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The Southern Education Feundatggn presents here

that was prepared for the conference o ty of Access )

in Postsgcondary Education. This COpference,\which~ha§ held,

’

i \

. in Atlanta on July 17, .18, énd 19, 1975, was jointly Sponsored (

by SEF and the Ford Foundatlon The papernis reproduced here'

4 ‘. ‘ S

from the orlqlnal manuscrlpt and has nét been ed1ted by ‘SEF.

!/

v *

»

*

conférencc to be published by SEF. The Foundation prlnted

[ -
- . . “

and distrlbuted Dr. Alexander Astin's paper,."Myth of Equal .

’

Access in Public, ngher Education," and Dr. Jamés B. BlackWell s

R v . . o

aper, "Access oOf Black Qtudents\to Graduate*and Rrofe551onal
0 ¢ . R

Gchools. Y Additionally,; a s\ummary of the COnference by » \
\ MR |

&

in Postsecondarx.ﬁéucatlon. . : ‘
v' - . ’ .“ . ')‘

\ 1

’ ’

Caopies of\ the Fgerton report ar avallable from SEF w1thout-

i

coﬁﬁ. T 15 reoort aqﬁ the other papers are avallable at «a »p- .

"

g&ét of $2.0Q%each. .

. : Bll'Cypress Street ‘N. E.
Atlanta, Georgia, ?0308
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like, other barriers'to‘access - remain both Complex

\

.

r

{n the late 60's and eale

\

' approaching universal college a

CINTRODUCTION - '

e o , N

and formidable.

70's, ‘upper and middle class Americans were

ccess, for their children, the nation seemed

g

v Financial barriers to equal higher eduCatioh opportunity for blacks -

then to be ready to begin publicly subsidizing a°more equal participation by

: -
low—income students.

.coupled

a combinacion of racia

But the huge tax burden of extended overseas involvement,-
(;h inflation, recession and the ever rising costs o

hat momentum was achieved

iy

As the statistics in this monograph make

3 terizes access to‘higher educationlin the nation, and in the South.

\

L]

8 -+

The Southern Education Foundation has for several years concentrated'

speCial attention®on this problem and in July, 1975, co

[
o

/
4

the Ford.Foundation anConfeEence on Equality of ﬁccess in Postsecondary

Education.

Y

1

N

1 and income discrimination still strongly chaPac—

4

nvened jointly with

an examination of the issue
i | .

A full day of that'Conference was devoted to
of financing postsecondary education from the point of view of lqw—income and

)

minority studengs in Southern states

\
in/}his monograph were pxepared\for that meeting. They stimulated additional

discussion which is not reported here,
-tions from. the Conference which have been published separately by the Southérn

Education Foundation
The matter of equal opportunity is the'primary educational finance-issue'
\ Ve .
of the decade, 1ts.resolution will not result from reliance on-privatéd means

or’ the supply and demand of the marxetplace. Public policies, at the federal

level and espec1ally at the stgte level hold the key to this central 1tem of f

3

‘

f education slowed .

The papers and information whicb follow .

.

but which is* refl cted in the recommenda—




° . ' "

buhfinighed,public business. . Therefore the papers -and reseapch commissioned for

° ¢

the‘Ebn&erence focus. 6n the major current debates of.publié poliéy{' What is 3

o . 4 . : \v C— ) : ! . ‘ .

the proper relationship of tuition-levels-and student aid to bring us closer to,
B . I B . o

~equal opportunity? Whdt is.the proper balance of federal and state support of

S v ‘ . . - \ . ' ; .

B;Bher education to accomplish this goal? Q\<:.» ’

D

Southern states, where—so many deﬁts iive and which. are at last

under jhdiéiai mandaté to érase the r;;IEG;i”effeEEs pf histqrically.segreg;ted‘
sys}ems‘éf highéf-edu;ation, ha&e both qbpdrtunity“and obligation t0'téke'the
iééd';g”awgggé ;;;;\hna quitable d}#ffibution of educaéioﬁal sgfyicés.-‘fhe'
C purpose of this monqgr;;h 1s to help Soﬁtﬁern citiieﬁs and policy mékefs to

/ .

L~

&

‘understand the facts ‘and the issues, and so to. become more effective in removing

B . . y

f K .f‘ 4 - ’ o ’
///e//E;e‘financial barriers to equal higher education opportunity.

-

) S ' > : . . : \




"The Problem:

Virginia Fleming

Race

_QiportunltvllTwo Anproachés to Publlc Pollcy

Responses “to five questions by B ' M :
Carol Van Alstyne _ , X .

.

" Watts Hill;Jr. o ‘ , L !

D.

A Whgt/is the .optimum dlstrlbutlon or redistti-
buti of public resources in higher education to -
ieve the poal of equal m1nor1ty nart1c1nat10n9

~

0.0,

B. Does the achlevement of equal onportunlty .-
threaten other de51rab1e qoals9 Must public policy
alternat1ves compete in a time of scarce resources’

o o

C. What are the most de51rab1e p011C1es of South-

ern states in sunport of higher education? Are
there patterns over the last decade which should
be preserved, or changed?’ What comblnatlon of .
tuition. levels and student aid would be " both poll—
tically realistic and effective in ach1ev1ng
equ1ty? : :

’ .
What share of the resources should come from.
the federal government and in what combipatiops: of
programs? Are the present student aid programs 1n
need .of minor or drastlc revision? _

" E. Are there new prohlems to which minority

groups should be alert, such as the. question of
the independent qtudent and the constitutionality.

._of student aid ba:ed on family contribution?

Part III:

- A C]oser L.ook at- Qouthern ‘State P011C1es
and Programs ~ '

State Firancial A1d Proqrams and Student Access

Jbrrv q Dav1§* . i . '

E)
Y

Some Documents on qucatlonal Flnance in theeqouth
Vlrplnla FlemJng :

A Facts about qucatlonal Achlevement Income,
Taxes, and qucatlona] Onportunity -
L o
B. Facts about Qouthern State A1d Prqgrams '

. S . _ L L

20

.22

50"
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‘Part TV: Statistical Appendices \}ﬂ A

. "A.. Data on Race, and Income Inequities '“. ' 5 DR
B.“vPartiqipatfon_of.Biaeks in Federal - T
- and State Student Aid Programs = . ' . [ 75
-, Publlc College Tu1t10n Charges in —
the South. —— 7 g0
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PART I

RACE AND CLASS INKQUITIES

. THE PROBLEM:
i » The Conference Report, previously published,,summarized soge of the major .
" findings of the statistical data gathered for the meeting as follows.,

IS
1

\

70f all Amerdcan youths lB to Zl years old in l973, one-third of the whites but"

RIS, 1

only one-fifth of the blacks were: enrolled in college. i=, k ,7 o
s v . : : : : _

._'%. The percentage of blacks

from 8.7 percenb of the'total freshman class in l972 to- 7,4 percent in l974

, “
. . - B . N . A

3.  The’ proportion of blacks in the college—age population in the South is

,,. <

»l4 percent, and in prev1ously segrégated white i stitutiohs, blacks made up only

[l ‘ E . \ o
5.4 percent of the freshman,class. L ) ! L : ; N

=

egtering college as full time freshmen declined T

4.

,

white colleges and univers1ties.t

] -

South, nthe oppos1te is true - the

“many lack; as the public white ones, and there are more than si

5. /Southern's

t~of their young peophe graduating from high school, \and in the

-their h1gh school 8T duates who attend college

black .students in\private black institutidns asfthere are in pr‘

s\ are generally behind sthe national average i

Inv the‘United States as a whole more black students attended formerly all-

”

an historically black institutions. In_the

J .
ublic black colleges,enroLl almost twice as

}

times as many -

ate white ones.

¥ & >

the percentage ..-

zrercentage of
Almost\77 pe cent of the nation s

- o n1nth graders in the fall of l969 graduaﬁed from high school in l973 .in the e

' 3

South, the- highest comparable percentage was in Virginia (74 6) and the l%west

‘b‘ g ' R
b . LI , . - :
A , L S A

e

v




¢ .
) : i T

" yas in Miss1ssipﬁ1 (56 2). Of all the nation s 18- to~24—year—olds 1n 1972 'A. e

LI -

while in the South, 0o stire had v

moye than 36 percent were enrolled in college

“as much as one third of its college age population in school. R S . E -

i 6. Between 1958 and 1973, the cost of att nding a public colfege i

f:~87tpercent.» Currently, typ1ca1 costs of a tend1ng college in thd'South rangelﬂ

m-from 20 and 25. pe{cent of the region s me#ian family income levgl. A family

' w1th two childfen is said.to need an ann%él 1ncome of at least $lZ 000 to be

) . C able reasonably to afford postsecohdar%/education for one of those children,

y yet only one- third of all students in Southern colleges come from families w1th
that much income. - .

'.g - <
0 I |

. . . . PO - l‘( - ‘ B . l
. 7. 'Poor families across ‘the 'ation enroll their children in college at a much
. /

'am111es,'and their ability to do so has nod/ /i/////

/

’ . . : : ¢
* lower rate than do wealthier

ia

plte'of expressed national cOmmitment to equHTngg_A‘

‘\

Lincome bracket of $5 000 a year or less, only about J

" increased in recent years in
* . Q

[N -

- P

.opportunity. . From the famil/

one in every seven’ 18-to- 2//'ear olds attended college in l974, at the same time,

.more than half of the colle e~-age members of families earn1ng $15 000 or more
Purthermor

o were enrolled a smaller percentage from the lowest income gioup

A . i

l tl \~' N
| '-9:}‘k

o

4

-

] : :
\ undergraduate degree.

N

was’ in college 1n 1973 Eha
’ -

»

1n 1967.

3

v

'

®

AR P LJw—lncome students are far more likely to attend leSs expens1ve two- year _

&‘ colleges than wealﬁhier students, and they are far less likely to. completehan

Southern states, where the medlan,income of black families 1s only

AN

Ajil ,.' ﬂightly more than half as h1gh as that of white families,’ and where throe;

oy

tlhes as many black families as white are below the .poverty level black

e students face a doubJe barrier

-

"{

3

T

ey

o

)

 Not’ only do they carry the burden of 1nequ1t1es

affecting the poor, but also at every income level more wh1tes than blacksie

RN




) '3
. . A ) . ~ . f -
attend college.-~_f e . f\\ ., ‘ T o /ﬁ
. S et ' ‘ o s , . I
i VA : ‘ : } ‘ 7
' » Thus the cbmbined effect of income levels and student aﬁd policies continues; e
: to re1nforce the proportlonately low enrollment of blacks in‘higher education
. ; . , . ™
o . institutions. Whlte families -are more than three times as likely as. black fami— :
R N . . e
- 11es to have incomes over $15 000 --"a group whi cH enrolls its children in col—~“”~%;/ i

@

lege 4 ‘and one—half times more frequently than the poorest familles. Black

,' v

a

students entering college 1n l97l were twice as llkely (40 percent) as nonblacks

. ' . ? .
' (18 percent) to depend on scholarsh1ps and grants as the means to that end Qf.

"{,f,’ those enterlng freshmen, 44 percent of the blacks came from families with incomes
- v L w

:' 1ess than $6 000 compared td 10 percent of the wh1te students.

oy —

These are the facts wh1ch underlle ‘a d1scusslon of h1gher education finanee-t

e L}

and equal access.1 The f1nanc1al support appropriated by state. and federal

& R Y \\ ,
~and the d1str1butlon of that support between general funds (tultlop

..

C legislatbrs

.

- §ubsid1es) and student aid funds, are of enormous s1gn1f1cance to minorltles in

-

H * the South, as isewhere. » : : ' S Co o : | R j"
' S v ' . : . a \ . e




"’l

¢ e PART II .. N
' . . / co

ﬂ-/ . . ‘ | N .
HIGHER EDUCATION FINANCE AND ITS EFFECT oN EQUAL

'OPPORTUNITY: TWO APPROACHES TO PUBLIC PGLICY .

relatlonship of states and the.. federal government. They were askad to prepare

a response to five’ general questions, upon which later d1scussion was based

~

- A. " What is//he optimum distributlon (or redistributlon) of public

AR . résoutces in higher educatlon to achieve:‘the goal ofgégual minority

. u Par;ﬁ_cn_p&t:tOﬂ" : /l/ o B . ‘ '

! .MR‘,HILL:'

L t \‘w!

1

’

S "ij ic resources_devoted to all post secondary education (exclusive of~

lb_ : ~ graduate, and professional education) might- better be directed primarily to

o s 3
° A v

tions.> Financial ass1stance should be based ent1rely on need At present

- \- a »

publlc reSOurces are directed almost exclusively to publlc 1nst1tutions where

\ .
X . L Lo ) /
vtheycare used pr1mar11y as,tultlon subs1d1es to students w;\hout regard to /

-~ /
/

'm~4‘¥:—i1~a—need., The effect bf _such_a change in ‘the way post secondary educatlow is,

fa
l ' /

not quallfy for need to tho/e who would As m1nor1ty students as a group are

e

part1cipation would be served as w0uld a number of other national goals such

t . ; N R . . ’

Government on the premise that the public béneflts of”educatlon at that level
: ‘are relatively national ‘in nature, ije., are not lim1ted to state boundarlesv
! as ‘is (relatively) education through/the baccalaureate level '

[y

. ~financial;hs?3stance to students at all %evels attendlng all types of instltu—

g . . -
flnanced would be to redistr1bute publlc resources away from those who WOuld -

///}/f less afflJent than majority students.as a gr0up, the goal bf equal minorlty : -

S - - 1Graduate educatlon/and/research mlght better be funded by the Federal '{




—

9.

‘, subsidy., At a typical four—year public coIlege, ghe true instructional cost will

~ . . L . - o 3

o /

::ad increasing the number of post secondary students, fuller utilization of

educational resources (especially in the non-public sector), institutional

!
-

diversity, student'freedo

of choice, etcT\,’ o S S .,' !

The key element in the present system is the appropriation of tax dollars

. v

\
to public institutions, most of ‘which -are used to offset ‘he institutions'

g )

Tam

- general education'expensES.' Tdis permits public institu\ions to reduce tuition

1

: charges far below.actual cost The result is that tax dollars become a tuition

be 3, to, 5 times the tuition\charged the student.
*\\ A major rationale for tuiti%n subsidies is\ghat by lowering the cost Qf ?\\\
t' \ - ’ )

\educafion, access is extended to many who otherwise could not afford to attend

a v

This‘argument often is.. summarized as "low tuition equals improved access..'

N L -,,vx,_ T I .
This statemenf is only partially correct ' If'tuition is%lowered by a tax -
\ Y R \p’ . -
subs1dy, it 1s true that there will be some students who gain access who.ot
k . - W -

wise could nqt have afforded to go on to further education.' But tuition

v

bne variable ih an equ ‘ion\which must include all costs, and relate’the total

,,:

» ding ascess.\ The question i%gwh her access s would
~be improved 1fvaid to students-:as E& ed morL on thelstuden Wflnancial need: ' .
rich\and RooT. alike. It is the":.f§ .
) quivalent of a grant to each student w1ﬁhout regard ta need It is argued that .

s\a\whole benefits from an- indi-
\ A o ’

3

tudent aid. There.
N ) A

'lnot,only for tuition subsidi £ but also for the necessary

' _are now insufficient financial resources to meet ‘the financial id requirements.5

) ) 3

of many‘Students,\beeause refources have been used up in non-needs
. . ) a, -

‘subsidies.' Needy students geceivp 1nadequate total amounts of financi l
- - BN .
-assistanCe in forms less desirable than\the cash grant which is what a tultion Lo

— £

AT N . . N \ .
: ) . N : o ] . N
: .. o ) . . . . .
P 4 - . s D ) . i |




Q](_‘ S ' ' . kv

i ! N ’\
) . r : 5 . ,
'subsidy really~is”equivalent to. Needy students may receive jobs instead of a .
e : ) «
gSant which may mean time on a job instead of studying to overcome a second -

class education. Or a: needy student mqy bé’ﬁiven a loan (which must be repaid)

-

in 1ieu of a grant O .- o | )fj)
T The point is that the net effect of tuition subsidies without regard to need -

is ‘that aid awards are madp to .many students who otherwise would hot qualify fbr b

¥ (

financial assistance at the expense\of students who would qualify under a needs

O "l‘

hased aid program.

y n

o -

ek

: k

L} . ¢
¢

" There aré only two basig’ways to cqrrect this inequitable trFatment.' The 2 :)
’ ! . ;- ‘ ’ ’.\. ) ’ - ' e - '
- first is to inc::ase/thé/appropriation.of tax dollars sufficiently so that all
student aid requirements based on need could be met. No responsible voice has . .

"suggested that this is economically and politically realistic in times of

" national affluence Certainly it is not realistic in the midst of a rec

The second alternative is eo redistribute existing appropriati s of . tax

v

1

0 as to reduce the totdl amount of awards without regard to need and

s

dollars’

e~ funds thus released to increase the'total amount of-awards based on need.

~"This 1is economically,realistic and socially sgind. Depending onthe degree of
/

s

enllghtment of the public and its elected representatives in the state legisla—
e

ture and the Congress,.it-may ‘even be political]y realigk

What is required today;wouldvbe considered a radical change in the way.we

- finance public post secondary'education. At‘a~minimum~there would have to be

substantial)increases in. tu1t1on,at the publlc institutions and the redi ection
of the appropriations thus released to aid to students based on need. The

amount of tuition increase required would depend on a large number of va iahles
. i L : ] ' .- . -

among the, ost'important of which are the income distribution.of existin

and

ial sfudents /tﬁ/iagequacy of exist1ng aid programs and the burden téibe

.ivcarried by students in,the/formiof loans.

N ¢

~The point being'made'here.is thaé,in every state there is a tuition level.



* cost) which in combinaxion with{a

N IS S, ’ .
today iffﬂ&Jppl&tical environment wuld permit it to be done. .
. . ' : _' . 4 ,V
Present Barriers tg.an Equitabie Systeg>a\' T ’
, o .. 7 - : IR
The way student aid is "packaged,” along with the aldistribution and . -
\ ‘ / ot [3 . ‘. e

~ maintenance of economic barriers ‘'to equal ppportunitf.— - AR o

_ Packaging Student+Aid-

,,graduates considered to be most desirable for academic or athletic reasons are.

crease in cost to the taxpayers.

A . Ea

i I iy 3 T
)

package, ;pday could elimi-
’ - i
nate all economie‘barriers to all types of pést secondary e ucation ab,no in—- fﬂ

1

inadequate amount of aid, is one of the three critic: contributors to the;;Ab;>/;A ,

students are to an institution because of hig

AN
.g,
.\4

wn that the more attractive

- ‘

In a number of national studies3 it has been s

ability, the more desirable will

-

be the anancial aid "package awardei/£DQM{("1t can be~shown*that the under- o

. // LT - ~ n.‘
most likely to recelVE-gra t awards -- and that the total apounts awarded often-'

equal or exceed calculat dfneed Conversely, the less desirable students are |

-
v v

(and there is a high correlacion between degree of need and lack of academic ~

achrcvemcnt when mcasured by traditional criteria),,the less likely they are to
get the aid they need* in the full amount needgd, and in a desirable package.

To componnd the problem, most institutions understate needs and. are

K

unrealistic in what titey expect a student to earnuduring\gacations. Is 1t
: ~s ’ _—_ ' . !

realistic to expect a poor, rural, black, female to save 3400 over a.summer from
. - - . . . ~ A

o

0

2See two unpublfshed studies, '"Direct Aid to Students’ and "Further Analysis ’
of the College/Going-College/Choice Model," studies for the Office of the Assistant'.
Secretary for Planning, HEW (0S-71- 134, June 1972 and 0S- 71- 134 Mod No. 3, .

i
|
Ottobor 1974) by ICF, lnc , Washington, D. C. : ‘
N . |
1

. jgee, for example, 'New Approaches to Student Financial Aid, " Allan M.

FCarttur, et al., CEEB, New York, New York 1971 . v L 4-%




her job especially if simultaneously she must‘contribute 6 the support:of her

. y . . . i
4 LI . 4

ifanily which went without her earnings while she ua: in school? Or islit‘equi- T

table to ask the student who has not ‘been proper ' prepared to do college 1eve1 ;

work to hold down a job while in school when'his bette \prepared counterpart 1s
. 4
not required to? Is it realistic to place*éhe burden of a large:ioan on a Ve
'minorit;_studentiwhosefearnidg prosoects are demonstrably'iower than,his more
affluent majority'counterpartél’ ' |
s B L . T -

‘-
- N

Maintaining Enrollment>vs$\§tudent Aid

enrolled. .. Three students apply. One needs $1,000 in assistance to meet the

total charge of '$4,000. ‘Tne other\two need'SSOO each. And;thhre“ - only $1;000_>

T

in‘aid'available' The tno students needing $500 in aid are like y-to‘get the

awards for by that means the chlege receives $7 000 in net revqgﬁes nfther thanl

»
(NS N

the*$3 000 it would receive from the most needy sﬁudenﬂ o

o

As long as’ the total supply of aid is inadequate,'ag\long as institutions
. e :
have 4ncentives to award students financial assistance to maximize the-institue

e

& “ . . . 1

tfons‘Eenrollment,,tnen institutionaI needs Qi;l continue to be placed ahead, of

-~

student needs and’societai needs. = - -7 { o e

N ] ’ -

Maldistribution of Aid REsources

In addition to inadequate total amouﬁts of financial assistance), and the

‘concurrent if not resulting discriminatory award jevel and packaging, there is
the paoblem_that the amount of student_aid'available to students at the presti-. .

.

gious institutions 1is in reverse correlation 'to the need of students at less
.- . . ’ (n_ ) g .

prestigious institutions.” Here again is an-example of institutional interests -

-

i

overwhelming and obscuring the public interest.
o ) '

~-




Spec al Problem of Southeastefn States
. fCompounddsg all.these problemg facing needy students which are national .-

in scope'are the.special characteri tics of the'Southeastern states:

ot .
rge numbers of needy students; .
' - ' VoL .
. Y

it . J

or amonngiacks};i : i : : // .

. ]low family income, i e.,.l

» . °

Seeoa heavy concentration of P

.. ... no state with a comprehens ve needs based system of student ‘ L
7 st . ’

/

L - financialyaid and.~ N
¢ : ' \ ‘ ' ~ l,:

A
~

a concentration of institutifns attended primarily by blacks.f

» .r' i]
education which'creates disincdntives

o the removal of ecoqomic barr _ ] .

+
..

economic and demqgraphic faotogs which
'

i .
conomic barriers in the South to equalﬁ

-. PR
+ 14

ation. Southernwblacks as a group are.

needy students combines with the specia

' N . . o -

// . 'characterize theysouthito erect large

/ ) R ~ - . 7. .
opportunity than exiﬁtgelsewhere in the
l v

" hardesf hit evefi Lhough the number of whites affected may be numer1cally layé;r.

.
-

~ v - : . . ! . ‘ . Lo B
. o : .- . . ' . : . - -
hER p R .- R . : . . ’ L . . v
. . . . - e : . . : .

o . o , .Whatdcan Be Done? . o - /

Consideration should be giveneto ways in which the present tinancing <

- - R
. 3 e R .
+ ~ [

i ,‘/ ‘scheme might be’modified in order to expand equal opportunity S )
i . . . ¢ . /’

widely disseminate‘the resu1ts %f analyses relating to the criticay

» , (- ’

ageas discussed préV1ously, e. g., student aid available vs. did needed

a

W P

the maldistribution of available aid among students, between 1nstitu—

“ -
/

tions,.between levels of 1nstitutions and‘between states and regions,

. - . R , ¥ - .

v . . ) l \ : \ M v o ] ) . R K3
.. . - and S . ST . S ! '

. analyze alternative-financing schemes,which HQ;;
s , %

\- , N . N cq Y , e " A \ S .

_such as: 7 . - . -

. (a) greater emphasis on needsnbas§§uaid”to,students‘

: s L : : A
by lessened emphasis on aid to institutions (i.e

’ : o .
B . ' . v v

i
K . . .
. . a




L émphasis on indirect aid to squdents without regard to need)
. ; c/
(ﬂ) greater emphasis on - meet1ng the initial aid needs of] ali students -

with modest size'loans‘—— and filLing the remaining gap with

Y
¢

y :
income contingent (i. e., making repayment contingent

res

- /{ ‘, / . 'ki

a co prehens1ve, statewi.e; needs based, publicly funded program /.

1tpfent of,non—public institutions (private and proprietary) as '

. 1
\

\“ P '/J' . j3

able educational resources improved access to- which isiin the

lower

<@ o
4 A

_the'taxpayer for the education EUnctiOn)}, o i .

ol
1
-

/fedz/él;programs have/ any of the characteristicslpreviously

CLE

*é generating good results. Consequentky, federal student‘aid-

‘ams - are. under attack by many nationaL organizations which consider

/s . ¥ A‘ )

(S to be spokesmen~for the public post seéondary education sector.k

N S -7

’Y‘l

drganizations represent’ng students -- and financial assistance fqr the needy -
p

[ . s

system(us not difficult to perceive. It is that public policy akers in CongreSS'm
o

q - . . - - \y_\%
"and -at the state level have\looked to education admin1strators for advice ogﬂhow/ )
\ ‘ . . v . . . /
to finance educatio Andheducation'administrators have a vested interest inﬂ? /o

f '\ - T ’ i //'

\'-l " . /

‘preserving, not

/'
adequate 1nform/tion to the legislators who make educ tion polic. by the way
. /» . o
"es exist.: ThlS" a3

they may know wh‘t alternat

A

they makp appropriations, so that



means a public inrerest Lounter voice to the special interest o{;education'

-/ ' i . i . .
administrators. T : L ' - : . -

L_ 7 . . . . g
The changes will not takc place as rapidly as, those deeply concerned with

LN | » ) \

! equal opportunity would like. ‘But that they will come now seemSocertain. The . ' by

direction séems clear —- more em/hasis on aidwto students based ‘on need///And
) K / . - -~ :

. the consequences seem equally certain_v— more nearly equal opportunity.
_— . - .v“ . _-_.: o ) R W

. Do ©
LY e ©e U

DR VANALSTYNE I | D Lo '

Natidnal commitment to achieving the goal of equal minority participation o,

}
Y

L : .
: q<j> . in hlgher education has been more rhetorical than real -~"the gaps'between whiteﬂ

" and black participation rates are cLosing very slowly, if at/all, despite the-

; : A
. g .
enactment in 1972 of a major new’ federal program of Basic Cr Pts to students for _
- : , AR , ‘/ . . r / ' '
t ‘ress»purpose oE broadening access ‘to public higher educatlon, _Currently o,

'
i

fhe largest. share of the fun Eor public h1gher education is~ provided by states

..k s 4
,channeled throu h 1nst1tuJio,s And made available in the fon of low tuition to
» v . 4 . N

alk students without cal 1ation of the degree gf need

asig;j@ccess to higher edhcation, seviral ‘atidnal study ' l

,ed that tuitions at public colleges and un1vers1t1es be

'
&

incréased ar /zhat the added resqyrces be red1str1buted within higher education -
f cuient ald w1ll ‘he channeled to low 1ncome students, of whom a, T

ionate'share‘are-minority-members. - aéé ' ‘. - _ s

L]

t debag&lwas~launched about finanqé:g higher education, with those )

'advocate acce]erating the increases i tuitions at public inst1tutions
. ~ T . \ L . N - .
» \pitted against.those who advocate holding tuitions as,low as possible. %et’me.

,\)\‘

B unddrscore that the stated ob}ewtives of both sides in-this debate %r?\:xactly Vé:

~_
port fo higher ed ation and to ‘increadse . R

paS

« \ 2
B the same "to increase\lotal s
' . . /7

. access to higher educatiomhg‘“

~

"\'

lqw 1ncome and{?\r\minority students.‘ Further, //
. . . . _ .
both s1des agree on -the’ central facts l}hat the education par_ cipation rates,

" N N s e . . d . . .
- - L LS A y

. . . . ) )
\)4 . . . . o . . 19 . ) ; ke s . ° . -
. o P RPN I ot
. 4 . L L . . AR .
Provia c N [ . e e .




B

‘ \ : o ) ' . ., Cor SN -
. . . .- B .
» T . : . . . v ’ ’ . . : \’
| . ) ‘. L
- |

of whites and blacks are widely disparale - the rate for whites is 40 percent

h1gher than the rate f%r blacks, and the rate for students from families with
. i
incomes over $lS 000 is about four times the rate for students from families - °

',;;-=;.,"‘ w1th' incbmes under $3 OOQ’, ' ' . .‘(_I. 4,’:"
L o : ‘ : : . :
! Giwen theSe areas ofvagreement,'howevery Fhe;twoyéides in'the'debate dis-
) T *agree'Sharplx on three issues: A‘~: - | T S / ' v"i
f : 1{ How the proposed increases in tuition with ‘}fsetting increases in’
. . student aldbfor low income students°will affect enrollments across all A,:
. ) . ~income-levels; ) » - . - _' v . ,.\‘ '_ .‘ ‘. :"
- 2. Wheré‘innput_economic $§§tem the funds_for'student assistance‘ought»to
‘ | come from: and v - f \ | L i " - .
- - . 3:' HoweVer juf ified whether it is politically feasibleito refuse t; {i. h g;-'
“' ‘ accept-forced trade—offs between.edhcational and social obJecti;es . .(L};,
“ ' - . E w1ch1nyahe ex1stingvamounts budgeted for‘hlgher edu ation.at the state \..Z :
Al ' - and federal 12vels« and instead’to press effecfive.claims for additionall, -
. i* . | resourcesktouzompensate for the low incomé resulting from 1neqdit1esbin P o
M | . ‘ NN A
’ ! t \the larger sociaf and economic system. P .;;t" '2- .: :"é%”‘{?
A ;v ' As a first step 1nkdeveloping_resource allocatign strategies_to‘achie;%- ' N, .
e edual minority participapﬁon, 1 f-us look at rt1c1pation rates by race, Q
AT v L =
facross all income levels, _Ihe)accompanylng hart l shows that part1cipat10n ~
. . rates differ sharplw by indome level for blacks and for whitesa (Technicahkly
‘edui?tlon part1c1pation”ratEs are-the percentages of*a spec&fied base popula- ‘g ER
tion going td/school 'shown'here are the percenta;es of family members 18 to".: -
. ' - 24 years.olJ who/are g01ng or who have gone to college whether or ‘not they :
i / 8 - “ .

: ‘ _‘-got a degree. Actually, two d1fferent series are shown i Chax t l one includ4' o

ing all young peoeﬂe in thé age group in the{base population, and the other:

oL Cb A L .
S includlng high .school graduates ‘but’ excluding dropouts. ‘ S -
.- . . . Co . T -t L - . . .
H . o L . & . R L ) oo
« .+ Several.observations from this\chart are important. vro this discussion:
B ) ) T a E s B . Y. . . . '. W S . )

Ao providea vy enic [EIR . A
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o | EDUCATION PARTICIPATION. RATES -
¢ .ot BY RACE AND INCOME |
\,- IR L . a9r2-73 T

-

Ca ks _Fﬁ'mily Income /'Leyel ($OOO)~ . ,__/
| (/o -/ | | 3
Sources: Amcrican Council on _Education, ’P’ol/i{y Analysis
. Service ,,b'as(ed on/U.S. ’Bureanr\/of the Census, 1974.
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In both- ser1es (including and excluding\high school dropouts) the college— ""ff
: M ' ! Coe ‘ . h .
i going rates for blacks a[e lower than they are for whites at\both income ex-\ A

\

tremes - bLth for the lower income group (with family*income underl$6 000),

(,
‘ »

' andafor}the;higher;income group ($15,000;and over). If we can beliéve recent

[} N - . A . ] v
n [ T . . . .

¥

/;» wh1tes for the two groups (in;luding and excluding dropouts) almost 'onwerge;

But this- doesn/r/hap en at all for ‘the black students. While the education . : "fg/
. 7 / ‘ . !
P participation 7ates go up in bgth. series w1th 1ncreasing 1ncome, the Lates do’;

Y % - el o
. L _
. Vno;7converge af the upper 1nc7me levels, In fact the d&sparity in education

¥ !

M /

L ‘ - 1

higher income ranges than 1t is.in the lower income ranges., As shown on Chart 2. ‘{J

\ 7.'

higher income,black students.
. /. />‘. ) : ¢

- - »
.

‘v‘.7‘When we talk;about achieving‘equalbminority participation, we must;;ake
consideration not only those black students with. lower family income but

- e ) . ’ R o,

»  into!
'vthos‘ with higher inComes as well. We must try to determine what ‘impact raising
_ S o < a
tuition and offsetting t with increased student aid for low, income students

- .. - - la

. . . . S Fl
vwill‘have on.access_across the entire income spectrum. |

L . . S,

..

1 argueithat”the.ﬁofﬁcy of raisfing.tuitions for the purposes of generating ‘
. ' coel - Lo L e o ' - ’

- greater student aid may have adverse effects/at both ‘ends of the income spec-
.\. ) , . i v. ) .% . . N KA . . . . ) ‘y ". N
e trum. Those with lower incomes are kno 1edgeably skeptical'about whether the
. ) L, 7 -, _ S

“aid promﬁsed to . them will actually be delivered,Qespecially in an qra when’

_ n VA eligibiiity for aid 1is expanding to new groups of students (those Jttending

| . ' part—t1me3 and those attepdlng d broader Tange of 1nstitutions), and to students

¢ - ) . . . . N R . - : ~
- . . - : . B -

v




g

[
"particularly

fects “of infla-

w;tudent aid"~

tipn‘
Yl

f‘ S actuallyipa}d dii ectly to banks ang other lenders\-;

subsidies on
,// . .

% - -

stud, nt/’oans, and is not available to the students to pay K
- / . .

or tuition, books;
or~1iving expenses.. Mo£32:5}4 ‘all students,.

d’particularl -w income

student% are reluctant to saddle themselv s with heavy debt to get through
) . ,n
-ter that Just as educational

\

»?pportunity

schiol; and'they may be'justifiably b

;see S'about to become available to £hem, the rules'of the game'reSpecting . .
4 . i . b . N

hlstorical availabiiity of 1ow tuition public education are changed

At fhe middle and higher 1ncome levels, the effects of’ rais1ng tuitions on .

i J—

- the decislons of black young peppl

It is likely that: 1n.6;;r

o

to go to college may be even more adverS;.”v‘

" .

-

com1nggec nomic d1scrim1nation many blackﬂfamill's 1n'

e income ranges got there beca se(they have- more people working, or. people

o
g down two. or three jobs, or because the students themselvesze working

w

. \Q, . . 4 ) L . 7 . N . . / A
¢/ .

e
he issue “of where funds for student a1d should cbme from, I/wbuld

| /

that has worked we ll, even phenomenally well in broadening access for whites

: _ , 4

;«

in the-middlefincome.and~upper incOme'ranges The/funcfion of need based ///"'

A

~

K

student aid in broadening access is to compensate/for low income.. ¢

l/v The

for low income 1s a soc al goal, a broader goal than an educational goa

."f, rd

sate for.the*low'#ncome;should*be—ﬁaund w1th1n the system as .

3

These

a,whole, and not taken out of the education system from h1gher tu tion.

I§8

N

competing\goals,




Wa,*,._. g . ) K . ‘.; . : T
A ’ ‘. o . I 4 R i g ,

. ,: ‘ : y . [ ) - [V . -
\::‘ .+ ' .. 0On the issue of the political feasibiZity oﬁ finding additional resodrces,_f»=éE?

* D A AR

those favoring higher tuition argue that, however justifiedvthe claims-foﬂv
,greater resources, no ,more resources’ are to be found\in this-era'ofnlimitéd
A ' . L . . i .
resourcesﬂandfcompeting demands.‘ Indeed higher education may\be required to.
with even fewer resources in the coming years. "I argue, that before'
*'accepting that proposition, first highér education - administrators, faculty, _f,
,students, and alumni - has to try to “do a much better JOb of advocacy in ‘the = -

/‘ . B . . - " - .
’qolitical‘domain;'~ :

"~ This involves'broadening the coalition in‘-upport"of”higher‘educatignv—ﬁ. /. %%

t splitting it up. Advogdcy by the private jnstitutions of ‘increasing tuitio
et : Pl : B A I A

public institutions threatened to pit the,pr|vate sector against-bhe publs

R or and is being rejected;as~a policy positio by the orivate instituti’_ y
.,'f/ . TJ B SR {."‘ B .
erceive that they share their destiny With twe public institutions,'and
. . \ SR L. =
S ther-ways to help the private‘sector myst ght . And if”tuitions aré\

lthi ’pay more flor’ education and. for~,

middle income fam' ieg teive tha

- - ; ’
f»\.‘ y 'id f r which t/ey are not eligiblefﬁ— ‘and that will pit middle income"' )
“. ‘ ‘, N ) . . . ; . X .f‘ .
. : - “*j'JT'WLWH | - . e
. families openly. égalﬁst low income famxli:s. o wE Lo o ff. LT
. ) . L ,f’ . B : : o ) -
' 's§man O'Hara, Chaitman;6f the House Subcommfttee on Postsecondary B
R _ P ; ‘. N
* s an astute politician reflecting the concerns of ~is_Michigan M
1 R ‘_.; kS PN o . . /,.
"The American taxpayer has earned his reputa;ion as s
. aWyer, and perhaps even more than the’ academic ecanomist who ;2>//?
N . . \ N )
S pon g’ 0T 3 zed' that axpayer’ is. Tel that taxpayer ’/.
L . " he has fo. help a little more—to open the door,to///llege for/h S own kid
EE z b 1séls ‘e Will grumble but he will/help;, u. +~T1 him that -
. ) ‘\ . / . . " ‘
he is alreadyﬁmaking anﬁ the new ones you want hi S? makenff
Q - " o R l', LU .
'miiﬁﬁm o 2!(3 - CoTel g S L




‘help and we may. have a very vivid bicentennial observation of the Boston tea

.as measured a{ﬁa point in time A more comprehensﬁve perspective would take a
/ L .

‘of wondrous new cures, to the training of doctors and nurses and

‘and expenditures than the rest of the university of which it

limited resourcEs*competing—demands syndrome has to be counteracted w

" .ties for public support. R E RS

. MR. HILL

TR L S N

are not’ to help his‘kids, that he and his children areh"too affluent tofneed

g, Lo
b . .

par ty . '; v ‘o . Ce 5.
" B. Does the achievement of. equal opportunity~threaten other desirable

, goals? Must public policy alternatives compete in a time of scarce .
.- resources? ' ° 7 - :

i)

[ ' w' A
N .
DR. VAN*LST B e '
}N ’ - o B B b ' o T . ' . )
The standard answer is yes, followed up with'the observation that education:

(Y

-u-a

1.is not going to come off very well in the compefition given the other more

- [

a

l»pressing social needs in this country especiallw for improved health care. But

‘f' Y I

this response is based on'a static view of the world .1o0oking at limited resources

VL~

: dynamic view o the‘Vorld Education would be seen not just as a consumer -of.

e ' v
. .

resources but a¥ a roduc

r of resources.
o N\ : , . Y
.Envisioning“the set o. choxces as, for instance, education vs. health is

u\

critically short sighted Certainly higher education has a .great deal to .con- -

-

= . .
tribute to.. the search of new’ approaches to preventive medicin to~the discovery

N
[

aramedics, and

e 'v, . N

H'fto the delivery of community health care., " At one promineqt Southern university

T

" the university hospital 'is a larger part\of the enterprise in terms of revenues

n

sha part;',The

greater appreciation of the pub11c service functions of higher education and more

active delineation of the complementarlty among educationél and social goals

©»
- . -

‘P
.includtng, in particular, the goal of equal opportunity in establishing priorid

»
.

. ) - . - . . -
. . . .

-~
o
.6 Ny ’n ¢

The response depends on”fh; viewpoint and values of the respondent(F For '




s .
: . T ‘ i -3 ’ . . o -
example, if,one”considers 1nstitutiona;,autonomy to“require freedom from

»

R [y

.

o
accountability for the use of”~ public resources or freedom from the pressures

th;lmarket place, then institutional autonomy is a desirable goal which
Vs

S~ .
would suffer. If on‘the other;Land autonomy means-real freedom for an insti-

-2 » ! X

tution to rise or fall on its ability to attract and ret/in a student body, -

R

then fhat desirable goal would be enhanced. fQ”” . e

8 - l\ . " I -7 - o - .
Competition for scarce resourCEs among various public policy alternatives

[y

is often within the edhcation community. In such cases, the issuesazsually, -

revolVe around whose special interesu will be. serv

(i.e., vo—tech usr”éraduate

-and’ proers%onal education vs. student aid etc. ). )

The puhlic'interest (equal

itutional interests. - T e “,fk B ) T
" C. VWhat are the most desirable policieg of Southern stétes in supporeof . -

. higher. education? Are/theretpatterns over the last "dedade which should/;//y///

"' be, preserved, or changed? What combination of tuition levels and stu- *_ ot

dent aid would -be Both politlcally reallstic and effecbive in achieving

equity? C T ) :
~ . e - / =~
) . : . ‘ . - B . . ) - ) ’
DR.«yA“N ALSTYNE;\.‘ - ) . e I ; o
. I v » ' / s o 7 ‘
Higher education in the South'is characterized by:.. -

.. low tuition, -

, . o : 1Y

... low college—going rates, - o _ .
el e "‘v\

... less developed programs of student aid than are«found in some " ' P

'other regions, o o , ’ I i
. : *4/ v S -L
. relatlvely smakirprivate shares of enrollment ; '
:f:,relatively,high ates dh;in-migration ‘of but=-df-state students, . and
‘ a\large‘share of total minority student engoIlment — T ) ° .
\ ° . ; \\ R } | ' .
Disgussions of kuyition and /;udent a1d olicies in’ achieving equal educa—- £
’—_‘/w .~_..
tional opportunity at the national"l -arevée}evant—to‘thesg‘same issues in

-~ . \. . N \;t_ o
- « \ / , . g




- program by:

21

L4

. In addition, Southern states have unique concerns in delineating the roles

of histo:ically black~insti{utions. Improved planning and coordination at the

o

state level 1is. a better approach to these concerns than increasing student tui-

-

tions and student aid and relying still more heavily on market mechanisms.

Educators in the Southern states should analyze the impact of national | .

El

policies on the region, payingrparticular attention to regional sharks of

N

resources allocated acrording to formulas, as compared to shares of resources

'channeled under -entitlement programs. .

MR. HILL " R )

w o -

.

There are no uniquely Southern patterns (as distinguished from national

»

patterns) which seem toO be~particularly desirable. There are numerous national

i policies which are desirable which the South has yet to adopt. One of.these is r

the establishment of comprehepslve, staqgwide, needs’ based programs of financial

assistance to,students at public and non-public institutions. The South, lack-

ing what is'acceptéd practice in most other regions, might institute such a

o

(a) Establishing an independent agency (indepeddent of all educational

institutions) g0 administer the program according to accepted

- . .
.
'
, . ~

N national criteria (such as those of the CSS or ACT)

, (b)_ Fund the’ program by (1)- raising tuition at public institutions to-

W

\ : ; bne-half of actual educational cost’ and by - (2) the sale of nevenue

t

i bonds by the state student aid (and- loan guarantee) agency to

E‘. o "

fully fund income contingent student loans.

“(c) Me t the first $500 of annual need with an income contingent,

guar nteed loan. "Meet all remaining need. with a grant.f (The
. } L amount of the loan cou1d be adjusted to meek’available financial

'resources or .resources could_be increased or‘decreased as needed

T g
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. when it is the distribution system ‘rather than the total amount col

, : Vi
v

~ : /" A 11 : S

" given state reaIly wanted to mak¢ t
S

. D. What share of the resouces should come frdta fhe federal government .
. ~ and in what combinations of programs? /Afd Ahe presdut student aid ’
programé in need of minor or-drastic'yeligdon? e -

/ . - . / . ) ~ ‘ 7 y ’
MR. HILL: . o / :

In~economic terms, whethe7 state or edeyal taxes are the source of public
0

-

* funding essentially is irrelevant as’ the ultimate source. is the same -- the tax-

'payer.. Prag aticaliy one must ask why disturb the present federal/st e division.

-~ 4

/. ’ .
collector ghichﬂmost-needs change. Iflthe division.were t:/be ch ged. one might

/ .

: argue for an increased state share through the bacc;}aurea eblev 1'in exchange

yfor a reduced hare at the graduate and professional level (on grounds noted

previously) konversely the federal//hare might be reduced at the. undergraduate
1eve1 and incrbased at the graduafe and professional level. Today 8 trends seem

'very\appropriate --a major 4xtension of federal direct atudent financial aid

/

V-

'sive aid programs (e g.» SSIG).

program/'based on need/{e -39 BEOG) -and incen
/
This combina

approach today to-increase equa; opportunity.

.
tives to statew to fund comprehen-

tion is .a politi&ally realistic

Motéover, such federal efforts

produce bEtter resfilts t an wo

is because any federal ﬁ ogram

N

d similar expeéditures at .the state 1eve1 This

Sy

ould collect taxes where the means are concen-

trated (outside the South) and redistribute them to where the less aff1uent (and

>

black minorities) are concentrated, i. e.hkthe Sbuth, and the minorities would

L

get back more than its taxpayets woul

DR. VAN ALSTYNE;

.’” . . . . ‘. ‘ N

In discussing resources for education we have to start. by differentiating

be assessed

P

.40 s

/
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between student resourcés and institutional resources. The federal share of

student resources to meet {uition and 1iving expenseg has more than doubled in -
.‘ x -4 o '

the. iasRhfour years, from 13 percent to 29 percent In l974 75 the federal'
A : :
—~ government provided“$4 5 biilion in assistqnce to- students ($l 0 billion in

. ‘s

o Office ‘of Education prqgrams, Sl 0 billion in Social Security and $2 ) billion

’ -

1
+ "in G.T1. benefits toward total student expenses of close to $16 billipn. A
- T federal share of 29 percent might be considered very large until it is fieasured
agains; the stghdard of the G I Bill at its peak year, 1947- 48 when the //

4

ol féderal share wasg 43 perceng,_—ﬁx that time the G.1. Bill helped one out' of
= k (4 /

every two students enrolled in thher education and provided about SIL. bilkion

0 E Sad

-

.slightly.

The criteria for the proper levels of support and ghe divisions of respon-

-

sibility between thee federal and scate&g:vernmfntsare on firmer ground if they
) :
- are stated not in terms ‘of percentage shares’, but rather in terms of dollars of‘

, support in re]ation to the achievément of particular program objectives,'within

’
. b R

a specified time frame. There is, ofmcourse, n6 absolute answer ‘to the question )

of what the federal share should be. The percentage shaf‘“isca residual calcum

lation, and it varies from state to state, be1ng particularly small in states
! b

4

with large state programs. o - ..
W1thin the current Administration;\the federal role in undergraduate educa-
" tion is primarily defined as assuring greater\access while the basic:éupport of
.o the capaCity to‘educatc is defined as‘being in the‘dbmain of the states.

——

Factors that should be’ taken into account in determin1ng the desired

Q B C o . ! :;1 L | ' | o ‘-

-




! 1.“fundamenta1 be1iefs about federalism an federal/state rel_tions /// )

* 2. Changing reSburce bases o§/the ’ 'levelsnof govetnment dt/ A

. 4

// 5. Impact of fundihg arra ements on student choicg institutionan

/ ‘; autonomt/and pricing ind/;hé dual publiﬁ/p y&ate educatioj>7//. :, .

system of higher’ ucatiOn; ’

6;: Impact of th//f/
‘ -and studen; in//

entiVés to inctease or substitute educational budget o7

‘ :\, . | / ! o
din% arrangements on federal 7tate }nstitutional

o

BN

resourcé//in support of higher education. o _’]

Desirable/d{/;ctions of change\would be more adequate federai aid t6 pro—‘\

éduca~  * -

mote access' federal/state partnership to provide greater choIce amonﬁ

@ §

greater proportio cgnts and work oppo tunities and far 1ess re iance. on

a4

. L]

) student‘loans.r'

E. Are tHere new;problems to‘éhich m}noritxrgroups should. be a1ert, such -
" as _the question ‘of the independent student and the constitutionalitx L
of/étudent aid based o77fami4y/contribution? T . .,/

DR. VAN/ALSTYNE: ., . > - . P

- . Y

/

, S -~ ' R N Y. » : 1 e

" .There are ngw problems -- and opportunit}és as well -~ in higher educa
. . . : . , " ok L s
ofﬂcentral intérest to minority-groups. /// ' o

S
N LS

Pl

These 85F concerns on the horizon.u"

\

. Asshring adequate student aid .with- adjustments for inf
\\ . ¥ - »

Grants are moving closer to fu11 funding aﬂb real e

tlements; but

eligibility for aid;is.moving up the income sca ,»possibly“diluting , S
. | : . ) ) " . . ’ j‘: A . (.
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/ oo The po ible introduction of merit into th award of
I * -
. ;/ E the categorical programs, ' ; ////
/” ability of college gradyates to find jpbs usi
7 N

. Portabil!ty of federal stud t assistaﬁCe
¢ .
‘resources for studentsato seek education ou of theiv home state

[}

;

the veterans educational benefits W 1 be‘discdntinued

The contrbversies relating to the/direction of public. funds to.gtudents .

’ . . v
Py

[

the equirement of a family contri-

> Y 2

N bution (even.when independent status  j4; declared); administrative procedures

™~

/ ' T o . - R . . .
which contravene legal de:éz}tibns in- i ' ;

K o

ng need which are déxdised to g1ve prefetence to middle income studen

/ﬁstit tfens which are no; rela éﬁ to

“

/eld pv/glems t9’wh1ch/winority
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one speaks effectively for the poor, for minoritfes, for‘stpden‘s.and for . J

. . .

taxpayers. (Indeed one must,askuyhetber anyoné»speaks for these groups at

all - even ineffectively?) L Y - S I Y
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A CLOSER LOOK AT SOUTHERN STATE OLICIES fw7,~l

1

o © “AND PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUQATION. R L
. _ T : 7 o - o | -

in re pect to student aid : Dr. Jerry /avis, currently“engaged in/student aid//

- ‘ '

te fof the~

s M !

. [ Southern Regional'Educatioanoard and consulltant on student. d/tofbﬁevGovernor

yﬁvorce‘on Student

3

Additional data on the financial suppo it péovided public higher education"

. ; / ‘
/ o
iy by Southern states, wereprfpared by Virginia leming, to provide background :
S~ mater1a1 for the Conference and documents u? ch would illuminate currensl)?blic /
. - . \ . Yo
” policy discussions in ‘these states. - N
e \,State Financial Aid'Prograng{
O - ‘ B L and Student Access. . s o v [ ’

'/ ' - [Dr,'jerry S._Davis S T s
/,’ . : _‘. .' o : . : / T
_ There'are probably as many barriers to post secondary education as there

h{s own |

\bfj . are 1ndividuals ‘who warit  to. go on to school but do not. " Everyon
. = Faa

set of reasons (and,gationalizations)vfor not akhievingaa_desired goal. This

X . ) i . ,- ‘w ; /' . R . /

. ' . . i

v is why it isvbarticuiarly hard to‘retj:e/all_the barriers and achieve a condi- - -

i N X . .
. . - co s ‘.
\tlon of free ‘access. fon everyone." : ' : ’ _4———//// o

M ,
) : ~ . . ) ; ) ' / . I

0 K . A few years ago Richard Ferr1n of the College ?ntrance ExaminationiBoard,
[T ’/ ' : f . E ’ : '
/// :class1f1ed the mahy barriers-in fo7r categories ‘ /' g '
ke o _. ‘ . . . o ( ‘ N ]
S “1l.  Academic - students don ¢ haue/the appropriate/grades or secondary v

éool'preparation to“be‘admitted t9/some form/of educatlon,"
: Fita

35




. co2. Attitudinal - students\either do

secondary education‘or {

® not

. N N . - s ,
now that there are ways td surmount -
the barpiers to it/——

I

. : L Y
any just lack self-confidence; e -

I

ive too far, éither in_miles or commuting

i

3, Geograghic'- studgénts
- . . ’ i, I ! | ‘. '

time .from an insgitution they can afford'andjbould be admitted to;
and, l ' .

» -

; " to pay for the costs of education. | ‘/ N . - ~<i;/j>/
- : “ - o N
The financial barrier is ‘the one th;;/d ‘most easily do umented escribed

ot

; and dealt with. "It is qdite difficult torepair 12 years of educational neglect
| ”?

g , 4 s/j/

/

fime. ‘But the ﬁinancial barrier can be removed by,providi a student and his.
A .

'family with increased resources to pay for the costs of edugation. i
) o /‘ / ) - 1 . »','/ .o
Removing therfinancia} barrier wil& produce[some quite definite'benéfits;/

.
/ PR .

Oh the basis of a number pf senior surveys "and studies of student financial aid
, o o . / o
,ces/in/the 14 Southern stz;es and seven states outs de the South

needs and reso

me form of P st secondary education but are deterred by the 1ack of financial
B . ,0. .

LR

: . _ .
. - . . L
resources to helb defray costs . . - » v . i

So, if the financial barrier were removed, something 1ike two thir s rd/her
- ) >
than one-half of the current high bdhool graddatlng classes ‘would be going on to

I -

more education. Many of these students would be. minority/poverty s;;gpnbé
Providing,sﬂudents and families with increased resources for efrayal of /-

.\._ N : ) !

3

.education,expenses will produce‘some desired benefits in addition to increased

~

S S S ' T o
participation rates in post secondary education.  From 10" to 25 percent of ‘the
é;udents who currently go, on to some educatiqn find their choices of instifutions

. & . . P ) ) N - Loy .
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/

financzia'l resources. _Some"

‘in acJommodations ‘while. atten ng school which are huite different from those

s

' . A
. they prefer. We cannot pr ;isely document the influence of these sacrifices on~
' (

.3’,, i

. educational performance. We/can, however, infer from diverse evidence that these/

sacrifices substantia}ly contribute to th "drop out" or stop out" rates in

e education. ' . . . \iify.wf

¥ -t .
// .+ Each time tﬁat a student has,t67ﬁrop out or delay his education represents

~. -

‘a reduction of benefits received for b sources expended The - student and his

e Ly [ -
. i . .

ﬁamily do not/r ceive the/maximum benff ts for their investmeﬂts of money, time,\tx

-

" and o;her resources becdﬁse uhe student hasn tyearned his intended degree or, ;\'

‘..-

'level of’training. The institution'which enrolled the: student does not receive
. E . |

L] :
| _the maximum return on its investment of instructional time and other.resources ] A

<

~be,ausé/it has not produced irs. final end product, an educated and trained

j;
// B ot v S 7 : e

graduate. And society has not received a maximum benefit on its investments in '

It‘is.almost

ents a far’ ~

few educators”and other poIic;makers are williné&toﬁrecognize thir

I

‘ ey s
At tWe bareuminlmumg you‘ban safe % ay that the financial b

- . ,5»-*

cantly and negatively influences the post . secondarﬁ;
‘ : .s )

. described 1n terms of the concept "f‘nancial need " This is a quite useful con-:

R cept because it combines the two important factors wh1ch create the»barrier“into

- <3 . . y
. o .a single numerical form. In its s1mpl 14 form, financial need is" the,diffenence] e
L . : : N e

between the éOSts of educatlon and the student and his fam11y s abj};ly to payv

‘, | . . " N
;,fOr those osts. F1nancial need can be reduced by either reducing.costs OF ‘

. .‘ 3.7“‘




30 . " : o A. v . b'\'

inc7éasing\thehfinancial~resources of students and their families. There is a .

/ of " s/ udents and parents by giving students financial aid. 1' ll,make,some L :;;%*

~ further commest,on\this argument'below.

*

- student is a real ’ concept and has some d/ﬁln te psychological and social, as

N //
well as financial and educational consequences

/,

need as measured by financial aid administratgrs’and other public/policymakers is

— . / . o
;_‘ a theoretical construct. The NatiopaI/Task Force on Student Aid/ Problems found

e many/iiverse practices/in/measuring educational costs. A A =
P ) © g . i - ’

While all f1nanc1al aid programs consider and measure direct education‘

U

for him;and his fami . Financial

ﬁ‘u

S

expenditures (tuition and fees, books anﬂ supplies) in much the same way, there‘\
» \

S, is a great deal of" diver31ty in the measuremént and legitimacy of 5ther kinds of

. . . -"-*‘. W : o

Gcosts, -such as room and board, medical and dental personal and travel ex%ensesf

‘/ N /
' \\\L To". the extent that some of these real costs,to students _are- not measured in the‘?'

= ,»’

“inc¢luded as "1egitimate" by financ1al aid programs, ?we cannot hope

&‘

) »albarrier by*ignoring‘it.‘

\ T ’ /‘

v

The Task Force also found many different practices of m gsuring student

and parental ability to pay for educational costs:

A

.

For exam le, the three maJor'

nationW1de need analysis systems, those of the College Scholarship Service, the

American College Testing Program, and the Ba51c Educational Opportunity Grant

' Program take the samé\data and information about a family s f1nanc1aL circum—
stances and frequently produce qu1te diiTerent estimates of their il’ y tq,” '

.pay for educational ~osts.

. ‘ / L / &
) andzparents' they result in amazing 1nequ1ties‘in the di

i

- funds through Einancial a1d pfograms.

N




A

‘are measured, the financial need!j

X
of individual students rema1ns constant and inf uential It is only when policy- )

able measurement becomes crucial Therefqre, th Task Force has" recommended L

- R systems and practices for measuring costs and b lity to pay which will achieve'.
these obJectives. Widespread use of these sy te;% and practices will make a sub-

stantial contribution to more equitable distribution of student aid everywherew

4 . v PR
e .‘

They will also.make it possible to better assess the real impact Qf financial )

i . . o

need from the student'svviewpoint} The figures I cite below are based on the. .

-

“/; Task Force's method of‘calculating

- by financial aid/officers.on‘their annual Appli ations to Participate in Federal

I ' o vl Pl . ° N
. . p N o, R

A
Student Aid/?;ograms. L - “.; o S

< "\ “ 3 .
'*v; U ng/data assembled/by the Stanford\Research Institute 1n ﬁ%nlo Park o

e / )
e

Calffornla, I _estim te char
\ /

. colleges and/uniJersities

,,-

>l

14
from families of less than $9 000 annual income) , the average:

‘l i R

'4' billion«ﬂ Thi//7epresents an average need of $l 043 per student. For low income

students (tHose

':;/{i/dgﬁial need is $l 844 per student. (See Tables/9né/and Two) \“~%f-'n{ .

foe

o ) //(*f These figures take 1nto account the vays: in which students of widely
) ' C A
d1ffer1ng financial c1rcumstances d1str1buteﬁthemselves among.. 1nstitutions of o
Vi“»* - - ’
s J,,“ /
d1fferent c:7ts. nd they also'take into account ‘a reasonable expectation of/

- v

s

i1y cont 1butions and.stdﬁent self help contr1bution9/ff6m_summer‘\nd\termf,-

.‘ -

,ime earnings 750, ’after hi::ﬁamlly s and his“bwn contr1butions are. con51dered

o the typicél low income stude t has to: obta1n nearly $2 000 to pay for the—eosts

. .
) e - . : .

'Of[hls education. ;"' g - B o

,/ . ‘ - . . s

\ . region and W1th1n states by institutional types. For/the low: income studen

: /the least average need is $l 066 at publlc two’year colleges in Arkansas. T)y_';*

[y
»
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P i -0

' of ma1nta1ning lower tuitions at”ﬁheir public colleges. This policy-'as
emphasized in recognition of the general population S 11mited ability ‘t ;
S V)

pay for these costs. "But today, as a- policy and practice designed to enhance or.

. N
v (7

_f-even maintain access,,low tuitions have limit d utility. There are two reasonﬁ
. N s L e e
- for this: 1) tuition costsrrepresent only a small part of total costs, and 2)

PR

.tyitions in,the Sodth are not all that low. .o

-~ In l97'2j—.'7,",3,'\_the -
- e ."«‘4_' \ . /

- B E

' colleges‘in the SSUth was, $460 The national averageﬂw5;/$529 So,*the

Southern,average was 13 pe!cent 1ess than the//ational average Average total

, Costs.athSouthern public four—year/colleges were, $2 349 or ll 5 percent less
than the - of 5/6‘ . However the ability ‘to pay for thosert

,(

per ca ita income was 13.7 percent less 7han the

0

,,.
. }

In all bat- three states, Louisfana -Tennessee,’and West

_‘!'.,

'tions rcpresented a higher percentage of per capita ihcome in each

A',‘Vl,.

’

state than they d1d for states 1n the rest of the nation.- In all but

x

- TR, e |
hkg:i;&ana 'Maryland yexas, and Virginia, total costs L

. . . '
. : : 7
represented a greater percen ge Of per ._apita lnCO

tﬁ %tion.'.(See Tables Three an& Four )

a ~. “

The costs at public two-ye?r
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: ” . . . : .

-~ . 1Y . ' ‘ .l ’ ,\-'.". . - = " .“ »
o L v . ) . . » . e ) ; .
N the best way for a state to exercise its respogiibility for or commitment to - v

! s

access for low indome students. S IR *\\':b,

B

_‘\\Yuition costs represent only part of the costs of e 'cation to-students: BN

'Y

Y . "‘; agz_in the South being 26 l percent. Without tuition costs, the ty ical

low income ‘student would still have a $l 300 financial need to attend a ;:Eli\\ S

°
"

oooN

¢ . SN !
. -

o

Tuition costs to them epresent well over half their\financial need A reduc¢~\'

tion in tuition is\unlikely regardless of who it might helﬁ This is because e

IR it is quite costly to institutions. For exampIe,,if tuitions had'been, infjfk\
. ‘ \;‘._ “.' T

1973 74, reduced at public four -year institutions by just ten percen he .

r $50 million in;geyenue. " Such a reduction N

B

™ institutions would hAVe Lost

\ \.___‘N .

- \tiondgg>s the average need at" publi four—year col. v'esiby‘about‘one—foureh but -

N
would "cost” G#hr $250 million in lost revenue

\ lels the rates increase in instructional éosts; because:they represent a sig-.
.;]» ' : P . . . - . v \
ni}icant amoufit, not™ roportion, of income to virtually all public “

eve that policy recommendations regarding\\ .

" figancial aid will have very limited impact on’ the needs of low incomg students. o
' K \\ \ - “- ¢ . Y . ’
: Th::efbreq I be vae our efforts to xemove the financial barrier to post secondary

N y .

. \ L - . :
‘ \ N Cor N o \ ) .
educatton should Y:ocus on’ financial aid - : . L ‘
X . .’ 4 N . N R

widespread discussion of proposals to increase the costs of




L . . v

. . ' ) . T\~

[ "\ bv\. ~‘ ° R -
tuitions and’offset the increase to the needy stude:té\by‘financial aid. The L

.

; rationale underlying thesevpaoposals is that the more affluent students ar
. )

4 Y

‘\|

getting? "bargain" in costs at pujiic institutions and that by charging L.em
more, dew dollars in revenue for f

ancial aid or other eibenditure purposes
. . b_
" could be\generated. I do not:believe that such a practice will work in the

. o -

" South because: 1) there are more needy than not-needy students in the region

L and'tuit;hnrincreases“would/generate ore financial need tham they would generate
increased revenue rthereby defeating their purpose"2) tuition increases are
AN ~

likely to drive the most. a{fluent studeﬁts to. private institutions or institu—

-

..} tions outside the South, and’ 1) shifting the burden of paying for more of the

~
v

. educa;ional sts to a segment of the population who already pays,more tha W"
f their share of Nje coBgs for all ;dblic services is not a politically tena:l:\\\\'
> . : ', A . R P} ) B \ S . o o a .
solution. - \; _ . R , Y .‘ a

The provision of‘fipahcial aid to students is ‘held to be an activity

\\\

which is performed by a partnershio among the federal and state governments,f

’. .
- 4 s

the institutions,'and private agencies All these partners have a stake'in the
L l< : ' N J B " -

‘educational development of our society and a responsibiI‘ty to students. ”In‘

- . . ~ . '
'44 i N\, . g

A ﬁadditibn to ‘the benefits states dgrive from -an educated populace, they- . .
\,< * xw* , ) S ' -
\Constitutionally responsible for thc education of rheir citizens. s we shall

~LN -

the-extent to which"Southern.stat ekercise that responsibility through

. ) A . . . ~ ) .

N TN . . a N e . K
financial aid programs is quite varied. = - : N i'~;j_ : ' .

I have abready notedia financial need of $1 5 billion for enroll\d under—'

e .

graduates in the South If oame adds to»that an estimated $lSO million 1n need

N »/ .

for the lO to 15 percent of-all high school graduates who want ‘to go on.to- ¢+ . a

q . ]

—

school but do not, the total f inaneial need is $l 65 billion. Let\s_}6ok Eirst

‘

at the way the partnership attcmpts to meet that financial need and ther examine -

o P
Jum— LR - . . - . ‘{ t

' what states should do to increasedpheir role.

." There is,about”$113ﬂBillion”indfinancial”aidjfrom all sources availablg_
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f\\\\\tu meet the financial need. The fed-ral student aid prognams provide $366.2 . .
mlllion or 29.1 percent. Statq*&nd federal educationallbenefits (from the

. " Veterans Administration, the Social Security‘?ﬁhinistration, vocational rehabili-.

4

' tation programs, welfare agencies) account/for $631.6 million, or 48;7 percent,

States provide -$22 millfon. or 1.8 percent, and the renainder,_about

o

- is *from private-sources (businesses, organizations, churches, cjvic gtoups; etc.).

Institutional aid amounts.to'$244.4 million or 19.4 percent.,

-

That is a lot of money, uut it on]y represents 80 percent of what is esti-‘

mated as needed for everyone in the Southf A1l that aid doesn't get distributed

-

to pnéedy students.
o

ny institutional-flnancial aid 'dollars are awarded to

4

‘ : , ‘ N ' : o :
students on the basis of criteria other -than or ih\addition to financial need. - .

‘Many needy students attend institutions which eontrol\very limited amounts of
.

L]

f fnancial- aid- dollars and enroll disproportionate numbers\b{ needy studezii -

ptcially the two~ye\r public colleges And the educational\benefits ake, fOL

‘!

‘the most part, not awnrded on thc basis of financial needm

When\the ways in which f{inancial aidfand‘needy‘students are distributed.

among inStitutions'are\eonsidered; the total need for additional aid increases

X N
A . * - - ~ . \ W
from.$391 million to $459 million. Put another way, because all the aid is nét
availtable to the nqedy studsnts,‘and‘is not distrlbuted in proportion to}thegi
- v, . s . ~ %
jnéed, the need for additional aid is lnflated by 18 perCEnt
The necd for addltional aid varies by.. states and institutional types within ’
statcs “In general the 1argest unmet needs are\at the private four-year .

colleges and univers1ties " For the region, their unmet neéds or need for . addi—

[
[

tional aLd represcnt about 44 percent‘of the total. This is primarily because - -

N
of their higher cqsts "and the enrollment of . many ‘low income students. The

private four—year colleges’ enroll’ only one of every five students in the South\<\ ‘

That is lower than the national average ' But they LﬂfOll one ‘out of every six
- B ’ \

1ow lncome-students. That is higher than the national average. As you realize,

)
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) many o&/these law “{ncomie students are black students enrolled in predominantly

”

~hlaoﬁ_goileges. ‘ . S . o '.. "

, There are three types of ald -- grants or/scholarships,”loans, and work-

s ’

studyor employment awards. With regard to increasing access. the grant awards R

-

‘have by far the most significant impact and_are most‘deaiTable'to students.

.Students next prefer employment and then, as a last resort, loans., So, if we
want programs which will most huickly enhance access, 'we should devélop gfant
. ' . ’ . [ ~-

programs, then work, and finally, loans. L

-
’

Many Southern states have both grant and loan programs.. North Carolina;
LS ~ )
v Virgﬂnia, and Arkansas have work programs that operate oq ‘a statewide basis bf:'

\ they are opefated with ‘a Minimum‘of state dollars. Nhile employment awards are
@ %‘ Iy

good and more desirable to students than loans, they have problems. One, they - K o

u; ’
are difficult to adminiscer on, a statewide basis. Two, minority/poverty studenrs“

A

a e

who have to rely on employment frequently sacrifice much needed extra timé/for /Jv o

. . / . 2

-ac demic preparanion. Three, .the: magnitude of financial need - at most institu—/
. drn - k

~

tional types is such that it is estimated that students would have. to. wonk from ,r'4<¢?

20 to 35 hours per week 1n order to meat their need for additional aid Finally,‘;.

~ -

" the 'kinds of 1obs that students typically receive in work- study programs are, e
) ‘ ;N

frequently JObS whtth in this region'would go to heads of very low income fami— '-f_\g\;

lies. So, expan51on,o£ work programs with jobs like most programs now feature

. i s .

is likely to increase unemployment in se nts'of"the population who most des- L
perately need jobs. g

All but three states, Alabama, Miss ssippi and West Vlrginia, have

e

agencies which offer guaranteed loans to students through the Federal Guaranteed

Student Loan Program or their 6wn’ auépices. These programs provide substantial

-

amounts of loan dollars to undergraduates, an estimated $125 million in l972 73

o -*

»that might not otherwiqc be available to students from\\rivate sources.t Where

Y
~ -~

there are Oarantce nc1és, banks, savings and“loan -a encies,’. other. rivate,
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sources are.much\more willing’to make loans to studemts. 1 strongly recommend

-

5 LI - o i . C
“ that all states develwp ‘guarantee agencies or loan programs to help elicit™sup-" "~
3 . o . N | . . .
~ port from private sources. - L //'
| ; - o - . .
Loan programs make a’ dramatic difference-in the educational plans. of

. . ‘ ) o ' ,
-middle income and more affluent students and they hel

- . to enhance a student's o

7

freedom of choice of institutional types of education ’ But'they are of limited

A

utility in enhancing access of low income students, This is primarily

ue to

- reluctance of low income students to accept initialvloans and the facf that many

Jenrolled'students have already received aid packages which contain

-

~\When state and federal aid.programs: really emphasize loan programs, students can

|\~\ ’

be forced to Incur very large amounts of total indebtedness for their under/~

: . 2
graduate caréérs..‘

*

. Grant programs'are the most effective in'increasing aqéess, especfally if
N %y A ' Lo T
they are awarded on the sole criterionﬂof financial!ne’d.ﬂ

. Most Southern states have had experience with dant~programs of one kind

E

or another. Bub until recent yeafs, these programs were almosé exclusively of

“the type known as ”categbrical"'aid‘programsﬂ

Categorical aid programs are designed to assist specific categdries'of

/
/

students, for example, students in ‘teacher education, medical or health pro-

‘fcssions. or children of deceased veterans, policemen, or firemen. _In other 4

words, a student has to meet criteria other than or in addition to financial -

need in order to qualify.for assistance from theSe'programs.

~ Prior to the 1970's, only Florida, Marylard, and West'Virginia had‘needsi.
based comprchcnsiue-grant programs. By "comprehensive," I mean without the

4 t »

rquirement of a specific vocational prep#ration career choice, or. military ‘ /
. (' /, .
ser ice reldted requirement J\Some other states had scholarship programs ,hut. // .,

these were not necds based or were adminlstered through institutions The = ,

: oy . _ . y
. Elorida, Mgryland, and West Vlrginia programs were based on need but_were e :

. . o9 . . ’/ ) ) . . -
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also awarded on the basis of- indication of dcademic promise, usually scores,on  /
some test. Awarding.grants on the-basis of schola ship helps to enhance thi
!likelihood of the state receiving benefits from the awards - he more academic .
'promise a student shows, the more likely,he*will graduate., Bdt they do little

to increase many minority/poverty//;udent's freedom'of‘access to college. This
" is because’ many do not do well on tests on which receipt of an award-is based

”‘f Aﬁnon—competitive, needs—based, comprehensiveiprogram is much'better. '.. -
. . /In the l970's, morefSouthern states began to develop comprehensive grant

' programs but they also developed another type of grant program - the tui%ionv

-

egualization grant;program. These are programs which are designed ‘to offset

.‘the higher costs ofatuitions . private'colleges.[ In;1974—75, Georgia,'North/
Carolina,‘South Carolina, Texas; an /Virginia had some'kind.of tuition equaliza—‘d
;)/ 'btion program.? Dollars available from th e programé are awagded ekclusively to

| ‘pniuate college students “and amount to near $27 million. | ‘u'f

» ¢ N Ty )
. ¥ -

The Georgia and.North Carolina programs\are not strictly based onrneégz o

#’_-————&%,‘:;

i~y ey —

p ’ The Georgia program involves a straight $400 per capita grant to colleges in '
. ,‘,a-'l\. - y

| rﬁ“& ‘-hehalf of every resident undergraduate enrolled. North Carolina's program pro--
B : .

vides $200-per resident to'institutions that contract'and agree to,match-the

5

$200 and award the total amounts to needy undergraduates, not necessarily the

2y

.

student in whose behalf the grant was -paid- to the institution. The Vir inia -

*

: program provides awards to students that are grants" if ‘remain- in

- o .

_the state and meet certain ployment requirements after- aduation. If the

s

student does not fulfill his obligatiop \ grant" becomes a repayable loan.

. / Co.
o The South Carolina and Texas programs are needs—based awards- direct to E
. L 4 - N Y '
studéhts.‘ The maximum award-in the South Carolina program is $l 500 per. year,
v . , ‘Q
“the Texas maximum JAs $6OO or no more than tuition: § a public college.n” L 0w

2 -
3 ,

In each ofﬂthese staﬁ%s persuasive arguments for tuition equalizatipn‘ K4

e programs have been made. .Tuitions are higher at pr1vaté/colleges and neédy
. _ : , , S A :

S & 46 e ’ .
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L ‘regidents cannot as easily ﬁﬁford their~costs as_

’

utions. - Private colleges educate a significant number of residents whbse : g /n

/

» attendance at public institutions (which receive per FTE appropriatious which

are gen rally larger than the grants) would be more costly to the states. -PrivateT’

P

colleges are at a substantial market disadvantage due to their higher pri es and, /

!

o copsequently, séme. are in financial difficulty which can be alleviated y adequa;e
5 /

’

v

/// ' tu1tion grants and consequent enrollment of more ‘students. And, finally, mainye- ST
nance of a viable system of public and private institutions strengthens all of

.\'

post secondary education. ~ o . . )

/ - .. Data exist to _support rather conclusively only part of these arguments - //
r ' . )
.that tu1tion costs are higher and that .some private colleges are in financial

difficulty. There is very little empirical data to conclusively demonstrate

n

_that tuition equalization programs make ‘a significant difference in student

. s
// attendance at privaté colleges, that students who receive the grants would not

’

have gone to these colleges ényway, that the programsghave a ;ignificant impact

.on. the fiscal vitality of the institutions, that attendance at public colleges . './

T would cost thefstate more considering that many institution [} current facilities////

of public and’privat@~educati strengthens all of post secondaryfeducatVOn. 1.

L will’ admit Ehat there is’ 11t le evidence to- disprove the arguments either.

I believe that needy students ‘should receive awards to be spent at insti-

[ .\

: tutions of the1r choice.> Needs—based grants equalize costs and permit students /
¥ o

vy .
to choose where they will attend If institutions programsqare attractive and‘

o

' money is generqlly available, students will attend them. ‘Because the'evidence

- i

isso limited and because monies appropriated for private college tuitions

i

equali;ation programs COukd be used for all needy students, 1 would strongly

recommend that these grant programs be mod1f1ed to award needshbased grants

e . . \

d1rectly to" all st dents, regardless of the type of inst1tution they m1ght
7

\)4 ‘. C / ' . ‘
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. /
a grand total of perhaps/$28 million to be available in all the 14 Southern

_ S ' L
B : R ) /, |
prefer to attend. Lo ‘ . .

A . & ¥

In 1974-75, 'seven states, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, Tennessee,

néeds base?/grants to: students at both public apd private colleges. 'Awards from

these programs totaled over $12.8 mi}{ion., The largest were. in Florida, $4 8

,million, and in Tennessee, $3.6 million. Significantly, these two states werev'

the'only'ones whose average awards to students were greater-than the cost of
N ) o ’ - . :
‘toition at the public colleges.:

. Counting thé South Carolina and Texas'programs'for private colleges as

i
.

f5comprehensive programs, nine of the 14 states had operational grané programs in’

l974 75 and they d1spensed an estimated - "7.4
7‘:. 1 “A / AN .

Arkansas and Mississippi have new ‘progr

ion in aid.

’

ot

"which are not yet operai}onal

but//hould begin th1s year w1th at least $]lO 408 and $164, 366, respectively in

/
funds from‘the ew'FederaI State Student Incentf

¢ ’

'awards-funds to states/én a matching bﬂSiS fo use in -

v 7
. . 3
LS 7

Assuming that the funds will/at least be matthed, an_ther onefhalf million will

\ S :

be"added to the total ave: é@le from state progra . ) ' //

) B ‘ - / » 4 ﬂv - . ’
Alabama, Louisiana, and Nopth Carolina hav

pending programs which if?

K \

]egislative and admin1strat1ve detaJls can be worked out, will add- another

: Virginia;tand‘West Virginia had comprehensivebstate grant programs which awarded -

e Grant,Program, a program which

'estimated Sf/S million dollars to the total., So né&t ye}{//we might ant1cipate

/

stTtes- » : L e

'/ How do we evaluate these$a€tivities? There are~at‘least two ways to

/éﬁmluate'sta efforts in ‘student aid We can, like“the country preacher who

° /uses'th standards of the Good Book to evaluate the behavior of his. flock weigh
the'efforts pf states against some common standard; The standard would be the

‘. . ’ . ' ' ' 7 / ' ‘ ) 7

extent tp which the states meet the financial needs/of/they{,citizens with/‘; !

. // , o 2// ‘ /w
e bi o 453 . , //

dollar andkprograms wh, ch/have.t _'most.impact on 7écess.’.0r we can, like th{ .

-,

/ g

mprehensive'grant programs..

,

ﬂf
£

/-
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members of tho country proncho/ 7 flock who eva]uate thex;/own behavior on the

n '
' . / <

bnsis_of what everyone clse is doing, sxmply compare Southern state efforts
against what other a%ﬂtcs arc doing. I prefer the country preacher s criterion
. i A3

Ho of dolnc what is nt&dod and rxght, but unfortunately most policymakers and poli-‘

L

ticians want to do no more than anyone clse is doing. Therefore,..we shaj}/loo /
at how the South comparés with‘other states. /

“We can use the stendard of moeting‘the financial aid needs of enrolled

@ [

students dn cach state as aur measure.,  In 1974 75 36 states’ 1nc1ud1ng the. "
. . - " 3 v .
nine in this region had comprehensive grant programs. The 1argest by far were

in Pcnnsylﬁunia, lJLluols Ncw lcrsey, New York and California, When;we com~

i

'haro_thc size of thcir aid probrams with the amount of f1nancia1 aid needed in

»

cach state, we find th1t, on the averdge, states with flnantlal aid programs met

3 . v

6. 7 percent of the total fxnancxal aid needs in thcir states. _But because the
X u,,,‘\: ) ) T ) ' - .
First fon} states mentioned above met more than 14 percent of the1r students’

o . -

" needs and-many more met far le.o, the medinn percentage is—3.2,percent._\fo;g

: Tahle Six.)

South Caroltna, weqt ersLnxa, and 1onnessee all had programs‘whose,total

o . oo R ! oy .
dollars awarded oxceod thc.modinn. Although South Clrollna a progrdm is for
[ .

perdLL tolluyc studcnts onlv, e met h7.ltpqiifnt of:the £1nancial aid needs in

~

“Lht state. ‘That gives LL o rankJnE of twelfth %ht of.36. The average for the
Cnine Southcrn states thh proyrdms was 2.5 percent. ‘ B )
1f noxt ycar a]l bouthtt\‘kLatcs dcvelopod or expanded exist;ng compre— 3

*

hensive grunt programs to reach thc leve 1 of ‘the natxonal median., $48.1 million
: e .

. ’

dotlars would be avnlldblc‘TIrstudonta. Fhlb would repros ent an anrease of

o nearly $25 mxlllon Ln flndn(LﬂL aid in the reblon, an amount of bubbtantlal
/// ~ /‘ixnificnnco. The L\lgcst approprtatlona would bc requlred in North Ca;olina

nnd Waryland $4. mxllxon and $2 9 d‘illon,,rd76 ttyely. (See Table Sevcn.)

. B

; .
hcgdn hy/notlng Lhat thc financ:u] bdﬂ%ter is the one barrler to. access'

Y

oo - . o
1. o . ) .




which;is m st.ea ily documented ldescribed dnd dealt with., I hope,that I have
;dOQUmented and descripéd its nature and magnitude for yOu. In closing, I would
,;11 :offer som;/recommendations which would undoubtedly gd‘a long way toward S

] o a . . L I _'/
deﬂl'ing With i;./ » . o /;’ . ) ’/" \/' ”’/‘ v ” ’ ) B . . , / v

“1. 1In order to provide for more equitdblerdistribution of student finan-,w

-
/‘,/ ' / T
.

). = : , , . l -
. programs should 1mplemend)the\recommendations/of’th' Nat’onav.Task,
L / : y - : P .
Force on Student A1d Problems, especially those re arding the meas7%e, ‘;C>ﬂ'

!

’ \

<

. v Ny L
In order to enhance freedom\ot access to post secondary educatlon and

a“

" meet its commitment to/ifs citizens, every state sho%&( develop anﬁ
r . ‘ . /.

expand its comprehcns1ve grant‘program té- the minimum level of." funding

represented by the national median of 3.2 percentkof the1r enrolled
/étudents needs. Th1s step sh uld take place 1n.the coming year."
/ . ~ o
4, In order to JthLVL the max1m7m utxlization of all its student %gd ERL
fnhds,.states'shou]d discontinue'aII:categorical aid programs.andu%e‘. ,
o+ funds for those progrums to/support thebcomprehensiVe grant programf‘ ,v' a
5,° In:ordcr to)maximize itsiomnvefforts in’studentkaid,;states should

I
/

. makt cvery posstle cffort to target ‘the awards from theit grant -

/ . L3

: programs 50 they will suppltment and complcment aid from the other

. - . 3
; . L. . ~

sources. -~ ' . . L .




_TABLE ONE

," ’1 . e
Full Time Equivalenc Undergraduate v .
’ . . /Lnrollment, Aggregate Financial Need,' ", . SR Co
‘ A A - Available Aid, and Unmet Need S v
o / / R _ Southern Region, '1972-73 Z o o -
‘.’;' Do ' (Amounts 1in l,OOOs)Iv o

‘ "Inspitutional Type _Enrollment Need  Avg Unmet Need ./
" 4-Year Public 893.17 § 775,852 $199,764 L
‘ 2-Year Public = . = 241.69 189,112 147,401
4-Year, Private o . 273.68 : 5.02,559 , 201,380
" 2-Year Private . 27.50 . 30,934 10,478 /.
. TOTAL s - . 1,436.04 _$1.498.457,._ 31.59,003.{/ :
/ : S . B ) . : . N .vﬁ
R Institucional 'I'ype . Enrollment Ng\!d Availa'bi’e Aid ‘ ' -Unme%Ne‘ed
: 'lo-Year Publ:.c/ | “ ' ;.62-.2 5’{8 '/ _'g"_.l't ‘56 0 . _ 3 103.5'
. 2-Year Public . . .'16.8 . - 12.6. | C TE3 10.3
, 4=Year Privaré - ¥ 3357 28 b .. 43,9
2-Year Private-: ~ . .9 ~ 2 3 ] 2.3




A Table Two - i RIS
Avergge/é;nancial Need Peg Full-Time .
. ' Eqbivhlent Undergraduate Student),
Low anqmd Studg:nts1 By Instltu91ona1 Types

"l _ JE 1972-73 .. ,>} o
- - - 'delitl‘l "Eublic . PriVété ) Pf}vate"
" State , e . 4-Year  2-+Year 4-Ye 2-Year.
L : . P < . G~y —

Alabama- . 81,969 '51;924 :
Arkansps . T 1,462
Flor#da ~ = |

. ‘f '&, e
Geor ié%f - :

2 ~Kenchﬁky:

3,492 /. 2,530
C 3,134 170

2 _2;190 1,742

Lobisiana R 03,1600 Tna o L
] »“'.;/"/" - (,," L L Ve o v - ey " L . 1,1' ‘
‘Maf&l e 2,071,585 3,951 ., 2,608 o d

‘ . . Ca “ \, <.
'551ssipp1 . 1,604 © 788 2 037 -, 1,504

North Carolina () 1,885 . 1,284 2 881 1.s61

Ed >
; . T ~\
SOch Carollna w0 2,007 1’58z';/5"'2“446( Les2
: " N N : ’ o s ’° ' 7 . i . - ’ o [

Temnessed . .40 1,734 < 1,187 / 2,742 1,727

, ’ 1,697 1,395 \‘i;szﬁ/_ . 1,788°
: S . S ¢ -
1,829 1,795 - 2,798 2413
. 3 . N ’g , . . .
, . West/ Virginia - - 1,546 1,260 . (44 1,235

© Regiont | $1,759 . $1,391  $2,697

-4
/ \ ‘ 1/ - ks . . A
// / Nation o /”F, © 81,942 $1w574 o $3,253 :

1Low income students are those from fa\illes with, 1ncomes of 1ess than / yv'/
s9 000 per year. o | // .
' . . oL f’-/\ / /\\ ‘
' 2Data for two-year publlc colleges in Ke tucky,ar7 comblned wlth £9ur—/ﬂ \X
ycar publlc colleges \ . \

~ . - ‘,‘\ !
\

. v . . ‘ .. o - ] T

. _ o | -7 ST
[:R\!: Source.» Stanford Researi> InScituté,“ﬁénlo Pa;k;;ﬁglifirﬁia

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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S - TABLE THREE ST

Weighted Average ‘Tuitions and Costs ;‘
- at Public Colleges, 1972- 731

- & h‘ Pubiic. R ) - Public
T . ‘b-Year N . 2-Year .
¥* - Tuition Co§ts“ Tuition Costs

| $491 $2 548 f;‘ $2b6 _’$1,66é_-
Yoo . t “ .

A 3 § B "‘2_040 o ’231»,, 1,615

s

. /Florida - *;/ o 564 zisze'f;-_ "259 2,011

o - "& : . : T o L t/ e
Georgia . . .. ‘4ngl .2 449»- 323 . //j9 317

_ Kentucky .~ o o 1A 2 017 T o PP .

LouiSiané& A s : 962 7 208 ,\ 1,599 |

7

) Maryland ot eEs 2,629 0 667 2 158

r . . . -

M1951ssipp1 R 1 2,181 . ' 233i _;, 1, 316 :

:rth.Qarollna L '  e _455>»— -»2-43?i - 129A'n:_1.1,824v

" South cayqiézé Ly '5812‘f.  2,608 283, 2,107

Ténﬁesgéé - ) i B 7 2 327',}; 174 1,72
“Texas - 'u%bAfl_:28§‘ Ta28 Co2m ’_-\ 1, 924;w‘
Virgdnta /  Tse2 2432 0 29 -2, 339

-y

. West virginia C o291 2,145 245 - 1 802:

"'F Regién e ; | : “_, -346of | '$2,349 : '3567 b; f$1k375'
/// j ‘Na;ion', Ji ﬁ , ; 5529‘ "."32,6.55'i ',v§405' ' $2’924’-?".
v e e B
o /' 1WQighted b; proportlons of students vayingfthbge'costg;

! . .
! / : . -

o 2Data for two-year PUbliC colleges i Kehtﬁcky‘are'cbmbined'wi;h.'
o four-year public colleges. : ' S B
“ -“:, 4 . . ‘ N, .

&
.

- Source: Stanford Research, Instit te, Menlo Park,. California , .-
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T TABLE FCUR

L. . ° Public Tuition and
' ;/' ~as .a Percentage
T Percaplta Income,

) B
s L [ : . /

'»; Per”Cdpifa Iﬁcdme . Py blicéé .

Public—Z

-

., - State . in 1973° - . Tu1t1on/ CI Costs/PCL

Alabama Az Dy 33 o Les
'Argapsas_vv

Florida .

Georgia

. Renfueky,

"LOQfsiLn

Harylana-;
:M1351531ppi o 03,448
North Carollna ’ 4,120

'aSou;h Carolina 4 3,817

i St -

Tennessee . ~ - ‘3,946”

o

Texas -

o .

Viigfniaj
 West Virginia 3.828 _ - .076 ”,/560

~

Tu1t10n/PCT‘

4,715 . .12 L 516 ;7 ff*

,056°

":Qsé :

.049

074 7

'f}04¢;

064

N .446

.439

Region .t 84,246 . . .108 . .553

‘Nation - . $4,918 . - .108 _.,4.540
. . . . . A,J (’\\/."\- ) A - 1 i ,:
‘ ) \ ” . n . \’7
- * Data for twq y ar publlc colleges in Kentu ky are conta1n€d-
~w1th data fer iour year ‘public’ tolleges v

Sources Stanford ResearcH Inst1tute, Menlo Park /2/11£orn1a
Current Populatlon Reports, Ser1es P 25, No. 488

P

.063

.082

Costs/PCI .




\_" - - - ‘ TRBLE*FIVE‘ e
: : o TULCiDnS as a”Percentage of - Financ1a1 . ' R
\Ng\d Low Income Stddents, 1972 731 ' '

.

N

. Public 4-Year
" Need Afteru

Tuition

. -‘ 3
R P . - o
v B i :

N

Public 2-Year
Need After

Lo State “Tuition/Need Tuition/Need _Tuition

Alabana .249 $1,478 S $1,187 I

.. 156

* Arkansas .281 1,051 .26 785

1,210.,

.. 176 ’u;'

'1,669°

\\"-4.

.253 -
. 1,384

dorida ‘ L

- ~Geqréia . zgfi . ,‘yzsi.
" venducky RRRRE
R .212?::;

904 .

w . \_ ' Lovisiana

N " ‘Maryland 1V A " 1,392
SN L T L N L
ssissippi’ N 1,135 6
) SN T \ | ST
™\ Nort Carolina A7 1,390 .100 1,155

'Sdugh é

olina 1,301

' .Tennessee 1,013 .
1,154

. 1 ;2._37 - _:\[\- .128 ~.v . _‘ . . 1’566 ‘ \q v
: ~.. " .

. 1,015

N - Texas

X

e

"Viréinid*\s\

West Virginia

. e ] . . ] k R s - | .
~ Region - ™. $ix124 B ‘

Nation '$i;169

:5\_}\ ) . o \ ; .\- > .. ) N v ’ ) S I ) .. R
: \\, R B . N . ’ N . - " - . . . '\ . .
STy TN R ' . : v . - v "
. 1 \a’ h - . R A .
Iow income. s¢u ents are t ose

$9, 000 per year YM'TN*T{

2Data for ™ th:year public\ﬁgliégéé in:KehEucky-are‘co@bihéd*yi;h'four-;
. year publ_ic C,OLLQ\geS - T . — | \ L )

- C .

_ o .e” . LN S S 85
Source: . Stanford Research:- Institute,‘Menlo Park, Callfornia N NS

.
Y

o ! . S . . ] B e - .
RN o . o .,\ ) .. ~ 7 R
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TABLE SIX . _ n o
. \ ~ : ) . @

. Rank Order of State Comprehensive’
A . Grant Program Avards’, As a-
Percentage of Total Financial Need

. States With Programs.

L%

" 7

1

P

S.191 . Missouri e o3

177 - o Washington._

R = . o N ,
. . - _ ~. N
New.Je;sey‘ \§§§\w .166 - - Massachusetts to.031 ..

 New.York \\m; . oregon. o9~ "

Wisconsin.’ ©.097 ' Connecticut ) 026
Colorado . " ' - 084 - - Florida . . .025
’ N v ‘ . L . - .
- Vermont v Lo .079 . o Texas"; - B
. ) N i ’~\' : ) -'. . - . - ‘~‘ *
-- Indiana ' | .. <072 " North Dakotq<_ ) .016
" Minmesota - " 077, . ' Georgia . ' -.o12
+ Y ' \ . ' s o - * . ' X * . i | -
R Michigan ™. . 076 - South Dakota s .0115\'_;\.
. & . . . B . St . » . f N N ) . . . - —
. Iowa. =~ . = . - 7 073 '( ‘ Maine . .10 .
e “\ ' ' ' L] - S ‘_‘ . o e )
‘Sduth Carolina  ° = [ ,071 . " Kentucky o - 009 - el
B \‘~' ~A' “\ ) \. . - ) N ’ '; “‘ . ‘ N N :
Ohio 71 062 - Virginig - .ooé..
: o . N ‘Q - L ~ o S\\ R B
California N ~ .058 . ' ‘ .Nebraskb \\\\\g\\ .OOf ‘
Kansas - B '_ ' ..056f': o Oklahoma =~ .. .006 » ‘ B
Rhode I§1qnd . - - .038 - Delaware - " L ‘o {006
: . \!ﬁ . ‘ . ' . ) S X -t ,\'\ ; \
West Virginia o - .036 " . Maryland ~1..003 . .
Tennessee . - . ’.033 , dano .002
. f , . ( Co— -
L “ o . T ‘ A SR € - .
R S o National Average - - 067 - . e L
”;*nVTS\\\&\ _ . 'Southern Sfétes‘Averaqé 025 4 NN*“*uL-‘; - . .
e . Median4Peﬁcéntage o .032 -, ' o

source:..Natiéhal’Associati°“ of State,Scholarshi; Progr§ms; 1974~75 Under- f

T , o Craduate"Stdté¥Schsfzrship/Grant'P;ograms,_,

-




., -
- (’ : " . : ¢
. ’ . TABLESEVEN
Comprehedaive-crant Program Dollars
- , * Needed to Meet the National
i ) Median Percentage of Stpdent :
- R S Financial Aid Needs = = .
‘ o (Amounts in §1,000s) - ,
. N } . ’ A ‘
. s ° Avé}iable Dollars . Dollars Increase .
State . in 1974-75 " _Needed . Necessarz
.élabama - $ 0 . ’s 2;679"7' . $ 2, 67?_\\\/}
" Arkansas . ‘1101 1,210 - 1,100
Florida 4,864 6,135 2 .. 1,271
. » L . < N .
Georgia YL < 1,186 3,195 2,009 -
Kentuck} , \ 555 1483 1,281
Louiﬁiana VIR \ 0l e ,902 \ 2,902
Maryiand \/ R 3, 267" 2,946,
, " Mississippi . 164 . 1,637 1,573
‘Nortp.Carolina"‘“ '.ﬁh_ 406 - 4,493 - 4,087\
+. ' Souffi~Cafolina 6,080 \ 2,73 . -
— ‘Tennessee ; 3,618 ’ 3,494‘ \\ -
\\»5;:5W\, v ' AN oL N _ _
‘\TQCas o 7,500 9,996 2,496
v rgin a. .'» :t';’~**m BOO. - - J“”\\§;193_‘ 2;?g§1” e
| . . o 1 ,500 ‘” ™~ . 1,3"'24 i - | . | ‘..
‘Region "$27,104 $48,007 . ° $24,737 C \
. 1Dollars allocated in 1976 75 from the Federal State Student Incentive
et ‘Grant Program. S ~ ,
=" 2programs are exciusitely'qu prixate\colleée.stuﬁents. .

~

B 0 ) o . \
\\ .o : . . . . . \

|}

T Soufte. Stanford Research Institute Meplo Park, California
) National Associatlon of State Sc\olarship Prdgfams, 1974 75 - |
R Undergraduate State Scholarshiu/Guant Programs, A
) . ) . k ‘\\ . :‘ '. . - \\‘\ ‘ ) - ‘
‘. S \: ) - : N ~.

| ,.57.
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Some Nocuments on’Educational Finance® in the‘South

-

Virginia- Fleming _ «
‘ : N . [
A. Facts About Educational Achievemgnt, Income,'Takes,

-and Educatlonal Appropriations in Southern States

N

T

Southern states are generally v- and 1n somq .cases
\ L4 \ \ :

dramatlcally -~ behind the nat10na1 average in graduatlng\thelr
MR

young people. from high- school ~1n~four Southern'states a th1rd\

“'of the ninth graders do, not gradUate (Table 1) Southern. states
are also on average somewhat below the nat1onal standard 1n the

number of h1gh school T aduates who attend college (Tahle 2)

Vote that 1n some cases states w

a- h;gh drop-out rate in h1gh

school send a relatavely large numbe 4ithe1r h1gh school grad:

i \

uates to ‘college (M1351551pp1 ‘and Flor1da) In other states a-'

\
T

serlously 2;52 drop-out rate 1s c0mb1ned w1th a very low nercen-

t~g\\of gr\duates going on to college (Qeorgla, Alabama,

| Arkansas o v . L L
| katra\?

~

states geneally have lowe personal incomes, and

\low6r=tax hbasesan

’

revenues (Tables 3\ and 5): \ It als

»

true ‘that 90uthern<states do not tax themselves at a rate m ch

above the natlonal\average to compensate for these\lower reve- ...

nues,v in fact about“half the Southern statesc/ax themselves

‘\ (\\\

'at a rate below the. natlonal average . (Table 5, and ‘E. G lambos,
s s

'1973}‘Southern Reglonal u

_Council,'Atlanta) 1> e ’L“A;nv.ﬂ 'Lﬂ//'
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N \\\ S : LT -
. The South is well bohind the national average in providing

~

hlgher educatlon\nyaces in pub11c colleges for 1ts young people.
Table 6 shows the ratlo of its own college-age populatlon that each

: Southern state enrolls. Table 7 sﬁows what proport:on of its

yonng’beonle go t0’college in any state Clearly college age

youth in Southern states.haVe far less higher educatﬁiz%:pportunity' )
-

A

than those in other’ veglons. AR
h 7 N "

%outhern state appropriations for higher educat;on are~‘
Y 1ncreas1ng at a faster rate than other,reglons (Table 8) V

v o When comparEﬂ w1th the re1at1ve1y low personal incomes of

o |
their c;tizens, dgr with the re1at1ve1y low state tax revenues, N
- ] [ ) . , ’ . i ' . ‘Yu"

. Southegrn state appropriations are generally above -average. .Penn-‘

f

low efforts by hoth measures (Tahles 9, 10 and 11) ,: -

) o Gouthern states apnro r1ate somewhat more dollars per .

‘-

student for whom they do prov de ‘a nlace Thls-support tends to

e .. oy ~

keep tu1tlons -in°Southern publlc colleg%s somewhat behbw average
.

t

B S » (R i

(Table 12) , _Y‘n,,' T .
r be
A key \bmnarlson, however, is be ween the dollars prov1ded
and. the number of col]ege age vouth in the ponulatlon, or hetween
F\His apnroprlated dollars and the ent1re state pohulatlon. In’
both respects, Table 12 1nd1cates that Southern atates. are far

N .
behlnd the national averaqe

.
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TABLE | R '
" PUBLIC HIGH-SCHUOL GRAJUATES 1N 1972.73 ’ ot

AS VERCENT OF NINDI-GRADERS 1 FALL 1969

Pénnsylvanln. - B

.Maryland

3

' . Oklahonma

. - Virginla o (

Wdst Virginla - 73,9

Tennessce v - v 71.6
P2 :

- South Carolina - . 70,87

Kentuchy , ‘ ' 69,1

Teas . 65{7

forth Carolina Y eals

Lohlséanﬁ_ | . ‘ . 67.5 B R ST |
.- ; ‘;ArkanLas o . v ~66;9 e B .

; . 4 . ” | y = :_ . - -
Florlda o .65,3 ‘

N <

Mavama T s

Georgla { - s 63'5, 2

7

rississippi C , : 56,2 S .

K

Natfohal Average | .76, 8.

‘ Sourcet - Nq;lbnal EdhcatlonﬁA§socIationw- Resear -
States,. 1974 ' ‘ s

e . - ' ) v
SO 7 . . .

- s

Lom < 5 . e
ey . _




Total college enroliment as a percent of population aged 18-21 and
18-24, 1960: total coliege enroliment as a percent of popdlation
aged_18-54.1972 and 1980; students entering collége in -~
: 1972 for first tiree as a percent of high™ | .
: school graduates in 1972 -

.
) - o ) Students Entering
i 1960 ‘ 1972 (%80 4 College as a Percent
<. State . ; st, ] of High School
T - = — + .-Graduates
» ‘ 18-21 13-24 18-24 - 18-24 _ 1972
% " UnitedStates..... 392, 231 | 362 408 | - 519
L - . SREB States. . ..., 280 168 | 286 338 | - ' 533
249 150 | 217 - 314 533
263 165 | 239 228 7.5
217 160 | 322 897l . €27
215 128 | 220. 300 |, 442
. 276 ' 167 | 254. 236.] . . 436
N . 318 191 | 282 286 521
~ Maryland+.J..... 332 194 | 334 39) T 55.2
Mississippi....... 268 ~ 171 | 290 253 | ~ 699
North Carolina... 23.9 | 146 | 27.2 327 . 539 .
‘ South'Car‘olinau.‘.h. 19.8 125 | 247  27.0 56.9 ¢
' ’ ‘ Tennessee........ 305 186 | 289 330 | = 832
‘ Texas...:..... ... 349 205 | 820 397 | - 5747,
Virginia.......... 234 140.| 265/ 3.6 | =~ ~ 631
West Virginia. . . .. 309 . 19.0 | -31.0( " 313 . 554

SOyRCEé\: U.S..Census of Pepulation, 1960; Current Pop tm:'parfs. Saries P-25, Nn. 479~

- (March, 1972); U.S. Office of Fducation, Opening Fall fonrollment, 1960 and 1973
peeliminary data; Digest of ducational Statigtics, 1973. Colicge enrollment for
1980 projected by SREB. Projection of 1930 gopulstion from Table 5.

Source: Southern Regional Education Board, ' ,
Fact .Pook on-!isher Zducatiom in tine South:

- ‘ . N

. . . [
i N \ .

ey - .

- 1973 and 1374 (Atlanta,. 1@79 .
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R TABLE 3 ;
/ o / /

_ / S / Per;gapita personafincome, 1955, 1965

,1973; -

‘ p‘ercent}ﬁ'crease 1955-197
s ] ‘ C (/ . . Percent Percent
_«State 1955 1965 197, Increase Increase .
N s o i 1955-1973 - 19654973 o
Unjted Stafes. . ... . . $1,876,  $2770  $4,918 162 7.5
SREB States .. . . .. . L4168 - 2225 4246 1999 90.8
South as/ Percent N/ c .
cof US.. oo 758, 80.3 '
A L -
Alabama,..... . .. .. 1,283 1,965 202:0. 895
Arkansas. ... .. e /1,142 1,885 2222 952
Flovida........ .. .. . 1,620 - 2,381 186.9 95.2
Georgia.......... . - 1375  2,183° . 2086 . 944 T
Kentucky..-.... . " 1,328 12,087 . 198.7 90.1 .
Louisiana.. ... .~ .. ' 1,396 J2,119. /. 8,825 - 174.0 80.5
“Maryland..o 1602 102962 1 5331 2328 500
plﬁSkﬁppi.{”.x.n/, 1020 «n66Y- /3448 2380 - a065 - 7, :
- North Carolina. ... 1313 2077 “'4120 2138 ;984 S
South Carolina...... 1,181 1,897~ ¢ 3,817 2232 /1012
- T I - T o o~
S~ <Tennessee" . 1,281 o396 2080 908
\ ST T, L66T . F4'336 A60.1 - 804
Virginia T e 1,591 ; 4715 . 200.1 944 .
 West Virginia....... 1,326 . 2088 - 3398 1887. 833
c — . Pa : e ~- o —in— " -
SOURCES: Current Population Reporls, Series P-25, No. 143 (October 19, 1956), No. 351 -

(October 15, \966) and No. 488 {September, 1973); 1.8, {)epartment of Com-

merce, Survey\of Current Business, April, 1974,

P

Sc_niré;e: \_SOut;hernt_Regiqpal Education Board, Fract
. Book on Hicher Hducation in the South 1973 and
1974 (Atlanta, T574) . - '

I3

l . g
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.. Source:

SN
S

G T}

Hational Educatior
'-Spatch 1974 //

- Rankln:;s of the

\ssoclation '« Rescarch:

g - . - )
PER-CAPLIA FERSONAL I1NCOI > |
: SOUTIIZRI STATES 1972 !
. b o - ' r‘; :
) s o As Percent of
hollars ter-Caplta . National Avzracge
‘aryland - ot © 4,882 ¢ 103,68
.Pennsylvania L 4665 99,4
) R . -
Florida 4,378 . 97,5
: y
. Virglala 4,298 95,567 |
Texas 3,991 . soLd
Ceoréia’ 3;9Q9. - 37.0
. ¥orth-Carolina 3,790 . Bk
/6klahbma 3t793 . SA.5
A : ) ) by ’ s ) -
Tepncssee \\ 3,671 ' St.?
: | . ‘ _ L
" “Kentucky . 3,609 T 80,3
”esf*Vlrgln 3>595 - / £0,0
? BTN // . ; . ' “}’.’/ -
lﬁulsﬂéﬁa / / 3,543 w /o
. ’(// . ; K . / /
. it / 8 L - ! /
‘South Carolings == ' : o 3,477 /o
° - ‘. - 4 . . - .
Alabama . 3,420 L K
v ) \./‘Z
Aﬁkéﬁsas,, : 3,365 “ ,
g _Hfésisélppi B 3,137 C /
to o P , Cp
» latlonal Average " - I ; 6,492 7
el L S /
= . —=
; o ./ -
/ ;," f R 2 , . . /

o
.
P
:
.
)
-
N
]
1.
-
-
s
.




TABLE 5 R R

P :
s N

) - - ‘ g State Tax Revenue {n 1971.72

Pdr-Capita State ' . As percent of ‘Personal /
. . o »v" ) . . ‘// :
Tax_Revenuo, 1973 . S Income-in 1072 -
: : P

" Pennsylvanla =~ . /. 366,95 . : SRR

) o . ‘ ’ _ . R YA
Maryland . @ | . ' - 357,74 - s R

~Florlda . 326,06 . ™\ T 63

. " -7 . i .. K .

. | S , = A . S o\
West Yirginia , T 316,76 - . S : A, -

HNorth Carollna o * 31433 ' ot

Louisfana R 309,69
/ ) . . ) o .
' Rentucly ’ , 303,04

SOUfhiCarbllna "302.82 AR : 1 ’ ".‘

-
I

. : '. 7 v ‘
. ~~‘ 29/1 ..O['\ h N ' . / ) - ) . . ) - . . » ‘v - - R
Mssissippi ST ‘ 289.91 . : J . L T, » -

Kl

Yirginia -

- 7.

. L4 . RS . . :
. . oo - \ B (]
- - . -

N

Georgla - 283,72
Alabaza . 263,07
- - / . (g ’ b
Qk@nhqﬁ‘ ‘

260,43 T 3,

oo, R . : O n . o
reavsas - . - 256,77 -~ . : o v R ¥

A

. Tennessce ,/ ”f‘\<{ . 263;90 . ' : o : A '. B 6.Q/*

Texas' >1, '539-02 | : a . 'ﬂ'Eﬁf'

Nattoaal average - o 324,91

. . . ) . N . N . ] - B ) - -
_ R R T
" Sourcat. HNatlonal Ldugatjon‘ﬁssociptlon - Researchs -
 States, 1974 ’ -

. X// -' R :::. . .;' ).,l
o \ / o _ S
e T i .
, (54'/ ‘




RATIO OF RESIDTNT UNDFRCRADUATF ST]DTN1S TNRO]LBD IN. QTATF OF RESIDENCB TO
NUMnTR OT 18- to Zy/YTAR OLDS f% QTATE (1068)

- - - Enig??e a0 Numbér of 18- to’ _,f
State"j ‘ , "om1state / 21 zyear- olds '»'v‘ ,Ragiq..
‘Alabama TLTs0 NS .254 700n .28,
Arkansas 38,847 s 133,000 - . - . .. .29 .

Florida = <'.i; 134,269 . /. . 424,800 . . .32
Georgia . 73,069 ¢ /. . 7352,900 B .\)/4;21
. Ny . L 4 . N . . ", ,/‘-/"‘ > )
Kentucky o '62 032' | | 229,600 w27
Louisiana L 387 Q}S .33
Marylind R '7;{7;§x;;;- . 27

Mlss1551pp1 - -

North CaTollna

'leahoma’““’“””"frff;;7 '

Pennsylvania’

e

"~ South €arolina ./ 32,5 Coe /210, ! o v .
. _Penngésée';,~ //'jf‘ 475,64 f"*v " 277,800 , 'f‘ .27
. “Texas ./ 285,976 . S T3S

Virginia = 66,964 -

.18

o

West Virginia ¢ ;35455j;y

’ . .“‘ , b ’.. ." N J‘._.‘.. S
" REE T e : / . S ' - . .
National,Avérage P 4,735;73Q ‘ ' 13,809&000
A . o N N . . \

> Source: Carnegle Commission on- ngher Educatlor, The Capﬁ%olf
' ' ..*Campus (McGr”v Hill, Bcrkclcy, Apr11 197wjfm;/‘ -




N CTARLE 7/ g Ty
- RATJO OF RrslnENTs,dr étATE FNROLUED As UNDFRCRADUATFS N
IN ANY STATF TO NUMBER OF 18- TO 21,&%AR oﬁns IN STATE - (1968) A

N~ ® P "' .- ¥

< : I S c . A \ '
: V»'k// o - Student/ Al Number'of 18- to ; /‘- L,X_‘S
A\ '  State £ . * Resﬂdents - 2l-year-olds =~ . io, /.

“Alabama "-~\ - o 80/348 S 555;700

Arkansas

.. 44;682 L "‘fk133,bﬂp

‘Florida_ -

' 160,444. jf.,’ .\ 424,800,

Georgia -

. i . } )
86,835 // | 356,900

’
”

- '//.f»y71;8§4 // 229,600

94,331/ - 268,600 . .35 )

| ,/// 275,600 /.36
. /. 70,800 \‘€"“'j.33

‘,\ . ”}385,260

Mississippi | v4
'._Nbrth'Caiol'na“f/ , -

Okléhomé 'f'

79 095

171,500
,294 698" &\ 731,300

Pennsylvania
/// B :

.. - South'Carolina ~, L\ /A1,993 ,‘} 210,900 0 . Y120
A\ ~ Tenfiessee . N 86,045 R -;277;§OO

- - N ) ! } R - ‘ . . “
Texas = - . ] Zoz,a36 . 814,800
: . E ” e /" . . i . N . ) v
/7 Virgifia
I ’

-~ 97,698 ,i'{ 371,100

© . West Virgihia Jo 39,615 R © . 121,400

‘ ' A j o | R A

Natiopal{ Average - 5,632,266 = . ;? 13,809 Bﬂﬁ

A — ‘-\ v///- l . . - . / // . / R _\/ . f'. L

‘i,Source )/é;rnegié'cbmmlssioy on Hi gher Educ%thﬂ/ ‘The Cap1tol gy(J
- // the Campus (McGranﬂlll/}Berkeley;\Agxll 1974) B

) // . e _ . . / \




. Education, 1973- 4. _ s

A

Southern Reglonal Educatlon Board Fact Book
on Higher Education in the South 1973 and

i074 [Atlanta,.1©74)

) #,
\\ v

;Source

‘ "¢
- ? | - . Coe v
’ - " - State operahonal a:lpro natlons for hlghévaeducahon',“ !
o : -~ .,7.1963:64,1971-72 apid 1973-74: percentlncrease.
. A : 1972 1 74-and 1964-1974 ST
. A
- . \[/. L . i - Ag;{prop.-:::tlon.«) 10905+ ~ Percent fr{cr.easé
R . ) . A V. . . )
= | stite. . | -/ | L
| prate © 196364 1971 T S 197814 19‘7:—)&7{# ' 1964-1974
United States. . fszfé,m L STTI0319 30657007 250 A2
SRE& States. .. /560,720 - 2 1 18,895 . ..,m..,,i14 28.9 387.3 L
South as a Per- S A 7 : s ' _ d
- cent of U.S;. 1251 27.5 "8 3 S
"'+ Alabama. / . 29133".  106.807 . ,147 526 |. 385 4064 .
; : - A 20,369 52,177 73,411 40/5 - 260.5 S
: - . 6S.143° 247540 346056 -40.0 - 4080 . 7
, E R STy
o 35,270 162.953 218,660 | 34.3° 52000 -
 Kemtucky...... 32161 120289 - 148214 ‘360 3608 ./
o Louisiana. . . ... 55,847 139,916 - "158,855 " 13.5 o 184.5 /
- R /M'uyland ....... 34,812 131,913~ 172826 | 21.8 ~ - .8%6.5 .
- Y/ umss.ppn . ,19,873 . T 84,112 112,868 | . 3.3 468.0°
‘ o Y North' Carohna.. 46,768 - 223,48 - 287,115 285 5140 /-
o / ‘South Carolina.. 17,360 84218 143402| 703 7260~
1 . . N 1, o o \ P -
S Tennessee. .. ... 28,324 114 034 147,253 \ 29.0 4198 -
| / e Texas. ......... 114,924 118. 369\A) 487 8& ”'7116‘.5 324.5 L
- Virginia..... ... 35,858 153,483 '206,4; )g, 31F 4138
West Virf'inia .. 21,875 - 69 3\8 81 7,96 18 () s '274 0 ‘ Tk

,SOURCE NASULGC, lppropnwimm o7 SI e Taz F md, for Gncr(xuny Ezpenws é‘f Hu'ner

.‘!v

R




TABLF'Q RS TEEN .g \

o oy
Total personal mcome, 1963 1973 percent |ncrea§eg 1963 1973 S UL
. . tate operahonal gpropnatlons for bigher education- i Coe v
- \ ~per $1,000 of personal mcome, 1963 1973 - '\' R o
\ '\-_‘ .‘ " Total Personal lncome -~ .y | State. A;saproprmtxons ¢
- - _ o Percent - Pgre;:mal' Income :
" State ca T '1_963 o ~1973 . Increase [~ - .
S (000,000°s)  (000,000's) " 1963-1973 19637 " Te73 . .
United smtes...'..’@463,054,'\51,032,045. 1229 | sa7i' s9s . - |
' 'SREB States. . . .. - '105,858" 262,985 1484 530 - 1039 | _ /
SouthasaPer- . . T
.centof US... .. - ~22.9 . ZSF I N B e T _
o S . - .V . . . - s :
~ Alabama.\,.... .| 5’,71,2‘ 13,180 - 1807 | 510  11.19
'« Arpansas...... w0 8,097 .7,496 1420 6.58 - 979 4
" Flprida. ... 0 11,849 \335680 ©2001 0 TR . 9;»0» S
_, . - ’ ’// ) 'V.. - o . ‘ .. A . - B ./ . )
_Georgm. . 1 BTSN 7‘,84/4‘. . 20,307 1589 - | 450/ ] 0.77_ :
,,kentucky Lo 57410 13259 131\0 | - 560 /11.18%— o
Louisiana. . . - \ -, 76,202 14,397 128X 888/ 1103
/ Négryland... Lol BMe ), 697\ 1426 | --:3@9,_/; /9‘ ¢
MlSSlSSlppx..... 820 7,86_4 1389 1. 6;04 1435 oo
#North Car ulma - 3,618 ;' 21,726 1521 - 1322 - -
Sout‘rCarblma - 3,946 10 3)6 : 1‘63.7 . 13 "8' ’
Tennessee...ﬁ Cebu 162190 1450 : 9.05 \
. Texasi........ . _‘ 21,649 . 51,144  13G,2 9.54 S . -
| Virginia. . . a// 8, 966 722,683 153.0 940 - ~
West Vll‘gl/ '\ 8-264 , '9,867 - 110. 4// | X - 1191 R
: SOURCES Surrey of Currcnl Business, A/gust 1973, April; 1974; I\ASULGC Appropna- . -
?,,/ twns of S?c.: T GI Fu:xd//Oprrclx7zg I;z:perues aof Hrghcr Education, 1943 . ) //.
S_'o'u-rvéér:' 'S“outhern Regional Educatlon Board Fact Book. Z o ‘
: © .on‘Higher Educatijon in the South 1973 ﬂna s

'“1974 (Atlanta 1974y
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Alabama ....." = 147,526 931,001
- Arkansas, . 73411 523.039
* Florida. .. 246,056 |  2,457.791

;\ﬁrce

~

'I‘ABLF 10

' taxtevenues, 1373; aporooriations

\

- -

State dpenataonal appropnattons for hugHer ed>at|on 1973.74;

as a parcent of tax.

- revenues, 1963 84, 1968-69 and 1973- 74

¢ 1973-74 Smte - C L A pro,m..liohaaaa‘_
o Operational 9‘3 e E‘-*rcwm. ¢l Taxes
- State” Appropnauon: Tax Revenues s i
. " (000° 3) (000's; 1963-64 , 196x5.69 1973-74
_-Ur'xiicd\gtm. .. $9.657,097 | $67.959.452 | 99 189 142
“SREB States. .. = 2732,314 | 17,874,934 .| . 9. 43 153
South as a Per- ' 1 ' -
28.3 - 263

ctnt of US....

" 1,357.866

"Georgia. .. .... 218,660
Kentucky. .. 148,214 - 1,015,435
- Louisiara. .. ... . 138,855 |~ 1,165,677
Maryland...... +/ 172,826 1,456,203
- Mississippi .. 112,868 661,294 |-
North Carolina..” 287,115 1,657,474
. 143,402 825,434

South Caradlina. .- .

1.006.31% |

»"_Ifen'r'l'éssee. S 14n2sg
CTexxs., - 487,874 2,818.943 ,
Virglma . 206,458 . 1,400,204

- West Vlrgmla 81-.796, ' '568.2‘59

.89 110
107 154
11.5 ¥6.1
8.0 i e
9.5 162
11.0 13.4
8.1 10.3
9.0 148
75 127 .
‘6.2 96 |
6.9 12.7
102 180
82 - 147
95 4 15

SOURCES u, S Dep-mment of Commerce. State Tac
Edu:alwn 19

SO}A

9 and 19 3—74 .

ern Reglo 1
her qucat1

/.2

NASULGE Apprépriations of State Tax # und.‘ for ()pemnny

Collections m 19/.‘1 19

1974 (
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«Source:.
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Carnesie Commission gn Higher
and the Campus (McGraw-iill,

'Y [

. ¥

Edug:aé fon, -'the Capitol

1971). pp. 4851 .,

- . -\ ' s B ' ‘l ) . - é s.. . 8
o “TABLE 11 : - y
o ey - ' .. . S e .
~ £ » S s /7, . . Yioo= *
o : ) aho! .
COMPARATIVE EXPENDITURES. ON PUBLIC MIGHER EDUCATION. = - .
d ) 1967-68 ° N | .
~ \\ . o\\ " *F 7 A . b I ~
s N ) T . " . ) . ) B * ., o \ . T [y .
N e . L. . Pe‘rgept of % 'Pércenc\ of o ‘o -
Tele g v, Per Capita -Income Per Capita’‘faxes <
. . . . SRS (‘, . RAY e . ‘ g, ?
*+  Alabama . " 76 a 8, . €%~
I . . . : [ \\‘40 p\\ K : . ’ 7' 5 .: ! 2 " . , v‘ 8‘ 7:2 ‘.: c"‘— ]\~\
Arkansas' & ° T~ e’ L8330 . .. 8.88 v L-
: - T - . bt - A Ye
' N 4 o —: ) . o ¥ had ¢ '
. Florida - Coet T LI56 T T 0 7,81
E} . . . i ., LR Y , M R
Geérgia . -" - - “' 1 .726 . . . 8.18 " N .
. ~ .. . , . - o . L
. Kentucky\ co « s C ,952' , .10 84 ‘ . ﬂ.ﬂ%p.
) \\ . . . 0 - - ~. . , . . I ) .
. “Louisiana .o 1.100 - 10032 0 L.
* 4 N ) - ! s
. . R SO RN y
Maryland , o ~ ,613" . < ,6,5% o
" N . . . . o . . N . 4. . . ‘ R
~ S S s . . . 3 , Y e
- Mississipb . , +269 oo 9T ‘ b
¥ " ’ Y . d ° - = ® ‘ '.
¢ . 3 . N . .
Morth Carolina J243 - LoV B4 L
. . PO v Ly, . ~
. ‘ . . R - J - B o \
' . Oklahqma °* | . 7285, - 7,55 ve L
‘ 4 [ B A . * '. B} . ~ . "-\\
. ¢_ Permsylvania - L4438 . T 3 § e e e
,\\ , .'.l 'S Al . L DU TS - - . . . i (g P ?",
' » South’ Cardlipa . NG 7Lt 3 .= 862 -,
AR R - ’ ' I SN
. Tenhésseees‘ o . 693 . SRR S o 4 REI
Texas * . .. - 763 . Soen 9,22 e g
R . . : . v e :
T T T T e e LTS T T T NS T T T T d s Nl - A R T
Soo 0 Virginias o ~ ‘ S .338 % Ce 0 0037 . 5
. . ™~ . . , ’ , SR ; .
West Virginia ~ T Y0t 1,095 11,43 SR
o~ 0 ¢ ' »;' . : ) . ::. : ". e :’ ‘ < = oo ‘L"'
) . i » . v . = . .
: . T lew e . )
' ‘ - - M T . P Il “ T B g ) '.. ) ' . ; )
| " l ¥ - - - — am : . Il ‘ .
_+ . Natiohal average Y /5 ~\§z;6 et R
N o A B . . : v s . « .; N T
. v o, . - - \_: N ~\\ , -" »




S "L‘Q'RLEII . : |
o  COMPARATIVE EXPENDITURES oN PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

~ 1967-68 \
- P ——— R - N - -

~

- T

. ~ . . -Percent of - Percenc of
\‘ . Per Capita_ Income Per Capita VTaxes -

765 w72 |

ArkanSasf o \\\iégk'f‘~ tgw\833._ ' . 8,68.

<Alabama

Flortda - - S assl T e
’“eearpia T L7260 8.13 - .

. Remtueky . .t es2 . 10.84
e NI T SR ST
“>Louisiana /. . 1.100 - Sve 10,32

tMaryla . Rrg\\ "-:~_‘ ' 613 T 6,59
- '.é\é\\\\\ o 90w
I R T

Mississippl

Morth Caroliha'

'.ohlahoma  \Mj§; | 7,55

' T#ﬁ%\éélli

L+ 8,62

Pennsylvania N
-\\South Carollna .
Teghessee 7,76 S

N : T Na Co TS
- Texas . - N i . ‘ . 183 : : -9, 22 . o

Virginia k“\\i\\’

West Virginia .;\\Tyﬁs,T

6, .5/
1LA3-:

'~ 'National average _ : : ' ‘~\\Z.6
N .o , . . . . A
e e . R o N

’ -
- : (4

‘Source: Carhezie Comm1331on on, lligher _ducatlon The Capitol | o
B ~ and the Ghmpus (MeGraw=lill, 1971) pp. 48 ol ’ -
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«STATE APP“CPQIAPIC”S

.""aA_J FX'I(.. . i

- - - T K ’
- . Dollar\\Per SLudcnt\\\pollar;\Rg; Person DOIyFS
: I‘nrvllcd - ]0/0 21; Years\- 1970 Per Qa ita
’f Kentucky . 973 ) fﬁﬁ; —
Georgia ' = . 896 : 193 “
West Virginia ; 895 »290¢’
Florida . 870 : . 287
ArkanSasf  +738 - L 194
Louisianay 752 ) . 206
fen%é}lvanfé . 747 ! i 244
“¥orth farolina - 746 189
Virginia 725 179
Alabama 720 ’ 186 .
) , _ : o B 0
" Sourh Carplina 633" 135
Texas 682 Y219 ‘
. . N\ - - ’
Marylancd 644 o 210
Tennessce- ] 622 . . 179 -~
ﬁississippi\ i -563 159
‘oklahoma "542 193 ,
- o \ y i
. Q\\“ .
, National Average o, 134 . 255
. ’ - . . ‘\‘\ . -~ i - F,\
Southern Awerage C 740 . R ‘139 .
o | | | ( N
ources: Amerlcan Council on Lducation, P.A.8, o
Lo Carncvle Commission on !Ii olier #ducation, ihe Capi.tol
gﬂd he Canpus (1”71) Apnend%g ! ‘ o
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B. Facts About Southern State Aid Programs- - o o '
. . . '.-/C

Southern states have trad1t1onally prov1ded very little d1rect (}

“p

-

student aid for ‘their college- age populataon - There, have been some

~ N )

small incentive proqrams over the years such as scbolarshlps 1n,

* po ..

«teacher eddcation or nur51ng to encourage students to enter these '''' T~

s A

- c “ ]

f1elds Some states have other specialized loan programs. But they

1

generally rel1ed on federal a1d for grants to students, and on federal

v o

aid to guarantee the recent state»adm1n1stered loan programs wh1ch are

.by now.quite s12n1f1cant Until 1974, Florlda and Tennessee were the

Y Z

only Southern’. states wh1ch had any sxgn1f1cant'across the -board need-

based grant orogram.r - E : . o ,\\'
" Over the last f1ve years 1ncreas1nq pressure to help pr1vate }

K

1nst1tut10ns has broupht .about -a new form of student aid: tu1t10n, ’

-

N
of set grants. Typ1cally these grants range from $200 to $400 per

,student enrolled at a prlvate college, on>the theory that th1s 15

1

'less expen51ve than support of a student 1n the state s publ1c - SR

'systcm.~ Tn somc states the grants weré automatlc,'1n others;based
on financial nced. In some states the grants were availablerto ’, ) -
students dnpublicrcollfacs as well: A few of‘thexstates limited ;
‘the programs hy.restriotfng them.todstudents‘ﬁith certain'aCademio‘

.- r e \ .

. )
.

student’ a1d from the states, the‘State
. A '\ : °
Grapt program’(SSIG) provides federal matching

intent- of drawrngdout mor
"Student Incentivg
rfunds for QUali; ing state need-based programs. To qualify, statev

. ' . : /- to. . L
e given to students at public or private 1nstitu-

.

’a'id'? awards may

N : : L ce :
tions, ‘they may-be scholastically competitive or not, but they




"""""
“““““
"
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W,

”01r011n1)

,states wh1ch part1c1paﬁed in theﬁSQIC program in 1974 75.

'prowrams 1n some of these respects (some of them changed from

,,,,,,,,,

must be based on f1nanc1a1 need e ~

Th1s program was funded in a sma1}~way in 1974- 7S forﬂthek“‘

1

first t1me, and at a somewhat 1arger rate for 78-76. Even on
a \\
this limited scale it has proved to be extremély effectlve in

»

draW1ng out new or reﬁﬂsedzstate approprlatlons for state aid.

?;Seven Southern states had qua11fy1ng programs in 1973-74 and tenxk.

Ain'1974-75°’ of the rema1n1ng f1ve,(a}1 have just passed or are

in the process of pass1 to

part1c1pate in 1975 76.

Several states wh1ch had tu1t10n of set grants available'only

.

to’students*at;igivate institutions have converted those programs

to cOmprehens1v ones (Kentucky, Texas and Virginia

u

,
add a new comprehenslve program (Georq1a, and probably quth

. : I N
I
|
-

- ! - - » l“
°, -

There are. several important chafacter1st1cs oF a state qld

program which affect 1ts impact on equal oppqrtunlty (1) is 1}

hased on f1nanc1a1 need’ (2) is, it ava11ah1e to students at all
o v
1nst1tut10ns, or Just private ones’* (3) is it restr1cted in any

%

way by academic qua11f1cat1ons? and (4}\{s\it of suff1c1ent size

~

) v
to make a difference? N :
LN

Tahle 13 shows the current character1st1cs oF Southern state

théir’ 1074 7S status) Tahle 14 glves more deta11 about those

PR ’ - - e




66

TABLE 13 : .
CHARACTFQISTICQ CF SCUFHLQJ SPAIh"QFUDLnT AID PLLCRAKS o
Nced aned )Ll_ or: rdl/State Ef fective
Private  Dollars 74-75 Pate

—
-~
Aldhwmn
Rew p)oﬂram Yes Noth
Arknnnaq 5 : .
Kew propram “Yes | " Roth
; e
I'lorida _
T A
~Stucent Grants Yes Poth
'Ceolflt .
TIncent e, : N r
SCHO]dlS[lps “Yes Both
. .
Tuition Crants Ip Frivate
 rentuck -
SSIG Yes loth
) . » . ‘
Louisiana : ‘
~ New program Yes' Roth
MaryT: ' o
Genera tnte . \
Scblaxshlp Yor ‘ ’ Both
Ay
Senatorial. b Yo
Scholurship%j . ko Loth
Delegate : o R B
Scholarships - No Both
" North.farolina’ : o
Heu program - . Ye , Foth-
4 ‘ﬂ o - A v '\ -4 . \rr
Tuition grants lio Privare.
Ulfslﬂ inni
ow Vrogram Yes Both

$4,864;055

o .

-

$1,186,1156
$4, 558,000

’

§554,500

18320, 500

4

$$2,223,500

Q4 ,600,000

($9 200 000 for 75 76)

$151,020 .

2

~July, 19757
 €6524,000)

Jul)' 1975
($22 COO)

- e

4

ﬁefore 1972

{._79;25‘
- "Nefore

L .
AL RS
N L 4

74-75

3Iu1y 1975
(QJ\IO OU‘())

efore 1972

Before 1972,

;-5Beforq—l972

Jul 1675
(S\AO OOO)
Pofore 1672

E3

July' 1975
($340 000)

1272 -

.




Oklahoma

JTuition Aid Grants Yes Both - $540,000 .
South Carolina . . ' ‘ S
Tuition Grants Yes . Private, $6,080,000
< N . ) . . ‘v'
. D“* N . : .-
Tennessee’ S ‘ SR S
‘Tuition Grants . Yes Roth $3,0612,205
) - J . .

. Texas- ‘ ’ S . _ e
fuition Grants -~ Yes Both - $7,500,000
Vir~rinia. o oA

cholarships Yes . Both $800,000
tlest Vireinia . - C o
Scholarsiips Yes Both $1,500,000

. e : . -

. . .

. . B _ s

. ¢ . N
» . . . i “ .

P . - . . )

R -
. BN
. hl - L
. . ) L. . o . .

74275
Beforc 1972

Before 1972
Before 1972
73-74

’

Before 1972

. v N
* These new programs ‘pending in state. legislatures in June, -
f 1975, are all assured of passage but in some cases are not
yet establlshed in final form. :

** In ‘Tennessee, Jitigation brought to test the constltutlonallty
: of state aid to students at private i itutions has caused .
’ ’ . considerable change in the pr?%pg5£§£§§: next year.. While the - * :
' SSIG program is apparently to-be Spent, much of the other o
state money may be suspended. i T A )
Note: In .the casc of llorlda South Carolina, Iennessce, Texas
: ‘and West~ Virginia, the SSIG program dovr ot plOV1dC as
much as half of the total for need-bagced aid, These
* states appropriate far more student aid than their present
SSIG formula allocation can match at its presently Timited
level of funding. . S - B
- . :
Source: Natlonnl Association of State Scholarshin Programs, 3
L. U. S. Office of Lducatlon, ana otatc tudent aLd .

© . OfflClJlu.'- . . ; ~

N 3 P . N

W . ~ RS
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Although these new and exnanded programs are an encouraglng
beglnnlng, they are genera]ly st111 too small to be of real 1mpor-
\ . / »
, tance ‘in 1ncrea31ng the accesa of poor students tg higher -, S

' ’n/ 'educatlon (Table 14) ' /("nf-

The natlonal average of per caplta student aid approprlatlons

K ,aang\states with such-ald programs is $2. S1. No Southern state

is at dr above this standard. South Car011na comes closest w1th

AT . . - v

$2.35, but né other Southern 'state exeeeds‘%l 00 per Caplta

=

' 'enroliEd in h1gher educatlon 1s $4S 15 - Séuth cé?B1iﬁa exeeeds
’ "', that Taverage at a rate of $S§ 1S The next h1ghest is. Tennessve

v

The.national average of student aid’approprlatlons Der;student

. 'a<t ‘%22 03 L :
. »

~a - : ) *a *
Pennﬂylvanla is a dual syqtem State 1nc1uded in the

.14 1gat10n a1though 1t is not normally con51dered a‘

'.state It has the second 1argest student aid nrogfam in the country,

New York, PennsyTVanla and. 1111n01s together acfount for more than

]

jhalf the state aid dQllars anproprlated

*A state w1th a system oE hlgher educatlpn wh1ch as collegeé
founded for blacks, and which nrohibited admission to the , .

- wh1ta schools hy hlack students. A o .
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Southcrnvnhd~AdnhS States

Student Aid Eff

E

1974-75 Award Dollars -
, . Per 1970 Population () - .

o

N ' o

- T hegd=fased Comnrelensive Prﬁrrﬂri}/,

197475 Award Dollars .
‘ Egi’Enrolled’Student‘Z) p
% A

)alabama v ;;1 0 e 0 |
 Am&m$. TM;. / %m R ‘o; f -
~ rlorfida . o N 15.79
\\"Geoygia ' R 4'r' L'/)  7.26\ o _7.65 ’
' .kghtucky R : {’ 17 o ”4,85
° Lobifiana ’ 0: s 0
Maryfﬁgd v o 1;7&
_ﬁissisgkppi o)
'Norfh Caroliffh - o 8 g B \  0/ .
CCklahoma N . g R A
.Péﬁnsylvania ‘\\g 5;21 f163:ﬁl f' - r
kSouth. ‘CEli:‘Olvil\a ' \\,\ 2,35 7 . -53.15 ‘
 Temiessee TN\ 02 22,03
{ Texas " 1\\ ; ‘ \\ ,%7 | | _ 13,67 o
Virginié _ ﬁ\:. | “ .17 ) ’ 13,72 | V// f.
West Viréinidl ~ .865 ?f?OS /, 

- : \‘\,
Average of all states
with . .programs

o [

(2) Carnegie Council on Poligy Studies in-

1 Qigher
Education, The Federal Rple in Postsec

ndary

¢

78

. Sourcej (1 Natioﬁal»Association'of State Scholarship Progréms.

@

Education, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, 1975, Table 7

[N
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//' R .\?in:f. ' Appendix Al - '
! lf‘ . ‘ ' . R ata ﬁn Rate and IncqmeﬂIhquities
: ‘ . - - i \ - T
. The data in 5hapter I are 1arge1y Hfawn from pu 115hed

VR L. sburces; the U. 9 /Bureau of the Census and the an'ual E
\‘\ |

>g\}; Survey of the Amerlcan Council on qucatlon ”The ta

/‘ ’fwhlch the statements are based ai7'ava11ab1e fr)m/shg/s/dthern o ',"3.
S Education Foundation. - 'fif“”,_. . o
H Two’unpubllshed sources ‘were: used for. the/
however, and elevant addltﬁonal table"'
TaH]es 1 an /2 ar;’drawn ffbm/ w‘data sunnlled by the Coonerat1€g '
"'; _: Idstltutl‘ 2 Research@Program of‘the Amerlcaq;Cpuncll,on.Educatlda {
% °  ‘and the Unlver51ty f Callfornla at/ﬁos Angelégy'bagedlon’th/‘same .

/

. . e / ’ ot
annual survey of.ﬂnte77ng freshmen Data “on Southe 1) 1nst1tug;ons //%,

tudents/%n 89 1nst1mnaons 1n twelve'

»

tes »The




" TABLEA - -

ENRO ENT OF FRESHMEN IN HIGHER ED
R LECTED SOUTHERN IN: TITUTION :

L .

T

-
»

4atldn 1s,19

s/perc nt of the total populathn.-

‘College age black represent a somewhat greater L ‘ ' Y
p;oportlon of . th 1r age\ group ) I A Lo,
e Sy o A ] I _ . ’ S é?{’ ..
.',Natlonal_énd uthern)gercent black enrollment by type of
- InstitutiOns ' i
T COAlL L . Two . Four = - e ﬁlack
Y \Instltutlons Year Year _ Universi Cblleges..
' Pl S . e y , :
Naf:“nal o " 7.4 | el 9 ""ll.O’f - 3.4 97.2 (\
South l4¢l_‘j’ : '8%§<;m 24,2 }'./§i§ 4 fsagz;‘-

E:rollment in = | _ ;: L S ?:“’;‘_ T
lack Colleges' w544 s 7.9 //-_ /6 5 . == }7\
- _A. “ .- ‘ .. [ s ) - R - . o - / \) e .
/ National and SoutbernAEepgent black enrollment/lnApqulc )
/ . four year collegés by selectivity /of institutions. | o ‘}
— =7 7 .
K // A /// o C . L s -
P - : T / I : ‘
//; S Low./ - Medium :High B 7{' e W .

National .~ . /

Excludlmg . % e
llment i T e T - , 7 .
Black Col eges // - 5.9 R 0209 - e
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R | STUDENT ENROLLWENT AT PUBLIC HIGHER EDR TION INSTITUTIONS | N
t - : S “IN EIGHT ADAMS STATES BY RACE,. LL 1974 f . _
. . . ‘ g * . . : ) - . - .
B ) 4 V- ) . > . . ° g i

. . A Al . 'S .
: T - :

. oL s

! STATE - { Percent Blacks in FBIack Petcent ofj Black Percent Black Percent Black Percemt’ iplack Percent| ,
. 4 Collede Age Popula- rnrollman in of Enrollment - S¥ Enrollment _of GEAdUa?c “ lof Profes-
4t : ‘ tion (18-24) 1970 All 4-Ybar. - in 4-Year " |in All 2-Yeare Students in sional Btu-
4 : . Census .| Public Instltu- /Predominantly Public Institu-'| All ?ubk}c - dents in . )
- ) . : - tions, A ¥mice tions, FT & PT. } Institutions Predonitantly ) :
R S - )  FT & B “| Institution3 N - ! White N
. . . P E N . Institutions
. ,/// g .
" ) , ’ PT FT T,
7 |pRKANSAS b arer U Tran N A, na 2.13\‘ 8.5% | 1.6%71. 6.0%10
A . . e A 4 ] — N v‘... . 1 R - - (2 N | R N 1 . - TJ
mem - 16, 6% , 9.0% | 4.5% 9.3% . 6.0%\ [10.54 J 7.2% 6.9% | -
) 4 . . i v,/’ N . : . : : N - . - b ) - . " .
' EﬁFORGU\* / S { / 7.4% - 12,6 o 8.6%\ 15.7% {-3.9%4 ] 21.0%
'” . . (2) (?Q (28 ' (2) - - (2)\ {2 (2 (2);‘
W\“‘“\"‘W 4 . 18,47 - - } N AR S . 17.4% <112.1% 16.6% | 1.54 | 1.2 Y-
2 7 AV - SR (3} : i \ 13 33 -
NORTH CAROLI&A | /. : 23.04) s m e 7.374 < {ar.en. . P7B.ox 13.3% | evaus 0% |
N A A= B N I T
- - [QKLAHOMA /,"' . 7.0 G&'_7 ol © 4.3% i 6.5 . 3.23%~ ] 5.8% 1.0% g,o%
e X T (4) ” ) " - e I g - . AR N
A . [PENNSYLVANTIA " / | 9,0% A P & P Y A 12.4"/., . 5.6% b 5.4% 5.9% 04 e
: T " . L, B o B o B R RE E
IVIRGINIA : o . S 15 4.1% L 1L, 1% JR2.8% [ 6.5% {1 3.6% | 0%

arwise ncvwci pm Qntagcg are based on 1nformaLzon contalned, in HEN.\Form 65-—10,
Go‘mplmncc Peport of ‘Institutiong of ligher Dducation, Stutent Enrollment Surfey, Fall 1974,

///7 T means. tull~ tJ.mc cnzollnlcmt, FT means part time enl'oll"lcnt _~ . - . - B .
2) - Data owtained _Lrorl ‘197« ocml Annual chgr‘t from state offlcuxls. ”_" . L P ‘ .
(3) . On], one prndcrunant_ly b]ack J.n_,tJtutlon in the i\dams LaLcs offersg profcv“lowal tramlng, - i ) .
’ the ¢ oth Carolina Central University Law Schooll. If& thl instifution is incladed in the d
. state figurdés, -the.totals are 15.3% full-time and 80.9% yart time " black \.n*‘ohmcnt in « : ¢ T
.t profess 1onaL schoola. - S0k . c'a
% ) : - : . : v .
(4) Bccaugc Pcnnq 'lvanla s state plan includes’ only the "state- ox'\eu" 1n<'t1LLt ons, and because ° :
05*10 Fokms are not ay aleblc for allgstate institutions,’ the data for &his a\_q&:c have been - L ,
. corpiled from a combination of the two sources. wThey inciude quurcu fox,the 4 "stdte<related” T
S \Lnstx‘*tut_l.ons, (Pann. State, UmLVCL‘.:L(.V,,TC"np]e br%lncoln Unxvcrsu.), and Ythe University = . s
o /// of Pittsburgh). T hey do not 1m_1ude figyures .for th¥ 13 ate-aided” vitutions, as, fata were o
“#7 ngk available. The two yéar col]eqc data are based on information in Ob-q‘) forms £rom 12 of 13 ’
suA\h institutionsy .

., - - = . . .ot BN h : .
\\ ) ﬁ. ) ) E o SN
One mstLt ation, V riinia uLate Colleye, did not rcport undcrgraduates s¢oarately from graduat.es ’

oq‘ F'xll time from rart-time .Jtudcr\t';.
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Appendix C ' o L | -

Public College Tnition Charges L

—

Higher education finance discussions frequently revolve

around the merits of the traditional policy of'maintaining~lew- .

A}

'tuition public ins’titutions, and the effect of such a'hrdad;

P 3
1 - 0

b

. . The na;menﬂ?faverage tuition and fee chargé 1s now we11 over.

S&OO at tour- year publlc colleges.f Total resldent student charges o

2 OOO A Southern publlc 1nst1tut10ns radltlona’ly

w M

. - wnh_ have keut "tu tlon charges somewhat lower than othe regrons.' Table..« ;
'wfkﬁg . 1 1ndicates that majg} SOUthern universities charqe 95 nercent as
o S . . .
g  5/hﬂ; ‘much as theanatlonal average and that. in other four vear Southern
’ ' nuhllc colleges tu1t10n and fees are éS nencentSof the national /o
- L]
9 )

. figure. Table 2, however, shows that-wh11e tuition and fees are

@ r
!

somewhat 1ower, for a large group of. Southern puhllc 1nst1tut10ns

a

. the total s udent charges are not 51gn1£1cant1y less than the ) Ca
o N . K . . ”v 7 \/ !
al average T @~ . “" L 6,/5/ g
5 ’ ’ v . /": .
throuqh 6 111ustrate some- long term chahges 1n ‘tuition
- charges, dlff\tences by type of 1nst1tut1on comnarlsons w1th
. g o
per capita 1nc me chanqes' ‘and tuitbon as a Dercent of expendltures.,,
4 - ’ . .- . . o " . h
-7 - g /i’ o v 4 e ) ( ek . '
' * o ™ St . L N v -
’ - ” o . - . . e
‘ o i N . v . .
\\; LT \ . »" . ) N
. 7 ~ Y » * a . P C . ]
g ! . ! o . - i '
- / | '&/L:jf ol
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- M ‘ "4
ba J‘ - 4
. " -, .- ‘ v
= o © TABLE 1 . 4 ' e
M ) Averageannualtunun1andrequuedfeesforremdentand L ’
- ' nonremdentﬂudentsnnpubhcnnsutuhons 1973-74 o
- T - C : Other Public Publi
State .Major State University 4-Year Institutions 2.Yea _
. Restdent  Non-Resident . Resident  Non-Resident Institutions J h
United States. .. .. $520  $1,336 489 . $1.238  $240
SREB States. . ... - 495 | 1,234 a15 - 1,018 . 2
7 Southasa Per- . v S _ v " - A
, ‘ - centof US... .. 952 . 924 %9 81.8 89.2 ' -
] ' ! . . . /( '
_ N Alabama™". ;... ~ 510 . 1,020 454 - B4 202
! 7 " Arkansas......... 400 930 - 405 - 800 98
*v N Florida. . ... Ceea 570 N 1,620 570 . 1,620 : 250
Georgia.......... 539 1,259 410 951 . 28 .
" Kentucky........ 480 - 1,210 420 950 - 390 ' - '
.Louisiana. . oo 320 950 315+ ° 932 141 e Lt
Maryland \698 1,698 ' = 565 1,035 .7300 o
. - Mississippi....... 516 1116- 400 . 1,000 " 8. .
: North Carolina.... ~ 439 1,997 440’ 1,899 S - .
‘South Carolina. . .. 570 . . 1,280 485. 1,015 - 223, 3 N :
’ " . Tennessee........ 399 . 1,209 . 368 1178 ~ 1935
~, Texas............ " 318 1458  .276 . 1,356 . 120
N ' : - Virginia. ;... N ... , 622 r . 1,447 . 590 . 1,190 225 T
v West Vlrglma 310 - . " 1,140 ._260‘ - 1,010, . 270 -
I ‘ » SOURCES National Assoclatxon of State Univ ersme< and Land Grant Collages. 1973-74 S.u- - Y ) A
= “xy_ dent Charges al State and-Land-Grant U'niversities;” American Association of State
S o o > lleges and Universities, S{udent Charges, 1973-7%; A ‘erican Association of ,, "
L Lo L : v umty ant Junior Collekes, 197 Cr unily and Junior ollege Disectory: ,
- . - U S gure\for 2-year ;nst:t ions Iroﬁ:)eclwna of F‘ducalwnal Statistics l aa
e Soufce;'

“on’ ngh

R Aonal Education Board Fact Book
Education in the South 1573 ané////
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.‘ ") r N i ]. v . X | .
- ~ RegLonal Compa*ison of Median Student Charbes o ;.
' ) ‘ 1974 75 e ]
y - | . A ‘i’. ‘ | i . ‘. ] . -
. New Enplahd Middle Atlantic Southeast Widwest = West
- o (e (14)" . ~‘(32-); 5) (367
765 $7T71A W, 8§ 4h 5 613 5 460

739 1,737 . - 1 212 vT1,660 1,378

Total Charoos . . ) - e . -
~ Resident $ 4,238 $. $ 1,553  $1,765 .§1,55¢
“°'&;0P-re31dent . 3,390. B ' w"2f331 2,684 2,580
- Y ; B Denotes number of 1rst1tutlon= in ng:lon. ! o
* \, ' R .
- - « ~'/ bR n’,‘ ’

Colleges 1”” /5 tudcnt Lnar_es .(“ageo,on 1?1 mcnaer
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TABLE 3.-
y - . B .
* R Lohg-Tefm Trend in Charges'foquuitionvang Fees h ;*
. “ State Universities and- Land 6rant’ Colleges ™S
L " . RESIDENT o, <~ NON-RESIDENT
SRS : - | — N
. ’ /—/' } ) I‘\“ " . T $ 0/0 N ' . . - ) ’ - S 0/.
_YEAR 'IHCREASE INCREASE - AMOUNT ~'* INCREASE INCREASE
s 16555;556' $ 31'1‘.0(’) \'S NP S -734 0;0 $ o - R :
196667 333.00 22,00 ».07% T 782,00 48, 6.56%
©1967-68 ' 351,00 18,50 5,56 - " 850.00 63288 229341
1968-69 ~ 360,00, ._8,50 2,42 905,00 ° .'55.00 6,47
1959-70. *430,00 " . 70,00 19,44 966,00 161.00. 6,74
1970-71 452,00 - 22,59  5.23 1,106.00 140700 . 14 |
1971-72. . 482,00 . 29,50 .6.52 1,260,00 154,00 13,92
1072-73 517,00 «:35.50 7,37 1,312,50 56,00 4,72
1973-74 . . 520,00 . - 2,50 .48 1,336,00 . 16,50 1,23~
1974-75 © 531,00 11,00 2,11 % 1,378.25 47725 . 3,16
v . . i, N . A i : ~ N .
", ., " % : ”‘;’ B . - ». ] d‘
TOTALS '§ 228,00 70,734 § 644,25 £7.78%
) .-Q} . g R ' ~‘ "o . v R
. - Long-Tgrm“Trena.in Total Charges 1 _
| RESILZHT - T NOW-RESILEKT =
4 e N . - )
L . 0§ % — U R T
YEARY, - ° AMOUNT  INCREAST INCRTASE ¥ AMOUNT - - - INCREASE INCREASE
‘1969-7% §1,297.00 $ - 1 $1,910.00 $ . |
. 1970-71  1,376,00 - 79,00 6,09% -~ .2,019,00 . 109.00 5.71
T1071-72. ¢ 1,411,006 % 35,00 2,54 . ° 2,241,00 222,00 - 10.99
1972473  1,457.00 » 58.00 3.96 , 2,238,00. 87,00 3.88 "
1973-74, v*1,514.00 47,007 . 3.20 . 2,443,00 115.00  4.93
1974-75"" 1,666,50 152,50 10,07 ¥ 2,654,50 211.50  ‘8.85
| TOTALS ' | $.369.50  28.48% o § 744,50 33.97%:
. ‘ ) o , I L o .
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- - >«mw>wm qzqqaoz AND zﬁo:qzﬁs FEES AND oq:az STUDENT HquHchHoz>r .
.~ EXPENSES BY q«wm AND nozewor OF HZmeHechoz UNITED STATES, . 1973%74 ‘
’ - . "~ ' : ~ SN : o
& B . .‘ ) - O . ”mMHUhm.Z.H. ] A ./,. //, .3 wi . R - -
‘ g ' | ..vccwmm | | ,
< - . . afwﬁwo: WG@E — o — .ﬂcmmwo:
- Type of and =~ . radd~ - “-Other - Total ..and . . oﬁ:mﬂ \\3\‘Honmu
s Hamnwﬂcnwo: Fees ___Board ° ‘Expenses Budget Fees .mem:mmm mcmomn
Q:w<mﬂmmnwmm ) M«..a I ,‘V///,_ E e _ )
' ) \_ T . .
wmmmmWﬂ: c:m<bmu .o «$627 81,2068 - $679 '$2,512 . -$3,050 . $514 - $5,039°
‘ _zmmmmqn: Univ. IT - 496 . 1,108 687 2,201 2,580 651 4,546
nw:w Univ. /muwmm ;. 1,130 682 02,370 1,956, 1602 .. 3,753
: g Univ. S 113 11,083" 726 . 2,294 2,350 11,2790 -\ 707 C 4,336
. pre mw e c:w<mﬂmwn- - , .0 o |
Qﬁw,m$& nowummmm ' . . S - - ol , _mﬁ_
. \ . oo . . ’ \ =2
J noavﬁ :m:mw<m Hnivy. Lo N B LT W S \‘ T o
. an Hummmm I . 674 . .-2,07 2,015 = 1,1657 640 3,820
B _ . e o . S - . :
Comprehensive Univ. X <L ’ s . R .
~  _and C 739 . - 2,115 1,740 . 1,067: 686 3,493
_ Liberal Arts Colleges B S o o mw ) ,
. rwcmﬂmu_>ﬂnm Coll, » -+ - 2,510 7 1,182 519 4 NHH
rpcmamp Arts OOPHMQHH. 899 . .. 2,484 “ 1,728 .. 1,027 515- 3, Nuo )

s o ;o ) . N . i . r\llv K
eso Year H:mawnCnHo:m 627 . H;ouh ., 1,382 1,085 A30 ; N;mmu
+e:mﬂd/mﬂm o:H% ﬁzo cdcuwn F:mnmwzwwo:m wc this nwanOﬂw i T - //. B

I : _ . PR )
. A/\M : ) mocnnm. nw/:@mwm nosawmmwo: ‘on Iww:mﬂ mmcnmnwo: ~Tuition (Berkeley, April 1 WWM
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v TALLE S |
AVERACE A}NUAL G,R{)SS Tl fION AN.) l QI/RD FEES,
Cove t e . - . .
T AND \‘...w- /\/IA JlSl’ G3ABLYE Ph.(bé"\l- I NCU; Ly ~
. -, S \ S .
N . PUol 1C J\A 'I‘l/\f LUlL"G:ﬁS / UNIV!}.{JI TILS I
1oz§/30 10 1973 7a (Iu QOI)TA‘ BOLLARS) ) ¢
) - / T . ¢ SRR ® )
,\. . .- "'\ . ; -~ - A N . ~ R - - .
Public Tultlon ‘Private Tuition L -Per-Camita Income
. *.Annual - Aaximal; ;. Ratlo,. g Annual
.. Average . Avcraze T [Codrivavn  Average
‘ ; -~ Rate of ' <Y . Rate of To Fublic " kate of
Year Almount - Chaa " Atount _oouane Lultion . Anouht . Change
11929-30 sizs $667 . sL1B2 -
™ ’ ..“ o ot » ! h N . !’ e
1933-34 - 85 T1.2 575 6.5 - Te23 - -6.00
193735 166 C 0.2 535 T Llhe 5
. : N - B : o7 : _
1$41-22 : 540 s 042 . 1,5C4 - / 7.C .
194546 _ 686 =2.6 3.0 1,624 - 1.<w¢?\y/>
- 1949-50 267 7 1.1 579 - 4.5 -2.37 1,597 . AN
1953-54 - 173° . -8,5 578 . Dl -, 33 1,720 1.9
1957-58 190 " 2. . 683 4.3 3.6 1,5 ”
1961-62. 215 ° 3.l 884 6.7 * AN 1,940
196566 - 251 3.9 1,090 5.4 4.3 . 2,287
1969270 283_ T 3.0 - 1,341, ‘ 5.3|- MR (Y 25563 . ) s
1973-74 305 1.9 1,516 - " 3,1 5.0 2,928 - 3.4
1929-30 - - | | ;
" to 1973-74 2,0 r. 2.8 2.1
7 _ ! - —
Sourcet Carnegie Council .on lllgher Lducatlon, Tuition (Bcrkeley, April
' 1974) .
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North Carolinfa

‘Oklahoma 26,8
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- Pennsylvania 32,8
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- South Carolina
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| .‘/; | . N TAﬁLE Q /e ; <
\ RLVU'UL}RO‘% o) ,1‘0;:: ARD .o'rm‘:rz, héqumsa FEES " o |
. AS ;‘.m,m 13 \::\ oF r.UULAHOnlAL uvuuuxrun L .
. BY: ’s'a ATe r&nu TYPE OF xxsrﬂ:&mow, ) o |
~ )- /X T PUBLIC msuruno.as,lu. Sep 1 31 72+ .. "
PR IR | Y
'\-r1~\mﬁm_,T : I — 7
: '% A Comprehenslvc Liberal B
o SRR Universities LArts vo-Year
. SKMLe ./ . \:“Unixfrsitles and Lolchcq - Colleges 'VTIn;t}bbE{an
‘\¥ Alaba'ﬂa/ 22,17 (2)% 19.6% (@) - 25,44 (L) 21,22 (14)
A;kansqs - . 22,7, i}). ‘30.3‘>1 (&5; fv : d22,1 (3)
A, vrtoriad L , 15,467 @) 207 (5) E X *'(24).‘,‘1.
H,Géo;glé;/ ’: (/’\‘vilﬁ;é '?“(3) _ | | 30,2 (13)
Kentucky' . ) 1'7.3; @) 30,00 (1)
°Eouslén; 23.0;///(I)v k }1;4\ (6)
-:'s'ary‘mndl S 32~.6‘ b: . (D) 26,3 (12),
bﬂsslsslbplv 28.5 “(4) ’ 1“.2_. (ié;
(1) A (43/:.)4
. 27,1 (1)
| 37.3 ‘(.?..}0)';

(3)

1425

17.7

51,5 (1) 21.0
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