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Question 2. 

We will compare the responses to this question back to administrative data we are collecting on 
student account balances to measure student awareness of accounts. 

Question 5. 

There is a growing body of research on children’s understanding of college, savings and the 
connection between the two. There is evidence that children understand the idea of the future by 
the age of three as well as the idea of their future selves by the ages of four and five. (Oyserman 
2012). Interviews with 2nd and 4th graders suggested that students had a fairly sophisticated 
understanding of college and many understood that saving was a way to finance college (Elliott, 
et al. 2010). Saving money towards the college may be a way to help students connect their 
present actions to their future goals: 

First, the act of saving now for a later collegebound self implies that it future is 
near enough that current action is needed. This should improve chances of 
children spending time on homework as well as their engagement in classroom 
activities. Second, the act of saving now for a later college-bound self is not easy 
but implies that the future college-bound self is an important goal. This should 
improve chances of children persisting on difficult school tasks. Third, the act of 
saving now for a future collegebound self implies that people like oneself can get 
ahead, making strategies for persisting school more likely to come to mind. 

(Oyserman, 2012)
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Incentives in the Adult Pilot

Church (1993) conducted a meta analysis of 38 studies that explored the effects of incentives in 
mail surveys.  He concluded that cash pre-incentives are more effective than promised post-
incentives or pre-incentive gifts, and that response rates increase with increasing amounts of 
money. Edwards et al. (2002) report similar findings from a larger and more recent meta-
analysis. These studies and more are summarized in the most recent major work by University of
Wisconsin's Eleanor Singer (2013) which reviewed more recent literature and generally 
concluded the empirical evidence supports pre-incentives for mail-based surveys. 

Our study design, which offers a $10 pre-incentive rather than a $5 pre-incentive, takes into 
account these findings.  The University of Wisconsin Survey Center considers a $10 pre-
incentive to be standard in its administration of mail surveys. Recall a quarter or more of 
respondents are in homeless shelters or transient housing; the research team has experience with 
other surveys with similar populations and based on this prior work does not recommend 
changing incentive designs See Ver Ploeg, et al (2002) for more discussion is special issues 
related to this population.
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