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During the- spring .of 1974 a series of seminars on
student aid programs and student access was held in connection with
the congressional hearings on Title IV of the Higher Education Act.
Participants represented the federal, state, or Ainstitutional point
of view. This document reporting on those seminars, deals with
federal-state responsibilities in facilitating student access to
postsecondary education. This topic is particularly thorny for two
reasons. First, clear-cut federal legislative policy for
postsecondary education has been lacking, at least until the 1972
Pducation Amendments with their initiation of a program of state

sc ips and their creation on the 1202 Commissions. Second, the
50 states differ greatly on variety of important variables:
legislation, the mix of public and private institutions, student
migration patterns, arrangements for financial postsecondary
education, and level of financial support for the total systen. In
addition to these two major problems, many other difficulties arise
in trying to apportion’ responsibility betweengthe federal ‘government
and the states. Some of these difficulties discussed by +the five
panel members are: (1) The Federal Role; ({(2) The Promise of SSIG; The
Goals of State Aid, and The Complementary Roles of State and Federal
Programs; (3) The CUNY Experience; (4) A Challénge from the Private
Sector; (5) The Paradox of "Access", [The Scorecard, and Increasing
Student Choice. (Author/KE)
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PREFACE %
v ‘// . '
The éoliﬁy Analysis Service of the American Council on
Education wa§'created to give the Council.a new ability to

respond -to publlc pollcy issues in higher ‘education. The PAS.

prepares apalyses af government actlons, natlonal social and

economic Aevelopments, and trends 1in 1nstitutloﬁ§%of hlgherb
ACE member

1nst1tutlons and assoc1atlons. A major act1v1ty 1s convening

educatlon, in addltlon, 1t prov1des information t

semlnars and meetlngS\ on 1ssues of, natlonal polrcy. These

semlpars and meetlngs br’pg together representat1ves of :

congressional committees, the executlve branch, state govern-
ments, institutions, and educatlonal assoc1atlons. Reports

" of meetings, analytic reports,, and brleflng papers will appear
in the Policy Analy81s Service, Reports, and ‘be maqe available,

to. the membership. >
0 . ° ’ \

During the spring 1974 a series of seminars on student
aid pro%ramﬁ and student .,access. was held in connection with Rhe
congressional hearings on Title IV of the Higher Education Act.
Since congressional hearings concerning the modification and
extension of the Higher Bducatlon Act are cont1nu1ng i 1975,
this seminar report on the variations betyeen federal and state
) respons1b111t1es in providing student assistance will serve to
communldate w1dely some of the critical issues-and concerns
raised by the paft1c1pants who represent the federal,fstate,
or institutional p01nt of view. The report in f1nal form oWwes
much to the’ expert ed1tor1al work performed by Laura Kent.

The PAS ho«*s that readers will find the Reports series
1nformat1ve, and will communlcate comments or questlons to the
PAS staff. : '{

~
0

John F. Hughes
e~ : Director
i Policy Analysis Service
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- " REPORT ON ACE/PAS SEMINAR:- ‘
p Fi?ERA'-éTATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR ‘FAGILITATING STUDENT ACCESS

. g " JULY: 9, 1974 o ,

. ~/
This meeting, another in a serles of semlnarC soonsored’by
I the Amerlcan Council on Education' s Policy Analvs¢s S(fvmre
dealt with federal-state respon81b111t1e in’ fac111tat ng ol
access to postsecondary educatlon.» This topic is particula:r!ly
thorny for two baSlC reasons. FlPSt, though there is a ‘long-
standing and exten81ve 1eglslat1ve history of federal legislation
in the area of elemgntary and secondary education, clear-cut
federal 1eglslat1ve policy for postsecondary education has been
lacking, at least until fthe 1972 Education Ame?ﬁments with their
1n1t1atloh of a program of state scholarships and thelr ereation
on the 1202 commissions. Second the 50 states dlffer greatly .
on a variety of important variables: legislation, the gix of
public ang¢ private institutions, student migration patterns, ’

arrangeme ts for financing postsecondary education,'and level of
, finaqcial Swpﬁ/rt for the total system. In‘addition to these twn

major problems, many other dltflcultles ‘arise in trylng to ap-
portion rebpon81b111ty between the federal government and the-

states. Some of these dlfflcultles were discussed by the flve‘
panel m@mbers, each of whom represented a particular point of,

-

view. . e

R The Federai Role, .

.

3Philip Austin, Senior Economist and Acting Deputy Assis-
tant Secretd#ry for Eduoation (Policy Development), Department
.~ . of Health, Educatlon and welfare, pointed out that before one
Y- can- address the Subject of the federal role in prov1d1ng access,'§
. one must have a general notion of the responsibilities of all ‘
. partners in supporting education. Ernest ‘Boyer's statement in
the report ‘of “the National® Commission on the FlnanCLng of Post-
. secondary Foacatlon sets forth some valuable guiiding principles
that are,ldrgety consistent with current federal student aész-

1 . . :
tance®s trategles First, state and local governments have the
. N o N . .

1 .
Finanding Iost econdarx_}duta ion ig the Unite¥ )tates (Washing!

'3 5. Government Prlnttng Qffice, 1973), pp. 3bl-o7.
LS : ¢ . T

ERIC R ’ |
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, S pplmary public - respon51b111ty for prov1d1ng general institutional
gupport; this can be” taken to mean that states and localities ’ »
are rgsponsibile for greating and maintaining a system that pro- .
luces educational sdrvices. In addition, states and localities

. + ought to consider supporting private institutions for specific

- and well—de@}ned purposes. Finally, families (except perhaps

~ for those in very low-incgome brackets) have responsibility for
. .broviding:some financial support. These basic assumptions ..~ i
form the conceptual foundation .for a discu;sion of the federal
role. ‘
T Jne off the federal government's responsibilities is to- Ad
. address the goalwof access/equality of opportunity. A second
area of federal responsib;lity is research and devélopment, ' .
whebgby it also implicitly supports graduaté gdulﬁtion. A
: third‘genebalLskfa En which the fedéral governmengg has his-

.

torically played a role is the achievement of certain goals
related to national manpower.y That is, after igentifying
_high-priority areas for which\??s\manpower'ahd educatjional
systems 40 not seem to/ be producing enough traemed people, the
» federal governmént has traditionaily responded -- through
grants, Jcholawahlps,‘1nst1tutlona1 pnﬁﬁect grants, and so
forth, -- to brlng into partial GQUlllelum the supply and
demand of t?alnéd people irncrany given: substantlvéyérea. The

fourth general area in which the federal government has a

e5pOgSibil .ity is that of ndu\,at"rbnaI renewal’, innovation,

oeform. This responsxblllty has tradltionally been ‘carried

)

R
'3

v

out through thé useé of pllot and demg§stratlon progec%s.n h 8

° - ]

" The area that is'the subject of this seminar is equalitz
-Coe

~

cess. ‘It .1s generally acknodiedged that this .goal is a
legitimate frderal concern and in the last few vears at least, “

it has Dﬂen addres sed by the federal government through the K

stulent assistance provisions of the 1972 Educatlon Amendments.

The Basic Opporfupitj G?ants program is tboked upon as being the
% "ﬁprihary federal mechanism for providiné acéess, particularly

ta low-ineome students. Loang can be regarded as a?dreséing the

next goal: that of choice. ' Loans can also address access and

2




choice goal for middle-income and upper-income students
who ‘do not qualify for BOGs.

. In addition-to specific programs that address the access
and choice goals, the federal government attempts to reduce
or eliminate imperfections in the cabital market, which seems
to have a historic and systematic bias against investment in ,
human} as opposed to physical, capital. "To whatever degree
they have been successful, SALLIE MAE, guaranteed loan programs,
etc., hhave attempted to compensate for these deficiences and
to allow any individual who is eligible to attend an accredited
-institution to do so, .
In the broadest sense, it is not the size of any given

of educatxonal service that-is ult tely del#vered to the

program that ought to be addressed. It\is‘the type and quality .
¢
1nd1£1dual student that ought to be the concern of policy-makers
at all tevels. Unles§ we have some tion as to ‘how states, .
localities, 1202 commissions, faculty embers, inetltutlona}
decision-makers, and' state legislatorsg for instance, are
.going to respondtgo the differential incentives created by
federal programs; the‘guestion of what thi federal strategyv
should be is almost unanswerable: The Brookings Iaetitution is
beglnnlng investigations of thie type, but we do not really

have much concrete 1nformat10n at this point. This is a most

basic questiogn, but reglistically the precise, analytical answers

will not be available in the 1mmed1ate future, so public pollcy
at al“ levels must Re made w1thout absolute knowledge

In general, 15 can be Sald that equality of "access has
been‘and‘isla .primary goal of the fedepal gevernment'and, in
recent years,glt has addrecsed this goal through the mechanism

of an aggre851ve student assistance strategy including Basic

Oppeortunity Grants, Guaranteed Gtudent ans, and the traditional -

campus-based programs (Supplementary Educational Opportunity

Grants, National Direct Student loans, Collega Wwork-Study) .

<\




' .The Prom ' se of the SSIG

¢ v

\f,' The second speaker was &oseph D. Boyd Executive b&?&ctor'

of the Illln01s State Scholarshlp Comm1s51on, who commented on

*
'

the great potential of the StaterStudent Incentive’ Grants pro-
gram (SSIG) and on the unique rore the states (as opposed to the
7federal government) can play- in prov1d1ng nonrepayable glft aid

» The federal SSIG will' become a reallty with “the 1974~ 75

G e e e

f\awards of $19 mllllon, creatlng a partnershlp “ofsgbout & percent
' federal and 95, percent state funds. Addltlonal SSIG funds in }&A
. future years, requﬂllng additional dollars of state funds, W1lli”
“mean that cvery dollar of such federal funds w1ll yileld an ad-

d1tlonal dollar of state grant aid to needy students. Thus, °¥
“tnts state -federal partnershlp may contrlbute significantly to
the accomollsh@ent of the mutual goals of access and reaoépable

.cn01oe. ) . Lo

LIS

‘ Because of the State Student fhcentive Grants proéram, not -
lonly will there be at least fourteen new state programs in 1974~
75 that would not otherW1se%ex1st but also those states with
ex1st1ng programs wi'l® be able to'expand them. According to the
) fateét flgures, in 1973-74, about %364 million in state funds
¢ helped..some 735,000 students. In 1974-75, the total of neced-
'/based‘monetaryoawards in all states 1is $H57_million.assisting‘
800,000 students. Stateqstudent'aid is rapibly growing at a time
when other state dollars_for higher edycation are remain%ng
.constant. ) oo
'Ihe _Goals of State 'Aid ‘

~ \

dhy shouLd we\have programs’ of student aid at the state level?

Adat goals should qhey serve? What roles should they play Brlefly

stated, the obhjectives of such progﬂams are:

¢ ’

l., To equallze educatlonal opoortunlty by remov1ng flnanC1al
barriers to attendance in a postsecondary institution.
Reasonable choice as well as access 'is a goalj; but every
state that has debated between the two alternatives ‘has con-
cluded that, when funds are Timited, access must ‘have the
higher Drlorlty, with reasonable choice a very close second.
In fact, most states have constructed their award system so

_as to permlt tuition equallzatlon, thus maklng reasonab e

choice a reality.
i
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i 2. To preserve diversity if postsecondary educatfbn*by permitting .
s . . .freedom of institutional choice: that is, allowing reasons

o>

“othér than financial status to ' operate in a’student's gelec-
tion of one institution over anqQther. . . '

3. To conserve public funds by. aiding needy ‘students. to attend

- mnonpublic institutions, where otherwise spa e. and. progr 'ms * - A
: . might not be fully utilized. With enrollmdnt stabilizing, _ - - %
; ®. .as it has in.the last few years, one might/well ask: Should -

- " we .not be concerned about vacapcies in 1ic institutionsS?. . .
__.. - And of course we are. Tn Illinois, gffrollments in- both .
- .- public and private four-year colleges Have been stabilized ,
: through the existence:of the SSIG program. Wheh'a state resi- = .-
i, _ .dent attends a non ublic institution, it means that pkivate
' dollars apre assisting in-total opé€ratiocnal/capital costs’ _
which, had the student. €lected to attend.a public institution,

-_'w?uld have been addjtlonal taxpayer costs. } . . y -

b, ‘To-?fevidé'é source of funds, so that low-income students do ' o j
not have to rely solely on loan funds oy on earnings from em- s

- . ploypent to finance their ‘coNege" education. If work and - RIS
. .7 loan®are the only sources, ‘the.goal of!afcess for these o

students will not be reachgd. “"flany of the most seyerely

needy students have seen the dire effects| that credit or loans -

.mdy have on family life; therefore, unlimited loan money is ;

not the answer for this nation- in achieving full access to
. postsecondary education.

.5. .To permit’a.means; if desired, for seiting tWition charges at ~
, “state institutions that-can be met fully. by applicants from
families with adequate financial strength while at the same’
time allowing those with fewer®resoyrges tq receive nonrepay-
. able jrants that will cover the entire amount of required
taition and mandatory fees. Though not the original purpose -
of state aid programs, this objective has evolved over time.
‘ Governors ‘and legislators have seen a means by which tuitions
" can be'increased so that those who can pay them do pay, whereas o .
those who are aiversely affected by them have & sdufce of :
grant aid. ' . v

Py ’

6. . To bring ipto existénce an open or free market for the student

‘as a consumer of postsecondary education. Currently, there is
much conern about quality and accountability in higher educa-
tion. The free markét concépt pprmits students to select the X

~ school. whose curriculum and programs are most relevant to

them and of sufficiently-high quality to justify the time and

" effort spent in accomplishing their educational or care§r

goals. <Some say this concept of the use of student aidgﬁol—
1ars is idealistic; others say it is ome of thesbest routes
available for letting consumers determine what they want. .

< 7. To make students and théir families awane of the significant
‘role that their state tax dollars pay as investments in then
in the form of loans or grants. - A grant or loan“to *he in-
; . di¥idual student carries a direct message of interest in him
.or her as a person and of the importance of sducation ag a
high public purpose. - State appropriations spent on brigxs
ang faculty salaries simpky;cannot deliver the same mesgage.

ﬁ
et X . . . .
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These seven objectiJes highlight some of the.important.
.roles of student as51stance programs in statewide, Dlannanl *
Once’ these roles or goals A&re 1dent1F1ed, stéate student aid
programs are a means to the desir d ends. Not™all states
Will agree\on the rank ordermng of the various goals or w111
have the same .priority of goals as the federal government.

At present, an 1mba1ance in fundlng.ex1sts that 1s°contrary .
to the best interests. of the country Five states, represent-
‘1ng 3u percent of the natlon $ populatlon, now have 69 percent
of the glft-ald money for students.‘ As more statea become
1nvolved for’ the first tlme in 'SSI6G, the great d‘fferences ln
the. avallablllty ‘of student¥aid dependlng on where a person

fhappens to°11ve will to some~extent be co rected, and .a

P

healthler balance achleved. . .- T

l L]

-

Complementary Roles of State afd Féderal rograms

The biggest challenge 1s‘To flnd ‘how &tate and Federal

student.ald pregrams can complement eaéh oéher ragher than

g

overlap,and\replaCe each othqr. The followtng are some sug-
gestions., !

The new federal program of Basic ODportunlty Grants is-
predomlnantly "aﬂcess" money targeted to 1dw-1ncome students :
and designed to\permlt them to qttend some 'college but not ;
necessarlly any college. It is a unlversal program of entltle--
ment. Almost all state programs, on the other hand, are |
planned to provide both access and reasonable ch01ce to the neer‘
student. When state programs have sufficient funds, or when

certaln state programs. are made available only to higher-cost
schools ($37 3 mllllon; or about 10 percent,»of the 1973 74 l
total state monetary award dollars were f6r programs of tultnon
, equalization at°nonpuu11c institutions), need is determined on
a relative basis. To deterfiine relative need means to compare
the. financial strength of a given family or applica t with the
.total cost oF the institution of the appllcant's cholce and,
where a difference ex1sts, to make an award as long as state

funds are avallable.
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=, Many state programs, theréfore, are assisting tens oﬁ"
°thdusands of students who dé not quallfy for a-;EZIc Grant.
;stdﬂents from mlddle-lncome ;amllles, suche a gran% may. make the
-Adlfference between access and nonaccess as wefl as allowlng a

reasonable choice. K\ parthershlo whereby Baslc Grants are~““~,‘
' v1ewed e 1efly as,"access" funds and state programs ch{efly as, i 7”'
“reason le ch01ce" funls 1s clear in' purpose and allpws each R
artner to play slgnlflcant role in promothg thcse qualltles
that dlstlrgulsh the educational system. offthe United States
from those of other countrles. Students of all ages seeklng .
addt;onal educatlon aften high school shoul& not beﬁconfronted C
w1th flnanclal barriers that Xkeep +hem from this opoortunlty .,
In,addltlon, by prov1d1ng needy students with reasOnable ch01cé
among 1nst1tutlons, th s mation can proclalm the des1rab111ty of’

a strong dqual system of publlq and nonpubllc 1rst1tut10ns

1 4

. If these mutual goals ate to be accompllshed tne hug7
problem of coordlnatlon must be solved A common student/ald
application should be developed, "and th§se states which prove
themselves able to do so should be glven the authorlty to cal—
.\culate and annOunce Basic Grant entltlements to their® resldents

.W1thout coordlnatlon, almost $l bllllon in Bas1c Granxs and state
-'awards in 1974-75 will simply not reach all the Deop%e for whom
they are 1ntended - !“ i L ﬁ_ : ﬂ

States can be dellvery agents for federal ftudent Qld dol-
lars. Some coordination has already begun. Durlng May and June,
most states will receive a lrstlng of all{ghelr Basic Grants o \\\
of N

apolicants for 1974-75 awards; this will ?eﬂhit a packaglng&
o

state ‘and federal funds.. The Basic Graﬂts can becomg a fl1

,upon which to bUIld addltlonal needed and avallable state alh
Federal ald programs for students edrolled in pbgtsecondary

education require a delivery agent. As a worjﬁng partnershlp

under a creatlve new federallsm, contracts ofﬁq?derstahdlng wlth .

SpelelC authorltles and nespons bllltles can and ghould be )

made available to state scholarsnlp agenq1es that are, already

Sl .
staffed and experlenced in deallng w1th studehts whb applz’for N .;

- . v"o.

-
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oo - €1nanc1al assistance. The ultlmate al is to permit a
i tudent and -his or her famlly to fileja 81ngle appllcatlon . .

& form and to receive a doncise. response that w1ll indicate .
what, 1{ anyy federal and state taxpayer—beneflts ave avail- ' .

able for use\at the educatlonal 1nst1tutlon of ch01ce. :
7 Vo
- /.. |

/ - The CUNY n?perlence . ' - -
&/ ' - .

';f Heéney Paley, Deputy to the Changellor for Unwver51ty

Relatiy ns, Clty‘ynlver31ty of New:York, remarked that his 1nst1—

\:tutloﬂ represents one extremetln approachlng the access problem; °
" .CUNY Was probably ‘ahead of its time in follﬁw1ng a falrly 51mpllst1c
fonmula in' developlng access. The formula 1s si ply open admlss:tons7
plus free tultlonlfor undergraduate educatlon, supported pr1mar11y
/:: by the Clty of New YOrk but also by the state. Under the formula,
e roughly 80 percent of the city's h1gh school graduates go on to
- hlgher education. c.o. . BT :
. Though the open admissions pbllcy is only four years old ’ -
free undergraduate tultlon has' beengya.part of New York's un;ver81ty
e "system foq about 127 years. It has become an 1nv1olahle political
?‘Q:: fact of llfe in the City of.New York,gand no major caﬁdldate of .
. any party ‘has attacked it in recent hlstory.,,W1th1n the last o
N ; several years, leglslatlon’has been 1ntroduced in the: New York ¢'
;é ; State Leglslature LOorelnstltﬁte tuition-freé undergraduate edu—
catlon at units.of the state un1ver81tg as well. So even though
1eglslat1ve concern with access related to free.tultlon waned in
the‘perlod immediately following the 19695change in state policy,
3', - the advent of open admissions and the veryymarked incredse - in .
:-?“ ‘enrollments led leglslators to con31der reinstituting this pr1n-
. ciple upstatn ?7w\
s " i' .In the matter of feﬁeral state reIatlons, CUVY takes the
v1ew that acce581b111ty may be enhanced natlonal;y by federal pro-
_grams that give credit to state, and local efforts .~ .The State of

L New York has its own reyenuge- sHaring program, in t1ated ‘three

H , / \

¢+, years ago. . CoE S 2 ) s \\\\\\\\




- *We are now deallng w1th a college~g01ng populatlon proportlonately

+ and states to reduce tuition” a1d their success in encourag1ng

* easy to come by. - oo e

_”free secondary eaﬁchtlon was establlshed 1n this- country. Many z

. % M
éﬂ ) Instead of an emphas1s on cOmplEx and, hlgnly sophlstlcated

formulae for d1rect student aid, the federal aid program should
bexmore forthrlght taklng into dccount’ the efforts of localltles -

.r»

accessjy measures of these efforts and achievements are fairly

Carol Van Alstyne, at a conference on.tultron, concluded
her formal paper by say1ng tbat we ought‘to consider, in broad
terms,lthe;place of postsecondary educatlon among natlonal
prlor1t1es.2 This, inde d, 1s where.the debate ought to be,

.o

ffar in excess of the secondary school populatlon at the time that

people in the populatlon which 1s so v1s1ble in, New York Clty .
. have never encountered h1gher education before -- not just people

- in ghetto areas but those in blue-collar white ethnic ne1ghbor- . ¢

ﬂaccess while at the same t1me m1n1m121ng the bureaucracy that

hoods. These people for the flrst t1me have someone ,in their . jf
.famlly eprolled in postsecondary education.” The attitudes of '.f

locdl legislators have changed in terms of support for the CUNY )

" budget in the city and in the state. In both partﬁes; and in

both local and state government, there is. immediate: interest
among congressional delegatlons in this particular area.

) The remarks made by Dr. Austin are pertinent here: There
ought to be some consideration of means to‘encourageueffort at
the state and local levels, means whlch w1ll provade general

"might impinge upon access1b;llty, means that would fairly pro-
‘'vide choice and 1ntegrat10n so that we do not have schisms in
terms of the econgmic strata of society. ' Public institutions
should not be relegated to taklng the castoffs thdt cannot quite

make’ it econom1cally 1nto the pr1vate institutions. . . .

v - &
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o

. - M ‘( -~ 3 N .
2See Carol Van Alstyne "Tuition: Analysis of Recent Pollcygu
Recommendations,” in Exploring the Case for Low Tuition in Public

Higher Education, ed. Kenneth E. Young (Iowa City, Iowa: " American

Assoclation of State Colleges and Universities, American Association
of Community and Junior Colleges, Natlonal Association of State
Un1vers1t1es and Land-Grant Colleges, Amer}can College Testing
Program, 1 274), pp. 33- 103.
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t : . A Challenge from the Private Sector | r

Hans Jenny, Vice-President of Wooster College (Ohiof and a -

.af'»\representatlve of the~ prlvate sector, summarlzed his own views '
on federal and state pollcy. The/role that Congress and the

) federal agenc1es have been’ carrylng out is to articulate natlonal~
objectives. The federal purpose is to encourage greater balance

in pollcles ‘that may differ from state to state, to bring about -

redress where redress is.an obv1ous necess1ty, and to create in=-
centlves for states to do things tha they mlght otherwise not
do. It is the- common view thab the state 1s the repository of
: Y- ‘the primary respons1b111ty for hlgher educatlon, but'the state

" also has, a responslblllty to plan for . and w1th the entire seé-
-, 'tor of hlgher educatlon within the. state and not “to create any l

more dlSpaPltleS among types of 1nst1tutlons, spec1f1ca11y between
! publlc and prlvate 1nst1tutlons. There is cons1derab1e ~éVvidence,
. 'that in "the last ten years- state plannlng'has not taken ‘into
account the ex1st1ng potentlal resources-—publlc and prlvate--

Y ' that- are available. : . . boe

-

- So ‘far, the speakers have talked about access, seemlng to
take it for granted that student centered aid is a primary solution.
what should -be of concern to all of us is the questlon, Will the
student be able to perform once he has achieved access° 'And is’

i student-centered support the best or only way to proV1de means for
) the student to be able to perform? It is not sufficient gust to
. get students 1nto 1nst1tutlons and then‘:return to#the phenomenon
of the 1950s: namély, flunklng them out after the first quarter
or‘the'first}Semester. We should want to. get students through’
without diminishing. the qua11ty of the educatlonal output. b

" The rules of the game -- wh1ch .are now being imposed. ‘on
the private sector ~- force those -institutions that want to rematn
selectlve into a position that will ‘not maximize, and may indeed

_minimize, access without there being available additional resources.

|
The basic question is not whether these résources are available
to the institution or to the student but whether they are available
for the right objectives. ' b




‘mary .£oal now, whatever their select1v1ty in the past, 1is to
.recruit students so that they can’ pay the blllS. A problem has

> . ' 11 -, : ' T~
0 e - , \’ . N
Athher matter that should be of dbncern to all educators ,
was d1scussed in a recent article by Warren Bryan Martln,3 in

whlch he questioned the ethics of those 1nst1tut10ns whose pri- b

e etk
o

arisen because of the dlstortlons that have been created 1n the
market. for f1nanc1ng What is happenlng to institutional quallty°
What is happenlng to the morallty of ‘those institutions that are
simply out® to get warm bodies so. they can contlnue .to survive?

We ought to address ourselves to the guestlon of quality and ¢ob-

means different things to different'people If we view the term

jectibesﬁznof’s{mply to the quantitative aspects Jf access.

The..Raradox of "Access"

. The final speaker was RoberfiCarbone; Professor of Highér-

. Edueation at.the University of Maryland and director of a year-’ -

[

long project on .alternative tuition systems. This project, Ve
spoﬁsered‘b§ the Ameridan°Associatidn of State Colleges and °
Universities and the Natlonal Assoc1at10n of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges, seeks to develop new methods of handling
the flow of tuition from students to institutions in response to

changing residency rules and age of maerity laws.a
A v -

The term access -- :like most such terms in education -- . -

at two very dlfferent levels of abstractlon, we can then consider ‘
what the federal and state respon51b111t1es are, how well these i
respon51b111t1es have been met, and what might be done in the ‘ #
future to increase student access to hlgher-egucatlon

e,
-

,

At the first level, access can be defined in rather practicall :

and pragmatic terms: Access is the opportunity for entering a /

- ! . ; R .
postsecondary educational program that is readily -at hand -- that/ ’
is, within easy commuting distance-of where the student lives. /

!

3uThe Ethical Crisis in Education," Change, June 1974, pp. 28-33.

. .
uSee Robert Carbone, Alternatlve Tuition Systems, ACT Special
Report Twelve (Iowa City, Iowa: Amerlcan College Testing Program,
1974) for a report of the results of this pr03ect. .
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, Trox1m1ty is 'the: key in thls derlnltlon, and the bas1c goals T

underlylng this concept of access are eaS1ly 1dent1f1ed

eeplng educatlonal costs as low as possmble for the - student,

lextending. genepal educatlon beyond the hlgh school, tralnlng ’

personnel to sat1sfy manpowev needs, partlcularly local man-

1
= n_—.w
¥

power needs; reducxng the number of young adults 1n the labor. ‘

market, enhancing the.localgln ellectual/cultural env;;onment,
.and so on. R . ' o

K

P At the Second leVel, aocess takes ofl ﬁ.broad socletal mean-
' ing: .Access 'is.the avallablllty of a variety of educational
opportdnltles 1n d1verse settlngs. Noblllty is. the key in this
definition. Added to tﬁe practlcal goals Jjust mentioned’ 1s

the social goal of developlng a better 1ntegrated and more
cohesive natlon.’ s '

. - .2 .

TN / A passage from an article by, Amitai Etzioni, Directorlof

what~1§ meant by the soc1etal level of accessibility He says:

/ \the Center for Policy Research at Columbia Bnivefsity, illustrates
|
|

, . Soc1ally, America has long. been an under-lntegrated soc1ety
j It is more heterogeneous than most socleties because it 1is
| larger, more populdus, and- has a greater variety of subcul-
| » tures. It also lacks the unifying effects of a dominant
institutionalized religion (as 1n/bpa1n), of a centralized
school system with a un1f1ed curriculum (as in France), or
universal draft (as in Israel). ,No wonder intergroup con
flicts are often more intense, and interregional tensions
hisher, than in: these countries’ The colleges, in which .
futdre leaders of America . . . and about half of its citi-®
zeng are educated, are the place where many orlsscross1ng
tiek may be evolved and a shared national perspective mgy. be

.
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devieloped. Thus, on both personal and social’accounts,  inter- -

state flows of students should be engouraged rather than hin-

. dered. . . . Colleges are usually the first real chance, and
. often the last, for a great soc1etal mixer, a place where
N . people of all backgrounds coming from different yegions wily-

get to know each other as persons and not as stereotypes.

4 L

; The Scorecard ' é//’ _
How well have the states and the federal gov riament done in .
! " increasing access at'both these levels? ‘

I

—

:-°5"Interstate Integration of Students," Educational Forum, Vol. 38,

No. 2 .(1974), p. 22u.
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T - At the first level --gaccess to a local educational in5ti-

.

tution =~ qulte well indeed. Evidence:

© - ! a - LY
! e new campuses, especlally local communlty colleges

e new branches ofvex1st1ng colleges and un;ver81t1es

TP e Tt b

»‘7' has been reduced. Our publlc colleges and un1vers1t1es --

it . classes or noncredlt work ) '

® new opportunltles for adult’ learners through evenlng

o extended 1nstructuon (university- W1thout~walls, etc ) >

€ o
Access has béen 1ncreased laraely through the efforts of local

and‘state governm ts. The federal rdle is less obvious, although
'constructlon grants and funds for spe01al programg’have helped. -
At the second level -- access in its broad societal meanlng e

'the states and thé\federal government have not done sO well. ‘

. . As a matter of fac%\\there has been amr actual, reductlon 1n access
. wheh it 1s viewed at\this level. ‘Speclflcally, more and more
students find that Lbéy can no longer afford to enter the college

“of thelr ch01ce, especlally if that collegd is located in another
state on, at least, is not near where the student llVeS.

ﬁ. ) We seem to be moving two d1rect10ns at once: 1ncreas1ng
access at the local leégl but losing ground %t the societal

‘level Uhat ‘has caused this seemingly paradox;cal s1tuatlon°

: The most obvious factor is skyrocketlng educatlonal costs.

. The sharp increase in student charges at ‘both pr1vate ‘and publlc
,1nst1tutlons has restricted student mobility and reduced our '
chances of maintaining 'access at the soc1etal level: Private

‘ .colleges have 81mply priced many students out of the market since *
’ students cannot pay hagh tuition plus hlgh llvlng costs plus the * .
" cost of transportatlon geveral times a year. As a result, access

\_ which now enroll three—quarters of all our students -- have re—.

\strlcted ,access by nonresident (out-of-state) students in three :

.

.ua s. AbOut one;thlrd of public four-year 1nst1tutlons have

quotas on the admission on nonres1dents- ‘about one in ten have

admission standards that dre higher for nonre51dents than for

residen- 3 and v1rtually all public institutions have -dramatically

increased \the tuition differential that nonresident students must

'
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T ,
pay,J Befyeen 1965-66 and 1972-73 the average tuition differen~
tial for land grant 1nst1tutlons and major state ,universities

(the NASULGC ‘institutions) 1ncdeased from $4#23 to $802 per year,

an 89.6 percent jump. Actually, tuition levels for-both resi-

dent and nonresident studen&s have been rising, but the dif- -

ferentlal bggween these two fee levels has been increasing a ‘t——f———
.an even faster rate.- Here ane the figures (agaln us1ng only -+ _
.NASULGC 1nst1tutlons) Betqun 1968 and:1971, the average
,reS1dent tultlon increased frpm $360 to $u82, a 34 percent 1nﬁ--~,°
crease. The " gverage nonres1ant tultlon increased from $906
.Mto $l 260 a 39 .percent 1ncrease. ThlS means, for examples‘ \e
that in North Carollna -- the state w1th the hlgheSt d1fferent1a1
. a. nonreaadent student must pay $2 000 per year: $4%00 tuition '
“and $1,600 out- of-state #e. Vermont charges a lower differential
($l 450) but ,the highest total fee ($2,585),  Thus, hlgh costs
are drlyygg students away from prlvate colleges and un1vers1t1es ‘ '
and. are dlscouraglng students from m1grat1ng across State’ borders
to attend publlc colleges and/un1vers1t1es. '
’ Enrollment flgures rep ted by the US:O0ffice of Bducatlon»
over the years show, what these rising costs have done-to student
mlgratlon in Amerlca. In 1968 the tqQtal enrollment in all 1nst1-
tutlons was 6 9 million; and-of these students, about l l mllllon
were m1grant students. 445,000 in publlc 1nst1tutlons and 6&5 000
in prlvate institutions. Three years later, in 197l, total en-’
‘ rollment was 8.1. millidn -- a 17 percent overall increase -} yet,
| the number of m1grat1ng students hardly changedjat all. (It should -
be emphasized that these ‘are estlmates since hagh data are not '
««avallable. The Natlonal'Center for Educatlonal tatlstlcs is not
collecting the dafa. in the same format they used in the past.) . «
A 197l survey ‘of publlc,four-year colleges and unlvers1t1es
showed that whlle their total enrollments had increased by 22 e
percent from 4.9 millioh to’'6 mllllon Since, 1968, the number of
nonres1dent students had increased by only 20,000, a mere 5 percent
rlse. Dur1ng the same time §&pan, total private college e\rollments
1ncreased by 100,000, but the number of migrating ‘students they ,

enrolledoare estimated to have decreased by 8 percent. Thus,

-
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while there were‘l.2 million more students in college’in 1971

H \ " than 1n 1968 there were only about 15,000 more migrant students
LS enrolled. BRI . . - o - w ~h
& These data suggest that access for students who seek to ’ 3

-leave thelr home states to attain a college educatlon has d1m1n1shed
~—~——eyen_Ihough_greater at-home educatlonal opportunltles may exist.

As-usual, the reasgns appear to be financial. 'If this is'indeed

the.case, the future. responsibilities of state and federal govern- "
. ment in prov1d1ng access seem to be clear: They must devise ways
C to stimulate, student migration and mobility.

\ ‘
Increas1ng Student Cholce 7 L,

'y “My own view is that a system wh1ch prov1des free, or almost,

i, free, .access to a public institution of hlgher learnlng to all
3 _qualified students is the simplest and most effectlve method of
insuring enrollment of quallfled and near-poor students.* These
- are the words of ‘Dr. Joseph ‘A. Pechman, Dlrector of* Economic
"'Sfudles at the Brooklngs InstL’tutlon.6 '5fwcoufsejfhe was talking -—
only about’ Eubllc higher- educatlon, but the principle seemg to
. apply, to prlvate colleges as well. ,f - ; - ’ -
~ To, achleve befter access to higher educatlon at both levels - &
the localmand the soc1etal - state and federal governments must find K
-a way to 1n0rease the- Varlety of educatlonal opportunltles 0]
to . any student. This means hav1ng somethl Than just an
‘ opportunity w1th1n clése proximity. Our governﬂents, state and- R
-‘federal must begln 1ncreas14g the poss1b11;4y_that any quallfled :

-student ean- enroll in any college that will accept his or her

i
a .credentlals any here in fhe United States.
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._,._ThelDlstrlbutlonal Eflects,oilPubllcmﬁlgher Education._in Call_u Tlfi,_;;
fornia," Journal of Human Resources, Summer 1870, pp. 1-9. :
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