
award 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Maryland 2003 howard p. rawlings 
educational assistance 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Maryland 2003 edward t. conroy 
memorial scholarship 
program 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Maryland 2003 firefighter,  
ambulance,  and 
rescue squad member 
tuition reimbursement  
program 

police and 
firefighters 

firefighters and medical 
tuition reimbursement 

1 

Maryland 2003 graduate and 
professional 
scholarship program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Maryland 2007 graduate nursing 
faculty scholarship and 
living expenses grant 

health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 

Maryland 2003 howard p. rawlings 
guaranteed access 
grant 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Maryland 2003 hope community 
college transfer 
scholarship program 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Maryland 2003 hope general 
scholarship 

moderate-income 
students 

moderate achieving, 
moderate-income 
students 

1 

Maryland 2008 howard p. rawlings 
campus-based 
educational assistance 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Maryland 2003 jack f. tolbert 
memorial student 
grant program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Maryland 2003 janet l. hoffman loan 
assistance repayment 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

student in various 
medical and related 
programs 

1 

Maryland 2003 loan assistance 
repayment program - 
primary care services 

health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

Maryland 2003 maryland dent-care 
loan assistance 
repayment program 

health 
professional 

dental loan & 
repayment 

1 

Maryland 2003 maryland teacher 
scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Maryland 2003 optometry tuition 
reduction award 

health 
professional 

optometrists 1 

Maryland 2003 part-time grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Maryland 2003 physical and 
occupational 
therapists and 
assistants grant 
program 

health 
professional 

physical and 
occupational therapist 
scholarships 

1 

Maryland 2003 science and 
technology scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students in specific 
programs 

1 

Maryland 2003 senatorial scholarship varied senators decide, but 
must consider need 

5 

Maryland 2003 sharon christa 
mcaullife memorial 
teacher education 
award 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Maryland 2003 state nursing 
scholarship and living 
expenses grant 

health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 

Maryland 2005 teach for the health of 
it 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Maryland 2007 veterans of 
afghanistan and iraq 
conflicts scholarship 

armed services veterans tuition 
assistance 

1 

Maryland 2008 veterans of the 
afghanistan and iraq 
conflicts scholarship 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

Maryland 2004 william donald 
schaefer scholarship 

individuals in 
public service 

individuals in public 
service to low income 
individuals 

5 

Maryland 2007 workforce shortage 
student assistance 
grant program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

Massachusetts 2003 christian herter 
memorial scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Massachusetts 2013 completion incentive 
grant fund 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Massachusetts 2006 early childhood 
educators scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Massachusetts 2008 educational rewards 
grant 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

low-income students in 
specific programs 

6 

Massachusetts 2010 foster and adopted 
child fee assistance 
program 

low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Massachusetts 2003 foster child grant low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Massachusetts 2003 gilbert matching grant health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 

Massachusetts 2006 john & abigail adams 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Massachusetts 2003 massachusetts access 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Massachusetts 2013 massachusetts high 
demand scholarship 

students in 
specific programs 

students in STEM 
programs 

1 

Massachusetts 2003 massachusetts no 
interest loan 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Massachusetts 2003 massachusetts part-
time grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income, non-
traditional students 

3 

Massachusetts 2003 massgrant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Massachusetts 2007 mathematics and 
science scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Massachusetts 2003 need-based tuition 
waiver program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Massachusetts 2003 paraprofessional 
teacher preparation 
grant 

teachers teachers 1 

Massachusetts 2003 performance bonus 
grant 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

6 

Massachusetts 2003 public service grant armed services military and public 
service dependents 

1 

Massachusetts 2003 tomorrow's teachers 
scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Michigan 2003 adult part-time grant low-income 
students 

low-income, non-
traditional students 

3 

Michigan 2006 children of veterans 
tuition grant 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Michigan 2003 mi-loan varied varied 5 
Michigan 2003 michigan competitive 

scholarship 
low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Michigan 2005 michigan educational 
opportunity grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Michigan 2003 michigan merit award high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 
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Michigan 2003 michigan nursing 
scholarship 

health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 

Michigan 2008 michigan promise 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Michigan 2003 michigan tuition grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Michigan 2003 michigan work study low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Michigan 2003 pass - postsecondary 
access student 
scholarship 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

6 

Michigan 2013 police officers and 
firefighters tuition 
waiver 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

Michigan 2003 tuition incentive 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Minnesota 2009 achieve scholarship 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Minnesota 2011 minnesota gi bill 
program 

armed services veterans and 
dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Minnesota 2003 mn indian scholarship 
program 

minority students low-income of indian 
ancestry 

3 

Minnesota 2003 mn state grant low and moderate 
income students 

low and moderate 
income students 

3 

Minnesota 2004 mn state work study 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Minnesota 2003 post-secondary child 
care grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income, non-
traditional students 

3 

Minnesota 2003 safety officers 
survivors grant 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

Minnesota 2003 self loan program varied varied 5 
Mississippi 2003 african american 

doctoral 
minorities in 
specific fields 

minority students in 
doctoral programs 

6 

Mississippi 2004 counseling and school 
administration 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Mississippi 2008 critical needs alterate 
route loan/scholarship 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Mississippi 2014 critical needs dyslexia 
therapy 

health 
professional 

thearpists loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Mississippi 2003 critical needs teacher 
program 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Mississippi 2003 family medicine 
education 
loan/scholarship 

health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

Mississippi 2013 family protection 
specialist social worker 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in social work 
programs 

6 

Mississippi 2003 graduate and 
professional 

unspecified unspecified 5 
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Mississippi 2003 graduate teacher teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Mississippi 2003 gulf coast lab. minority 
summer grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students in 
specific programs 

3 

Mississippi 2003 health care professions health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

Mississippi 2003 law enforcement; 
firemen 

police and 
firefighters 

police and firefighters 
dependents 

1 

Mississippi 2003 mississippi eminent 
scholars grant 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Mississippi 2003 mississippi resident 
tuition grant 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

moderate-income 
students 

6 

Mississippi 2010 mississippi teacher 
loan repayment 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

Mississippi 2003 ms higher ed. 
legislative plan 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Mississippi 2003 ms leap low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Mississippi 2003 nursing education health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 

Mississippi 2003 nursing stipend health 
professional 

nurse scholarships 1 

Mississippi 2003 psychology 
apprenticeship 

health 
professional 

psychology 
apprenticeships 

1 

Mississippi 2003 public management 
graduate intern 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

Mississippi 2015 speech-language 
pathologist forgivable 
loan 

health 
professional 

speech-pathologist loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Mississippi 2003 sreb doctoral scholars 
program 

minority students minority students 3 

Mississippi 2003 sreb optometry and 
osteopathic medicine 

health 
professional 

optometry loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Mississippi 2003 state dental education 
loan/scholarship 

health 
professional 

dental loan & 
repayment 

1 

Mississippi 2003 state medical 
education 
loan/scholarship 

health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

Mississippi 2007 summer 
developmental grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Mississippi 2014 teacher education 
scholars 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Mississippi 2010 veterinary medicine 
minority 

minorities in 
specific fields 

minority veterinarians 6 

Mississippi 2003 vocational rehab individuals with 
disabilities 

individuals with 
disabilities 

3 

Mississippi 2008 william winter 
alternate route 
loan/scholarship 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 
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Mississippi 2003 william winter teacher 
program 

teachers teacher loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Missouri 2003 a+ program moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

Missouri 2008 access missouri 
financial assistance 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Missouri 2012 advanced placement 
incentive grant 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Missouri 2003 advantage missouri 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

Missouri 2003 charles gallagher 
student financial 
assistance program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Missouri 2003 higher education 
academic scholarship 
program 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Missouri 2010 kids' chance 
scholarship program 

dependents of 
deceased  

dependents of deceased 
workers 

5 

Missouri 2010 minority 
underrepresented 
environmental literacy 
program 

high achieving 
minority students 

high achieving minority 
students 

6 

Missouri 2003 missouri college 
guarantee program 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Missouri 2003 missouri guarantee 
plus scholarship-
gearup 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Missouri 2003 missouri minority 
teaching scholarship 

minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Missouri 2003 missouri teacher 
education scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

Missouri 2007 public service officer 
survivor grant program 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

Missouri 2003 ross barnett memorial 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Missouri 2003 survivor grant program armed services dependents of injured 
or deceased veterans 

1 

Missouri 2003 vietnam veterans 
survivor grant 

armed services dependents of injured 
or deceased veterans 

1 

Missouri 2011 wartime veterans 
survivors grant 

armed services dependents of injured 
or deceased veterans 

1 

Montana 2006 governor's 
postsecondary 
scholarship - health 
sciences 

health 
professional 

health sciences 
scholarship 

1 

Montana 2006 governor's 
postsecondary 
scholarship - merit 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 
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Montana 2006 governor's 
postsecondary 
scholarship - merit-at-
large 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Montana 2006 governor's 
postsecondary 
scholarship - need 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Montana 2006 governor's 
postsecondary 
scholarship - 
technology 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

Montana 2003 montana higher 
education grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Montana 2006 montana perkins 
match 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Montana 2006 state seog match low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Montana 2003 montana tuition 
assistance program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 
who are working 

3 

Montana 2003 montana university 
system honor 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Montana 2006 montana work study low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Nebraska 2008 access college early low-income, high 
achieving students 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

6 

Nebraska 2004 military benefits armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

Nebraska 2003 national guard/reserve armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

Nebraska 2012 nebraska opportunity 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Nebraska 2003 postsecondary 
education award 
program 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Nebraska 2003 primary care health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

Nebraska 2004 ug remission/tuition 
waivers 

varied varied 5 

Nebraska 2003 rhop health 
professional 

scholarships for health 
studies students 

1 

Nebraska 2003 scholarship assistance 
program 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Nebraska 2003 state scholarship 
award program 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Nevada 2006 nevada/governor 
guinn millennium 
scholarship program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

Nevada 2003 leap low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Nevada 2006 nevada grant-in-aid teachers faculty and family 
members of faculty 

1 

Nevada 2003 nevada student access 
grants/scholarships 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Nevada 2007 nevada student access 
work study 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Nevada 2003 regents award 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New 
Hampshire 

2005 medical education 
program 

health 
professional 

physician loan 
forgiveness 

1 

New 
Hampshire 

2003 career incentive 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

New 
Hampshire 

2003 dartmouth medical 
program 

health 
professional 

medical scholarship 1 

New 
Hampshire 

2003 leveraged incentive 
grant program 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

New 
Hampshire 

2003 new hampshire 
incentive program 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

New 
Hampshire 

2003 nursing leveraged 
scholarship loan 
program 

health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

New 
Hampshire 

2003 veterinary grant 
program 

health 
professional 

veterinary scholarships 1 

New 
Hampshire 

2003 war orphans armed services dependents of injured 
or deceased veterans 

1 

New 
Hampshire 

2004 workforce incentive 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

New 
Hampshire 

2008 workforce incentive 
program  loan 
repayment 

students in 
specific programs 

students in certain 
academic programs 

1 

New Jersey 2003 c. clyde ferguson law 
scholarship 

minorities in 
specific fields 

minority law students 6 

New Jersey 2003 dana christmas 
scholarship for 
heroism 

students who 
demonstrate 
heroism 

students who 
demonstrate heroism 

1 

New Jersey 2003 educational 
opportunity fund (eof) 
article iii 
undergraduate 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New Jersey 2003 edward j. bloustein 
distinguished scholars 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

New Jersey 2003 eof program iii 
graduate grants 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New Jersey 2003 garden state scholars low-income 
students 

low-income or minority 
students from the inner 
city 

3 

New Jersey 2013 governors urban 
scholars 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

3 
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New Jersey 2005 law enforcement 
officer memorial 
(leom) scholarship 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
or injured public safety 
officers 

1 

New Jersey 2003 martin luther king 
physician-dentist 
scholarship 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

low-income or minority 
students in dental 
program 

6 

New Jersey 2003 minority academic 
career program 

minorities in 
specific fields 

minorities pursuing 
graduate degrees 

6 

New Jersey 2003 minority faculty 
advancement program 

minority teachers minority faculty loan 
forgiveness 

6 

New Jersey 2003 miss new jersey 
educational 
scholarship 

students in 
specific programs 

students participating in 
miss new jersey 
competition 

1 

New Jersey 2003 new jersey prisoner of 
war/missing in action 

armed services dependents of injured 
or deceased veterans 

1 

New Jersey 2003 new jersey veterans 
tuition credit program 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

New Jersey 2003 new jersey war 
orphans 

armed services dependents of injured 
or deceased veterans 

1 

New Jersey 2015 nj governor's industry 
vocations scholarship 

minorities in 
specific fields 

minorities in specific 
fields 

6 

New Jersey 2012 nj prisoner of 
war/missing in action 
program 

armed services dependents of injured 
or deceased veterans 

1 

New Jersey 2005 nj stars (student 
tuition assistance 
reward scholarship) 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

New Jersey 2007 nj stars ii high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

New Jersey 2003 njclass loan varied varied 5 
New Jersey 2013 nursing faculty health 

professional 
nurse educator 
scholarships 

1 

New Jersey 2003 outstanding scholar 
recruitment program 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

New Jersey 2004 part-time tag for 
county college 
students 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New Jersey 2003 part-time tag/eof low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New Jersey 2010 primary care physician 
and dentist loan 
redemption program 

health 
professional 

medical and dental loan 
repayment 

1 

New Jersey 2010 social service 
redemption program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in the social 
services 

1 

New Jersey 2003 survivor tuition 
benefits 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

New Jersey 2010 teaching fellows 
program 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

New Jersey 2003 tuition aid grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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New Jersey 2003 veterinary medicine 
education contract 
program 

health 
professional 

veterinary scholarships 1 

New Jersey 2004 world trade center 
scholarship 

dependents of 
deceased  

dependents of deceased 
from 9/11 

5 

New Mexico 2003 3% scholarships moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

New Mexico 2008 allied loan for service health 
professional 

students in health 
related fields 

1 

New Mexico 2003 athletic scholarship students in 
specific programs 

student athletes 1 

New Mexico 2003 childcare grants non-traditional 
students 

non-traditional students 
with children 

3 

New Mexico 2015 children youth and 
family worker loan 
repayment program 

varied varied 5 

New Mexico 2012 education trust board 
pathways scholarship 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

New Mexico 2014 fire fighter peace 
officer and survivor 
scholarship 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

New Mexico 2003 graduate scholarships minorities in 
specific fields 

minority students 
pursuing graduate 
education 

6 

New Mexico 2003 health professional 
loan repayment 

health 
professional 

medical loan repayment 1 

New Mexico 2003 legislative endowment low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New Mexico 2008 legislative lottery 
scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate-achieving 
students 

1 

New Mexico 2008 medical loan for 
service 

health 
professional 

medical loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

New Mexico 2003 minority doctoral minorities in 
specific fields 

minority students in 
specific fields 

6 

New Mexico 2003 nm competitive 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

New Mexico 2003 nm scholars high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

New Mexico 2003 nm state student 
incentive grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New Mexico 2003 nm vietnam veterans armed services dependents of vietnam 
veterans 

1 

New Mexico 2006 nurse educator loan 
for service 

health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

New Mexico 2003 nursing student loan health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

New Mexico 2003 osteopathic medicine health 
professional 

osteopathic medicine 
loan and forgiveness 

1 

New Mexico 2015 primary care tuition 
waiver program 

health 
professional 

medical scholarship 1 
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New Mexico 2008 public service law 
repayment assistance 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

attorneys in public 
service 

1 

New Mexico 2003 student choice low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New Mexico 2003 teacher loan 
repayment program 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

New Mexico 2014 wartime veteran 
scholarship 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

New Mexico 2003 wiche varied varied 5 
New York 2003 nys aid for part-time 

study 
low-income 
students 

low-income non-
traditional students 

3 

New York 2007 district attorney loan 
forgiveness program 

individuals in 
specific programs 

legal professionals 
working as district 
attorneys 

2 

New York 2010 flight 3407 memorial 
scholarship 

dependents of 
deceased  

dependents of deceased 
from flight 3407 

5 

New York 2007 flight 587 memorial 
scholarship 

dependents of 
deceased  

dependents of deceased 
from flight 3407 

5 

New York 2003 memorial scholarships 
for families of 
deceased firefighters, 
police officers,  
peace officers, and 
emergency medical 
service workers 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
or injured public safety 
officers 

1 

New York 2005 military service 
recognition 
scholarship 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

New York 2003 native american 
postsecondary aid 

minority students tribal members and 
their dependents 

3 

New York 2015 new york state young 
farmers loan 
forgiveness incentive 
program 

farmers farmers loan forgiveness 1 

New York 2007 nursing faculty loan 
forgiveness incentive 
program 

health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

New York 2009 ny lottery - leaders of 
tomorrow scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

New York 2007 nys licensed social 
worker loan 
forgiveness program 

students in 
specific programs 

social workers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

New York 2007 nys math and science 
teacher incentive 
scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

New York 2008 nys memorial 
scholarships for 
families of deceased 
firefighters, volunteer  

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 
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firefighters, police 
officers, peace officers, 
and emergency 
medical service 
workers 

New York 2008 nys regents awards for 
children of  deceased 
and disabled veterans 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

New York 2008 nys regents health care 
opportunity 
scholarships 

health 
professional 

students in health 
related fields 

1 

New York 2008 nys regents 
professional 
opportunity 
scholarships 

health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

New York 2008 nys scholarships for 
academic excellence 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

New York 2015 nys science, 
technology, 
engineering and 
mathematics (stem) 
incentive program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in STEM loan 
forgiveness 

1 

New York 2008 nys volunteer 
recruitment service 
scholarship 

students in 
specific programs 

students in fire and 
ambulatory service 
programs 

1 

New York 2008 nys world trade center 
memorial scholarship 

dependents of 
deceased  

dependents of deceased 
from 9/11 

1 

New York 2003 primary care service 
corps 

health 
professional 

physician loan 
forgiveness 

1 

New York 2003 regents physician loan 
forgiveness program 

health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

New York 2007 senator patricia k. 
mcgee nursing faculty 
scholarship 

health 
professional 

nurse educator 
scholarships 

1 

New York 2003 state loan repayment 
program 

varied varied 5 

New York 2003 tuition assistance 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

New York 2008 vietnam/persian gulf 
veterans tuition award 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

North Carolina 2003 appropriated grants varied varied 5 
North Carolina 2007 board of governors 

dental scholarship loan 
health 
professional 

dental loan & 
repayment 

1 

North Carolina 2003 board of governors 
dental scholarships 

health 
professional 

dental scholarship 1 

North Carolina 2007 board of governors 
medical scholarship 
loan 

health 
professional 

physician loan 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2003 board of governors 
medical scholarships 

health 
professional 

physician loan 
forgiveness 

1 
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North Carolina 2006 certain private 
education institutions 

varied varied 5 

North Carolina 2003 community college 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Carolina 2004 contract programs in 
medicine dentistry and 
optometry 

health 
professional 

medical loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2003 ecsu incentive scholars 
program 

varied varied 5 

North Carolina 2009 education access 
rewards nc (earn) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Carolina 2013 forgivable education 
loans for service 

students in 
specific programs 

students in critical 
employment shortage 
professions 

1 

North Carolina 2006 future teachers 
scholarship/loan 

teachers teachers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2003 health  science and 
mathematics loan 

students in 
specific programs 

students in STEM loan 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2003 incentive scholarships 
(unc pbi + psu) 

varied varied 5 

North Carolina 2003 incentive scholarships 
and grant programs for 
native americans 

minority students native american tuition 
assistance 

6 

North Carolina 2006 millennium teacher 
scholarship/loans 

teachers teachers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2003 minority presence 
scholarships 

minority students minority students at 
state institutions 

3 

North Carolina 2003 nc legislative tuition 
grants 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

North Carolina 2011 nc national guard 
tuition assistance 
program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

North Carolina 2009 nc optometry 
scholarship loan 

health 
professional 

optometrists loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2009 nc reach low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

North Carolina 2003 nc teaching fellows 
program 

teachers teachers fellowship 
program  

1 

North Carolina 2003 nc veterans 
scholarships 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

North Carolina 2004 nc veterans 
scholarships - nonneed 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

North Carolina 2013 need based 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Carolina 2008 north carolina 
education lottery 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Carolina 2006 north carolina school 
of science & 
mathematics tuition 
grant 

students in 
specific programs 

students in STEM 
scholarships 

1 
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North Carolina 2003 north carolina student 
incentive grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Carolina 2003 nurse education 
scholarship loan 

health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2007 nurse educators of 
tomorrow 

health 
professional 

nurse educator 
scholarships 

1 

North Carolina 2003 nurse scholars 
program 

health 
professional 

nursing graduate 
students 

1 

North Carolina 2006 physical education-
coaching scholarship 
loan 

teachers teachers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

North Carolina 2003 principal fellows 
program 

teachers teachers scholarships 1 

North Carolina 2006 project health unspecified unspecified 5 
North Carolina 2003 prospective teacher 

scholarship loan 
teachers teachers scholarships 1 

North Carolina 2003 state contractual 
scholarships 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Carolina 2003 teacher assistant 
scholarship fund 

teachers teacher assistant 
scholarship 

1 

North Carolina 2004 teacher assistant 
scholarship loan 

teachers teacher assistant 
scholarship 

1 

North Carolina 2003 tuition remission teachers teachers tuition 
remission 

1 

North Carolina 2004 unc campus 
scholarships 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Carolina 2003 unc need based grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

North Dakota 2013 nd professional 
student exchange 
program 

health 
professional 

varied medical fields 
scholarship 

1 

North Dakota 2003 nd scholars program high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

North Dakota 2011 north dakota academic 
scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

North Dakota 2011 north dakota career 
and technical 
education scholarship 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

North Dakota 2013 north dakota indian 
scholarship 

minority students native american tuition 
assistance 

3 

North Dakota 2003 north dakota state 
student incentive 
grant program 

low-income 
students  

low-income students 3 

North Dakota 2012 stem occupation loan 
forgiveness 

students in 
specific programs 

students in STEM loan 
forgiveness 

1 

North Dakota 2003 teacher retraining 
scholarship 

teachers teacher scholarship 1 

North Dakota 2003 teacher shortage loan 
forgiveness program 

teachers teacher loan forgiveness 1 

North Dakota 2003 technology occupation 
loan forgiveness 

students in 
specific programs 

students in tech loan 
forgiveness 

1 
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Ohio 2003 academic scholarships high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Ohio 2010 choose ohio first 
scholarship program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in STEM 
scholarships 

1 

Ohio 2003 graduate/professional 
fellowship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Ohio 2003 nurse education 
assistance loan 
program 

health 
professional 

nurse educator 
scholarships 

1 

Ohio 2007 ohio college 
opportunity grant 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Ohio 2003 ohio instructional 
grant program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Ohio 2003 ohio national guard 
tuition grants 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Ohio 2003 part-time student 
instructional grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Ohio 2003 physician loan 
repayment 
program/national 
health service corps 

health 
professional 

medical loan repayment 1 

Ohio 2003 safety officers college 
memorial fund 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

Ohio 2003 student choice grants varied varied medical fields 
scholarship 

1 

Ohio 2003 student workforce 
development grant 
program 

varied veterans, displaced 
workers, and 
immigrants 

5 

Ohio 2003 war orphans 
scholarship 

armed services dependents of deceased 
or disabled veterans 

1 

Oklahoma 2003 academic scholars high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Oklahoma 2003 chiropractic education 
assistance 

health 
professional 

chiropractor 
scholarships 

1 

Oklahoma 2003 future teacher 
scholarship 

teachers  teacher scholarship 1 

Oklahoma 2003 heartland scholarship dependents of 
deceased  

dependents of deceased 
from bombings 

5 

Oklahoma 2003 minority doctoral 
study grant 

minority students minority students in 
doctoral programs 

3 

Oklahoma 2003 minority professional 
study grant 

minority students minority students in 
specific fields 

3 

Oklahoma 2003 ok higher learning 
access program 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Oklahoma 2003 oklahoma tuition aid 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Oklahoma 2005 oklahoma tuition 
equalization grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Oklahoma 2003 oklahoma tuition 
waiver 

varied tuition wavers by 
individual institutions 

5 

Oklahoma 2006 oklahoma's promise - 
ohlap 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Oklahoma 2003 regional university 
baccalaureate 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Oklahoma 2003 william p. willis 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Oregon 2003 barber & hairdresser 
grant 

students in 
specific programs 

students in 
barber/cosmetology 
school 

5 

Oregon 2003 fee remissions teachers teachers tuition 
remission 

1 

Oregon 2003 former foster youth 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Oregon 2003 jobs plus low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Oregon 2003 oregon national guard armed services guard tuition assistance 1 
Oregon 2003 oregon nursing loan health 

professional 
nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Oregon 2004 oregon nursing 
services 

health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Oregon 2003 oregon opportunity 
grant 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

Oregon 2003 oregon rural health 
services loan 
repayment 

health 
professional 

medical loan repayment 1 

Oregon 2006 oregon troops to 
teachers 

teachers teachers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Oregon 2003 oregon youth 
conservation corps 

varied varied 5 

Oregon 2008 student child care 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 agriculture education 
loan forgiveness 
program 

farmers farmers loan forgiveness 1 

Pennsylvania 2004 armed forces loan 
forgiveness 

armed services armed forces loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Pennsylvania 2012 blind or deaf 
beneficiary grant 
program 

individuals with 
disabilities 

individuals with 
disabilities 

3 

Pennsylvania 2003 cheyney university 
keystone honors 
academy 

high achieving 
minority students 

high achieving minority 
students 

6 

Pennsylvania 2003 education assistance 
program for national 
guard members 

armed services armed forces loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Pennsylvania 2004 healthier futures unspecified unspecified 5 
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Pennsylvania 2012 higher education for 
the disadvantaged (act 
101) program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 horace mann bond-
leslie pinckney hill 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 
in specific programs 

1 

Pennsylvania 2015 institutional assistance 
grants 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Pennsylvania 2003 matching funds - 
federal perkins loan 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 matching funds - 
federal work-study 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 matching funds - 
pheaa community 
service program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 matching funds/state 
work-study program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 new economy 
technology scholarship 
(nets) 

students in 
specific programs 

students in specific 
programs 

1 

Pennsylvania 2007 nurse educator loan 
forgiveness program 

health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Pennsylvania 2008 nursing loan 
forgiveness for 
healthier futures 

health 
professional 

nurse loan forgiveness 1 

Pennsylvania 2013 pa targeted industry 
program (pa-tip) 

students in 
specific programs 

students in energy, 
manufacturing, and ag 

1 

Pennsylvania 2003 partnership for access 
to higher education 
(path) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 pennsylvania state 
grant program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2005 pheaa aes award low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Pennsylvania 2003 postsecondary 
education gratuity 
program (pegp) 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
public safety workers 

1 

Pennsylvania 2003 primary health care 
loan forgiveness 

health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

Pennsylvania 2005 quality early education 
loan forgiveness 

students in 
specific programs 

students who work at 
approved day-care 
facilities 

1 

Pennsylvania 2015 ready to succeed 
scholarship program 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Pennsylvania 2007 state veteran home 
nursing loan 
forgiveness 

armed services military loan forgiveness 1 

Pennsylvania 2003 tanf education award 
program (teap) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Pennsylvania 2006 technology work 
experience internship 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in tech 
internships 

1 

Pennsylvania 2006 workforce 
advancement grant for 
education (wage) 

low-income 
students 

non-traditional students 3 

Rhode Island 2003 rhode island state 
grant program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

South Carolina 2004 academic common 
market program 

varied students in specific 
programs 

5 

South Carolina 2004 access & equity 
undergraduate 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

South Carolina 2003 graduate incentive 
scholarship 

minority students minority students in 
graduate programs 

3 

South Carolina 2008 legislative incentives 
for future excellence 
(life) scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

South Carolina 2003 lottery tuition 
assistance 

unspecified unspecified 5 

South Carolina 2004 national guard student 
loan repayment 
program 

armed services military loan forgiveness 1 

South Carolina 2003 other race program minority students minority students 3 
South Carolina 2003 palmetto fellows 

scholarship 
high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

South Carolina 2003 sc hope scholarship high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

South Carolina 2008 sc national guard 
college assistance 
program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

South Carolina 2008 sc need-based grants low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

South Carolina 2003 sreb contract program health 
professional 

varied medical fields 
scholarship 

1 

South Carolina 2003 sc tuition grants 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

South Dakota 2013 jump start scholarship high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

South Dakota 2009 south dakota leap low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

South Dakota 2014 south dakota need 
based grant program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

South Dakota 2006 south dakota 
opportunity 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

South Dakota 2006 veterinary student 
tuition assistance 
grant 

health 
professional 

veterinary scholarships 1 
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Tennessee 2006 aspire supplement to 
the hope scholarship 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Tennessee 2003 christa mcauliffe 
scholarship 

teachers teachers scholarships 1 

Tennessee 2003 dependent children 
scholarship 

police and 
firefighters 

dependents of deceased 
or disabled public safety 
workers 

1 

Tennessee 2006 dual enrollment grant high achieving 
minority students 

high achieving minority 
students 

6 

Tennessee 2007 gams (general 
assembly merit 
scholarship) 
supplement to the  
hope scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Tennessee 2008 graduate nursing loan 
forgiveness program 

health 
professional 

nurse loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Tennessee 2009 helping heroes grant armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

Tennessee 2005 hope access grant low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Tennessee 2006 hope foster child 
tuition grant 

low-income 
students 

students in foster care 3 

Tennessee 2008 math & science 
teacher loan 
forgiveness program 

teachers teachers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Tennessee 2003 minority teaching 
fellows program 

minority teachers minority teachers 6 

Tennessee 2003 ned mcwherter 
scholars program 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Tennessee 2009 rural health loan 
forgiveness 

health 
professional 

medical loan forgiveness 1 

Tennessee 2014 step up scholarship students with 
disabilities 

students with disabilities 3 

Tennessee 2003 tennessee student 
assistance award 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Tennessee 2006 tennessee teaching 
scholars 

teachers teachers scholarship  1 

Tennessee 2003 tsaa-restoration low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Tennessee 2005 wilder-naifeh technical 
skills grant 

students in 
specific programs 

students in specific 
programs 

1 

Texas 2003 5th year accounting 
scholarships 

students in 
specific programs 

students in accounting 
graduate programs 

1 

Texas 2003 border county doctoral 
faculty education loan 
repayment program 

teachers teachers 1 

Texas 2003 dental education loan 
repayment 

health 
professional 

dental loan repayment 1 
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Texas 2008 designated tuition- 
grants 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2006 doctoral incentive loan 
repayment program 

minority students minority students in 
doctoral programs 

3 

Texas 2003 early childhood care 
provider loan 
repayment program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in early 
childhood care 
programs 

1 

Texas 2003 early h.s. graduation 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Texas 2006 education loan 
repayment program 

teachers teachers 1 

Texas 2003 educational aide 
exemption 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2013 educational loan 
repayment program 
for attorneys 
employed by the  
office of the attorney 
general 

students in 
specific programs 

students in law 
programs 

1 

Texas 2003 hinson-hazlewood 
college student loans 

varied varied 5 

Texas 2003 license plate insignia 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2003 line item scholarships unspecified unspecified 5 
Texas 2003 physician education 

loan repayment 
program 

teachers teachers 1 

Texas 2003 professional nursing 
student loan 
repayment program 

health 
professional 

nursing loan repayment 1 

Texas 2003 student deposit 
scholarships 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Texas 2003 tanf exemption low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2003 teach for texas 
alternative 
certification 
conditional grant 

teachers teachers scholarship 1 

Texas 2003 teach for texas 
conditional grant 

teachers teachers scholarship 1 

Texas 2006 teach for texas loan 
repayment assistance 
program 

teachers teachers loan 
forgiveness 

1 

Texas 2004 texas b-on-time loan 
program 

moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

Texas 2003 texas college work-
study 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2005 texas education 
opportunity grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2003 texas grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Texas 2003 texas grant ii low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2010 texas grant with s/leap low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2003 texas national guard 
tuition assistance 
program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 

Texas 2003 texas new horizons 
scholarships 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Texas 2003 texas public education 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2003 tx nursing scholarship health 
professional 

nursing scholarship 1 

Texas 2003 tx public student 
incentive grant (psig) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2003 tx tuition assistance 
grant program (tag) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2003 tx tuition equalization 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Texas 2010 tx tuition equalization 
grant with s/leap 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Utah 2003 new century 
scholarship 

varied varied 5 

Utah 2009 regents' scholarship high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Utah 2003 terrel h bell teaching 
incentive 

teachers teachers scholarship 1 

Utah 2003 tuition waivers varied varied 5 
Utah 2004 uheaa scholarships unspecified unspecified 5 
Utah 2003 ut leveraging 

educational assistance 
partnership (leap) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Utah 2003 ut wiche low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Utah 2003 utah centennial 
opportunity program 
for education (ucope) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Utah 2012 utah higher education 
success stipend 
program (hessp) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Utah 2015 veterans tuition gap 
program 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

Vermont 2014 armed services 
scholarship 

armed services military scholarship 1 

Vermont 2006 emily lester vermont 
opportunity 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2006 national guard 
educational assistance 
program 

armed services guard tuition assistance 1 
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Vermont 2003 non-degree grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2003 pse grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2003 summer employment 
program 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Vermont 2004 vermont endowment 
scholarship 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Vermont 2003 vermont honor 
scholarships 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Vermont 2003 vermont incentive 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2009 vermont state dental 
hygienist incentive 
loan program 

health 
professional 

dental loan repayment 1 

Vermont 2006 vermont state dental 
hygienist incentive 
scholarship 

health 
professional 

dental scholarship 1 

Vermont 2009 vermont state dentist 
incentive loan program 

health 
professional 

dental loan repayment 1 

Vermont 2009 vermont state nursing 
incentive loan program 

health 
professional 

nursing loan repayment 1 

Vermont 2005 vermont state nursing 
incentive program 

health 
professional 

nursing scholarship 1 

Vermont 2006 vermont state nursing 
incentive scholarship 

health 
professional 

nursing scholarship 1 

Vermont 2009 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 1) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2009 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 2) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2010 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 3) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2011 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 4) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2012 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 5) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2013 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 6) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2014 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 7) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Vermont 2015 vsac next generation 
initiative scholarship 
(cohort 8) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Vermont 2003 vt part-time grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Virginia 2008 brown v board of 
education scholarship 

minority students non-traditional minority 
students 

3 

Virginia 2003 college scholarship 
assistance program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Virginia 2007 commonwealth of 
virginia nurse educator 
scholarship 

health 
professional 

nurse educator 
scholarships 

1 

Virginia 2005 doctoral scholars 
scholarship program 

minority students minority students in 
doctoral programs 

3 

Virginia 2003 eastern shore tuition 
assistance program 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Virginia 2007 gearup scholarship low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Virginia 2004 granville p. meade 
scholarship program 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Virginia 2004 higher education 
teacher assistance 
program 

teachers teachers scholarship 1 

Virginia 2007 mary marshall nursing 
scholarship program 

health 
professional 

nursing scholarship 1 

Virginia 2003 medical scholarship 
program 

health 
professional 

physicians scholarship 1 

Virginia 2010 optometry grant loan 
program 

health 
professional 

optometry loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Virginia 2003 regional contracts unspecified unspecified 5 
Virginia 2003 rural dental 

scholarship program 
health 
professional 

dental scholarship 1 

Virginia 2004 senior citizens tuition 
waiver - 
undergraduate 

non-traditional 
students 

senior citizens 1 

Virginia 2008 senior citizens tuition 
waiver - graduate 

non-traditional 
students 

senior citizens 1 

Virginia 2008 shipyard workers 
scholarship loan 
program 

unspecified unspecified 5 

Virginia 2013 southside virginia 
scholarship/loan 
program 

students in 
specific 
geographic areas 

students in specific 
geographic areas 

5 

Virginia 2003 southside virginia 
tobacco teacher 
scholarship/loan 
program 

students in 
specific 
geographic areas 

students in specific 
geographic areas 

5 

Virginia 2007 southwest virginia 
burley tobacco 
scholarship 

students in 
specific 
geographic areas 

students in specific 
geographic areas 

5 

Virginia 2005 virginia space grant 
consortium scholarship 
program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in STEM 1 
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Virginia 2003 state cadetship armed services students in military 
training programs 

1 

Virginia 2014 tobacco region 
scholarship program - 
southside 

students in 
specific 
geographic areas 

students in specific 
geographic areas 

5 

Virginia 2014 tobacco region 
scholarship program - 
southwest 

students in 
specific 
geographic areas 

students in specific 
geographic areas 

5 

Virginia 2015 tuition and fee 
revenue used for 
financial aid - graduate 

varied varied 5 

Virginia 2015 tuition and fee 
revenue used for 
financial aid - 
undergraduate 

varied  varied 5 

Virginia 2003 tuition assistance 
grant program 

varied varied 5 

Virginia 2003 unfunded scholarships 
- graduate 

varied varied 5 

Virginia 2003 unfunded scholarships 
- undergraduate 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Virginia 2005 various graduate 
waivers 

varied varied 5 

Virginia 2005 various undergraduate 
waivers 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Virginia 2004 vdot - engineering 
scholarship program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in engineering 
programs 

1 

Virginia 2003 vdot civil engineering 
scholarship program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in engineering 
programs 

1 

Virginia 2004 virginia national guard 
scholarship 

armed services military scholarship 1 

Virginia 2003 virginia graduate 
commonwealth award 
(need) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Virginia 2003 virginia graduate 
commonwealth award 
(nonneed) 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Virginia 2008 virginia military 
survivors and 
dependents education 
program  
stipend - graduate 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Virginia 2008 virginia military 
survivors and 
dependents education 
program  
stipend - 
undergraduate 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Virginia 2007 virginia military 
survivors and 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 
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dependents education 
program  
tuition/fee waiver - 
graduate 

Virginia 2007 virginia military 
survivors and 
dependents education 
program  
tuition/fee waiver - 
undergraduate 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Virginia 2009 virginia national guard 
scholarship - graduate 

armed services military scholarship 1 

Virginia 2009 virginia national guard 
scholarship - 
undergraduate 

armed services military scholarship 1 

Virginia 2008 virginia nurse 
practitioner/nurse 
midwife scholarship 

health 
professional 

nurse scholarship 1 

Virginia 2003 virginia teacher 
scholarship loan 
program 

teachers teachers loan and 
forgiveness 

1 

Virginia 2004 virginia tobacco 
scholarship loan 
program 

students in 
specific 
geographic areas 

students in specific 
geographic areas 

5 

Virginia 2009 virginia two-year 
college transfer grant 
program 

low-income, 
moderate-
achieving students 

low-income, moderate 
achieving students 

6 

Virginia 2004 virginia war orphan 
education act 

armed services dependents of deceased 
veterans 

1 

Virginia 2003 virginia woman's 
institute of leadership 
program 

armed services military scholarship 1 

Virginia 2003 vsfap matching 
program 

varied varied 5 

Virginia 2003 vsfap - virginia 
commonwealth award 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Virginia 2003 vsfap - virginia 
guaranteed assistance 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Washington 2012 aerospace training 
student loan program 

students in 
specific programs 

students in aerospace 
programs 

1 

Washington 2007 alternative routes to 
teaching conditional 
scholarship 

teachers teachers scholarship 1 

Washington 2003 american indian 
endowed scholarship 

low-income, high 
achieving minority 
students 

low-income, high 
achieving minority 
students 

6 

Washington 2013 college bound 
scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Washington 2003 education opportunity 
grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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Washington 2003 future teachers 
conditional scholarship 

teachers teachers scholarship 1 

Washington 2011 get ready for math and 
science conditional 
scholarship 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

low-income, high 
achieving students in 
STEM programs 

6 

Washington 2003 health professional 
scholarship program 

health 
professional 

health professional 
scholarship 

1 

Washington 2007 sbctc opportunity 
grant 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

low-income students in 
high wage, high demand 
careers 

6 

Washington 2009 passport to college 
promise scholarship 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Washington 2003 washington award for 
vocational excellence 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Washington 2003 washington promise 
scholarship 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

low-income, high 
achieving students 

6 

Washington 2003 washington scholars high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Washington 2003 washington state need 
grant program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Washington 2013 washington state 
opportunity 
scholarship 

low-income 
students in 
specific programs 

low-income students in 
STEM fields 

6 

Washington 2005 worker retraining 
program 

unemployed 
workers 

unemployed workers 
scholarship for 
retraining 

3 

West Virginia 2005 attorney general's 
public health trust 
fund 

unspecified unspecified 5 

West Virginia 2003 engineering science & 
technology scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 
in STEM fields 

1 

West Virginia 2004 health science 
scholarship program 

health 
professional 

health professional 
scholarship  

1 

West Virginia 2003 higher education adult 
part-time program 

low-income 
students 

low-income, non-
traditional students 

3 

West Virginia 2003 institutional graduate 
& professional tuition 
& fee waiver 

varied varied 5 

West Virginia 2005 institutional 
undergraduate tuition 
& fee waiver 

varied varied 5 

West Virginia 2003 medical student loan 
program 

health 
professional 

health professionals 
loan and forgiveness 

1 

West Virginia 2003 promise scholarship moderate-
achieving students 

moderate achieving 
students 

1 

West Virginia 2005 tuition contract 
programs in specified 
fields 

students in 
specific programs 

students in specific 
programs 

1 

West Virginia 2004 underwood-smith 
teacher scholarship 

teachers teachers 1 
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West Virginia 2004 wv veteran's re-
education fund 

armed services veterans or dependents 
of veterans 

1 

West Virginia 2003 west virginia higher 
education grant 
program 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

West Virginia 2003 wv national guard 
tuition assistance 

armed services vocational rehabilitation 1 

Wisconsin 2003 academic excellence 
scholarship 

high achieving 
students 

high achieving students 1 

Wisconsin 2004 contract for dental 
education 

health 
professional 

dental loan repayment 1 

Wisconsin 2012 foundation grant unspecified unspecified 5 
Wisconsin 2003 hearing & visually 

handicapped student 
grant 

individuals with 
disabilities 

individuals with 
disabilities 

3 

Wisconsin 2003 indian student 
assistance grant 

minority students minority students 3 

Wisconsin 2003 mcow family & 
community medicine 

health 
professional 

health professional 
scholarship 

1 

Wisconsin 2003 mcow tuition 
capitation 

health 
professional 

health professional 
scholarship 

1 

Wisconsin 2003 minority teacher loan minority teachers minority teachers 6 
Wisconsin 2003 minority 

undergraduate 
retention grant - 
private 

minority students minority students 3 

Wisconsin 2003 minority 
undergraduate 
retention grant - wtc 

minority students minority students 3 

Wisconsin 2003 talent incentive 
program grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Wisconsin 2003 teacher of the visually 
impaired loan 

teachers teachers 1 

Wisconsin 2012 wisconsin covenant 
scholars grant 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Wisconsin 2015 wisconsin tuition grant low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Wisconsin 2015 wisconsin higher 
education grant - wtc 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Wisconsin 2015 wisconsin higher 
education grant - tribal 

minority students minority students 3 

Wisconsin 2015 wisconsin higher 
education grant - uw 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 

Wyoming 2010 hathaway scholarship varied varied 5 
Wyoming 2003 leveraging educational 

assistance partnership 
(leap) 

low-income 
students 

low-income students 3 
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APPENDIX 2. 

Summary statistics for individual normalized components comprising the measure of social 
construction. 
 

Table 6. Summary Statistics for Individual SCT Measure Components 

      
Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max 
Maximum TANF 735 0.625 0.199 0.000 0.998 
GSS Avg. Percent Negative 735 0.441 0.235 0.000 1.000 
Population to Representation 735 0.353 0.187 0.00001 1.000 
Minority Incarceration Rate 735 0.283 0.159 0.00000 1.000 
Black Electoral Percent 735 0.216 0.225 0.000 1.000 

 
 
Correlation matrix for social construction measure. 
 

Table 7. Correlation Matrix, SCT Measure 

 M.T G.S.S P.T.R M.I.R B.E.P. 
Maximum TANF 1 0.590 0.390 0.140 0.510 
GSS Avg. Percent Negative 0.590 1 0.530 0.220 0.650 
Population to Representation 0.390 0.530 1 0.200 0.700 
Minority Incarceration Rate 0.140 0.220 0.200 1 0.140 
Black Electoral Percent 0.510 0.650 0.700 0.140 1 

 
 
Average percentage answering ’negatively’ by region, General Social Survey. 
 

Below, I provide further detail on the number of respondents who answer ’negatively’ 

towards minorities, by region in 1990 and 2014. Regional variables are calculated and then 

disaggregated out by state by U.S. Census Region.  

Question: “On the average (Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) have worse jobs, 

income, and housing than white people. Do you think these differences are”? 

1. Mainly due to discrimination
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2. Because most (Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) have less in-born ability to learn? 

3. Because most (Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) don’t have the chance for education that 

it takes to rise out of poverty? 

4. Because most (Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans) just don’t have the motivation or will 

power to pull themselves up out of poverty? 

    
Question 1 REGION YEAR Percent Responding ’No’ 
1 (1) NEW ENGLAND 1990 42 
2 (1) NEW ENGLAND 2014 57 
3 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 1990 71 
4 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 2014 65 
5 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 62 
6 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 76 
7 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 63 
8 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 69 
9 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 1990 65 
10 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 2014 78 
11 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 82 
12 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 76 
13 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 69 
14 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 82 
15 (8) MOUNTAIN 1990 57 
16 (8) MOUNTAIN 2014 63 
17 (9) PACIFIC 1990 55 
18 (9) PACIFIC 2014 60 
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Question 2 REGION YEAR Percent Responding ’Yes’ 
1 (1) NEW ENGLAND 1990 14 
2 (1) NEW ENGLAND 2014 4 
3 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 1990 21 
4 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 2014 9 
5 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 22 
6 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 8 
7 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 18 
8 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 3 
9 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 1990 30 
10 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 2014 11 
11 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 22 
12 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 14 
13 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 24 
14 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 8 
15 (8) MOUNTAIN 1990 4 
16 (8) MOUNTAIN 2014 4 
17 (9) PACIFIC 1990 15 
18 (9) PACIFIC 2014 3 

 

    
Question 3 REGION YEAR Percent Responding ’No’ 
1 (1) NEW ENGLAND 1990 25 
2 (1) NEW ENGLAND 2014 37 
3 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 1990 56 
4 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 2014 48 
5 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 47 
6 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 57 
7 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 45 
8 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 57 
9 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 1990 53 
10 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 2014 65 
11 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 60 
12 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 69 
13 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 66 
14 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 71 
15 (8) MOUNTAIN 1990 41 
16 (8) MOUNTAIN 2014 52 
17 (9) PACIFIC 1990 38 
18 (9) PACIFIC 2014 51 
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Question 4 REGION YEAR Percent Responding ’Yes’ 
1 (1) NEW ENGLAND 1990 41 
2 (1) NEW ENGLAND 2014 33 
3 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 1990 68 
4 (2) MIDDLE ATLANTIC 2014 34 
5 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 63 
6 (3) E. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 45 
7 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 1990 62 
8 (4) W. NOR. CENTRAL 2014 43 
9 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 1990 75 
10 (5) SOUTH ATLANTIC 2014 54 
11 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 72 
12 (6) E. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 57 
13 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 1990 69 
14 (7) W. SOU. CENTRAL 2014 53 
15 (8) MOUNTAIN 1990 61 
16 (8) MOUNTAIN 2014 31 
17 (9) PACIFIC 1990 58 
18 (9) PACIFIC 2014 41 
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Individual components of SCT measure as a predictor of need-based aid.  
 

Table 8. Individual SCT Components and Need-based Aid 

 
 

− 

− 

− 

− − − 

 
  Dependent variable:  

log.Need.Based.Aid 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Maximum TANF  4.986∗∗∗ 
(0.605) 

Average Pct. Negative 0.358 
(0.250) 

 
Population to Representation 1.093∗∗ 

(0.491) 
 

Minority Incarceration Rate 4.617∗∗∗ 
(0.361) 

 
Black Electoral Pct. 2.369∗∗∗ 

(0.600) 
 

Observations 735 735 735 735 735 
R2 0.090 0.003 0.007 0.193 0.022 
Adjusted R2 0.025 0.068 0.064 0.135 0.048 
F Statistic (df = 1; 685) 67.903∗∗∗ 2.043 4.956∗∗ 163.798∗∗∗ 15.575∗∗∗ 

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01 
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APPENDIX 3. 

A pFtest and a Breusch-Godfrey/Wooldridge test (Croissant 2008) revealed the presence 

of both time effects and serial correlation. To account for time effects and serial correlation, I 

use a two-step Prais-Winsten feasible generalized least squares (FGLS) procedure, with time 

fixed-effects and panel-corrected standard errors that are robust to potential 

heteroskedasticity (Kashin 2015). The results are also consistent with my hypothesis.
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Table 9. FGLS-corrected, Time Fixed Effects Model 

 
 
 
 

− 

− 

− 

 
  Dependent variable:  

  Percent.Need.Based.Aid  

social.construction  1.470∗∗∗ 
(0.594) 

log.ta xes.per.ca pita  0.126 
(0.082) 

 
log.per.pupil.spending 1.353∗∗∗ 

(0.353) 
 

unemployment.rate 0.065∗ 
(0.027) 

 
log.total.population 1.697∗∗∗ 

(0.109) 
 

citizen.ideology 0.007∗ 
(0.005) 

 
log.average.tuition 0.762∗∗ 

(0.243) 
 

Constant 38.237∗∗∗ 
(3.290) 

 
Observations  722 
R-squared 0.626 
Note: Panel corrected standard errors  

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01 
 




