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7 scas of the Republic, although the prime
nanung higher education has historically rested
ollowing a.sunvey of the development and changing
ederal supporl the authors .provjde a critical review of-

€tions of (urrem fcderal policy. Implncauons are then draw

nation’s postsecondary education system. .\n important (hsunctmn 15
made between the identification of federal policy thiough' the legisla-
tive process of eslal)llsfung programs (.mlhonzauon) and the imple-
mentation of federal policy through the legislative process of funding
programs (appropriation). ’ _ o

'\gamst the backgiound of Congressional action to revise and’ renew
lhc provisions of the Higher Education Amendments of 1972, con?
s:derauon is given to such critical issues as competing priorities for
federal and state funds, different and in some cases diminishing en-
rollment trends, fedgral emphasis on student aid almost to the ex-
clusion of institutional aid, and the jproblem of maintaining low-cost
public higher education while at the same time preserving a viable
private higher education sector. Theuthors point out that the cur-

" rent student aid funding levels are insufficient to bring about access

and reasonable_choice to disadvantaged students. _They further argue
that increasing costs and iigotous financial needs tests are reducing
the coltege attendance rates of middleincome students. The princi-
pal .shortcun)ing of federal poliry, as deseloped in this 1eport, is that
it fails "itg promolc the health and diversity of higher edncational in-’
sttutions.” Following this discussion, new directions for identifying
and mplementing federal polics, to serve national purposes are
given, These ditections inicdude studént aid proposals for bringing
about cquki\(:dm.mon.al oppottumity in the broad sense and direct

1ants alsigned to slrengthen and improve instructional

.

mstitutional
programs. C

« This report. which s the initial oné of aseries dealing wnh critical
1sties in American postsecondary edueation in 1976, is intended to.Jbe
of pomted mterest and usefulness not only to teachers and educational
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researchers but as a reference and “centerpiece” for discussion to in-
dividuals and groups having administrative, policy-making, and de-
cision-making responsibilities in postsecondary education.

Clifton Conrad is assistant professor of education, School of Educa-
tion, University of Denyer. Joseph P. Cosand is professor and 5xrcctor,
Center for the Study of Higher Education, University of Michigan
and former U.S. Deputy Commissioner for Higher Education.
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Overview L

2

For*nearly a decade—during which time unprecedented growth
occurred followed immediately by a period of economi'c crisis—
a vxgorous debate took place concerning the role of the Federal Gov-
~ernment i erican higher education. In the late”1960’s and early
1970's, a significant number of study groups—such' as the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education, the two Newman T ask Forces, and
the National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Educa-
tion—made a series of recommendations regarding the federal role.
Some of these recommendations became gorernment policy when the
1972 Education Amendments were passed into law. This was viewed
by some as marking a new direction in the federal crole in education,
however others wished to add additional considerations to the Amend-
ments. In the past four years, federal funding patterns have shifted
dramatically from a pattern of direct institutional aid to funding °
higher education by awarding financial aid directly to students,

especially those students from lpw-income families. /

The current *pattern of federal® involvement seems firmly estab- |
lished, but many educators believe there is need for a reexamination
of the role the Federal Government is now playmg ifi the affairs of
hxgher education. The purpose of this report is to address that ques-
tion, since it appéars that too much of the recent debate has focused
on the strengths and weaknesses of particular student aid pregrams
and not enough attention has been given to the more overriding issue
of the shift in recent federal-aid-to-cducation policies. This report is
intended to be a discussion:piece on this issue.

The first chapter presents a brief overview of the history of the
federal role. Four major stages are identified, the focus being on the
most recent period (1970 to the present). Particular attention is given

to the 1972 Education Amendments, including the newly-authorized , )

student aid programs and the new federal relationship with the
states. Recent fundi g patterns are discussed to highlight the im-
portance of the Amfendments and to identify the ma]or trends in
federal higher education policy. -

., The next dmpte‘ considers the 1mpllcations of federal policy in the
. achlevemem of tivo ngional goals: (1) equality of opportunity and
"+(2) institutional health and diversity. Jn the matter of equality of op-
portunity, it is purported that while some progress is being made to-

1
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“marging] rate

* mented. While

_ward the achi¢

- social equality

defined both
has not been 4

viously demej

vetnent of universal access, the bfoader goal of greater,
is not Ieing realized by the! majority of groups pre-
AcCesy to higher education. Equality of opporlumly,

n terms of.universal access and greater-social equality,
dequately fosteted thiough current federal student aid

programs, which are aimed (hreuL)\ at disadvantaged students. . Un-

equal and inag

lequate funding of current student aid: programs sug-

gests that acceys will not substantially increase for (hs:}vantaged stu-
dents. For fose students gaining entrance to highefr” education for

the firsy time,
to educa
nds in tl

JInstitutional
goal, primarily
student .id'éfu
goals of bgth
diversity.

access while nn

That

the pfomise of socio-economic mobility through™ freer
tion has been, and will likely continue to be, tempered
1e job market for college graduates, which suggests a
bf réturn on their college 1nvg_§;\menl

health and diversity is defended as a major national
on the giounds that the current federal emphasis on
wling is accepted as a mechanism for reconciling the
equality of oppoitunity and institutional health and
is, disadvantaged students will be allowed greater
stitutions indirectly become a beneficiary of federal

“support through these students. The existence of a present and grow-

ing financial qrisis in \mencan higher education is bnefly docu-

is argued that
through studer
promote the h
In particular, t

ghms and the

assistance to private institutions. It is predicted that if federal fun9ng

coutinues to

equality of op]
versity-may-be]
* Following tl

this crisis is not attributed directly. to fedéral pelicy, it
current federal funding .of nosts(:cond/y educauon
t5. has not nec(:ssanly served as an effective means to
palth and disesity.of higher educational institutiops.
the implementation guidelines of many student aid pro-
level of federal support have contributed only minor

ollow ifs present cQurse, the achievement _of both
jortunity, in general, "and institutional health and di-
placed-imrturther jeopardy. .— N

¢ discussion of implications; the final chapte oﬂ'ers

threc recomin¢ndatiods for the ,cﬂc/ral role in higher education.
These recommendations spggiést a new direction, and challenge cur-
rent federal pplicy_as Well as the proposals made by a number of’
national com‘ﬁﬁ?s‘tﬁlas concerned withy the federal role. Most im-
portantly, it sug.,geslcd that msuhmonal grants for mstiuctional
prposes serve las a second major vehide of federal " suppdrt. Institu-
tional grants, ip roughly equal proportions, should take the form of
cost-of- cdumum supplements and direct ;nst:tuuonal grants. This
“means that the memll trend of federal fundmg of postsecondary edu-
cation almost emxrcly thiough students should berreeviluated.

.
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Finally, it iy recommended that direct instituticnal support for .
postsecondary educatio® should be complemented by studenit aid pro- -
gralns for eligible students, espedially through the BEOG, SSIG,

CWS, and GSL programs. This recommendation also emplrsizes, .
however, major modifications in their.-progiam features and increased ‘-
- levels of funding. e . : 4
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A Review of Federal Higher Education Policy

One way té trace the role of the Federal Government in American
higher education is chronologically, illustrating major trends and
identifying significant ‘dates and events. Taking this approach, four
stages or chronological periods of change in federal policy can be
distinguished and will be discussed: (1) 1636 to 1862; (2) 1862 to
1945; (3) 1945 1o 1970; an/(l (4) 1970 to the present,

'

’

’
et e

< -

Stage Ohe: ém% \/’/

‘During Stage One hly a hin oTTergher educa-

bAS

" tion was apparent. The. fir
at the local level whg

1e General Court of Massachusetts appro
priated monicsTe e-establishment_of Harvard College.in-1636.
'Allhough/ severat of the Founding Fathers, including Washington
i, were in favor of a naaopal university, there was no
mention” in the Constitution of a‘federal role in higher education.
Suppott for a national university congmued to build in the -latter
part of the, cightcenth century, byt this ebjective was never realized
because of a distrust on the part of the states of centralized govcrn-
ment and control (De\hne 1965, p. 121).

The initial federal nvolvement in higher’education resulted from
the passage of the Northwest Ordinance of 1787. This act was moti-
vated less by a concern for lngher education than by an interest in
theasettlemem of new lands and in the money from their sale. To’
promote the des:rabnhty of the Northwest Territories to early

settlers, Congress’ mcluded a provision in the Ordinance to reserve '

two townships, for the supp(_)rt of a, university (Axt 1952, p. 27). As’

., a consequence of the Ordinance, ¢ach state, admitted to the Union

after 1802, with only three exceptions (Maine, Texas, and West Vir-

* ginia), was granted land a5 an endowment for a ugiversity (Knight

1960, p. 42). :
At the beginning of the nineteenth cemury, Congress estabhshed

xmhtar) institutions to, serve the,national interest for highly- skilled

‘manpgwer. The U. S. Militgry Aca(lcmy at West Point was estab-
lished in 1802 and the -U. S. Naval Academy was begun in 1845.
Although West Point was not a national university in the sense that
* many, of the Founding. Fathers had envisioned, its establishment
exemplified for the first time the willingness *of the Federal Govern-

.

precedent of goveriment support was
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“ment to support hngher educatiorial institwitions to produce skilled
/ manpower (Babbxdge and ROW) . . o
. The Dartmouth College Case of 1819 led~to a Supreme Court !
rulmg that a charter given to an institution is irrevocable. This .case
is ‘redited with fostering the dual system (private-public) of higher
education that exists to this day in the United States.” Although this
case_did not lead to_ increaseel federal involvement in higher educa-
tfon. it encouraged the establishment of institutions independent of
the government and,sumulated state governments to provnde higher
seducation for its citizens. s
In 1830 the Federal Government began to tap tlie research poténiial
of higher educational institutions. The Franklin Inst_itute of Phila-
delphia was given a federal contract for investigating the cause of
explosions’in steam boileps (Hamilton, and Laufer 1975, p.-3). Al
though the Federal Government became more actively involved in'
American higher edtication at the turn of the ninéteenth century,
this ﬁrst stage was only a portent of a major federal role. <
i

‘I

‘Stage Two: 1862-1945 ’

This second penod marks the first major involvement in American
higher educauon by the Federal deernmem However, f{ederal
participation durmg this entiré perlod occurs lhrough leglslauve
action in terms of specific feéderal 'coqcerns While a(sustaxnedied
eral commitment to the, vitality of higher education is not_ realized,
federal~legislation and fundmg patterns begin to lay the groundwork
for th€ post-World War II view of higher educatlon as being in the
nauonal interest’ .o S . .

- The_ first significant involvement in higher educatibn by the Fed- -
eral Government followed the passage of the Morrill Met of 1862.
Tlns legislation gave land-grants tg the states. The procteds from,
the sale of these lands were to form a perpetual fund in each state

© to establish one cQ}legc in which the mechanical.arts and agriculture
weould be taught (Axt 1952, p. 38). The land: grant colleges were to
emphasize vocational and psofessxonal education rather than "liberal
edncation,” and rescarch activities were to be * ‘practical” and (hrectly
-applicable to the needs of a {,ro'wmg nation. The p'lssage -of tl
Morrill Act marks the emergence of a definable, federal role in né(e
education because it> N /‘

~

.® Introduced the policy of categorrcal grants for msmuuons /of
- higher education (Wolk 1968, p. ., .- pas

* Did not require land- graht institutions lo te publlc im sl(ppor{
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thereby semng an iNportant precedent fliat federal support wpuld
not be limited to pubjic institutions.

>

. Estabhshea the hcy whereby. the Federal Government would
provide for the "general welfate” in btrengthemng manpower de\elop
ment, ih” designated areas. . . $

i Recogrﬁzed the need for hngher educational institutions to re-
mam autenomous in control. :

" However, following the Mon/ill Ac't, federal invdlvement in l\migher
edacatiop was erratic until the Second World War. Still, some pieces
ofélegislation became harbingers of the current federal role. A De-
partment of Education ¢a e into bemg in 186% with the sole pur-
pose . of gathering and.’ dlssemmaung information ,about education.
Although two y@rs later the Depar,l)nen{ was relegated to “office”
status, the. importance of educauon 0 the natfon was estabhshed in
the bureapcracyc .0 / -

The Hatch Act of 1887 marked the firse federal support to the
states for “practical fesearch,” and the ‘Second %omll Act in*1890
authorized federal funding in specific subjects: agriculture, engineer-

_ ing, and ‘the natural sciences (Wolk 1968, p. 10). The 1mportance
of the \fomll Ac; of 1890 mﬂucncegﬂ}ugher education in two’ major

. ways. Flrst the annual mcome of land-grant institutions’ was more

. than doubled by “federal sources,' thereby,further committing the
_gavernment to_support these institutions. Second, this funding
snmulténcously.marked an upswing in the importance, .quality, and
quanuty of public lngher education. According to a report of a-
recent ta/k I01ce studyjng federal waid’ tQ educaté)n “With the pas-
sage of “the Second Morrill Act in 1890 _the Congress adopted a
policy of annual appropriativns to the landy -grant colleges’ (Hamilton
and Laufer 1975, -p. 0). »- RN

Dunng the First World ‘War, ‘there were several pieces of legisla-
tibn that served to heighten the federal involvement in higher edu-
cagion. y The Smith Lever Act. of 194 provided matching funds for
extension services in agriculture and home economics. The National
Defense Act of {916 com.lined___die basis for’ the Reserve Officer
“*Tr;unmg C'o‘Lps that later served as a significant source of revenue
1o many institutions. The Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 was an exten-
snon of the<Fisst Morril}. Aet .md provided federal support for voca-

/tlonx‘!duutmn. Following th¢ war, the Vocational Rchabxhtahon
\ct (M19)4was passed, which provided for the training of veterans

" who could not find suitable work. A year later, war sm;plus materials
« were sold to collégey and umvcmucs&l‘t véi‘y little cost. These few,
'

-
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exceptions notwithstanding, federal interest in higher educanon
waned between World War I and the Depression.

Durmg the Depression, the Federal Goverm?ent ‘supported educa-
tional programs through several pieces of legislation. The Federal
Emergency Relief Administration initially instituted the College Stu-
dent Work Program in-1935. Approximately 1,500 colleges’ partici-,
pated in the program, which provided about 620,000 students with
parttime ]obs to enable them to,remain in college (Axt 1952, p. 81).
This federal program sumulated college altendance during a penod
when state<and private resources for higher education were being
seriously re;unce(l In addition, the Public Works Administration
helped te finance construction at colleges and universities, although
the supmport was only provided to pubhc znsmunons

World War II marked a turning point {1 the heretofore fluctuating
relationship between higher education and the Federal Goverriment.
Two major trends are cohspicuous: (1) rapidly growmg federal sup-
port of rese@rch, and (2) student “financial assistance’ for veterans.

. During the War, research contracts at major universities were financed

‘.

,by the Federal Government with the intention of fm.(hng technologx-
cal solutions to winning the war. War veterans, totalling three and
one- half millioh in number, received financial aid direétly from the
Federal Government under the auspices of the Servicemen’s Re-
adjustment Act of 1944, better known as the G.I Bill of Rxghts
This Jegislation was largely responsible for the near doublxng of
collgge enrollments_ from 1940 <o 1950; by 1947, one of every two

.. college students were being funded by the G.I. Bill (Van Alstyne

1975, p. 2).

LAl »
»

Stage Three: 1945-1970

Prior to World War I, federal involvement in higher education
had prim'mly consisted of those major picces of legislation that *
closely paralleled periods of war or depression. The Secpnd ‘World
War, by-stimulating increasing federal invélvement in rescarch apl
aid to returning veterans, marked the beginnings of a federal policy
built upon the belief that the Federal Governmeént shoul(l provxde
support to lugher education because it was clcarly in the national

e

~

-

o

interest. The post-War perxod was one, of unprecedented growtlr » °

in higher education; this expansion was not unrelated to substantial
increases in federal support for higher education.
The Cold War of the late 1940's and 1950’s produced an énormous
fear of communist a;,gxessnon in_this country As one way of pre-
paring “fol the national (lefensc, the Federal Government mcreasmgly

A. .
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supported the expansion of research in the *nation's u:;lleges/ and
universities. In 1940.the Federal Government had provided a mod- °
est $15 miltion .in grants and contracts to universities for research
and development. Two decades Tater, the figure had,grown to $462 -

. million and was rapidly increasing (DeVane 1964, p, 126). -

In addition to reséarch jur}ding, large sums of federal monies were

. appropriated for such velated purposes as develppment FOgTams in

higher educatjon, specialized ifaiﬁing and edl:cz?(ou, f(ﬁ:\vships, and

scholarships. Federal legis‘la(ion and oty e 1950's and 1960's
stimulated- the attendance of students as, well as encouraging the
expansion of cojlegiate physical plants and the hpgl'fading of the
undergraduate curriculum. Federal money and policy became a
significant force* bghind . the unprecedented expansion of American
‘higher education. in these~two decades. *Bf 19683, more than 2,100 @ ~

) institutions of higher education received some form of federal aid

(Hamilton and Laufer 1975, p. 25). ~ ‘

. Before 1958, however, the Federal Government had not assumed

a heavy obligation for the support and improvement of higher edu-

cation. The government had primarily employed the services of

. universities and colleges for ‘its own particular purpodes and needs. “
The passage of the National Defense Education Act in 1958 signi-

" fied the beginning of a federal commitment to the well-being of

- higher education as a major contributor to the strength and vitality

: of the nation. Congress declared that “the security of the Nation .
requires the fullest development of the mental resources and techni. -

cal skills of its young men and women . ._. This requires pro. -

grams that will give assurance that no st}xde?’ut of ability wi]l be
denietl an opportunity . fof higher educatién because of financial

need,” A program of student loans and graduate fellowships was y

begun' to implement the new policy. More directly than ever before,

t‘hq’pagﬁge and funding of the NDEA program represented a federal .

commitment to higher education based on the.premise that the pur-

- poses of higher education are cfgsely allied with the ‘natiohal in-

terest. “ o

’ Federal research grants notwithstanding, Tederal support gradually

turned to institutional aid in the form of categorical grants for

special purposes. Two pieces of legislation awere of particular im-

portance. The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1968. provided
? both grants and loans to institutions of higher education for the
_ < construction «of academic and library facilities. More impéﬁant, the

:

-

"
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Higher Education Act of 1965 was concerned with the direct alloca-
tion of funds to institutions. Included were the following authorized
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major program areas: rommunity service “and continuing education
programs (Title I); library resources (Title 11); aid to developmg

B institutions (Title *I11); improvements of educational instruction
(Tule VII); and constryction of academic facilities (Titles VII and -
V. .

In addition to. institutional aid, a new federal goal of “universal
access” to higher ¢ducation emerged from the Great Sogciety programs
of the mid-1960's. President Johnson's Higher Education Amend-
ments (1965) provided the first legislation for student grant assistance *
to disadvantaged students, Title IV established tNg Educational Op-
portunity Grant , Program, the College ‘Wofk Study Program, and
3 *_the Guarantegd - Student Loan Program Ithough few programs
have been {unded at authonzed levels, the Fefleral Government made
a major commnmem to “‘universal access” gv ‘‘equality of edqcauqnal
opportunity.” -

x
~In summary, thene were several pronounced trends in federal policy
- . toward higher education from 1945 through the late 1960’s. First,
the Federal Government became a major source of funds for student
grants ard loans—in large neasure to pramote the achievement of
universal access. Second, the Federal Government increasingly viewed ¢
higher education in the national interest and institutions as a con-
sequence .were ‘funded through a variety of grants, contracts, and
loans. Although nearly all of this institutiopal aid was for special
. purposes, such as research, bu:l(lmgs and training, the Federal Gov-
ernment was no longer supporting higher educitipn solely for its
own purposes. Higher education was accepted ~157a miajor national '
resource and federal suppott was in large measure directed toward
promoting the healthi and diversity of American hlgher educational

msmuuons ) . . oo N T
. .. . o .
Stage Four: 1970-Present g : ,

Based Jupon ,{e(lcral higher education policy since World War QII
the Federal Government has, ifi our view, accepted several special '
responsibilities. The identification of these broad federal goals serves
e as a useful benchmark Tor the examination of recent trends i federal
. higher educatfon policy. These federal responsibilities include:
e To promote “equality of ediicational opportunity” in American
/
higher education. -

M * To promotc an(l/hekp mmmam an excellent system of lngher
. education ‘as .a}olr( in the national interest. . ;

S kTmprgnote a systf?m of postsecondary .education that is diversi”

yd . - : °
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‘fied as to purpose :md control, mclu(hng both .public and private

ot msutuuons . W 4 ™

Dcsplle total mcrcascs irr federal expenditures for hngher educa-
tiorl and with the major excebtion of Affirmative Action, there has
hcgn a majog trend toward “withdeawal” of direct. federal involve-
inent in postsecondary education. In the carly 1970’s, discussions in
the Congress frequently centered around two major issues: (1) the
relationship of the Yederal Government to the states in terms of their
relative responsibility for higher education, -and (2) whether institu-
tions should continue to reccive federal ancial support directly
or whether financial assistance should largely be channeled through
students. The Fducation Amendments of 1972 represent the out-
comes of these debates “hxch, in effect, cstablished the climate of
gradual federal withdrawal from “direct institutional aid and moving
toward the acceptance of student aid progr ams—essentially through
a “market model”—as a more effective and €fficient method for the .
*federal support of postsccondary education, primarily at the “under-
graduate level. "’ .

The 1972 Amendments called for the development of state 1202
Commissions. The Amendments required that states desiring certain
types of federal financial assistance form state commissions with the
power “to make studies, conduct surveys, submit recommendations,
or otherwise contribute the best expertise from the mquumons, in-
terest groups, and segments* of society nost .concerned ‘with a par-
ticular -aspect of the Comunission’s work” (Pubhc Law 953!9 Title
IX, §1202). Proprictary schools, vocational scheols, and technical
institutes were to be the concern of the 1202 commissions as well
,as the ““raditional” public.and private institutions of higher educa-

,uon. By <ecking to foster the adoption of state planning commissions,

the government joped to maintain and encourage diversity, foster
the dissemination of new ideas, and discourage duplication of services,
to provide the state with a stronger and more efficient system of post-

. secondary cducauon But symbolically, at least, an underlying mes-

- wa
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sage of Section 1202 was that the states should assume more respon-
snblllty for the financing of postsecondary education.

The Changing Pattern’ of Federal. «Funding .

Flgurc I displays federal appiopriations for higher education from
1964-1965 to 1974-1975. Altliough these appropriations levelled off
begmmng in 1967-1968, federal appropriations have risen steadily
in “constant dollars. However, as the rate of inflation accelerated,
there was a decline between 1973-1974 and 19741975 in .money
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Fzgure I Federal Appropnatwns Relating to Higher Education, 1964
65 to 1974-75, qnd Rercentage of GNP

2 .

»

-

Total federal appropriations reiating to higher education

‘. o . (in millions of dqllars) .
. 10,000 .. .
‘ 9,000 :
. . * 8,000 Current dollars -
| k: 7,000 ’
2 6,000 ‘
s 5,000
- 4,000 ' ’ PN .
2 a0 .
Z 2000, ' -
1,000 ,y > -
0 ’ : i y
v 196364 1967-68 197172 197576 ’
v . « Percent of gross'natlot;al product <
80 - . R
. g 60 . !‘ /\//J\ »
-8 , 40 . ) '
Ei W20y ) '
A
y : 00 .
19'63-64 1967-68 - 1971.72 178/
i Source: - Carnegie Council on Policy Studies 1975, p. 10. . /

.o ~ ‘

. ” ¢

appropriated for highér education in botli constant ollars and as
a percentage of the Gross National Produgt.

. _The steady rise in ‘total federal exggnditures can largely be at-
tributed to annual increases ‘in student aid expenditiires. Figure 2
illusttates the upward trend in federal approprmuons for student did
programs. To some extent, the increases in student aid programs have
been unplapmed. For example, expenditures on veteran’s benefits,
socjal security benefits, and interest and defaults on insured loans are
open-ended and nondiscretionary. In lgrge measure, however, student
aid expenditures can be tied to changes in federal funding patterns
following the passage ‘of. the Education Ame<ndmems of 1972.

L
3

, . . . 11

FRIC . .

i 3 A ' . .




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

Figure 2. Federal Ap[nr‘)prialiom for Selected Student Aid Programs;
in Current Dollars and Constant (1967 dallars, 1964-65 to 1974-75. -
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The Educatio\ Amendments marked a new approach to the fi-

_nancing of highér\education and could become nearly as important
in their impact pn higher education as the Land Grant Act of 1862.

\ In brief, the bill eXended most of the federal programs affecting

higher educatiQh as a thorized. jn previous legistation and added new

* programs of assistance Hor st{;}%{m. In addition, there were.provisions
for aid to“institutions iNvolving formulas based on the amounts of
federal monies,received by\and for the aid of financially disadvantaged
students. The major featute of the legislation provided for a new
program of basic grants to djvid\uaf stude based on need, and
indirect “follow-up”. suppert Yor institutior{s that attempted to ex-
tend postsecondary educational gpportunitiey, to significant members
of students from low-income fami)jes. The prexiously well-established
federal pattern of.funding higher éducatiofi thrqugh direct grants to
institutions was replaced by a patterqg 6f suppont channeled directly
and indirectly through students. ‘ )

" Following the 1972 Amendments, funding patterns shifted from,
institutional grants to student grants I8r low-income students via
Basic Educational Opportunity Grants,{BEOG'’). Previously, the
National Defense Education Act of 1958 had authorized direct stu--
dent loans and later the Higher Education Achof 1965, Title IV, had
provided the first federal scholarships for uhdeygraduates under the ¢
Economic Educational Opportunity Grants. The 1972 Educational -
Amendments autharized BEOG as’the basic grant\for students to be
awarded solely on the basis of demonstrated needs \ R

According to advocates of and many pr&po ents of bstuffent
ajd in general thi gram could ideally be expectdd to have the
followingadvantages: “a -

- » ~

It would encourage free student choice of institution;and field of study.
Through its emphasis on aid to sfudents rather tha_ aid to ins\Jtutions,
it would encourage diversity and preserve institutional autonolpy and
integrity. .

It would assist both public and private institutions.

And, as an integral part of its contribution to equality of opportinity,
Wt it would ensure a relatively large flow of student aid funds to s\ates
and arcas with low per capita incomes, and to institutions that enro led
large proportions of fow-income students (The Federal Role in Past-
sc‘;andary Education 1975, pp. 22-23). *

*  Under the current provisions of the BEOG program, the maxium

3 . . ¢
grant for a student whose famijly ca'nnqt mnake any contribution\for
his educational expenses is.$1,400 for an academic year. HoweYer,

PAY . 3
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the grant man;ng)t eyt/ced 50 percent of the actual cost of attendance
at the institution in which the student is enrolled. Critics of the pro-
gram have attacked the restrictive eligibility requirements, the 50 per-
cent limit on the cost of attendance, and: the lack of adequate funding
of the program. Still, BEOG continues to be heralfed as the major
federal vehicle of student, aid; if 1975-1976, for example, funding
had increased to §715 million. )

The Education Amendments also modified several student aid pro-
grams and expanded the pool of eligible students, Student assistance
was extended for the first,time to individual proprietary institutions,
By the end of 1975, federal student aid was being chiefly funded
through the following four programs in addition to the Basic Edu-
cational Opportunity Grants: Supplemental Educational Opportunity
‘Grants (SEOG's), College Work-Study Grants "(CWS’s), State Student
Incentive Grants (SSIG’s), and various loans including National Di-
rect Student Loans (NDSL’s) and_Guaranteed Student Loans (GSL's). -

- SEOG’s, CWS's, and NDSL’s are controlled by the particular post-
secondary institution the student chooses to attend. Under the BEOG
and GSL programs, federal assistance is in the form of direct aid to
the student and therefore is tied to a specific institution only insofar

- as the cost of attending that institution is concerned. :

Observers agree that federal funding for many of these student aid
p programs remains relatively low., Table 1 shows the funding pattern
for grants and loans and the gradual increases in both current and
constant dollars in federal support. Tables 1 and 2 show the variances °
in ‘the specific total appropriations for the different aﬁthoritigs. Itis , by
important to note that funding for the BEOG program has risen
substantially in its firs€ four years of existente, from $122 million in
1978 to $715 million in 1976, : ’ N

While the trend in federal support is clearly toward student aid,
_ this interpretation must be tempéied for two reasons. First, federal
‘ funding for all student aid programs has not_yet approathed the
authorized funding levels, Sécond, appropriations for other student
aid programs (such as social security payments) and interest and de-
fault costs of the guaranteed Student Loan Program continue to rise
because they are open-ended and have continually required increased——— - -
levels of federal support. Still, the current pattern and level of federal -
R support suggests a major federal commitment to financing post-
secondary education through students. The 1972 Education Amend-
‘ments provided the major imgcms for this trend. —

The original Education Amendment bill of 1972 had provisions

14 ’ ‘ !
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Table 2. Comparison of Selected Appropriations fot Last Year and
This Year

4

Office of Education- . Fiscal Fiscal
1975 1976
Student Assistance:
Interest on insured loans .....,. ... . . . .%.$382,400,000 $452,000,000
Defaults on insureds loans Ceveeess ... 197,600,000 201,787,000
Direct Loans .......... ... (i i i 321,000,000 321,000,000
Basic opportunity grants ,000, 715,000,000
Supplemental opportunjty_grants ' ,000, 240,093,000
Work- study e et ee e .. .. 300,200,000 | $90,000,000
Cooperative education .... r. ... .. ,750, 10,750,000
State student-incentive grants ,000, 44,000,000

Programs for the disadvantaged . . 70,331,000 70,331,000
Payments to colleges enrolling veterans .. ... ...... 28,750,000 23,750,000 _
Developing institutions . X 110,000,000 110,000,000

Construction:
Loan subsidies .... ... .. . 0
Giants ..... .. .. .. ....° 0

/
Language training and area“®udies 14,000,000 16,000,000
University community services® . ... . . . ...... 14,250,000 12,125,000
Land-grant colleges . ' co . .. .. 9,500,000 9,500,000
Undergraduate mstrucuonal cqmpmcnt e gl 6. 1,500,000 7,500,000

College personnel dcvclopmcnt:
College teacher fellowships . ......... . . ....... 4,000,000 1,000,000
Public service training . 4,000,000 4,000,000
Fellowships for the disadvantaged ... .. .. ... 750,000 500,000
Mining feHowships . 1,500,000 3,000,000

-

Education profgssions development:  ~ - .
Career opportunities and urban/rural pregrams .. 8,139,000 5,462,000 .
Teacher Corps . 37,500,000 37,500,000
Can;ccr education . . .... . ,000, 10,135,000°

'!‘!ducation for t‘hc hattdicapped:
-R&D projects e e e e e e 9,341,000 11,000,000
.~ Manpower development . . L .. .. 87,700,000 40,750,000

College library resonrces . ... .. ce e . 9,975,000 9,975,000

~Educational broadcasting l‘1cxlmes el e e . 12,000,000 * 12,500,000
Ennronmun’ll education ..... . . "o - 1.900,000 3,000,000
State postsccondary education commlssmns . . .... 3,000,000 3,500,%0
Womcns cqm(v cducauon e e e, 0 6,270,

Other HLE.W. Programs .

Fund for Improvcmcnt of Postsecondary Education 11,500,000 13,500,000
' National Center for Educatign Statistics cee < . 9,100,000 13,000,000
National Institute of Educagion L. ... . 70,000,000 70,000,000

Source:.  Winkler, September 15, 1975, p. 3.
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for direct institutional aid. AllﬁQTxie (R-MUQ urged that at least
one-third of the new aid be based on a percentage of federal funds

an institution already receives for‘needy students. Edith ¢ Green (D- 4 °

Oregon) had developed a formyla for direct capntamﬁa
nurnbers of students and level of enrollment. Both. formulgs called
for direct grants to institutions, although both include“sybtle under-
pinnings that the aid be ultimately directed to students.

The fina form of the bill wasvery different. Th€ 1972 Amendments
au;honzed, the distribution of aid to instit ions solely on the®basis
of formulas relating to réceipt of federatfunds by and for students
who weré defined as eligible for such federal assistance. Such dlrect
grants to institytions were to take’the following form: 45 percent of
such grants would be awardeg on the basxs of dollars received by the
institution for “Edyta tional pportunity Grants (EOG's}, "work- study
grants, and National Refense. Student Loans. Another 45 percent of
the new aid would be%e\d on formilas relating to numbers of stu-
dents receiving /e\vly authorized federal Basxc Opportunity Grants,-
The remaining 10 pescent would\be basd on numbers of gradu/afe
students. It should be noted that ‘fully 90 percent of the allocatioh
would'l}e tied to student aid, whether m}‘%c form of grants or loans.

More portantly, this provxsxon can e into ef’fect oﬁly *when
Co;éess appropriates sufficient funds,to ¢ ver ;t/l/e_gs:,_é " percent of
he basic grant to which each student iscentitted, As of FY 1976, this
condition has been met but the institutional cost\oé “instruction grants
remain unftinded. N
Institutional aid contlnue5 to bhe appropnatcd to coIlEgcs and’ uni-
versmes for specific_purposes, such as research,’ construcnon and train-

. ing. But many of these prograns have been left unfun:llzd or- under-

funded in terms of authorized levels of fundmg,r Table 2, for example,
shows that the Aid for Developing Institutions programs remains at
1975 levels for the. next fiscal year while grants 4nd loans for cop-
struction contmue to be unfundéd. - '

A

To be sure, federal policy toward higher educauan is -not con- '

ceived in 4 vacuum. There are a substantial Rumber of interest groups
continually trying to_tffect policy in terms of conrpeting’visions- of
what role the FeclcraL Govefnment should play in pos;secondauy edu-
cation. Heated discussions concerning equahty of oppprtumty, gov-
ernment aid to religiously-affiliated mstmmons, and the tuition ‘gap
between the public and private sector, .among other issues, may lcad
toj new ‘course of federal involvement.

But since the passage of the 1972A«qucanon Amendmehts, there

ot

. . RS
. - »."’\ - 2‘1’ ) .

‘

7

N\

>




T ) . \ v’ - —
‘i>t_ \\. .
| has been a new and definitive_pattern of federal funding for post-
. secondary education that is firmly established, at least for the im-
mediate future. Existing student aid programs have been modified to
_—— \meQLeitlle often stated goal of equality of opportunity. Moreover,
landmarl\\regxslauon the 1972 Amendments provided the BEOG
‘program with direct graats for low-income students. The "pattern of
federal assistance for post (ondary education has shifted dramatically
from msmuuonal aid, chiefly in the form of categorical grants for .
special purposes, to student 3d as the major mechanism of financial
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At least four major difficulties are confronted in addressing | he@m-
pllcatxons of current lrerl(ls’_lgjgds:raLeducatron policy. First, to hat
extent are there identifiable major trend52 Second, what is§ k‘}:e llkeh\
hood that any trends will be altered by interest group forces'which, in
. large meastire, shape federal policy. Third, what natiohal goals should

serve af the standard against which federal policy can be discussed and
,evaluated? Flna,ll,y only three years after the passage of the 1972 Edu-

cation Amendments, which created a major shift in federal policy, how,
can one assess the implicatipns of a policy that has beenmvéxlstence
for such @ short pexiod? Might not certain implications be a function
of federal policy before 1972, not to mention a series of other rival
factors, such as the growing state 1nvolvement in the fmancm& of

pastsecondary education? " - —

The firstchapter_dealt with trendsin fedcral policy toward hlgher
education. Public law 92-318, the Education Amendments of 1972,
has provided the basis for current federal lcgig&ni%} Alylhb\ugh fund-
ing thresholds have-fluctuated considerably in the past three yggrs,

s federal funding of . higher education has incréasingly shifted from
funding other than throngh student an(l to a variety of student
aid programs. The only direct institutional support -not tied
to student grants was S$200 for each FTE (full-time equiva-
lent} post-baccalaureate student (Leslie 1973, p. 38), construction

" grants, special purpose grants (such as aid for developing mgutu
tions) and several minor categorical aids to institutions as noted in

Table 2. The dominant jrend in federal highep education policy is
therefore toward student aid and away from the various forms of in-
stitutional frants that formed the general pattern of ‘federal support
prloz: to 1972, . *

he problem of 'inteiest group_pressures for changes in the fede

-role is more difficult to assess. At the present time, it appears that

groups opposed to current federal policy have not yet marshalled
sufficient political' support to seriously threaten the’ status quo.
For purposes of nnalysns it is necessary to assume that fcdcrnl policy
ikely to follow. indefinitely the genernl patterfy of support estnb.
iShed in 1972. .. . -
\ While assuming a relatively consistent pattern of federal inyolve-

. 26 \b“ ) ]9
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! ment, it is necessary to establigh criteria against which to “consider the
|mpl|cat10ns bf federal policy. The first chapter suggested two natlonal
goals that mlght serye as the benchméark for the evaluation of federal
policy. Fedcrgl‘nfvol\cmcn‘t",has been premised on a variety of in-
dividual and group goals. Howcver tbc two goals of equality of op-
portumty amd |nsmuuonal health and diversity have served most .
L frequently as s standards Yor the evaluation of the federal role,
. especxalfy Wwith xcfcmnce to undergraduate &ducation. The Carnegie
Commission on ’ng,h(:l Education ané the National Gommissiori on
t '+ the Financing of Postsccondary EducaUOn, {%Eexample, have both
. ldeguﬁed these two areas as goals underlymg cent federal involve.
R : ment in* and support of postsecondary education. o -

~.

-

~

. "The fourth problem area, dlscussmg the implications of/recent fede'
' ral policy w:thout controlhng for alternative factors, poses a more
dtfﬂcuh question. Jnsofar as it is possible, an attempt will be made
to associate 1mpll(auons with federal policy since 1972. Admittedly,
*deficiencies in available data, coupled with the absence of cohtrollpd
studics of federal policy, make thisgparticularly difficult. This lacuna
_must be tolerated, however, and rea?ers are encouraged to draw thelr
own |mphcauons about the federal role.
light of these (gnmdcrauons, the central question will not be one
lly asSsessing the im[p'{ations of federal higher education
~ Ra kr. a more nairow {uestion will be consndered If the
Federal Ge\crnmgnt pursues its piesent course, what ‘are the 1mpl|ca-
tions for the achievement of thie two national goals of equality of op-*
*  portunity and i\mtldmt)nal healtlt .and dwcrsuy, which currently
. underpin federal |mo xcm\(?nun poslse(ondary cducauon particularly
undergraduate educatio .. . .
Each of these goals will e discussed separatély Following a brief
history of the federal role in® erms{f hese géals, coupled with' a
rationalé far theiresgrving as imp rtantt}tma current progress to-
ward their achievement will be asgessed. S sequenﬁy the im-
~ medijate and long-tetm implications fOf_ the acln em of these
goals will be discussed in the context of™ederal 1 lW)}h&(:ducauon
~ pollcy

i L
b . 5 . .
Equality of Opportunity ' \\

o The umbrella conr\g of equality of opportunity\as a public
policy, has jts roots in the ritoa atic and m%ss movements of the
[ « past two decades. Through tM
. fense [(lu(.mon Act of 1958, " higher | cduc.monal opportunitix_was
~ _widened to a(commodatc da mcmocratnc\m{soclcty. Particularly\{n
v .
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response to the Cold War of the 19507s, féderal législétion and policy .
greatly stimulated the attendance of sludents on the basis of abilitys

. N‘BEA\r[neasures especially encouraged-the enrollment of needy stu-
-2 dents it higher education who otherwise might not have attended.
«, ¢ In the mid” 19 s;\however, merltocrauc mass education gave way

P ‘to “universal access” \vl\ldt {for many participants in and observers of .
< 'kxgher education, was synonymous wn)\equahty of opportunity. As
O 1nmally presented, the concept implied more than the attendarice of -

. low-income-students; it implied a pluralistic opporﬁm to enroll in
?  postsecondary education, regardless of race, sex, age, religion; Lhty,\~
or income, ' * {
- This +federal priority of universal access clearly émerged. from the

" Great Society programs of the last decade. President Johnson's Higher * ;

Education Act_of 1965 provided the first le&xslauon for student assist-

ance for M8 _“djs lvmnaged" by establishing the Supplemental Op-

portunity Grant Program (SEOG), the College WorK Study Program®

N (CWS), and the Guaranteed Studént Loan Program (GSL). Al

though these limited student aid-programs were amply funded; stu-

dent aid programs still comprlmnly a token share of the federal

- on e exception of veterdn’s benefits) - °

e as,compared with the \arlous other fe(leél forms of aid to <olleges 2
apd universities. ,/ ’
The 1972 Education’ Argendments marked a major shift in federal
" funding by providing legislative authorization for greatly expanded
grams for low-income students. Fedeyal policy thus has shifted aid
from institutional grants to student grants for low-incomie students, -
especially lhrough the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant' (BEOG)
program.*The notian of “universal access,” through both legislative

andate and l’un(llng, was ofﬁcnally accepted as a major national
. goal ¢ \-\

. While the conccpt of unkversal access was popularized as a catch-
word, access was frequenfly associated with the broader notion of
equality o[- opportunny. Thats is, underl’ylng access was the assump-
tion that cntry to hlgher education wouldwinevitably lead to upward
soctal mocbility and, implicitly, to grcatel’ social equality., Financially
and soaeally disadvantaged persons, through access to higher educa-
lxon, would ascencl the*proverbial socxoecpnomlc ladder. This line of *
reasoning was captured in an early report ‘of the Carnegxe Com-.

mission on* Higher Education: .

Cq o
K

S

Increasingly it is through cqual access to cduchtion that cquality of
oppartunity in American life becomes possnblc. hut financial _barriers
1) - -

* 13 5 /.: 2 1

FRIC. L -

.
,.




.

— « e

and deprivation by location, by ethnic group, by age, and by inadequacy
of precollege education still prevent many American ctizens from develop~
ing their full potential (Quality and Equality, Revised Recommenda-
tions. New Levels of Federal Responsibility for Higher Education 1970,

* pp. 67 , L/J

. E) + $

“The Carnegle Commission admitted that there remamed barriers to
accesy; but like most-observers of the federal role it ‘iacnly assumed «
the removal of tliese barriers would en§ure equality’of opportunity for
all students once they departed academe and entered the world of

_ work. L

.
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James O'Toole places the relationship between access and greater
social equality in an international context: k .

o

, .

In the last few years . al&nostuall of the developed nations have sought

to turn schools away from being the instruments of stratification and

toward dging the prime tool for greater social equality. Remarkably,

governments with ideologies as diverse as those in Yugoslavia, Spain, and

the United States are attempting to pyovide greater equality of occupa-

tional opportunity through increasing ac education (1975, p. 26).

- LS kS

For purposes of amphﬁcauon, it i opriate here to discuss a
possible._ explanation for the wulespre’xd behef that access leads in-
extricably to equality of opportumly *
In the early 1970, the weight of quantifiable evidence clearly docu-
mented a high rate of return to individuals who invested in higher
education. Building ‘on Theodore Schultz’s (1960, pp. 571-583) con-
ception of the rate-of- return analysis of human capital formation,
-Gary Becker used tensus data to calculate average incomes-of adults
by educational attainment. Individual rates of return were then cal-
culated by establishing the costs borne by stydents and their families,
including foregone income. Gary Becker (1964, pp. 77- /78) csumated
that investment in a college education yielded an average anmxal rate
of 13 percent, a rate of return slightly higher than the 10 perc‘em\
rate of return usually anticipated by private investors.

Drawing heavily on the framework employed by Becker, W. Lee
Hanson and David Witmer calculated individual rates of return for
undergraduate education for the perigd 1939 o 1968 (1971, p. 27).
They determined that by 1968 the in?vidual rate of return was ap-
prox:mately 11 percent for holders of the bachélor degree, down from
15 percent in 1939, but similar to the rate of a decade earlier.

On, the basis of studies such as these, it was a small step to con-
clude' that the broad goal of equality of opportunity would bé
fostered through a public policy that provided direct aid to needy

.
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students who, in turn. would enroll in hig%fj@?ug?{ion angd thereby
progress up the sociceconomic laddet. EdWard Déffson (1970, p.
1201), for example, argued that public subsidy of low-income stu-
dents be granted to eligible <ollege matriculants regardless of ability

. because to do otherwise would only reinforce a perpetuation of in-
equality in society.

. While substantial rates of return to education suggested public
subsidies to promote the goal of equality of opportunity, 2 dominant -
question was whether the sl‘a}e or Federal Government shoyld assume
responsibility for funding lower-income students. State-level studies
by Hanson and Weisbrod (1969, pp. 176-191) in California and Wind-
-ham (1970) in Flerida reached the same conclusion: the existing state
system of support for_public higher education was a failure as a force

* for social and economic equality in those states. Although it is im-
possible to geneialize across the fifty states on the basis of this limited
research, one implication of theses findings was that only by greatly
increased federal participation could a solation be found to this

, problem. . . N . ’

By 1972, it was widely accepted in- Congress, although in varying
degrees, that higher education should be a major force for encourag-

) ing greater opportunity among financially and socially disadvantaged"
. groups. The Education Amendments marked @ major shift in public
policy by providing legislative authorization for liberalized gfants for
low-income students and a new program of jnstititional’ aid related
to those grants. Needy students would be funded on. the dudl as
sumptions that (1) the states could not solve the problem and (2) that
the sybstantial individual rate of return to such students' would to-.
gether éad to an increased equality of opportunity in American“so-
ciety.l /) . X - -

There are those who argue-that the’ goal of access can and should be
sepnrated from the notion of equality of opportunity. Accordingly, -

, federal policy should only be evaluated in terms of the former. We
emphatically disagree on the grounds that, the government policy
implicitly suggests not simply equality of éducationnlvopporxunity,

but equality of social opportunity or greater social equality in the
. ~ { :
. . ~ . »
1 Establishing the intent of legislative actions is particularly difficult in those
instances where a dircct federal policy is hap articulated, as in the case of the
student aid legslation +in the 1972 Education Amendments. For example, there
are those who view the 1972 legislation as a sheans of promoting efficiency in
American postsccondary edugation. Our operating assumption, which is shared
by many interpreters of the legislation, is that its intent was primarily to en-
‘ courage equality of opportunity.

4 “ - -

.

“~

..

' ‘ v SN 28

RRIC - :
. 39" . \

AAAAA o .o . RN




.
o
~ - .

larger socisty,, Simply put, ir_is. appropriate .to expose the hidden
agenda surrounding this issué and evaluate both the narrow. goal of
access and the broader geal of equality of opportunity. As the re
mainder of this chapter will demonstrate, we can no longer assume
tHayaccess leads autematically to greater social equality.

. J:the basis of this discussion, it follows that the implications of
federal policy vis-a-vis this goal cannot be evaluated only in terms of
access, but must also be evaluated in terms of greater' social equality.
Toward that end, this chapter will focus on the progress toward the
tealization of these (ual components of equality of opportunity as

well as on the relationship of federal policy to the achievement of
these goals. .

Pro'gress Toward the Achievement of Universal Access v

Federal legislation and funding seldom specify in operational
terms the goals that are implicit in legislative action. For our pur-
poses, universal access implies that all persons should have-the op-
pbrtunil) to enroll in potsecondary education. While multiple cri-
teria might be used to assess the achicvement of this goal, the follow-
ing criteria (subject to limitations in the data) will be utilized: To
what extent is the student population and the adult population
similar with respect to income level, racfal composition, ethnic back-
ground, age, sex, and religion? .

In 1973, the National Commission on the Financing of Postsecon-
dary Education assessed the achievement of the objective of student
access. The Commission concluded that:

1. The postsccondary education objective of student access, when measured
in terms of income. race, ethmic group, sex, and geographic location, is
not vet accomplished. )
a. The participation in postsecondary education of individuals 18-24
3 vears of age from fawlies carning less than $10,000 per vear is.]7.3
percent while the corresponding participation rate of families carning
morc than $10.000 per vear 1s 38 percent. ’ R -
b The 1ates of parhicapationsm postsccondary edwcation for individuals
from certamn racial and cthnic minorities arefar below the participation
rates of other Amencans. .
. Women are also underrepresented postsecondary institutions, con-
- stituting 51 percent of the 18-24 year old age gronp but only 44 percent
of undeigraduate envollment and 39 percent of graduate enrollment.
d. The location of collegiale institutions best serves those individuals
who live in small metropolitan arcas. Those who live in large metro-
politan areas are onlv somewhat better.served than those who live in
rural arcas (1973, p. 178.179).

- > T~

A recerrt study by the U.S. Burcau of Census addresses the issue
of income level and attendance in postsecondary education. Defining
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middleincome as between $10,000 and $15,000 per year, the study

revealed that as of 1975 “the slowdown in college enrollment is

. sharpest among yo:uths from middle-class families” (Chronicle of
Higher Education May-19, 1935, p. ). !

The Census Bureau Study shgwed that for middle-income families:

Y

. the ratio in which 18-t0-24-vear-old children were actually enrolled -
in college dropped from 43 percent in"1970 to 36 percent in 1973 . . .
Among families with incomes under $5.000—where the rates were low to

begin with—that drop-off rate was smallest of all . .. from 19 percennnin . <«
1970 to 18 percent in 1973 (Chronicle of Qigher Education, Mav 19, ‘
1975, p. 6). *
The study fubther noted that students from families with incomes .

above $15,000 dropped least of all, frolx 36 percent in 1970 to 54
percent in 1973, - E ' '
. While universal access does not imply universal attendance, it is
clear from these data that the goal of miore equitable pr0poru'ons of
greups of differing income levels actually attending cofleges is far
» from being achieved. ‘Persons from relatively well-to-do backgrounds
Continﬁ to attend callege at rates far greater than those of students
from more modest or low income backgrounds. Although students °
from middle levels continue” to attend college at substantially higher
rates than individuals from incomes under $5,000, it should be noted
that both groups—not simply low-income groups—have failed to
achieve increased access relative to, the more prosperous segment of
the population. To the extent that reducing disparities between in’
come level and cdllege attendance is a major vehicle for achieving .
universal access, it is apparent that progress has come slowly and may
now be regressing. , ) .
A recent study by the Carnegie Coundil on Policy Studies, based on
their staff estimates of 1974 family income distribution and on fresh.
men family income data, supports this i terpretation. The Carnegie
data show that the percentage of cntcn#;;_freshmen from the lowest
family income quartile actually decreased (16.7 percent to 15.3 per-
cent) from 1972 tq 1974 while the percentage from the second quartile .
only slightly increased (23.5 percent to 26.7 percent) in the corre:
sponding period. The percentage of freshmen from the third and ~ .
highest (fourth) quartiles decreased _only slightly from 1972 to 1974 .
(T he Federal Role in Postsecondary Education 1975; p+ 15). - .
_There is considerable disagreement regarding gains in- the pro-
portion of minorijies now attending higher education institutions on .
a full-time basis. According to U.S. Census Bureau data, the enroll-
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ment growth .of black men increased steadily from 1967 to 1972; in
1974,~it was only 0.5 percent higher than the 1972 level for all college
black men 14 1o 34 years of age. The percentage of black women be-
tween 14 to 34 years of age has Tollowed a similar pattern, growing
just 0.5 of one percent from 1972 to 1974 (The Federal Role in Post-
secondary Education 1975, p. 74). Although there was a slowing of
enrollment increases between 1972 and 1974, recent Census Bureau
data illustrate a marked narrowing of the black/white gap in enroll-
ments. In 1969, 236,000 black men attended college; in 1975, 422,000
attended, bringing the black share of male students from 5 to 9 per-
cent (Freeman and Hollomon 1975, p. 26).

Howard University’s Institute for the Study of Educational Policy
has recently charged that government reports of sharp enroliment in-
creases of black students have been far too optimistic ;.gnd overly
reliant on faulty, inflated data. Their report, Equal Opportunity for
Blacks in U.§. Higher Education: An Assessment (1975), charges that
Census Bureau data are inflated partly because their surveys are .
likely to inflate black enrollment through the tendency of low-income
students to’ exaggerate, their educational attainment in order to favor-
ably impress interviewers. ’Accordin'g to Kenneth S. Tollet, chairman
of the institute’s national advisory board: “I'm sure the number of
blacks enrolled has gone up some in the last ‘two years, but it
certainly has not been as much as the U.S. Census Bureau has re-
ported” (Winkler. October 6, 1975, p. l).' The problem of obtaining
accurate data on black enrollment notwithstanding, it seems fair to
conclude that the proportion of blacks enrolled in American post-
secondary education has increased substanlially in this past decade.

That some progress, is also being made toward increased minority
group enrollment is revealgd in statistics compiled by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education. and Welfare. Data from 1972 indicate
the highest cnrollments of ethnic minorities to date: in 29 states, the
proportion of undergraduates from minority groups approached or
exceedgd the proportion of those minorities in the state's resident
population (Winkler, November 11, 1974, p. ..

In spite of the publicity given open admissipns and equality of op-
portunity, there have be¢n only slight gains in the number of wo-
men attending higher education on a full-time basis (The Federal
Role in Postsecondary Education 1975, p. 74). However, older men
and women, who have traditionally attended college in relatively
small numbers, are returning to college in far greater proportions
than ever before. In 1969, 586,000 people aged 30 to 34 enrolled in
college;' in 1974, 720,000. Fq1 -persons 35 and over, cnrollments in-
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creased by 30 percent to approximately one million between 1972 and
1974 (Freeman.and Hollomon 1975, p. 24).

Utilizing these multiple criteria, it is clear that progess toward the
achievement of universal access has been gfadual and uneven. Most-
important, the wide disparities between [income level and college at-
tendance have been altered very little. Persons from higher socio-
economic positions, as measured by income level, continue to com-
prise a disproportionate segment of higher education’s clientele, while
both lower- and middleiincome students make up a consistently *
smaller proportion of the 18- to 24-year-old age cohort attending
higher education institutions. As reported earlier, lower-income stu-
dents account for only 18 percent of college and university attenders,
compared to 54 percent for stidents from upper-income families. The
pattern for women has shown only a gradual upswiné in college at-
tendange relative to their male ounterparts. The most substantial
gains in access have been for blacks and other minority students as

<

well as older students, although these groups afe still dispropor-
tionately represented relative to nonminority students an - ‘»

ditional 18- to 24-yearold college age tohort.
idea of student choice is closely related to universal access. Stu-

dent choice implies that students shquld have a reasonable choice
among different types of postsecondary institutipns. A single criterion
will be employed in evaluating the achievement of this goal: To
. what extent is the student population—in terms of minority back-
ground, sex, and income level—evenly dispersed, among postsecondary
institutional types? )

\‘ At the beginning of the 1975-1976 academic year, students of -

. * minority background,- sex, and income level were not evenly dis-
persed among different types of postsecondary institutions. Although
blacks, for example, have gained substantially more access to higher
education in the last several years, they are underrepresented at large
public universities, where they comprise only 6 percent of the total
enrollment, and at four-year private colleges, where they account for

4.2 percent of the student body. These findings on black students, -

drawn from Equal Opportunity for Blacks in U.S. Higher Educa-
tion: An Assessment (1975), further show that blacks are most likely
to be enrolled in public two-year colleges or in the predominantly

black four-year institutions. .
Women and low-income students are heavily represented in com-

munity colleges. Private institutions still enrol] a large proportion of
students from affluent homes, while “invisible colleges” Wrimarily en-

roll students from middle-income or persons from more moxdest back-
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grounds, as do public four-year colleges. Public multiuniversities
generally attract students of middle-income or wealthier means, but
not as large a proportion of upper-income students as are attracted
by the *prestigious private universities (National Commission on the

Financing of Postsecondary Education 1973, p. 401). ¢ )

In the absence of more recent data, it js difficult to make a firm
judgment concerning the degree of student choice. On the basis of
our single criteria, however, itis safe to assume that student choice is
as far from being realized as is the primary goal of universal access\.'

o ——

" Uttiversal Access: Present Policy

As the preceding section documents, there has been uneven and
gradual progress toward “the achievement of universal access, This
may be'due in part 1o individual states that have made substantial
investments in higher education. California and New York, for
example, enjoy a post-high schddl attendance rate of close to 70 per-
cent (More Than Survival 1975, p. 25). But these two states have
been the exception, and it is the Federal Government that has most
.strongly supported the goal of universal access. This raises the ques-
tion, What are the implications of- currént federal policy for the _
achievement of universal access? ;

The federal student aid programs admintstered by the U.S. Office
of Education have been effective in improving the educational oppor-
tunity for blacks and other minority students. Persons in these groups,
which have long been denied access to college, ate now auending
postsecondary institutions in greater proportions than ever before.
The BEOG progrim, in particular, has permitted many of these stu-
dents to attend college. Although few of tke college-based,student aid
programs, such as SEOG, SSIG, and CWS, have been funded at
authorized levels, current levels of funding have contributed toward a
steady increase in the number of blacks and other minorities attend-
ing college. ]

Althouéh federal jstudent aid monies have increased for under-
graduate students, the level of funding has not been adequate to meet
the educational expenses of the growing pool of eligible student: aid
recipients. Sidney Marland, President of the College Entrance Exami-
nation Board, estimates a $500 million gap between student assistance
programs and demonstrated need of eligible students for the 1974-
1975 academic year; he projected a gap of $2 billion between ap-
-propriations and needsfor the 1975-1976 year, given inflation and the
increased eligibility of gtudefts precipitated by a new, more’ generous
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- r_feed-a.na&ysis formula developed by.the College Scholarship Service

.(The Higher Eduication Daily, October 30, 1974).

.. The level oftfederal funding has contributed to the slow progress
toward universal access among groups long denied access to post-
secondary education. Low-income students, who are generally eligible

) for federal support, continue to be denied access because of insufficient
i funds to cover other educational and family expenses. Also, students
from middle-income families earning $11,000 a year may be unable to
attend even with BEOG grants and student loans, because of high
costs. : T,
Dnequal funding has further exacerbated the problem of a declin-
ing proportion of middleincome students gaining access to college.
These students, who are disproportionately,represemed in higher edu- .
cation compared to upper-income students, are often ineligible for
student aid in the form’of grants. For example, most students from a
family of four whose parents earn roughly §$11,000 a year do not
qualify for-a BEOG grant. Origmally, guaranteed loans were the
govemmcn?s contribution to Middle America; studenits whose parents )
had an adjusted income of $15,000. automatically qualified. Until- .
recently, they had to pass a rigid financial means test. Thus, even if =~ -
midd]eincome students were able to secure a GSL, for example, these -
loans still remain insufficient to cover the total costs of college. It is « 4
not surprising, therefore, that the proportion of rpiddle—income stu-
dents attepding college has declined in the last several years. While,
the relative proportion of middle-income youth "attending college " is
still substantially higher than’ for persons from lowerincome back-
grounds, both grotips continue 4o be denied access relative to stu
dents from fxppcr-income families. |
Since enrollment in higher education is tied tQ a variety of factors
other than ﬁnance§-—such as educational level of parents, intelligence,
and self-image—unjversal attendance in higher education is very un-
likely (Harris 1973, p. 357). But in spite pf dse obstacles, to what .
extent has recent federal policy, 'especially student .assistanice pro- .
grams, foste d progress toward universal access? On the one hand,
student aid programs have increased the access of minority and black -
. students. Thus, there is evidence that adequate and equitable fund-
ing of the current student aid programs can lead to greater access ‘for
groups now disproportionately 'rggresented in higher education. On . , -
the other hand, student, aid programs generally are inadequately -
funded if lower-income students, the major target group of federal
policy, are to be encouraged to Attend college in greater numbers. In

o o~ . . ~ . .
addition, many micleincome students are being denied access be- -
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cause of the unavailability of either grants or-loans to assist them in
* covering their college expenses. The implications of current federal ~

policy are quite clear: federal student aid programs have contributed ..

to gradually improved access for certain groups while access for other
group$ remains unchanget}/or limited.

>

" Universal Access: Future Policy
Social scientists and educators have been relatively unsuccessful in
, predictipg future developments in Amegrican figher education. Shift-
ing enrollment patterns, rising educational ¢dits, and clﬁnging public ¢
attitudes toward higher education are only a few of the factors that
' .must be considered in’ forecasting future tends, Still. any assessment.
of the implications of federal higher education policy should include
« @ brief reatment of the possible future implications of that policy.
For purposes of discussion the question might be raised: What aréd
the implications of the current fedéral tole for the achievement of
universal access to*postsécondary education in the future?
If the Federal Government contiriues to utilize” student ‘aid as a
“vehiclefor achieving universal access, it is likely that for some groups,
universal access will come somewhat closer to'being a reality. It is
likely 'that through the fully funded BEOG program Tow-income
groups will ‘attend college at increasing rates, comparable to and
possibly ¢xcebding the attendance rates of the traditional college
clientele: This will be especially so if total enrollmeénts continue to
~ level off and possibly decline. Thus, students from the lowest income
backgroungl, because they are realizing a relatively high irate. of return
on their college education, may make substantial gains toward achiev-
ing universal-access,

~ . o

. On the other hand, there is little evidence to suggest that the /v
present federal student aid policy will make significant progress to-
ward universal access as long as the programs are consistently.under-
funded. Similarly, -unless major changes are' made in easing financial
eligibility for student aid programs, students from middle-income
families will conlinue\ to have a disproportionate rate Of. collége at.
tendancde relative to stl)dentsefrom uppeg:income families.

There are, of course, a nupber of factors that may influence the

uneven trend toward unive;sa_l actess, including a rapidly changing .
— - job markét #nd the unlikely, thél/lgh possible, development of steadily
increasing state student aid assistance- for lower-income students. But
based on present trends, a more likely possibility is that minority
group students will gradually malize greater atcess while overall low-
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, income to middle-income students will be left with only the promiée

of greatex; educational opportunity. - . - .

Progress Toward Social Equality .
If universal access suggksts ‘that. all citizens should have the op-

©
portunity to enroll it postsecondary institutions, greater social
equality implies not only that persons of dlfferent ba 5 will ’
have access, bat also will € their socioeconomic

substanually i
position’ becauge of their pa tion in postsecondary education.

#,,;Qrgreasens’medjéarher especially the assumption of upward mo-
»bility, WHicl Torms the basis of the federal commitment to universal
access, the federal role should also be evaluated in’ terms of actual
progress toward the realization of this goal. The following criterion
will be employed:. To what extent have stddents;, especially from
groups previously denied access to higher-education, improved their
relative socioeconomic posmon in terms of economic posmon and oc-

e cupational status through participation in Righer educauon?

Using a varlety of measures, the econofnic status of college gradu-
ates has, in genéral, been .declining in the past several years. From
1969 to 1975, the starting salaries of male graduates im industry
dropped markedly both in real terms gnd relative to the earnings of
other workers. According to College Placement Council data, there ,
has .beep a decrease of 23 percent in the real starting pay for men

- with social science.or humanities degrees, a decline of 21 percent in
the real pay for beginping BS. mathiematics majors, and of 17 per-
cent for beginning electrical engineers with doctgorates The ratio of
college graduate .to hx,g,h school graduate incomes has also fallen
sharply in the 1970%s. In 1969, for example, full-time 25- to 35-year-
old workers wuh four or more years of college earned 39 percent more
than workers with four years of high school; in -1973;~these-same
_~workers earned onlg-23 percent more (Freeman and Hollorhon 1975,

“op2) s W peseen

- /whlle there are several exceptions to this pattern, notably in busi- -

“ness administration, the overall decline in ‘‘real” starting salaries and

_relative incomes, together with rising educationdl costs, has led to a

" falling rate of return on the college investment. As noted earlier, the

_return menenlly held between 11 to 15 percent for the three

““decades prior to 1970; accordmg to several recent estimates, the rate

of return had dropped to 7 to. 8 percent by 1974 (Freeman and
Hollomon 1975, p..25).

For black college graduates, starting” salaries have risen to pamy

" with those of whites in the early 1970, after decades of bexng sib-
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3 stanually lower Intcomes of blacks have risen sharply in*the past
several years; during the 1969 to 1973 period, incomes of black
graduates rose by 32 percent,as compared to 20 percent for white
_ +graduates, While there are few estimates on the rate of return for
black collége gracuates, Richard Freeman and. -J. Herbert Hollomon
submit that “even pessimistic calculations suggest higher rates for
blacks thanfor Whites in the 1970’s; a return in 1974, for example, on
the order of 11- 12 percent compared with 8.5 percent estimated for
college graduates as a whole” (1975, p. 27).

-Unfortunately, there is a paucity of recent data COncernmg.the

Wnomrﬁﬁuon 'of other groups now being encouraged to

R
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attend higher education in greater numbers, especially for low-income
students and other minority group students. To the extent that these
groups have suffered the economic fate of the traditional clientele of

, o

« higher education, it is quite hkely that they have not markedly im*

proved their economic position. On the other hand, they might possi-
bly be realizig an econémic rate of return similar to black. sta-
.+ dents. An indirkct measure of their progress can be made thr?ugh an
" analysis of ahe rélative occupagonal status of these groups,” ”
‘Tarning to ocfupational stau ds a second measure of greater so-
Jtial equality, it i Yeadnly apparent thdt for many - college graduates
the Cailege job market_has gone from a booni to a bust in the brief
, wpan of° mughly fiye years A’ strenm of studies has carefully docu-'
mented that snz1bT, perremages af collcge workers have had increas-
*ing difficulty ohtainiy g employmen‘l daipon gradnauon .o
More important fdr our purposgs,” other studies Kave shown that
recent college gradu tes are ing cagingly f'xced with the problem
. of undcrcmﬁloymcnt n 1971,. or example, 36 . peregnt of male col ™
: lege graduatés were 1
upon, graduation (O"Taole. 1975, p. 83). Belwecn 1969 and 1974, ap-
/prox:mately one third of thc.male and two-thirds of the female gradu-
ates had to accept posmom unrelated to their college majors, com-
pared with 0 pergeng of i men and 13 percent of women in the early
* 1960 (Freemtan and: Ho}lomon 1975, p. 25). Ve
Largely becawe the” job market functions o the advantage of those
who have the char.\ctensu s that n}e curremly seen is attractive to,
employers, black college graduates have recently ex?cnenced upward
job mobility. Data employed, by Frceman and’ Hollombn show Lhat

-

Thc “share of black graduate oblammg managcrl?l gobs——from which
blacks lml( histonéilly been ¢ clu(lc(l—]umpcd from 5. percent in 1964
to tL pcrpcnl"m 1969, and then\to 19 percent in 1975,~wlulc white rep- .

Tesentation in m.ungrbmcnt was lamcly unc.hangcd IQ75 p. 26). )
A 5{»«, A“ . ,\ .
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College educated women, as a separate group, have fared less well
than blacks in utrlrzmg schoolmg to secure occupational advance-
ment. While women have nearly the same educational qualifica-
tions as men, they are overrepresented in,some of the.most routine o
jobs in_the economay; for example, over 90 percent of all receptionists,
secretaries, telephone operators, seamstresses, and stitchers are_womep———
(O'Toole 1975, p.-83). ~°
. phoantt .
~ “There is 11ttle available data on the current occupational trends
_among lower-income students who are graduatmg froma}ﬁlege in
slightly greater proportions than in previous years. In the absence of
comparable data, it seems reasonable to_assume that these persons are ”
| suffering from the same unemployment and underemploymént prob-
* _ lems affecting thestraditional clientele of higher education. There are

— 1o visible pressures for employers to hrre lower-income graduatés.

To briefly summarize, access to hlgher education has led to greater '
social eq,uahty(\for a few groups of studlents. Black college graduates,
and probably other minority students, have improved their occu- .
pational status.which, in turn, has been adcompanred by a rate-bf re- /
turn on schooling that exceeds the average rate for tradrt;onal college
graduates. However,\the market has apparently failed ,to meet the
needs of other groups, especially low-income college graduates. In
turn, the relative economic position of these groups has not sub-
stantially improved as a result of their participation in higher edu-
cation. .. ¢

- On balance’it' is not too difficult to evaluate the current achieve-

ment” of greater social equality through universal aggess. For some

" groups, notably blacks, there is the prospect that univérsal access may

_indeed lead to greater social equality.. Thls interpretation, hOWever,

must be qualified for several reason/EzrsEr thle black students are

attendlng college in greater numbers than ever before, they are still ’
dlspropogonawly undcrreprcsented compared to white students.
__Thus, without universal access and increased retention, greater social
equalrty will continue to be realized by a relatively small percentage
o of blacks. That is, substantial progress toward the 'achievement of
greater social equality is contingent upon universal access, which is
still far from bcing realized, even for blacks. Second, a rapidly im-
proving overall socioeconomic position for any group cannot be farrly
evaluated thlun a span of only five years. At,least'a decade is re-
quired before the progress of blacks can accurately be assessed.

But what of the other groups previously denied access to higher

education? Except for women, where federal pressurfs may lead to in-
Voo ' i
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creased mobility, there is no evidence that increased access.leads to
appreciably greater social eqliality for low-income, middleincomnre,

and Jther students. Indeed, it appears that these groups are suffering

from the same Iow rate of return and occupational problems of un-
employment” and underemployment that characterize the traditional ~——v
clientele of postsecondarv education. For many students who hrV/ '
been discriminated against, the goal of greater social equality is’po

closer to being realized than the goal of universal access.

Achzevzng Soczal Equahty Present Policy
Although federal olicy -tgward higher education has not idttly
designated uniyersal a cess as the’ vehicle for greater social ‘equatity,
- it has tacitly assumed that increased access will lead to greafér social
; equahty What are the. nplications of current federal policy for the
achlevement of- greater Serial equality fot those groups. that are
relative newcomers to postsecondary educatnqn? Federal pohty since
1972 has shifted from institutional to student aid ongthe ,a'gsumpﬁon
that improved access< will lead to greater social equality. ‘Because
* federal policy is only indirectly (though access) oriented toward the
. achievement of this goal, the 1mp11catxons can only be discussed in the
" - broadest of terms. : /

“

To the .gtent that federal studem aid -programs have resulted in ,

greater , it appears that certain groups, especially blacks and
other mindrities, have substafrtially improved their socioeconomic po-
*sitfon through participation in higher education. Recent black college . «
graduates; for example,.are enjoying both a relatively high rate of re-
turn’‘on their cq]lege investment and occupational status relative to a
comparable cohort _group, namely, white students from all income
levels. =~ . - ° -

However,« there is ho evidence that fede;al support for lower- or

) fniddlé-income students? worien, and older” students has gesulted in

apprecxably greater social equality for these groups. Confronted with™

" the dual problems of unemployment and underemployment that are

confronting collegé graduates,when they enter the markctplace, these

groups are not substantially improving thej occupauonal’ status; in

.. turn, thenr rate of return has not contributed to, an 1mprovmg sotio-
economic posmon .

- "ﬁus- Tack of progress toward greater social equality cannot be di-
rcctly related to the muliiple programs of student aid. ‘However, a =
gove‘ nment policy, of promotmg universal access thrm gh student as-
sistah e programs oh the premise that it will lead tq‘greater social

.
Lo e

RIC.., = "o 41 . - .
‘ .




,

)

@

-

equality is called into question. Mobility in the marketplace is in-
creasingly tied to a Variety of faciors, particularly the relative health
of the economy. Because higher education no longer guarantees up-
ward niobility, the implicit federal commitment to greater soc:al
equality must be madé exphcn for public discussion.

-
N N

Achzevmg Soczal Equalzty Future Policy

Of_all the factofs most likely 3o affect the relationship between edu-
cation and mobility, none is mofe crucial than trends in the market-
place. Several researchers have turned their attention to this issue and
their projections imply that the federal role in postsecondary educa-
tion ought to be evaluated in light of these trends. Because federal
policy continttes to assume that education -is a major vehicle of up-
ward socioeconomic mobility, any dlscussqon of the possible future im-
plications of that policy m_ust take thése trends into account. For
purposes-of discussion:- What are the implications of th¢ current fed-
eral role for the achievement of greater social equality in light of
pro]ected trends on the relationship between education and mobility?
.First examine some projections concerning educauon and socio-
economic mobility. o

A number of economists have examined the relationshipgbetween
education and the job market, anempun& to ascertain if the collapse

of the job market in the 1970’s is only a temporary phenomena.
Among others, Richard Freeman and J- Herbert Hollomol;n, Stephen
Dresch, and James O'Toole have concluded that there is llkely tobea”
long-term charige in the supply-demand "balancé in .the American
marketplace. v :

On.the demand side, Freeman and Hollomon have concluded that *
the “long-term growth of demand for college workers decelerated sub-
stantially in the seventies” and is likely to-continue (1975, b. 21,
Coincident with the leveling off of demand has been a rapid increase
in the supply of college graduates. Stephen Dresch (1975, p. §53) _pre-
dicts that the college educaied proportion. of the adult popitlation
(age 25 and over), after rising from 7.7 percent in 1960 to 11 percent
in 1970 can be expected to reach 15 or 16 percent by 1980—or a 4

5 point percentage gain over 1970. According to 2 number of pro-

]ecuons (Freeman and ‘Hollomon 1975; Dresch 1975) this combina-
tion of decelerated growth in demand "and increase’ in supply, and ot
sxmply\the overall recession or other relatively short-term develop-
ments, suggests that the current unfavorable situation for college
gradu.ucs is likely to extend 'into at least the 1980's. Even the Depart-.
ment of Iabq;s Bureau of Labor Statistics (Occupational Manpower

. \
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Yand Training Needs, Revised 1974) estimated that the number of col-
. lege graduates will exceed the number of jobs requiring their skills
- by about 800,000 between now and 1985. Based on these predictions,
college graduates in the foreseeable future are unlikely to enjoy oc-
cupational mobility to the extent that once characterized. participa-
tion in higher, education.

. : As the college-educated ‘labor market deteriorates over the next
decade, the Telative earings gain from a college educatipn can be
.expected fo decline (Dresch 1975, p. 253; Freeman and Hollomon

. 1975, p. 28). An optimistic forecast would be if, the rate of returx? re-
mains at the current level of 7 to 8 percent; a more likely scenario
would be a drop to 6,percent. :

Based on the preceding predictions ‘concerning job market patterns .

and rates of return, it is highly probable that. a-high percentage of

college graduates are unlikely to realize greater social equality in

‘terms of substaritially improved occupational and economic status.

The- question remains, To what extent are minority, women, agd low
income students likely to experience the same job market sikion? °
As noted earlier, prospects for b:lack college graduates have not beeng
as adversely affected by market trends as those of whites. According. to
> one predictior, this pattern is likely to be maintained in the future,
gs})ecially given affirmative actioh pressures (Fregman and Mollomon
1975, p. 30). But the American marketplace has always valued “white-
ness”’ as well as schooling, anc¥ in the absence of sustained federal
pressures for hiring blacks and other minorities, the achievement of -
greater social equality for these groups could be impaired.
Unfortunately, there are few projections of the prospects for&r;xo-
bility among other gréups previously denied access. It seems likely,

. however, that in the absence of strong federal measures, these groups
too will .at best achieve a rate of return similar to the traditional
clientele of postsecondary” education. Women may prove to be an
- exception b ~of~federal infefvention. But what of low-income

Wtering academe with the expectation of im-

proving their socioeconomic status? Because of the unavailability of

good data, it may be hypothesized that lower-income students will con-

“tinue to realize relatively low rites”of return on thsir educational in-

vestment, ‘e

) .
The explanation for this prediction is simply that low-income stu-

dents do not and will not haveghgse charqctérfstjcé or family environ.. **

\ ments that are attractive to employers. Consequently there is no rea-

. " son to predict that the market; any more n the fiture than at the

- (4 -
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Federal funding has promoted universal access through a variety of
student grants and loans on the premise that participation in post-
secondary ejucation will lead to greater social equality. But with the
exception of\blacks and other minority students, current and pro-
jected trends on the relationship between education and work itnply
that the majority of disadvantaged students are unlikely to.realide
greater socioeconomic mobility. Has the Federal Government, throu
. . a variety of student programs designed chiefly to promote the

tendance of these groups, failed to dckrbwledge the reality of

_sure that groups of students traditionally denied access will, with \
‘“réreas\ed educational opportunity, yealize greater social equality in
ARYrican society. . -
. : : . o ®. .
Conclusion: Equality of (%gportu,nity -
. - There is some e"\'idencj‘%'fhat certain groups, such as blacks, Rave
achieved greater access through recent federal policy. If the federal
. governmeént comfnyea to espouse éguélity of opportunity by support-
ing students through the medium of student assistance, what is the
likelihood that the nation will move toward the achievement of this
goal? The evidence suggests that progress will at best be slow and at
worst counterproductive. . . .
. Current student aid programs are slowly and unevenly affecting the
. college plans of students previously denied access. While blacks arg
{ ~_ continuing to enjoy greater access, other low-income and even middle-
~ income students are enjoying litte if any increased access. Given the
. unequ\al and low levels of funding that characterize current student
aid programs, there is insufficient reason to predict that access to
and retention in higher education will substantially i(._mrease fo—r/;le_r/-_‘

A

.

sons in these groﬁs\f . N
In viewing equality of opportunity in the broad sensé, however, the
-issue is not simply one -of improved access, but whether the Federal
Government can realistically view access to postsecondary education
*as a vehicle of social mobility. To the extent the Government is pro-
. vidiﬂg freer access to education, it may be paradoxically creating &
situation that can only lead to frustration. For the majority of dis-
advantaged students, the promise of socioeconomic mobility through
education is and shall continue to be tempered by the realities of
the job market. Current and projected. trends in the job ‘market for |

- -
~
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" Institutional Health and Diversity

financially prosperous years of the 1960’s?

. ERIC

college graduates strongly suggest ti{at education is not likely to con-
tinue to be a major vehicle ‘of upward mobility. N :
Thus, it is anot simply that the tool of student aid has .failed to -
markedly improve access; it is also that the Government’s implicit
goal of greater social equality through' edutation has become in-
creasingly suspect. Fo the extent that the goal of ac achievement of ac-
cess is beirg unrealized, the mechanism and the level of student aid _
assistance can be questioned. Buf if greater social equality is also a
goal, then the issue of the véry legitimacy of that goal arises. Put
simply, can the Federal Government through sany program, no mat-
er how'; enerously funded, continue’ in good faith to éhcéurage uni- -
versal access “as a vehicle for upward moblhty?

»

A\

The first chapter of this essay discussed how the Federal Govern-
ment, beglnn’ng in the late 1950’5, 1ncreasmgly vnewed a financially

résponsibility for the hea
universities. g "

The -Federal Government. h s not explicitly committed itself to the
prov1§'on of the financial mt grity of postsecondary education as it .
has to-universal access; yet it gan be interpreted to be a major federal
priority. The following sectién will discuss briefly the achievement of
institutional health and diversity as a context for the more direct
examination of, the federal involvement with this goal.

. o
Progress Toward Institutional Health and Diversity .
As a broad goal, institutional health and dlverslty implies that
postsecondary in§titutions are sound bolh ﬁnancnally and educational- -
ly. Because of the difficulty in measurmg educational wvitality, it is
necessary to select financial health as both a direct and indirect
method of assessing the.achieve §goal. The following cri-
teria will be employedr™To what extent have postsecondary institu-
tions in terms (&Q institutional type and type of control (public-pri-
vate) maintained the financial stability that was achieved durlng the

It is not necessary to’ detail the existence of a financial cr
Americagn higher education. Earl Cheit (1971, 1978), the Car
“@ .
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“dividuals have all, in varying Hegrees, collected evidence to indicate
that a financial crisis existed. No one”would argue that postsecondary
education, across the entire spectrum of institutions, has maintained
in the 1970's the stability that characterized the 1960’s. But financialk,
problems have differentially affected postsecondary institutions and it
is useful to examine these differences and some possible explanations
for the disparities. )

Financial distress has seemed most severe within the private sector
where tuitions have risen rapidly. Many private institutions that have
neither high prestige nor specific constituencies have been in danger
of being priced out of the. higher education market. Cheit (1971,
1973) has found that private institutions are hard pressed to offer ad-
ditional aid to low- and middle-income students with each increase in
tuition. Some private colleges that find it difficult to attract students
are*too “small” to practice “economy of scale” and be cost effective
(Smith 1971, pp. 128-142). Costs are higher for private schools than for
public institutions and these higher costs cannot be explained by
examining basic differences between the two sectors (Leslie 1973, p.
12). In addition, while tuitton within the public sector has increased
substantially, it does not approximate the percentage of cost-of-educa:
tion financing that private tuition provides. :

In 1950, the private sector was educating 50 percent of the college
population. By 1975, its percentage share had dropped to 22 per-
cent. In the 1970's, according to Shulmamy fifty private institutions
have closed, fifteen have merged with other inistitutions, and six have
Db‘ecome public. During the' same period of time, twentysix new pri-
’vate institutions have been established (Shulman 1974, p. 1).

Within the private séctor, the mdst prestigious institations, mean-
ing four-year, selective liberal arts colfeges and nationally recognized
universities, have been least affected by enrollment deéclines. Even
these institutions have not escaped financial difficulties due to the de-
cline in reséarch funds, foundation qnd private gifts, and the effects
of inflation. “Invisible colleges,” or the less prestigious private liberal
arts colleges, have faired considerably worse than their selective, more
renowned counterparts. Still, those “invisible colleges” with a special
mission or directed toward a specific clientele have enjoyed a some-
what easier time iii attracting their needed enrollments and maintain-
ing a semblance of financial stability. The Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching has predicted that sucli special pur-
pose private colleges will contifiue to survive: “. . . black colleges, wor
men's colleges, and some religiously affiliated colleges may fare O.K.
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because of. new strength from the link to their particular con-
stituency” (More than Survival 1975, p. 77). )

The institutions most affected by financial strain in the private
sector arethe junior colleges. These institutions face severe competi- ‘
stion from low-cost, and in some cases, free public community collgges.
Private two-year college enrollments declined by 3.5 percent for the
1978-74 academic year (Chronicle of Higher Education, December 16,
1974, p. 8), while the public community colleges continue to grow.

The financial picture is more mixed in the public sector. In some

" public institutions, enrollment pressures continue while appropria-,

~
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tions do not keep pace with rising' costs. Many of these institutions
find that for every student not covered with increased funds to meet
the increased cost of education, other cutbacks are required. Still other
institutions, such as state colleges and regional universities, are ex-
periencing sharp market declines in enrollment. FpEr-year public col-
leges, many of which were formerly teachers’ colleges, Have probably
been the most severely hit by shifts in enrollment patterns, and their
relative financial status *has suffered accordingly. Major research uni-
versities havé held their financial status relatively constant for the past
several years by maintaining enrollments and attempting to improve
efficiency. As mentioned previously, public community collegk; enroll-
ments have climbed substantially in the past few years, which has
contributed to a relatively stable financial condition. :

There is a considerable difference of opinion regarding the extent,
of the financial problems confronting American postsecondary edu-_
cation. *According to some observers, higher education has recently
gone through a recurring series of financial crises, while others view
the current situatiog in a larger historical context. But nearly all ob-
servers of postsecondary education seém to agree that compared to the
financjally prosperous period of the 1960’s, the financial stability of
the” majority of postsecondary institutions has declined tnarkedly.
Eurther, the diversity of the pastsecondary enterprise has been
severely—'sm‘xined by the interrelated factors of declining ¥nrollments
and higher costs that have affected private colleges and universities.
Several institutional types, especially major research universities, both
public and private, have fared relatively well. But at a global level,
the health and diversity of American postsecondary education has
been threatened. A

Achieving Diversity: Present.and Future Policy
Earl Cheit (1971, p. 11) has found that colleges and universities be-
gan to first experience financial pressures by the 1968-1969 dcademic
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year. During this pgriod; federal research grants reached a peak and
.began to level off in some fields and decline sharply in others. In
terms of constant 1967 dollars, the amount of federal research grants
leveled off in the early 1970’s and by. 1974-1975 were well below their
1967-1968 level (The Federal Role in Postsecondary Education 1974,
p. 18). Federal preddctaral fellowships and traineeships have also de-
clined, from assisting 51,400 graduate students in 1968-1969 to 18,000
in 1974-1975. Expenditures for fellowships and traineeships dropped
frgm $262 million to $80 million over the same period (The Federal
Réle in Postsecondary Education 1975, p. 75).
eclining federal support for research, as a major form of insti- /
tional support, has been accompanied by an overdll leveling, off-of }
/the rate of growth of federal funding for postsecondary education.
Following the passage of the 1972 Education Amendments; the pro- .
..portion of federal monies appropriated for postsecondary education
swung dramatically from institutional aid in the form of research,
training, and grants for special purposes to a variety of student aid

programs. Although state governments, students as consumers, and a

vari;éty of individuals and groups have contributed to the financial

stability of postsecondary education, the Federal Government has
continued to assume a major responsibility. Insofar as it is possible

. to ascertain, What are the implications* of current federal policy,
especially the emphasis on student aid assistance, for the achievement
of a healtfly and diverse structure of postsecondary education?

Since the 1972 Amendments, many of the new “disadvantaged” “sty-
dents have been funded with federal BEOG, SEOG, and CWS monies
as well as through guatanteed loans and a variety of other programs.

~ The federal monies that these students, have Brougnt to nigheredu————
cation have contributed to the financial health of institutions, espe-

cially in the private sector where tuition and fees rhore nearly ap-

. proximate the cost of education. Because general Jinstitutional support -

had previously gone largely to public institutions, students receiving

federal support have indirectly contributed to the financial health of

the private sector. Federal student aid financing tends to favor private

institutions because small institutions, most of which are private, re-

ceive more funding pet student. In addition, students selecting private

colleges tend to réceive larger grants than those in public institutions.

This is because the Federal Government, by intent or not, has pro-
vided disproportionate assistance to the private sector through the
one-half cost provision of the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant
program. It shoyld be noted that this policy continues to be attacked _s
by many public institutions as discriminatory against the less affluent
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' student who could otherwise cover all or most of his educational costs
within the current $1,400 BEOG ceiling at a public institution.
Finally, student aid has been less wulnerable than institutional
grants to constitutional challenges to government support of private
schiools. The private sector therefore enjoyed some benefits from the
. federal support given to’ disadvantaged students. ° °

Although student aid programs have brought new monies to pri-

. vate msgtuuons, there are several factors surrounding this form.
The current levels of federal support suggest that federal support has

been of little, if any, overall assistance in helping the financially

. .+ troubled prlvate sector,.

'Fl}‘st, the Higher Educanon Act of ]972 stipulates that “federal

- fungds 5 ‘institutions must be used only ‘ lO defray mstrucuonal ex-
penses in academically related .programs,” and that the institution

. “will expend during the academic year for such related programs, an
amount equal to at least the average’ amount spent during the past

L t.hrce years.” The accepted .‘interpretauon of these guidelines is that,
even if funded, these additional momes will not be available to off-

set deficits but primarily will be used for the disadvantaged studems
recrpited. At the very least, the admission of such students has not.

" dofle much to alleviate the ﬁnanc:al problems of many small private
_stitutions because of the added costs of expanding curricula and in-.
creasing support services needed to serve low-mcome groups, par- .,
ucularly those of minority races. For many' private msutuuons the
promise of federal support thrpugh student aid has been tempered by
th reality of\thé added .cos@ as ocxated with educating new students.

econd, thy level of federal *Rinding 6 student aid has done little
the probléms of the financially plagued private sector.
Chen’(197l 1973) has found that private colleges, in particular, are_
™ still hard-pressed to provide addnm’nalﬁﬁpancla} }lld money to stu-
dems not eligible for federal or state progfams of fot covered ade-
quatély by sgch programs to meet .thell‘ real expenses. According to
the AmericansCouncil on Education, “. . . institutions are annually
pouring mre’ than $500 million of thelr own, largely smrestricted,
fund§~into the ﬁp\ft by the inadequacy of funds from states and
federal sources” (American Council on 'Education May 14, 1974).
Thus in many cases endown’Km funds or current incomé fundszhave
been used to supplement aid to students thereby putting the institu-
tion in an ‘even weaker_financial situation.

WFinally, federal student aid programs have apparently influenced
students who would otherwise have gone topublic institutions td
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select private institutions. Howeve}prcliminary investigatfonspat the
Center for the Study of Higher Education at the Pennsylvania State’
Univer\s\'q\sugges} that the4ctual numbers may be quite small (Leslie
1973, p. 18). ~ -

In all likelihood, many private institutions have been affected dif-
ferently by ’f‘édera_l policy. There is little evidence to indicate whether
more .prestigious institutions, _for exampl¢, have benefitted more or
less than their lowerstatus counterparts. It is apparent that federal
student aid programs,' which earlier had been viewed as new sources
of revenue for the private sector, have gr\obably not had the overall

anticipated financial jmpact. ) .

It is also doubtful that the recent federal\n hasis on student as-
sistance has strengthened the public sector. On STe whole, public in-
stitutions have fared better financially than their\p ivate counter- ~
parts not because of federal assistance through student aid_programs,
but because of increased state support coupled with lower tosts and -
more stable enrollment patterns. But, with the federal withdrawal
from direct insti{utional aid, the majority of public institutior':}\
lorger continue to enjoy the level of federal support which, especially o
in the 1960’s, was instrumental in the rapid expansion of a prosperous

_ public sector of higher education. | . | -

f}lthough the focus here has been on viewing the federal role in

terms of incredsed emphasis on student aid, it should be noted that a

number of othgr federal programs, although few in number and

underfunded, have contributed to the vitality of the postsecondary
enterprise. The Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Educa-

_ tion and to a lesser degree the National Institute for Education have
“stimulated research and academic innovation in both tlie public and
private sector. Also, the Aid for Developing Institutions Program has
had a positive impact on a relatively small number of institutions,
especially the traditionally black colleges. , .

. By focusing on the major trends in federal policy, it is apparent Y
(U tthat the federal approach to funding postsccondary education through )
.student aid, whether fgndcd directly through the stuc\lem or in ir% .

through the institution, has_not always served as an effective vehicle™ .

~ for promoting the health and “diversity of posisecandary ipstitutions. .

. Although student aid fundng:?all& seemed _to suggest a boon to .-

.+ the private sector, the implemcitation guid%es of the programr and” |

the level of fuxyging have, at best, provided onl minor assistance to7 -,

private institutidns. In the meantime, the majority of wic schools’ . .
T .

have not enjoyed previous levels of federal support. e

.
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Of course, the Federal Gh)mem provides only a fraction of the \
revenue bf postsecondary institutions. And just as the Federal Gov- \
eriment was not the only force contributing to%he growth of post- \

. secondary education, it should not necessarnly assume the major
burden for maintaining its vitality. But to the extent that it has as-
sumed a definite responsibility, its policy should be evaluated in terms
of its contribution to the overall institutional health and diversity of
postsecondary education. On balance, the shift toward student aid has
not served to maintain’ a strong federal commitment to this goal. The
federal promise of the 1960’s has been implemented through :xv\anety
of student aid programs, funded substantially below authorized levels,
that have contributed little to the overall dlversny and quality of
postsecondary education.

Turning our attention to the future, it is obvnous that a number of

. important factors are likely to influence the., health and dlvcrsuy of
American higher education in addition to the policy of the Federal
Governmeng the complementary relationship of the job market and
enrollment patterns, the overall role of the states, and the resourge-
fulness’ of persons intimately connected with postsecondary education.
But if_ u is assumed that the futiire vitality of postsecondary edu- ‘
cation 1s uncertain, then the Federal Government, in terms- of the
current level of funding and the ctphasis on student- aid ass:stan&e,i
will subtly move away from @ commitment,as a major-guarantee of
-the well-being of a (hvcrsc structure of posts¢condary education.

. b
. . -

-

Conclusion ‘ . .

To summarize, the I‘cderal Government, provides roughly one-

. quarter of institutional income. White federal policy has furthered
progress toward universal access, that pol&(as failed to help pro-
mote dceater social equality. The emphasis on student assistance com-
pared to direet institutional aid has hot markedly ¥ontributed to the

: financial health of the public and privte sectors. In our wiew, if
federal policy continues to follow its present pattern, the achievement
of both equality of opportunity and institutional health and di- '

versity may be placed in further jeopardy. .
~ -

~
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one accep ),rhe two goals. of @

attern for supporungAmencan hi
In llght of our dxscussmn of th

second ry education &S ap Tistrun ‘oppor
- and be a~majopg faranth ‘of the "he1hh and diversity', of Ameridqn

higher edycdtio wa] institutions? Depending on the, answer to that
questior, different vehicles and different levels of federal funding are
implied.. The_following re caddtions are based upon the implica-
tions of current federal ech?Zxkpollcy and, our corollary beliefzthat
although improved. access, dioice, and retention are goals worth pur-
sumg, higher education sh uld not and cannot effectively serve as tfi¢
major vehicle for. reglizifig greater social equality. In short, we' base
our recommendatigns on the 1nterpret'mon that the Federal Govern-
ment is ajtemgtidg to accomplish too ‘much and is not succeedmg in
its -attempts, Takenr togeyher, these recommenp tions pffer an alter-
native to ycurcent.federgl high -educauon policy. Before outlining
r,-rccomrﬁend 'Qgs, it_is appropriate_to réview the recommenda-’
several majon,cdmmlssmns concerne wuh the federal role
y educ;guoh\and to explicate our g ding principles.’

LY

ajor Reports
There have been many r t task force reports that have made
recommendations concerning the ro the Federal Government in
. postsecondary edueation, as well as state and~nstitutional roles, and  ©
outlined areas of future~federal concern” and initiative. These in-
clude; The Committee for Etonomic Development (1973), ¢
tional r%!ﬁ:on on the Fm:mcmg of Postsccond"lry}ducatlon
(1978), "tht Carhegie Council for Policy Studies (1975), the Newman
_ Repopts (1971, 1973),"in<addition to a number of othgr
" have been less widely circulated;
As a way of providing a conm our recommendations, it is use-
ful to compare several reports that sehm \:Tde‘quataly reflect the

orls that
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" which have already had,-afid z;;e likely to-have, considerable influence
" on federal policy. In our view, the Carnegie Commission Reports and
the Newman Reports most satisfactorily, meet this criteria. "'The Car- &
~Tiegie Commigsion on Higher Education has probably done miore to
- influence higher education ‘than any single group in this century. In- <
. deed, three provisions_of the 1972 Higher Education Amendments—

vk “the Basic Educational Ogportunity Grants brogram, the cost-of-in-
T strixctio'n supplements, and the Fund for the Improvement of Post-
N secondary Education—reflected the recommendations of the Com-
mission. The Newman Reports, which are recommendations to the
Secretary of the Depértment of Health, Education and Welfare, rep-
‘ resent a logical extrapolation of current trérids in federal higher edu-
cation policy. C ; .
. In this section, we shall neither summarize these reports -nor’ out-
line them in great detail. Instead, we shall briefly copceﬁtrate:on three
major issues regarding the federal funding ‘of postsecondary educa
tion: (1) To what extent should student aid programs be the major
v*licle of federal funding? Should student_aid;-whether in the form ) 4
of grants or loans, be portable so that students could bring their aid
to the institution of their choice? Or should the aid.be dispensed by .«
_ - ~inistitutions? (2) To what extent should institutional aid pe an instru- =
ment of federal funding and in what forms? (8) To what extent” -
should the private sector be assisted by the_Federal Govetnment? L
Both reports agreed that because equality of opportunity was the ,
major federal Tesponsibility, student aid, chiefly in the form_of grants .
to lower-income students, should be expanded. In- Qualzl}*\a\nd
ty: New ‘Level# of Federal Responsibility, the Carnegie Com-

ission offe d\th%)ﬂwgg guidelines to achieve the overriding
priorit achievememt-of educational opportunit;é “-

.

4

— - . . ws . - - . ) ¢
“The three interacting “elements bkprﬁg%oscd federal aid program to -
. remove financial barriers are all of great-importance; financial aid o .
~~ STUQENts;~withr-a- substantial component of grants for lIow-income students

™ and a moderately expanded loan program ptimiarily for middle-income

stidents; cost-of-education supplements to institutions; antl creation of. '
. ncwngmq\'wommodatc all qualified students (1970, p. 2). , o

%

1 C . ° ) \ L e e : . -
= In—partiewiar—the-Garnogie-Comumission recommended full fimding N
' S the Basic Education Opportuni&‘ ts.. Il)gt*l}lewvman R’cpgrt,[
. w‘ﬁm\ost complete attention to studéitaid as the major ve: " ., g
hicle of federN Tunding, is even more fo;ceflll ‘in its

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



loans, should be portable inl.the sense: < that students would receive
their support mdependqmly yhe institutions lhcyfchose to attend. ’
“Portable student aid Wo Hd widen student choxce of institutions and

y °

197 1 Newm Report emphatically recommendéd“portabxlny of stu- *
+ dent aid: “Providing funding through grants accompanying students
{portable grants) has the advantage of encouraging a sense of compe’!
tition and willingness .to change as society changes (U.S. Office of -
Education 1971, p. 74). - A -
. Neither the Carnegxe Commission nor the Newman Reports recom-
mended direct institutional support for postsecondary education.
Both groups recommended that federal grants to_institutions be e di-
" rectly related to student grants. To encourage colleges m\f@gr _
equaluy of educauonal opportunity, the Carnegie Commission recom- .,
mended “that the'federal government grant cost; -of education supple- . __-
ments to colleges and, universities based on the number and levels of
students holding fecleral grants enrolled in the institutions” (1970, °
. p 6). The first Newman Report recommended more broadly that
“both the state and federal governments prov;de funds to msmu,
, tions (both public and private).in the form-bf grants that @ccampany
certain categories of smdems"'(197l .p+ 74).” The Newman Reports
did not consnder other types of jnstitutional aid except for recom-
mending categorical grants for inhovative programs. Meanwhile, the
) Carnegie Commxssnon recommended that the only other funds award- ,
ed msutuuons should be fog const;‘uctlon and special purpose grams,
o+ Such as aid for devefopmg institutions. Federalrategoncal aid, which- —
was previously..| the major instrument of federal suppoftt, rgcexved little
support relative to institutional a‘Efdnrectly tied to”student grants.
Direct federal . support for ®ducational expenses, which was recom-
mended by many groups in the late 19607, is not even a.major issue
i these-and_other major reports. e T
‘The Carnegie gie Com mission.and _the Neéwman Task Forces bath .
acknowledgéd the educational conmbuumw:rre‘msnmtmng .
] and expressed concern abouit the future of private higher education.
- - _In_ our view, both groups overlooked the importance to higher educa-
tion of the private secT‘F'I‘h—Carnegne Commission; however, recoti- -
mended state atd to private “institutions .in" the Torm of capxéuon
« grants to students atten(lmg pnvate schools. The Newmaix Mports
. only recommended that needy “students a{yttendmg private ingtitutions
should receive additional grants to help defray high tuition costs.
Neither the Carnegie Commission nor the Newman Task Force sug-
ested thiat private higher education may require major federal as
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. .
well as state su t. For example, nerther recommended direct fed-
eral sponsorshlp of programs or malchmg grants to States.

In Summary, these recommendations 1nclude several ma;o'r/t—l:cm\es*
¥

- for thé proposed federal role: . W .

* Studént aid programs should be expanded as the major yehicle
for the federal funding ofs postsecondary educauon Studentt aid,
especially in the-form of grants- to low-income students and- ‘loans to
low-.and middle-income students, is the preferred method of dyéctly‘
achrevmg universal acccess and indirectly supporting postseconrdary
“education. In effect, the Federal Government should finance higher
education through'students or, more colloquially, through a “market

L)
* model.” - . s

o Student aid should‘be portable in the sense thag students should
“receive support rﬁdependent of the msu ons they choose to at-
tcnd . .

e The maaorlty of federal rnsututlonal aid should be through‘
grants tied directly to student grants. The remainder of federal in-

" wstitutional aid should _include only carefully designated categorical
aid programs, such as those to encourage research and, innovation:
The Federal Government should not provnde\fgr general msmutmnal,
support for colleges-and universities.

® The governmental responsibility for prrvate hrgher educatlon

. Tests largely with the states. Federal support should not go beyond
__additional grants to help defray the h‘lgher costs of prlvate educa-
tion. - - B TR
. These recommendations are largely incremental, fmphasizing % di-
rection in which the Government is already moving. The recom-
meéndations of the Carnegie Council, in particular,.pfobably hastened
these overall trends. Yet even though these two groups and the pre-
viously menuong:d policy- recommendmg bodres broadly support the
direction of current federal policy, we propose a set-of recommenda-
tions that offers modified goals for federal policy and alternative

" mechanisms of federal funding. Stated below are the principles that

have gulded ou,r own policy recommendauons

Our recommendations are based on two major prmcnples.

e Basrc, suppbrt and responslbrlny for higher educauon ‘should re-
main with the states and Jprivate individuals. It is, "however, in the
national‘ifiterest to prov1de strong and codslstent federal support for,

postsecondary cducauon . “ne
8 . - 5 ) .
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. should be the mamtenance of a healthy ana diverse stxuciure of posts.>

. The t;vo?n‘a]or prrormes fo(federaliundlng zni\g\ieducamm -
secondary educatron, and. the realization of thé goal of univérsak ac-

. ‘cussion of the second The rauonale for the s&ond principle
s servés immediate attention. A

Like many Americans,. we sitaré ‘the belief that equality of op;
portumty is a national goal that should be,.encouraged and-realized
throughout American life. 1t follows that, postsecondary education, as .
a major social institution, should be made dvailable to all citizens
who wish to partrcrpate allowing thém, te enjoy the fruits of further

* education. The goal of universal access, as public polrc’}f represents
a.federal commitment to the achievement of that géal. But wuni-
versal access, both for many new participants in postsecondary edu-
‘cation and for many publrc p6licy-makers, has., nearly Become syn-
onymous with greater socral equality; that is, rather than acc’ess‘bemg
viewed simply as a_ means of énsuring educational opportunity, it is _
seen as the rdost realrsuc -way te provide for greater social equality in
American society. It has been argued earlier that the current fedetal
emphasrs on access implicitly suggests that access is not simply an, at-'
tempt to, realize ‘equal opportumty within’ postsecondar)!, educatroﬁ
bult 4lso to realize equality. ofsopportumty in the larger society.

‘ For both empirical and normative reasons, we submit that federal *
hlgher education pollcy“slrould not be ﬁllt.around the "broa(k con-
ception of equality of opportunity. On the.one hand, access to higher
education is no longer 4 guarantee of greatersocial equality. It was,
documented that, the highly unstable relatjonship between a college
education and the job market had undermined earlier, relatronshrps
between education and work. Thus,.if current patterns continue as’
projected, federal student aid prograris, no matter _how generously

.funded, are unlikely to have the prevxously e\(pected fmpact in terms".”
of leading to greater social quality. From all indications, the Federal
Government simply eannot apprecrafrly affect the “broad” conception’
of equality of, -opportunity by merely provrdmg, access to post-
‘secondary education. : .

On the other hand, it is our normatlve belief that educatron algne
should not be the vehicle for the redistribution of income and oc-
cupational status in American society. The argument of many pro-
‘ponerits of federal student ajd programs is‘that education, in light of
the unwillingness of the crtm:nry to change the distribution of wegltfi

ERI!
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o an?f opportumty through the tax structure, is the only remammg in-
*  strument to realize thé achiévement of equahty of opportunity. in
: i’_ * the'larger Socigty. Whﬂc we arc personallupormve of those values,

: it is our tonviction that thuelated issues of equality of opportu-mty
&>, and the’re ;smbmron of, wealth_are ultimately political questions.
T They shoutd be con“fronted- in dhe. political system and should not be-

. come the cornerstqne of a federal polncy that is ostensibly dlrected to-
S TN ard the more Timiged goal of equality. of. educanonahapportunffy/

" In shoft we\submlr that’ fede‘r;ﬂ lugher education policy cannot,
== R -and should not, bofh™ provide access to postsecondary education and
) . (’llher' 1mpln:nly or eXplently) ¢haratterize participation in higher
=+ | _ education as the means of- upward social mobility. The narrower goal .
©. " ‘ofunsuring a access fs the more legm‘rﬁ?ie\‘m&qca]lzable undertakmg

4 for the Federal’ Goyernment. ;Thus for us the central pro
of combmmg the goals "hmVerg»al access” and “msmutxonal heaIth
and: d)versny” mto a broad -pattern; o£ federal fundmg .

:.\ oo NS
T, "
1

Increasmg I:‘ederal Supportsx-v - R -

Federal cxpendltures for’ lugher education have-~ ~tisen steadlly in &

current do}lars, although there wias a decline in con.staht dollars be-

‘ tween 1973-1974 and 1974-1975. Our rationale for_ increasing’ federal
. . assistance. to postsecondary e ucation_ is {ho following: .

. Increasmg federal assistance is necessary, to lrelp preserve the in-
‘stitutional health and diversity of postsecondary« education; without
continuing high levels of support, the, social benefits of postsecondary
education can no longer be fully enjoyea by pamcxpatmgt u}dmduals
and American society at large Although the mam responsibility for
.funding institutions should continue ‘to rest with the states,\ is ap--
parent that the majority of s states will nqt provnde sufficient assnst;mce\\
AN . to insure the survival of many institdtions. Lyman’ Glenny, for -,
N examplc, has argued that future’ state governments will allocate .
~a decreasing proportion of their bl.;dgets to_ Irigh¢r education:
‘... withr the_exception of a few state$, the {/ oportion of the state
bhclget going to ln\gh\ereducauon\y’gl b no_greater in 1980 than.it
~~ is'now—whether there are boom. tifnes or bad, Republicans or Demo- * .
™ crats in o{che" (1973, p. 1). thout leclera\ support‘ many’ privaté in- e

stitutiops will snmph(.aasy to exist. . . : . e

. Increasm fedefal assistance® is necessary 1o‘achrevc the goal. of
universal access. Current federal support, in the form of student grants .
and loans, has only 1n to move the nation toward the achlevemcm ~ "
of umvcrsal ageess, V\Qﬁth\ut mcreasmg federgll ass;stance, 1r Js doubt—

|
~
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ful that many. persons historically denied access will have substamial
educational opportunm

® The federal tax structure is a more equitable base of fundmg
than the state and local structures. The progressive-income tax now
approprlales the greatest portion of the inco e‘é& advantage result-
ing from education to federal, rather tfan state and local, ta
revenues.

In.short, we submit that a siderable increase in funding from
the federat tax system iss6Cially desirable_and eCOnMCmmllnd
Thls is consistent 1 our belief that a substantial socxal bengfit ac-
crues. from estment in higher. education at’ both public*and
priy;aieﬁ\ﬁ:nmns. o \

\ 4 B

™~
Recommenda ton I Expanded. The Federal Government's share of
total public ﬁn cial support of postsecondary education should be
gradually lncre:s{e% om its present 44.4 percent in 1974-1975 to 50
per{:\ah by the early 1980’ (Carnegle Council . . . 1973, p. 14).
Due primarily to the ﬁmncnal crisis in Amencan postsecondary edu-
cation and the slow progress toward the achievement of;universal ac-
- gess, the Federal Government must ‘fiicrease its overall level of sup-
ort. This rhcommendation closely parailels a recent recommenda-
fplon of the Carnegie Council on Rolicy Studies (1975, p. 14).
This recommendation is in the same direction as’ the Carnegie
_ Commission and the Newman Reports, as well as most of the other
* commission #nd groups proposing recommendations for the federal
role. In our view, the critical decisions concern the major forms of
fcderal support for defined national goals. Accordingly, the following
rccommen(lauon suggests a new direction for the Federal Government
_that differs markedly from the- recommendations of the other groups.

Al AR o

Recommendation 11: Institutional Grants for Instru(tio'nal Purposes
Lajor Vehzcla of Federal Support ' .

* As discuss€ e first chaptcr, (hrect federal institutional sup-
port for higher education, € e form of calegoncal grants
and grants for special purposes, was, in large measure resp
lhe rapid growth_of postsecondary educﬁﬁﬁf’i’n the last (lecadc:But
in the late 1960's, it was .clear that thé decade of financial prosperity
in American lngher educatioi wou&not be repeated. Even though
enrollments were lncreasmtgT educational | costs were rising rapidly. To
deal with this situation, attention turned “to the possibility of in-
stitutional grants for educational expenses from the Federal Govern-
ment. The American Council on Education (The Federal Indestment
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in Higher Education, 1967,  Federal Programs for Higher Education,
1969), the Association of American Colleges (Federal Institytional
Grants for Instructional Purposes, 1968), and The Association of
American Umversmes (The Federal Financing of Higher Education,
1968) went on record in favor of institutional grants. —

According to Howard Bowen: ’ -

-

. The proposal for insututiopal grants wis based on three taci
One was that expenditures would continue to ri
_ _growing cnrollinents and rising costs. Another Wwas that, :hough federal
categorical aid was desirable, it did liftfe to meet the* basic operating
costs of institutions and unrestricted funds were needed as well. The
third assumption was that a steady rise of tuitions would be on principle
socially harmful (Bowen 1974, p. 4). .y,

-

umptions.

" The Carnegie Commission gave considerable attention to federal
institutional aid (Wolk ,1968: Institutional Aid: Federal Support to = °
Colleges and Universities, 1972; Quality and Equality: New Levels of
Federal Responsibility for Higher Education, T968) andva number of
formulas were devised that could be used to distribute institutional
aid. But following the passage of e Y977 Amendments, and the

. authorization and expansiori of the overall student assistanice pro-
gram to help realize equality of opportunity, emphasis on the issue !

of direct funding to institutions declined. The Federal Government

had adopted a new course of action, and even proponents of institu- ,
tional aid conceded that there was little they could do. Based on the -
implications of the current federal funding of postsecondary educa-

tion, we submit that current federal funding policies should be re-

vamped to include support for direct educational expenses in the & )
form of federal institutional grants. Our rationale is as follows: ™ ’

* Additional operating funds beyond traditional sovirces of sup-
port are essential. to maintain quality of instruction d4nd more im-
mediately to insure that qualny institutions experxencmg ﬁnancral
difficulty survive. Despite soaring tuition fees, large increases ‘in.
philanthropy, zpd major efforts by the states, the lreaigh and diyeysity
of our postseconddry enterprise has stcadrly%ietenor"{ted Although ..
the majority of states now indirectly support pr‘ryate Tugher educa.
tion, these monies are- instfficient to maintain. the vigor of the phi-
_ Vate sector. Wxthout Iederal support, t,he well- belng of prwate higher . o
' education in parucular is lhrealened : . . YRR

® General institutional” suppor.t is neﬂfed to coumer-balance exist-
ing fe(leral mmmuopar aitd . programs Federal funds now 8o only to,
cefrtam types of mstmmom f"r cer(am ;ypes of programs, and many
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institutions are bypassedt altogether. Other institutions only Teceive

minor categorical aid for carefully designated purposes, the exception

being institutions involved in the A:d for Developmg Institution’s
. program.

* Institutional grants are necessary becaﬁse federal student aid
programs, which were desigried to su’mﬂtaneously provide equal edu-
cational opportumty,and to assist pos(.secondar‘y institutions in meet-
ing their educational expenses, have failed to accomplish the latter
goal. Despite the compeld[ing logic of student aid, few institutions
have finandally benefited from enrolling disadvantaged students.
Because of rising costs and declining enrollments, the attraction of
hew students with federal monies has not al ays had the igtended
effect. This is especxall true in the private, se)t:)r, where e g‘nanaal
gains attributable to new students hag béen minimal at best. -

e Institutional grants are also necessary because Tederal student aid
programs differentially favor institutions. Otﬂy/colleges with relatively

. high enrollments of disadvantaged s students can enjoy the marginal in-
stitutional benehts ‘of fem/fundxng via students.

In summarg, we believe that federal institutional grants must be
authonzem{‘fvunded if the health and diversity of postsecondary
educatxon is to be maintained. Additional funding for institutional
"grants might comé in part from the federal monies previously ear-
marked for veteran’s. benefits. Due to recent Congressional action,

‘Eﬂese benefits will require substantially less federal funding in the
future. i

Institutional grants will be defined as grants made directly to in-’
stitutions for general support of the educational program. On the
basis of qur rationale, we offer the following recommendations-for
£ederal institutional-grant programs . ‘ /

Recommcndanon 144 Expandéd A su/l)jtan ial portion of fcderal
support should be through the mechanism &f direct institutional
grants to posg,tsccondar,yxmsmuuons Institutional grams in roughly
equadl proportxorﬁ;uld take the forin of cost-of- education supple-
ments and diréct ;nstxtutnonal grants

_Title IV of the 1972 Education Amendments had provisions “for"
cost-Of-education S)nfémems for colleges and ufiiversities. First,
recammended by the Carnegie . Commission on Higher Edncauon )

(1970 p. ;L),(vlﬁs legislation authorized that the Federal Government

grant cospof-education supplements to’ postsecondary mstmmons

based the numbers.and levels of students holamg federal, grants
yﬂé jrr the institutions.. . . o ‘




We recommend that the cost-of-education supplements be funded
as rapidly as possible for the following teasons. Most important, this
plan will assist colleges in meeting the increased educational costs as-
soctated with educating disadvantaged students. Second, student aid

“'does litte to solve, and perhaps aggravates, the financial problems of
institutions; therefore cost-of-education allowances would provide a
step in this direction. T
Third, these supplements would especially help the fnandially
troubléd,private sector, at least under current student assistance pro-
* grams. Private Higliet education is in a less competitive position over-
all than is public higher education Jprimarily because of the large
tuition gap between the two sectors. Recent federal student aid pro-
grams (BEOG and SSIG) were expected to disproportionately aid
private institutions. Leslie and Fife (1974, p. 667) have found that
when enough student assistance is availabﬂ:‘,\gram recipients generally
*choose to attend private institutions. Thus under current student as-
sistance programs, accompanying costof-education allowances will
contribute to the financial strength of the private sector. Lo

The Carnegie Commission, in The Federal Role in Postsgcondary . = ™"
Education, recommends that “funds should.be provided for.the cost-
of-education supplements adopted under the Education Amendments
of 1972, with annual appropriations rising to about $800 million in
constant 1974 dollars by 1979-1980” (1975, p. 51). While we support
the thrust of the Commission’s recommendation in this area, we.are
less persuaded that cost-of-education allowances, no matter how
generously” funded, will, in & fair and equitable manner, make a
significant’ contribution to the health of both the public and private
sectors. Our reason for this position is that the manner in.which
federal student aid programs are targeted will result in an inequitable
distribution of student aid fufids and thus of cost-of-education allow-
ances. That is, cosmf;e/dffc‘a‘ﬁon allowances. following students based
‘upon particular student-aid criteria will have the effect of allowing
those students to help determine the fate 6f many of the nation’s
colleges and universities. An artificial “market model,” based upon
continually changing patterns and levels of support, will determine
which institutions are to receive the greatest federalefunding. Thus,
on the one hand, we view cost-of-ediication grants as a sensible method

“of providing federal aid to help institutions méet the rising edu-
cational costs of disadvantaged students and, at least in the short tun,
a good vehicle for aiding the private séctor. On the other hand, given
. the vagaries of student aid funding and the dangers of a “market
model,” it is an inadequate method of federal funding to help pro-
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vide stability for both public and private higher education, especially
over the long run. ’ v

mmmﬁmmmbfﬁubﬂﬂnm
institutional aid be funmelled through direct institutional grants in
order to enlist the Federal Government as a partner in meeting future
increases in the educational costs of colleges and universities. A
number of specific formulas were introduced into the debate on in-
stitutional grants m the late 1960's. Howard Bowen (1968, pp. 18-21)
offered a plan in" one of, the first monographs sponsQred by the
Carnegie Commission on ngher Education. In the past few years, and

especially following the 1972 Amendments, there have been few al-

ternative formulas introduced. Given this lacuna, we recommend the:
enactment of new legislation that would provxde general ingtitutional
support on the following broad' principles: .

* All nationally and regionally dccredited institutions ‘should be

eligible for institutional grants.

¢ All federal institutional grants should be based (in large measure)
on a formula related to full-time equlvalent (FTE) enrollment both
at the undergraduate and graduate levels. -

¢ There should be a factor in the formula for institutional grants
that takes into. account the variance of instructional costs according
to the level of instruction. - . . :

- o The formula should take ‘‘quality” into account as a way of re-
warding existing quality and of encouraging other institutions to

strive Tor excellence. -

We believe that institutiona), grants for educational expenses should
complement cost’of-educatior allowances By themselves, these sup-
plements will allow institutions to meet the costs associated with edu-
cating the new student clientele. Institutional grants, for reasons cited
earlier, will provide an equitable and broad base in support of the
overall health and diversity of American postsecondary education.

To the extent that the states are unable to ensure the health and
diversity of American postsecondary education, we believe that it is
incumbent upon those persons and organizations concerned with

American education to reevaluate the notion of direct institutional’

aid. Since the initial funding of the Education Amendments of 1972,
there has been little evidence of support from the higher education
community for direct institutional aid due to the hlgh priority given
to student aid. Another major explanation for this is that some view
the current political climate as less than conducive to recommenda-
tions that, in. effect, broaden the base of federal responsibility. Others
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- through disadvantaged students must be challenged. For reasons .
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fear that federal funds may simply rep'lace funds . raised frem non-
. federal sources. B .
Political = realities notwithstartdirg; ~we believe that the future

vitality of our postsecondary education  system is at stake. Further-

more, the history of federal funding illustratés that we can build
safeguards to assure that federal funds are not used to. replace other

financial sources. To%cite one example, federal funding for the sup-

port of land-grant-colleges has greatly stimulated both state and pri-* )
vate support of institutions founded under the Morril Act. The -
federal emphasis on supporting postsecondary education chiefly" < . _

cited in the rationale, the issue of institutional aid nust be re-
examined.
* - ot o
Recommendation III: Student Assistance to Promote Universal,
Access | - .
In the late 1960’s, there was a widespread sengimeﬁt in Congress
~thtat a major goal of federal programs should be .to encourage_needy
. and low-income students to attend college. The_ 1969 Rivlin report
(Toward a Long-Range Plan for Federal Financial Support for Higher
Education: 4 Report o the President, 1969) argued that federal aid
should increasingly take thie~form of grants and loans to low-income
students, with institutional aid in_the form of added cost-of-education.—— —
allowances to assist those -institutions accepting needy studénts. The
1972 Education *Amendment marked , the authorization of the Con- .
gressional decision that federal support for highér education would |
henceforth come primarily through grants to students Yagher than ’
through institutional aid for special purposes deemed in the national
interest. - '
In light of our second recommendafién, we believe that the overall
trend of'funding postsecondary education chiefly throufh student
grants and loans be reexamined. Yet, it is also our belief that stu-
dent aid funding should be continued. Our rationale is the following: ‘
® Because college auendance i closely related to background
variables, such as parental education and income-level, only, direct
federal funding of disadvantaged students will move the nation closer
to the achievement of universal access. o
i °.Because the Fédgml Government, unlike  state government, is
supported on a generally progressive tax structure, it is the most ap-
propriate level 'of governmbtnt to sponsor universal access through ‘e
student aid programs.
® Because there are many individual nonpecuniary benefits of par-

I3
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tjcipation in postsecondary education—such as improved interper-
onal relations, greater political participation, and better mental
ealth, (Withey 1972)—disadvantaged students must be assured the
fruits of further education. .

~ ® Federal funding througli student aid programs, however, should
not be construed as a federal commitment to education as the vehicle
though which greater social equality in the larger soéiet,y can and
should be achieved. Far too many disadvantaged have attended and
currently are attending college on the premise that attendance will
lead to greater social mobility. While the Federal Government has
not explicitly funded student aid programs on this assumption, this
premise has subtly underpinned the recent federal emphasis on stu-
dent aid assistarice. We Believe that student aid programs should be
funded: solely for the purpose of equalizing educational opportunity,
so that persons previously denied access can also enjoy the benefits of
postsecondary education. - . o

-

Recommendation II1 Expanded: Direct institutional support for
postsecondary education should be complemented by Est/nxdefxf,aid pro-
grams for disadvantaged students, especially the (0
CWS programs. .

In general, we submit that studcngid rograms should be funded

G, SSIG, and

on the following broad principles:— . . ~
.. All persons dispro rtionately denied access to postsecondary edu-
cation because of ificom¢ level and educational background, regard-
‘. lesa»erfﬁethnic background, sex, and. age should be the main
_./_/ s . .
' recipients of federal student ajd programs. :

e Private as well as public institutions should indirectly” be as-
sisted. . * . .

e Student aid progrants should not serve as the only major me-
chanism for the funding of postsecondary education. :

Therc are ‘a number of existing federal student aid programs that_
meet this criteria. In our view, three in particular are the most prom-
ising of the student aid programs, although modifications in their
features and changes in the level of funding are necessary.

The Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG) program is,
we believe, a preferred federal strategy because these grants are al-
located solely on the basis of neecl. However, there are several prob-.
lems with the existing BEOG program. First, the eligibility conditions
are too restrictive. For example, very little BEOG aid can be received
by a student from a family of four with an income above $9,000.
Second, the provision requiting that grants may not exceed 50 per-
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— grams, especially the Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants

-

udents’ cost of attendance does not go far enough toward

ensuring equality_of educatiopal opportunity. Third, the funds ap- ¢

G program haye been inadequate. In 1975-
1976, for example, only $ quillion has been appropriated. Based on .
these limitations, we recomment~that the eligibility conditions of

* BEOG be liberalized, the program be régtructured to cover all nonin-
structional costs, and that federal appropriatons~for BEOG be sub-
stantially increased. These recommendations, tl](::fgh\ltss\spgcific,
closely paraliel the recommendations concerning BEOG in the recent
publication of the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Edu-

Catign (1975, p. 29). PN . , .
We also urge adequate funding of the State Student Incentive .
Grant (SSIG) program. The, primary reason for this recommeiidation RS

is that we believe that state governments as well as the Federal Gov-
ernment should provide financial aid to beth private and public in-
stitutions. In many -cdses, it.is not perceived to be in a state’s eco-
nomic interest to fund private ihstgunions, often because many of the
students are from out of state andfor the existing public institutions
~ "are suffering from a combination.of rising costs and enrollment losses
and require strong support. SSIG grants.would further encourage the
states, many of which already have effective studént aid programs, to
continue supporting students® at all institutions, and at ificréasingly ’
higher levels. Federal funds currently made available under the SSIG
program have encouraged 41 states to adopt scholarship programs.
Although there have been problems of inequity in the allocation of
.. funds for the College Work Study (CWS) program, we also believe

that it has proven to be a successful form of both student aid and in-
stitutional-support. ’

~Finally, W& are not suggesting that other federal student aid pro-

Program (SSEOG) and National Direct Student Loan Program
(NDSL), be left unfyinded. However, we do believe that the remain-
ing federal swudent grant and loan programs should be reexamined

and perhaps eliminated in a move toward previous recommendations _
= for institutional aid. :

Although student aid has been .recommended as a vehicle: for the *
federal support of universal Aaccess, we have recommended movirg
away from student aid as the only major vehicle of funding post-
secondary education. Qur reasons, relate to the preferred goals of L
federal polgicy and the most appropriate means, of achieving them, e

In stating our guiding principles, it was made cleay that the go

>
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of-institutional health- and dlversxty should be equal in im nice to
. universal access. While federal student assistanc rought federal
momeHoLpaslsamndaq_msmuue is our posmqn, for reasong
elaborated upon earlier, that institutional grants are a better means
« of federal support to fnaintain a healthy .postsecondary enterprise.
To the extent™hat these two goals are*of equal importance, institu-
tional grants should complement, rather than be replaced by, student
aid programs for’ disadvantaged students. ¥
A widely held .point of view is that student aid’is the logxcal federal
“vehicle both for. promouﬁg access and encouraging instifutional
health. Accordirigly, a much publxc:ied government strategy is the
.stimulation of competition among ‘institutions. The Basi Ona
Qpportunity Grant program and tlie phasing-out of institutional aid
have ostensxbly been” ‘the vehjcle through which the government en-
courages .institutions to compete- for students, thereby msurmg the
“survival-of-the fiftest.” This “market model” is in our view a poor
. method of insuring a healthy and vigorous public and private sector
«of higher education. Larry Leslie, a critic ‘of the market model_
phxfosophy, offers a vxewpomt similar.to our own. .. -

-

@

‘ ]

o

I ) [
Total or near total. fundmg of higher education through studcm. vouchers '-
miay represent good cconomtics. but. it represents popr’, "hxghex education”

. Other social functions may e cast aside when a ‘social msytunon is

'placed on- a market system. Neverthieless, the temptation does- exist "?;\/
turn higher education completély upside down and shake it, so severe is
prcscnt disnllusxonmcnt with thc system (1975 p. 46). E

. . R

Federal student assistance programs have .especially, failed to meet. the
resource needs of private higher education. Without direct federal
aid, many private and publxc institutions may find it mpossxble to
continue if left to the vagaries of the market

*
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We support current federal policy to the extent that the best’ al-
» Jotation of resources.to postsecondary education and the best use: of
resources by the system will result from a pohcy of stabilized public
support for ln@her education. Morcover, we support, current federal
'&fundmg ‘ofsa " variety of student aid programs as a way of moving to-
ward theachievement of universal access. At the same time, we do not
*believé that student aid programs should be funded on the premise
* that a coll degrec is a medium of social mobility for disadvantaged
5. As discussed earlier, it is our belief that the Federal Gov-
crnment should not and cannot effectively .fund stadent” aid pro-
grams as a way of realizing greater social equality in American so-
cicty Putdifferently, student aid programs should be funded solely as
a tool through which disadvantaged students can-continue their edu-$
cauon We are optxmmxc thavthe cxxstmg student aid programs,

the same time, we recognize that even the current emphasis on
student aid progress toward the achi

We have also reco ended a major shxft in the federal role
'by advetating federal Support in the form of cost-of-education al-
« lowances and irsstitutional.grants for direct educational expenses. The
latter proposal is contfary to current federal policy, the recommen-
dations of most-of the major commissions, and the widely-shared
sentiment’ ga/xrs:sl increasing federal funding of postsecpndary insti-

tutions: Herctofore, federal funding for institytions has taken the

rm of categorical grants and grants for special purposes. While we
are not opposed to tradmonal Iorms of institutiopal funding, we be-
lieve that withiout direct federal support, the heaﬁh and diversity-of
f)ostsecondary education is at issu¢, especially that of private higher
education. Student aid progmms,..no matter how amply funded, are
inequitable and are an ineffective method of preserving the financial
integrity of postsecondary education. . .

Therfore, a different dzrecuon in federal pohcy is recommendcd
Federal policy should be altérted tQ reflect a major commitment to
, the health and diversity ‘of public .md pnvatc higher education_1i

i
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- America. This is not a ;ecotﬁr;:ndation tor place renewed emphasis Y
on the old indirect forms of institutiorial aid. The intent is to con: - -
sider the possibilities of cost-of-education allowances and institutional ’
+ grants-for general educational support as ways of federal support for
_the goals of universal access and institutiGnal health and diversity.
/ Although gradual progress toward universal access may occur, strict .
reliance on student aid programs implies a standard of achievement
that may lead, only t5 disillusionment among those institutions that
survived and may‘have become increasingly homogeneous. A vigorous * .
and diverse system’ of postsecondary education requires more direct
federal support. . . - -
Ouy intent in this monograph has been to review federal higher
cation policy, discuss the implitations of that policy, and offer e - .
of recommendations concerning federal support, with a- _
focus on the—wadergraduate level.“To the extent that we have ad-
dressed the central Tssues regarding the federal role, in part by ques™”
tioning trends in recent federat—policy, we ‘hope to stimulate a more
imaginative and thoughtful dialog con ing the purposes of federal ?
higher education policy and the most effective m their imple-

mentation.

~
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