‘ v . : ¢ T
' DOCUBENT RESONMR . . = - '
'ED 188 .848 IR . HEO01Z W73 .-,
AUTHOR Deitch, Kenne+b M. ! - e
Financial aid: A Resource. for Improvmng Educatlanal

TITLE -

R i,
- ASPONS AGENCY

Oppartuntties. Working Paper, Preliminary Draft.
Sloap Commission an Sovernment and H*gher Edué%tion,

. Cambridge, Mads. : L
PUB DATE 24 Mar 78
NOTE ) 112p.: For rela*edssloan;ComMi351on documentq, sse ED
..161 306, b 176 679, ED 179 174, ED 180 273, HE 012
w21-u27, HE 012 429-432, HE 012 434-439, HE 012
) * Uu2-4u45, HF 012 4uB-4u9, HE 012 465-474, HE 012
st . W76-480, HF 012 uez-u90. Ve e ’
EDRS PRICE " MFO1/PCOS5.pPlus bostage. .
DESCRIPTO& S *hccess +o Fducation: *Educational Fi nances
"y Fligibili*v. Familv Tncome: Federal Aid; Females;

A

)

IDENTIFIERS
ol

S ABSTRACY

Financial Support: Government Role; Government S:hoeol .

Relytionship: *Hdéqgher Fducation: MlPertY Groups;
*Neel AnaTysis (Student Financial Aid): ent
Einancial Contribution: Private Flnar01ay iupport;
Public policy: *S*udent Flnaﬂcla’ Aid;
Students . y
*Qloan Cﬂqpiqs*on Studi es

.

-
»

F\paw01a1 aid, in American hlaher education is )~

discusse] with a priwary focus -on underq*adpate education. Some major
issues pertaining. to public policy‘and pricing in higher educatiosn

are considered,

. special atterntion to the romle of the federal.government,

and the .practice of sibsidizina students, with
is briefly

reviewel. -Information reaard¥na access to hiaher education.for the *

women, ard-the midile class is presgnted nd the

*Undergraiuate

poogrﬁagaorltweq

soufce >f funds £3r financial aid 4nd +the.methods of distribtuting
those ffunis are 3iscussed. Tr ?ho—pr*vafp sectory. prlwate money .
.htovided the Tubsidy while in the s*tate sy +ems«publ‘c institutisral

* support permit*ed tuitien +o remain "elat_ ély 10w, and eypansion of .

capa01ty made it possible for virﬁuall& anyone seeking a place t>
find gqna2. The federal governmen* is’a relatively, new part of this
enterorlae, but in a fairlv shott pe"le of +ime its ‘role has *grown
enornousxy. Pronoting equal«tv of opportunity has been the federal
government's single mos* visible and ilentifiable goal with respect
to hijher education. Informa*tion,about participation in:kidher’ -
educatian basred on family income, race, family*income and aptitude
taker jointly, and sex .is Bteeen+ed .The state of the job market for
college graduates is briefly conq*dereﬂ The de+erm*natlon of a
student*s need f3r flnanc*al aiad includes taking into account the .
"expected parentst' contribu*ior. Calcnlatior of student eligibility
index foﬁpthe Basmu Eduua‘*onal OppO”tunltY Grant program 1s covarei.,
(SF) : N

‘ V )/l -~ *

tu

% Regroductigns sapplied by FDRS are the best that can be mals
* _ from the original document.

e

Q

¥

C ok

s
. [® 4
********‘* a0 ok ok 2 ke ok 3 ok ok ok ke **************** *** o e ok ok ol ok e ke o ol ok # **** ***#********t* M

\fj

\ ° .
#**###**######*###*)’/’k;*#***#**#t*#**##*#**## ###*#######* *##*l’**#w**##* .




LYY}

"N&A!lll\ui

ONA,

z
¥
X




).
. l'. ) ’ . | ' " ACKNowI‘ED‘GmNT. . .;.~ L] ce L] :. .. .. L] L] ' L] L] . L] L] .- L] * -*
':.." .‘ ! . y ~ ) . . N .. .
) > s ,‘\ :L . LIST QF TABLES PR R T Y I ‘o . o ” . o‘ LT
g - R S N RN o ‘

-

NTRODUCTION . . . e e
ST1. SOME MAJOR TSSUES PERTAINING TO PUBLIC POLICY.

‘TLI. SOME BACKCROUND ON PRIQING AND TBE COSTS OF

.o (OBTATNING A HIGHER EDUCATION . . . . .-, . .

N _”. Iv. SOME BACKGROUND. ON SOUBCES OF REVENUE, SUBSIDY
) \OF STUDENTS, AND THE' ROLE OF THE STATES AND
" ) L THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT . . . . . . & . . . . o
+ V. ACCESS"AND A%PECTS‘OE&CHOT?}". T P
. ' A Intro°du.ct‘.ton. - R T
" ) ‘, - B v Fam'iiy Income . - ... .‘. e e s
. : e L S ) »
. ' _C.‘ Race. . "+ o . o o v o v v oo
. D. Family Income dnd Aétitude' Taken Jointly.
“ . E. Wm‘nen.._."...........‘.-...'.
/ \ . F. The Job Markdt, e RN
’ | G. The Middle Class. . . . . l e e
- v .
VI. JTHE SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR FINANCIAL AiD . e e
T T ’jI:, A. _Introduction..:-. .). e e e e e
) ¥ B. The (5ffiée of'Education'.s Pr;grams. e .
S C.. Veterans' Educatign,yenefits. T .
.’ \\\ D. ' Students' Benefits Under SociaT Secutity.
| E. The Sta eﬁ. N
= VII. ALLOCAinN“O{\FINANCIAL AID FUNDS. . . . . . .
] ‘: 4 VIIT. ~ SOME CONCL&DINC OBSERVATIONS . . . » . . . .°.
| NOTEgc. . Y : I
. i" 'REFERENCES bITED. ‘e v e Ve v e e e e

RN 111 '
. . .o
. 1 ‘
. "o l‘ . - -
: )
L] L] L] 7-
N\
L 22 ] ,
L
L] * [ 29
.. 32
' .~
. .. 35 :
Lbh e
. . 44
. 46
L] L] L] 59 N
. L] 1] L] 66
. . . . 66
. ... 69
.. .83 %
y/ CL91
J . .\.10II




S e -
. N [y . . . ‘ ’ . ) ‘ .
L S - : ﬁ , T
. o, . .
s ‘. .l " ' ' ) ' - ‘' ’
4 ot - ’
| /( - ’ el ~ U )
3 » . . ' 4 hY ‘\t \i}-\ v
L RN , “*
]
| - .~ ™ ACKNOWLERGMENT 7 -
o A : . . o )/
¢ » ‘ - v P N '/ .
. . ., . \\' o ‘ . ' . -. b
R I'\ms'fortunhte to have some excellent assistance in the
I preparation of this paper- * Mere T should like to thank David
y . ' Levine, Flizabeth Nelaona and Geoffrey thte,‘who helped gather

' _ information, afd Marc Plattner, th made many valuable editorlal

K suggest ions.




5 s

6

. » 7

'8

a7 e

10

11

12

13"

14
15

16

17

18

- ' TABLES .
L T

* ' Titie

TUITION AND PEES TN 1977-78 BY CONTROL AND : '

. BROAD TYPE OF INSTITUTION . .

YEARS OLD HAVING/AT LEAST ONE DEPENDENT MEMBER IN
COLLEGE,- BY LEVEL, OF INCOME, IN 1975 A\

DISTRIBUTTON -OF FRESHMEN BY INCOME QUARTTLE OF
s THEIR FAMILIPS I367 AND‘1975

PERCENT OF DEPENPRNT FAMILY MEMBERS, 18-24 YRARS
OLD, ENROLLED TN/ COLLEGE, BY FAMILY TNCBME‘ IN
1976 DOLLARS, 1§67-76 ‘. . :

-

PERCENTACE DIST'TBUTION OF BLACK SPANISH-ORIGIN,
AND WHITE- HOUSﬁ OLDS BY TOTAL MONEY INCOME IN -1975

ESTIMATED DISTHBUTION OF ALL 1976 HIGH SCHOOL )
GRADUATES BY VERBAL APTITUDE, FAMILY INCOME, AND
ATTENDANCE AT @LLEGE (NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN
THOUSANDS) # . o

l

WOMEN'S PERCEN GE OF TOTAL DEGREE—CREDIT ENROLLMENT
IN AMERICAN Ii ITUTIONS OF -HIGHER EDUCATTON,
SELECTED YEAR‘ . 1955 THROUGH 1975

PERCENTAGE OF QUPPORT FROM MAJOR SOURCES FOR PAYING
STUDENTS! CHAYRES FOR COLLEGE, BY SEX, FOR FRESHMEN.
1IN 1975 ;;

PERCENTAGE OF @8-19-AND 20-21 YEAR—OLDS ENROLLED 1IN
SCHOOL OR COLIS GF BY SEX, 1966 THROUGH 1976

PERCENTAGE 0F«~ PPORT FROM MAJOR SOURCES FOR PAYING
STUDENTS' CHA'1|S FOR COLLEGE, BY LEVEL OF FAMILY
INCOME, FOR. F'~.HMEN IN 1975

PERCENTAGE OF FATILIES WITH DEPENDENT MEMBFRS ]8 24 !!
E

\

. ESTIMATED DEF T RATES IN FISCAL YEAR 1974, BY

TYPE OF INSTITS |ION ATTENDED AND FORM OF GUARANTX

SELECTED CHARA ¥ERISTICS OF RECIPIENTS. OF AID AND
OF PROGRAMS, F 8 FIVE TITLE IV PROGRAMS, 1976-77

TTTLE IV PROGRE is FUNDING AND ADMINISTRATION
'REQUESTS, FY 1487-FY 1979

PARTICIPATION ; EDUCATION BENEFITS UNDER THREE
MAJOR G.T. BIL

ENROLLMENT OF VEFERANS AND SPENDING FOR VETERANS'
TRAINING .UNDER § \I BILL' OR BILLS, niiCAL YEARS

1967-1979 ~ , & ’

¥ "“. ! . . M

- ESTIMATED- BENEFTQ IARIES AND OUTLAYS, SOCIAL -
SECURITY FDUCATT,‘ BENEFITS FISCAL YEARS 1977-1982

COMPARISON OF. AV ; GE PARENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS ,. BASED
ON A CSS SAMPLE (R Io 000 .CASES, ACADEMIC YEARS
1977-78 AND 19784 P ’

.CSS' STANDARD MATH 'ENANCE‘ALLBWANCE AND BEOGs FAMILY
SIZE OFFSETS, FOR@@PPLICATIONS SUTNITTED DURING
1977-78 =3 . .

i . . .
. ’ ?

. S EEE R

-t

23 ¢!

24

33

34

36

38 -

55 )

65 )

75




~

# 1. 'INTRODUCTION -

' 9 . . . [ 4

- This paper is intended to serve as an introduction to financial

ald in the setting of American higher education. 1In several senses

. - 1 " ’ . . :
f ~ the sheer volume of aid is large. Obviously much money is avail-
ablte, and goO?rnment at omne levél or another is the major provider;

" but peghabs just‘as striking is the number of awards that.have beehf.'

e ésta ished privgtely as well as the wide-ranging uniyé}se of 3
[ 4 ’. : [ E )

’ prospective recipjents. . Today, most. of the available aid is awarded
-. ! . S . . , ’ .

~ -

on the basis of need, but some aid is also allocated on other Pases,' Co '

,, .

L o, .

. ) sometimes in conjunction with considerations~of need and aohéttmes

¢ . -

o

. pot. Among others, aid 1s available for would-be nurses a;j

- + B J-/ .
children of. glassblowérs in Philade}phia.1 The Western Golf Associa-
tion even sponsors scholarships annually fof'abbut 900 caddiesf@' s T
. T - ) g

B L3

- R , ‘The potential stope of a paper designed as an intrbduction to

e financial aid is broad because financial aid\ié¢itse1f a link be-
. . ) ’ . ¢ i °

- .

tween many interrelated features of higher educ)t%on. Most basically
! fipancial'aid is an aspect of bricing. As such it is a mechanism -

) for modifying éatterns bf consumption that might 6therwise obtain, [J

Y - -~

* N » : ' EY
'3 zi<f§5hénism For inflgencing'the size and socioecgnomic'compOsition !

. of'fhe Student'pody in the aggregate as well as the distribution of

, . v -
"~ students among institutions,

, {tl? - « As with so many other subjects, leiyning generally about’
’ ' ’ ‘ : . .

-

_financial aid is not so difficult, but mastering its details is not
. ) . ’ N B »- . )

f. - . \
v . NG 80 egsy because the detaills are many. Morcover, in recent years !

— r | .

*




. . d . . .. . ) - , . , . . . N . . -
-impovtant details have been changing rapidly so- that in order to _ e
' : ' l... . l‘ 4 N
know where things stand now, one needs to have been paying attention

. ) - L4
- .

recently. L : { e o . e
The‘primary focus of th}s paper 1is undergraduate education;' N ' .
4 : : ‘o : _ . | .
.« . - systematic consideration of post—baccalaureate programs has b@en ST

~ » - . ( .

-~

T ' omitted. The onission is merely intended ta keep the scope manage— AR

able. Obviously, issues pertaining to the finance of graduapeJand ’

. RV ) *

. ;professional éducation are of the greatest impoxtance and need to be

. -~
r

Y _ - considered in their turn, However -as a cgrollary, it is useful to
-

/

rgmind ourselves that the- traditional distinction between under-
Coe & ' "
graduate education, on‘the ‘one hand, and graduate and professional

b J

education, on the,other, may often be drawn too sharply;

-
.

. A useful alternative distinction may be between high education

-

which is and which is not vocationally-oriented A reasonable ,case

P *

can be made that at least 60 percent of bachelor s degrees are

vocationally-oriented Such ‘degreés may- be more akin to, for
example, law degrees than to most bachelor 8 degrees in English
Moreover, ,the distinction between vocationally~oriented and other
) } progranwbis especially pertinent-now when, some of the federal money: ;
.ﬁ. | ' qevotedfto finaneial aid is for yocationally-oriented postsecondary -
.o P . o " ) '
' _ programs in institutions outside the collegiate sector. »
N * 7 The mext shven sections of tbé paper - sections two through 5 : h
: : L R o SR

eight -- are organized.as follows:. Section two contains a brief

statemgnt of some major questions for policy, and section three
e S £, -

introduces some 1issues pertaining to pricing in higher education, .
k. - .A ..' ) .

¢ . Section fout provides a brief review of the practicg of sub- -

-«

'sidizing students, paying special attention to the role which the

a . ] - Ld [ ,J-
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federal government has played. In section.five there is information
", . -regarding access to higher education for.the poor, minorities, and
+ . . . . ‘-‘- E ’ . - ) . ‘ * .
Jvomen as Well as some discuss“m of what has come to be known as .-
, C . L3 N . . ’ . » , ’
- the plight of the middle class, The following two sections B\LZcuss,
. ’ ,_j - v A . ) R ) ’ v .
. 'respegtively, the sources of funds for financial aid and thé methods
. " . : L, . s .
of .distributing those funds, . Finally, the last section *contains
thdse concluding observations which seem to be gost pertinent, . .
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o ] II. . SOME.MAJOR ISSUES PERTAINING TO RUBLIC ‘POLICY - | ' '
e i | ‘ ‘ . K _ f -t i - .. . ._.’ .
- .- . . < .’ . ’ ) » ) . N
: What are the centrak issues of public policy that financial - o ’

- ’
- A . .

v - ddd poses'.& More -than one 1list could beynade, but the “si1x sets of
. e . { ‘
- issues that follow cover many,of the most dmportant concerns..
. / A4 .

. - .

' First, who Should obtain higher education? To what extent
L '
i" " should policy be tco increase access, \and to whathtcnt_ to increase '
_ . . - .

opportunities "for ch“oosing what- institution to attend?- . What role
o v : oot - ' : - .
. doLs the gover.nm_ent play in promoting ‘equ'a'l rates of harticipation R

B | in higher education for certain identifiable groups suc_:hlas minor.ities .
, ‘andwomen?'-' ' ". \.“ , ’ by o .
Second is need to b\‘ﬂx primary oriteribn fbr award»ing .public ' o : . I,
money and 1if so, should academic ability lse a se?:ondary criterion'l, .. - ) .“
. ‘ By what: procedure is thev' 1evql of need to b\e\det&mined in individual | -
. ’ 'cases? When federal mor\lley» is gta be allocatgd via tthe institutions, _ -
'should the government simpfy kestablish the aggregate sum, or should )
‘i‘t-“provide uniform, qentraliZed ru](es governing ‘the distri\xtion—to' ,\ 0 e
students? ’ : . N L : o - o
’ . ’ ‘ ' - N < .6

—Third what are the competing claims of the peor as opposed to

! \t}f)middle f:labs ompublic fu?ds for financial aid" ' Aret those claims

*

differewt when the rates of part)icipation among those. groups are f

. o ' S
unequal? ) < ; . . ‘ _ ‘
] . - . ) . t 4 - - ce < (

A\ "I

‘Fourth, to what extent “should‘:she federal' gov‘e;rﬁment place -,

v o : financial aid directly in the hand of ch‘ st‘.‘.xdent to tﬁke —— ﬂm Ty \"

l»

. ‘ o broad limits -~ to whatever ;&nst tution e or she chooses, a{'d{;
ity-tion -

ey what extent should the mont.y be allocated i,nitially to the 1
.. . . R -

N ? N
: with the f'urthcr txrRJt*(s}t,onding th.xt the Institution w).l-xg{nr-ccf’ll.' ?“C )2
. 1

" ’ . » ) . . T "
: T ol < RN
. . - . . . '
” ' * N L ) / e , ’ ’ v A {“Q.
. - _ . [} 7 . A . C
ot . ] ‘\ R .. . . r) ' N ) .\“. - - [
. ) : ) . . . . ) ' . . . ) A . . [}




.
) - & . . . f e e .,. o S
R 5 . ° . :
. . .

. "+ aut to the'students? In other words, to what extent should the .- .

. Ay 1]

government use its allocation of financial aid to promote rather .than ",

: .
[ < » - . [ "

. -.' to. diminish competition among insbitutions? . : . : .

. T e : - . ‘. ST e
PN o ::' h-. Fifth, .to what extent is Qhe individual student s education to
A v R

- " be financed by borrowing, and to what extegt are yth\‘people to be oy
oy in debt when they finigh their education’ To what extent should the o

procedures for- -awardittg financial aid Jhcourage students to abandon _ft I

P : their financial ie ~to their parents sooner rather than later° - e

ires . fncorporate,expectations that pdrents have T

‘ 4_ L. v

Should-those proced

', - a responsibilit} to contribute generously to their ¢hildren’'s higher.

. .
+

.y . . . - . ‘ ' . ! ' ~
. /’ 'eduoation7 ~ : o . ' o
’ . .

» : ° .
\ v ., : .

¢ e : Sixth, what are the by—products for'institutional finance of

s{ . :

._rdecisions regarding. the eligibility of.students and of institutions’

. n The financial health og all higher educational ins“i(utions depends

".’_ i. primarily upon their success in obtafning revenue from the sale of ."_ f-' "[
. _ - / y . . i T
° education, and the upcoming period is one in which undergraduates in K o ©
. . "the traditional age range will be ;carce._ Therefore where the available : 'T d
4 o £ . .
aid is spent is of great conseqpence to the institutions A particu— - - o

.
v

» larly sensitive 1ssue is the competibion betveen the public and private

sectors. Relative to possible options, any method of'allocating aid -, ¥

o L ( ‘favors' sbme institutions}over others, although'bétause the inter- ' ‘:/?
. ~ - o - : . )
relations can be eubtle, perceptions may not coincide régarding whibh

; - v, institutiona‘are favored and which ‘are put at .a disadvantage by any

N— SN | . .
-, d / + : ' .
/ _ partxcular method - . . . . L S
. ) . - - . - ' . ". : .\
. in any discussion of financial aid, theee issues are central . ' .-
. . They do not lend/themselves very satisfaotorily just to simple .

) ..

{ : . " I I ’ _ [
Q:; o quantitatlve answers althdhgh to bk sure, quantities are involved. - :
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S _%o, too, however are judgments, . preferences, and values. Although , :
' - A ‘ . B A ’ S - A
- " it is not the organizing principle of this pagper simply.to take up *~ .
v - ) . ) . [ » . . ’. . . . . . . .
LN . . e v ] Y e . . N . - M ‘e ’ ' T
: . each of -these issues in turn, some broad concerh with all of {l;()m . v
. . . ’ ’ .o ' * S . : ) * . -l.' o
. . Y . . - - . . ' - '
- o : is central to the discussion which follows, o e ‘
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ILII, SOME BACKGROUND ON’ PRICING AND THE COSTS L ”

o bF-OBTAINI}JG A HIGHER EDUCATION

o . ' * [ ) ‘ . . " N '- ) - Vs - . L
' In‘the economic transactions in which we routinely‘engage -
{ i .
: buying gro%e‘ies,efor example -—-'all purchasers typically pay the . ' P
. ! N
) same price’ for the same item in any particular store. _Tp;be_sure,

L ' . . . \o . ’_

:/y there are exceptions, but they are just that‘ exceptions; nots the S
. N >, L . . ’ . . _"‘:.'.-.
. . rule, By contrast, it is common in-higher education for~different . N e
’ .‘,r.n‘.(‘
.ot v purchasers~~— students -z, to’pay different prices. In effect, . T e

. Lt
, . - » 2] -
: . . . -

.lfinancial aid is a means of creating an alternative to 2. system of i !

o 1 '
* suniform prices primarily fdr the _Ppurpose of improh*né the ‘distri- .

) bution of higher education. o _ ‘
& oy - e " ' -~ .
- ' It may be helpful to’prefaceobur discussion,of financial aid

- . ’
- .

with a brief comment about the general function of pfices in & K oot

e as a set'of signals to which

"

ltering the amOunts *ey wish =~ - b

decentralized economy. Prjces

producerseand consumers.can
L 2 ‘ -n

“ to sell or to purchase. In a compe fve market operating under '
$ . / LY ) .

! : ' . v LR :

) optimal conditions, producers and corisumer$ will react in such a ' *
“way that the output of one commodity can only be expanged'by sacriﬁic— <
) . ’ .«

. ing some amount of . some - other commodity, and the average costs of pro-

’ duction .for the outpd% actually produced will be: as small as possible. '

L] \
L J

Moreovgr the prices established in equilibrium will be a ‘measure both
. of what goods are worth to consumers and of what they cost to produce. y
. . , ) . ) )
"-’y . Despite the impressive results that a market can theoretically : Lo

' . Pl ) -
‘) generate, however the actual outcome is often viewed as unsatis- S

factory‘by the political process. Firs,t,of all, it tu¥ns out . ' -
“ N - - '

‘ ' ~ that many possible“market outcomes  are teffiéient% in the technical-
) J . : E \’ ¥ ' -

’




S sense: descﬁibed aboue but that each of, these "efficient routcomes L

'. ., g

. " . ‘l I.'. L] '
-';J-e implies a different distribution of" income. Thus even if d’ "effi—.
* = " . ~ - e M
,cient" 'r\esult is* produced*l{‘ﬁhe mar&t if'mi‘gh verthel‘ss be _
ge C 'regavded as inequitable'wetafive to obher possibilities. Second

. . 4
a ¢ N 4

in practice real—world markets often failkto achieve teohnically Lt

If soclety is diSSatisfied with the outcome yielded by she

unmodified worRing of market forces, government frequently responds

. efficient outc0mes.

Q

.
s !

“

by using its regulatory @Qd fiscdl power.; The impactVof such

Y 2.? -
structure “of pricing. To begin bith, thefstates provide large '

o o public polidy on h}gher dﬁucation Is eSpecially visiBle in, its -

institutional stibsidies that enable charges +the ledel which all

- ‘et

. students would pay if additiOnal subsidies were not aiso availab}e-~-
v :
». . 'to. be kept low, Morsover both ‘the federal and state governments_

| . v d . P
o _ provide additional subsiﬂies - financgal aid -- to, individual

. .
4 . .

students. ;T e

e
" . rd -

~

The charges and the costs of attending college are’ nat quite )

. ' '
.

the same thing, and 1¢ will be useful to consider the distinction

0.
e " - . -

Tuition and roqulred fees (TRF) 1s both a charge and a cost, . Room

L 4 - .‘
4

) people mhst eaL and live somewhere whether or *not they attend
R ‘%

;/ , Vcollcge ~- though, admittedly, they can generally live mdth~more”,‘ 4

- 15

'? cheaplylwith'their parents than elsewhere, Income foregone by

attending college rather than workiﬂg is not a charge but 1is

4 . ’ ) o‘

‘ 1 o ’%requently regarded as a ‘cost. Especially when a poor family relies

» .)‘»
S upon a son's or daughter 8 earnings, income foregone may repreSent

4
.
’

-

from attendbng.

P 2 . - ¢ . LI - . .
, _ and board is certainly a tharge but is less clearLy a cost° ° young % .

'so large a cost that it actuslly does prcvent the prOSpective student’ h

"

‘.,
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“s (.;ﬂ‘ y Tuition and required fees 1s the ‘component of %harges thap

‘“i- . ,?"L; varies most across the spettrum of institutions. .For Q;mele \in Ny
- * ~l "‘ - ' e . . ‘
- . Gor

L 0 4 1977 78 TRF is $5500 at Bennington and $l at Lake Tahoe Community

vN v i

Y . . PN e

. (ollepo B Durlng 1917~ 78, for students living in instituthonal

) ,
S housing, TRF ls rpughly 51 percpnt of the !Verage budget ln private
“ . ’ D rY
four-year colleges and only 17 percent!in public two-year institu-
_ti'ons.j'.Q ) e S
. . Lom e

The large discrepancy between tuition in public and private
«

collegeb is central to the competitive tensions between the two .
: N - ~

7 sectors. Indeéd at the level'bf tuttion in the public sector

A should be 1s an issue over whiqh there is disagreement frequently
. ‘. 4 \}
L 4

atpompanied by strong feeling ) . a ' . “ |

— In the first half of the 1970s both the Committee .on Econofic

R
" o Developm@nt (CED) .and- the Carnegie Commission put forward proposals

that implied higher tuition in the public sector although the
FRVE . -

~ (arnegie Commission explicitly expressed the wish for the two—year

v

' colleges to be'exempt altogether from any such consideratioh. The
'CED's.proposal 1ssued in 1973, suggested that within ten years
”- | for the two-year colTeges and five years for all other institutions,

s v ’

L4 ™ -

.tqitions rise ' until they approximate Yifty percent of ,institutional"

;'ﬁﬁfg tosts (defined to include a reasonable allowance for replacement of

\- , .
facilities) n4 The Carnegie Commission made a more modest -- and
. L ' ] . . . . . ‘ .
. 'also more.!etailed -- proposal. Tt provided for tuition to vary

+ across the several divisions‘within colleges'and.universities, in

\ ! ’ -0 s - -~ “
. : | . 5
. h\‘relation to costs of instruction, more than it does at present.
. ‘4 s » . .

roa ’ ~ ~~

N * . N

1




“except that the public two-yeﬁt colleges were to be exempted al

in many quarters, One'organization strongly\committgd to the S
: A / ’ - .
prinéiplq of lew tuition 1s the Amerlcan Aqsociatf;n of Staxe .

,Collegea and UniverQLtiqﬁ. JOno of its pamphlets, published in -~

¥

¢ to co]lege or that"fewer people want to go¢ any- .

. »_.. "‘ -.’f'_-. . . ..“I‘\l‘ C n'\
N Y, .j\{
- P A

0ne s / '

. o

RIS

N ‘e ' . -, ) ‘ J,ﬁ\. .
. - . * » ,' - g o‘ ) .
¢ ¢ L - . A Y} ‘."-{'. L%y
. ‘e . - . ’ 5 S :
o , .’ . \, - ‘ . \ . ‘q - e l... :
1he main recommendation was that tuition in ublic)f.stitutipﬂbllg,. e
. - M Lo e st j'“

ghould rise over tén years to ébout one;third of,edueationat coscs

- : “s:"'
together. 'The Commissiqn.favored "low Gr preferably no tuition .
* A , . v

6! : : LI T ) . g
for’ them. . . : | n ’M {_:{,:ﬁ. -

¢ : : !

The c%§e for higher tuLtion 1n.public education 19 oppoaed

-

A 4

197@, said, 4n pa/t the, following' R

[, -t
,\\ v GRS - . ’

For over 153\xgars the Americanrpeople have
accepted the principle that ttition . should be kePt,,A
as low ac possible at public institutions' "

- Yet today, Ameticans seeking a’ college education _ -
* are in real trouble, More high school studenits are e
graduating each year, but fQWCr ‘of the‘ are going on
to.any college. . Ce o _
The most important single reason for this de- (:J
cline in higher educatfbnal opp tunity ¢$ince about -
1968 is student charges. ' Hard sed governors and
- state 1eglslators have'-raised tuition and other
charges as a way of,balancing state budgets, some~ .
times with the miﬁﬂaken belief that “there is’ .enough -
student aid’ to take care of anyone who wants to go

way.'...
This’ pamphle&/brings together data from many _

‘governmental and non-governmental sources to make - \\

the overwhelminy case that many people now:are kept

out- of rcollege because of student charges, .especiglly

» tultion; and that a major effort is nceded to help Co *
reverse the trend toward higher student charges 'and
1ower enrollment rates, America's third centufy
hoidq serlous challenges and great promide. Tt is. N

; no time for Americans to turn thelr backs on over . ’ o .
150 years of progress toward universal opportunity '
» for education beyond the high school level./
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. . . . : a .
R . L e Int’ormation from the Carnegie Counci]ﬂ;licy Studies in

-

PO ‘. Higher Education and from the College Entrance Examination Bbard : S

'
. " ] .

3 .
. (LEﬁB) provides some perspéctive on trends in tuition, especially ‘
(2 u R . . T .
L. N .
o 4 " in tho settlng of Lhc (ompetition hetween the puhl}e;%nd private o

- . _ segtors. In 1973H74 the‘dlfference between tuition in publlc " | 7/

universities and the more highly selective private institutions

A
E]

was over SLSOO In half of the'states and over $2000 in more than _41

. : .
- - L . -
Y

one-quartcr of them.g JIn thelpast decadeathe gap between public

- (] » )

Af ‘ and private tuitions, measured in current dollars has approximately

‘doubled, and although there are conceptual problems with a statement
4 ) -» . ]

as broad as the following, one can think very roughly that today,
: S

i‘decision ‘to attegnd a private rather than a comparable public =

institution, in the absence of financial aid, is, on the'average,
a decision to spend an extra '$2000'annually,9
s | - An interesting aspect of igﬁarstate variation in the relation-
J : , ship betweengtuition-in the public and private sectors 1is the '
Larnegie Council's finding that, on a state by state basis, tuition -
in the public sector‘tends strongly to vary_with the'proportiOn‘of
students enrolled in the private sector. Public tuitions are sys-
tematically higher in those states in which the .private sector ia
relatively large and lower in those states in which 1t is relatf%ely
Q small» Only Massachusetts and the District of Columbia are excep-
F. tions to the gener;i finding. 10 ;
Additional.information regardiné variatibns in TRF comes from .
’ -

the CEEB which has calculated average TRF for 1977-78 By broad type

The results appear in Table 1.

and control of institution.

Public
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L] -y

. ) tuitnxk;dre those eharged to: residengs of the state/ One striking ~" ' .;.
e feature of the data 1s t;e wide range for private fbur yenr institu~-1 . ‘
tions. = At twenty-five percent of them TRF“ia below $]840 whereas at ‘ ..
o | another twezty five percent it eXLBedS $3490. ' :_i.'f ' ’ /

& o

P . ' . ) v\
TABLE 1%>
. - . [{ T
. r ¥ ' J N
_ TUTFTION AND FEES IN 1977-78
BY CONTROL AND BROADlTYPE OF INSTITUTION

’ ' . . . . l
\ . - o / . | .-
//_ . Type of Institution i Mean . Interqpartilg‘Range**
. Y . AR
. Publie two~year ' $° 389 8 240%%% - 515
) .+ Private two—yeer . 1,812 1,348 - - ~ 2,185
.. L 4 . . ,
/ Public four-year 621 - 475 - 783
) b o : . ! e ° Co ot '
' * Private four-year 2,476 .~ 1,840 - 3,490.
R ’ : . - - . KT ¢
\ . “. . N R . ' . .
: -k blizab(th W.Suchar, Stephen H.: Ivens, and’ Edmund | C Jacobson,
A _:- Student Expenses at Postsecandary Institutions 1977—78 (New
.. .~ York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1977), p. v. -
. . p
‘( N . %k The interquartile range is caqulated as follows: rank the . ‘
‘ ' S institutions on the basis of TRF. Exclude the quarter of the _
1 - institutions at the top and the quarter at t@e bottom of the ' "
. : . . 1ist.- The range of TRF for the remaining 1institutions is the
. o _1nterquartile range. N ° '
. 7 . . \' ‘ . * . _*' ° .
N : *%% The figure $240 is an eStimate, the correct figure .might be o

A slightly higher. . ), .

3




L o ' IV.  SOME BACKGROUND O‘rSOURCLS OF )

, " REVENUE, SUBSIDY OF STUDENTS, AND THE ROLE _OF THE STATES
' ' L . AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

.

K fundamental and 10ngstanding fact about higher eddcation . > . e '

4

. , ' -finance ‘is that thf price students pay does not cover the average : . '

- -

' 4 per 3tudent.costof operating a‘coliege or unive(sityc In that'sense
NCRO . o - S . :
' all students receive a subsidy, although caléulating its extent, oo A

especxally in the setting of. universities whose purposes extend well : N
v . .

beyond educating,students depends upon how much of the total cost LN

b °

of running the -institution may properly be regarded as a cost of
o K education. But even with this important qualification there is g- ; -

doubt that.higher_education is characterized by ptftnhkyell below

cobtls. If what students pay fails to cover the full cost and if

the institution is to remain_ginancially viable, alternative sources
. . ' ® .
. of revenue must be forthcoming. !

°© -

‘-..
l ‘ Right from the start, a majoM source of additional revenue has .
: . S o % ~
been private giving for. the purbose of subsidizing students’ edgcﬁ%

. tion. Indeed, the first gift fér“endowment in all of American higher

?

) \\ education was the sum of 100 English oounds which Lady Anne Moulson P
donated to Harvard in 1643 to "constitute an endowment fer the sup=
: s . A . - Q‘i-
" port of 'some poore schooler'...."1 . _ : pet

L4
% * ' - L3

In addition to private gifts, a second major source of subsidy

for students has been government. Today most discussion about in-

creasing aecess to highetr education gente%s upon the role of the

. federal government which now spends more for higher education than”
. - * . .- '. , ,

. (Y
., " all the states combined. But this development is quite new, and'ify' .

y .
. - - ~ .3

any.c0nsiddration of the 1ssue of access, it Is important to remember’
] - - N L . .
! !




\ R -4 Lt N
o - ‘* |
. ~_ _ i

that the 'states have historica¥ly 1olayed the
X . ".l

highen education generally*and wif:ly availabl

-

To understand how the states | vve broadene access,” it may help

to consider in what ways they coulesrestrict it

: ’ ' ‘12\ T . ! B

* would be to make higher education l}uensive. An| alternative wouwld
' . SR ! -t C L

L I '
One simple way ’

.'- M
W\

~ be to limit capacity, MIXtures~of ;}3-two stratlgies are also pos-
. _ _ o &> -

-f_\- . A .
slble and are, in fact, the . net resuy ; at the nation's most’ selective

. . iy . . i . . ) * .
institutions. 1 0

R Against this background, it is e§ﬁ to'understand the major role

. o ' + _
that the statés have played in making.f%gher education widely -
though, to be sure, not universally'—- vailable. \hey have tepded

E

o | to kegp the price relatively low and to\.rovide eno gh facilities so

that some higher educa}ion could be offe.pd to virtul 111y "all who
‘ ' ’ r r
~ o sought it. 1In short, a least for the sy tem of high r education as

a whole, the states have not sought to lim|t particip tion by means

of a high price, a re;ect on of large numbers of appli-ants, or some
3 . ‘ :

«  combination of the two. \

[y \ *

The qualification "fof the system'as a hole" i% ne essary be~

\ -

cause there ccrtainly has been some limitatiox of access to portions a

-

of the’ system. For example,\there has been a _endency fo distin—
L

guished state universities tokbecome more expensive andj.e|ective.

\ B _ In a book published in 1971, R chard I, Ferrin, focusing on develop-
. X

- ments ‘between 1958 and l968 found evidence '"to suppert the \conclu-
[y , \ . i

\\siOn that senior public institutdons are on the whole less agces-
sible now than they w were a decade ago.’ n2 At the;same tine, however,

* new facilitied were being created to keep some higher educa io al
opportunit fairly accessible in tetms of price, standards of ~elec—
tivity, and\even location:. Toé be sure, not everything possible has

4. . _ ’ . . . . \ ‘ - .
o " | - e - 9 o

¢ , /

X
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, o been accomplished by fhe States‘ but their part in broadening T‘i) ’
looked.

f‘ L ‘to highér edud%tion has\been sﬁbstantiakﬂand shbuld not be over
. ' - ) ’.. l
o, '\ beaause of the current Eocus on federal policy >
' o /( \x
The' federal government has long been involved with hfgher educa-

[N

k..- L tion, but untiﬂlfhc last 30 or 40 years, its role was restricted o L
; : f/)}imarlly to the: granting of land to . the states as a basis for helpiﬁg

.to create public ipétitutions of hlgher educatig R -The current focus

»

» of federal policy -- on prjiiding subsidies to students - represents

a relatively new approach ich began in a small way in the 19308 and

. attained significaét,proportions after World War II. . T -

c e

aning the 19363, a federal effort to help students finance their
educatiop was+ initiated .in response to_thelDepression. Between 1933

.and 1943 -- iirst_nnderjthe Federal Emergency Relief Administration .
1 4 . : . . - .
. and then,under the National~Youth Administration -~ the federal

- . . . L] -
- o _ .

3 government financed_a'program'of work'for college studehts'on'their

oo campuses.é' By allowi g many students to remain, in college, this pro-

~

"' gram yielded the additional benefit of keepi)é them‘xt of a depressed _
o

| . labor market a o . N _ o | &
N . T .. . . . / . & '
The next noteworthy federal initiative reg rding student aid

came in response to another national crisis: World War II The war
had creag%d a shortage of, certain kinds of Specialized manpower,oand '

'fprggpams to train such manpower were being run o, an accelerited year-
. . -
» round basig’ Thus,-students in these programs faced both.increased

. e
- &

] v

annual tuition.chargeqﬁ;nd reduced"incomeN??om‘summer 4obs. The g

~government's contribution to solving the problem was the Student War \\ :
Loans Program for students in engiqeering, physics“fhemistry’ medi- :
. -+ . . .
#  c¢ine veterinary medicine, dentistry, ard pharmacy. This program

.

Ly




k’o

hended in 1944, after having made loans to ll 000
¥ ~»

286 colleges.5

(tudents attending -
. - &

( In anticipation of the end of the war, Congress‘passed perhaps ?7 N

the best*knOWH pilece of legislation providing—federal money to indi—

-

vidual students‘ the Servicemen s Readjustment Act of 1944, better

known as the G.T. Bill A1 Eold under the provisions of this act
$ih\f billion was sptnt and 7.8 million veterans received training, R
| . Y .
.4§<i " although it\is worth noting that only about 28 percent’ of those people

received this’ training in colleges and universities.6 - - .
! : PR . . : :

. After'the-war, President Truman appointed a Commission on -Higher \
. : . ,

) ﬂdéducathn1¥mder.the chairmanshig'of George F. Zook, who had sqrved as

>
A

‘U.S. Commissioner of Education under President Roosevelt.. The Com-

- ° '

mission' s report,’ expressing concerns not unlike many put forward

i ¢

» recently reg&rding access to higher education, recommended

other things, a m jor Program of federal scholarships.

'Mo

asserted that the "primary basis for determining ‘the award

scholarship to an individual student should be his financi

{o i
o

R among
. 'y

reover
-

of- the

al need n’

it

tration,
'Jh in-

but nNone of these

s
-

| Taking'its cue from the Zook Commission, the Truman Admin:;
1

betweep 1947 and l952,.sponsored variod§ pieces of,legis

corporating a program of national scholarships,
o 8- P
efforts was successful. .

.

o . ' ‘. _
It was not until the late l9505 that Congress .approved -another.

‘ 2o important program involving the federal government in providing some
/ ‘ .
N _

ubsidy for undergraduate education.r‘The National Defense Education

Acb (NDEA7‘“BTgned by President Eisenhower in September‘2§58 was

the~government 8 response t®..the general angiety about American

”
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.

«

Iy
. L ~ ¢ ‘* %

i 1957 Although eirly Versions of this legislation: eontalned pro— .

M
. -

by

ions for scholarshipsl Congressional sentiment against the "fr é “‘

. . f

s

- _~ride won out, and no scholarships were included in the\bill that ' \

L

finally pasSed.9 The Act s principal vehicle for aid to undergraduates

was a prir am of 1ow—interest loans. The colleges themselves adminis-\

_tered this program,'butqthe federal government proyided»90 percent of 7 °

: ~ 9 - ' " '
*the capital. These loans provided special benefits- for talented -
. - . ) o, [ ] . ] . .. .

'stadents who wanted: to teachlin eiementary and-sécondary schools as

well as for-those with speciai apility in science,.mathematiCs,

engineering* and quern'foreign 1anguages.10

. It is instructive to 1eagn something about the atmosphere in

,'which this major program of 1ending to undergraduates ~= which is ’

Still with us today -- began and initidlly.operated John' F. Morse, a

.
&

knowledgeable student of the history of NDEA, wrote. .

I hdve long believed that the basic federal loan
‘program 'was written by members of Congress who did not
really believe in 1oans, enacted by a Congress-the ma-
jority of whose members "did not believe in federal aid .
to edycation, and administered by a Secretary of Health '
Education,:and Welfare who, at the outset at 1east, did
not beligve that students would borrow. 11

*

.

/-‘ . .
. \In fact, ﬁhe studentg did bj;row,-and‘the loans became enor- = .
mous}§

R 4

gopubar.'_Whateuer misgivings Congress may have had initially,

M

%they-have.fehg sggce-disappeared.,‘Indeed,‘over the 1astfdecade

administration after administration has tried to reduce or eliminate
. - . N . c"
this,program, byt Congress has steadfastly supported it, and Morse

observed that "it seems close to being untouchable."12

/ R . ‘

- L4
”
* N i [ J ) ’ ( N . :
feducation tha followed the Soviet Union 8 lau hing of Sputnik in o




. ? l"\ BRI ,Only seven years after the passage of NDEA vhere followed a
: N PES
') ' landmark measure in the history of fe eral student aid -~ the Higher .

B -

£ ' Education Act of 1965. Its supporters brought it suc0essfulf/ﬁlhrough
. - > - .
‘ thé political arena largely by uniting the theme of gid for students
A ¥

with the more general theme of combating poverty which had .already won

political endorsement in the Economic OpportunitylAct of 1969./§Alf,// .

. though the Higher Education Act included other provisions, its central

-and distinctive feature was that it authorizéd for the first time

l- ] - : , ) ‘ . ot / . A .

. federal. scholarships for undergraduates.lq The depgh of Congressional
~ % . v N 4

o : reluctance to take this step is suggested by the fact that, as the °

s -~ bill movedf through the legislative process,. the' rm "undergraduate
/ . : . . ta ,
' 14

X1

scholarsh was replaced by ' educational opportunity grant.'

But whateves the noFenclature, nearly two decades'after President e
P "Truman's commission had called for them, the nationﬁwas given a pro-

» gram providing some scholarships for some uhdergraduates, e
< ! ) L} ’ Y
. One feature of these grants is of critical importance. They

t ‘

were tg\be awarded to qualified high school graduates of exceptignal

.o ¢
Y Y financial need." Commissioner of Education Fr,ncis‘Keppel emphasized
(. - - : ( A
L ~the point in his'testimony on the bill: A\ T -r,ﬁ{ﬂ
| Pleqse note that this program is designed to help able -
- ., but needy. studente. It 18 not aimed at selecting and . T
' rewarding the most academdcally gifted but rather at . toL '

giving a helping hagd to students qualified for a
higher education whe are members of -poor families 15

Ce;}ainly this theme was différent from the one which underlay “the

NDEA: developing talent in certain technical fields to-promote'the

. p) —
nation's interesys. -Here the concern was vgry much to serve the in-

dividua] intz;ests of those who- were poor and whose opportunities. to

‘ obtain higher education wé}xe for that reasonfrestrictech

. L . .
‘* . . »




Act of 1965 was ' veé’kmuch his bi:?

\. . Lo 4. ST * 0 e . ’ »

’.. -

It has frcquently been said that President Johnapn wished to be’ o .

b
remembened as the. "1ducation Presi ent ¥ and the Higher Education
e,

In” the press release that ac-
' ¥

companied itsLsigning he recalle his own early experience as' a .

.?teacher in a Mexican stholﬁ : S :'- b

v’ B
1 shall never forget the . faces of the boys and girls‘in - - )

-
L]

that classroom-at that.Mexican school, and I.rémember C e

- even yet the. pain of realiZing and knowing then that .
college was closed to&practically every one of those ' '
- children because they were too poor. And I think it was: . .
then that I made up_my mind that this Nation could never -
res q!whi]t the_door to knowledge’ remained closed to any '

Amer can.l6" » . \- - o R

'Though not a full-fledged panacea, the Higher Education Act of !965

wasg’a start towardS’openin; that door.

11972 which established Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOGs), fdl

"|Further progress was made with the Education Amendments of

¢ . -~
2

\ 's_
the centerpiece of all purrent federal student aid. programs. - Un-

»

. .
like the grdnts authorized in 1965, which allocated funds to insti-

tutions, the BEOG - program put the money in,&he hands of the students.

Not only wis this strategy Congress way of saying that the needs-

of students supercede the needs" of institution§, but it was also an
/‘

invitation for students to influence educational out put’ by voting .f

({9

with their doliars for the programs.‘hat appeal to them. A second --

and yery}important -- new theme tncorporated in the Amendments of
3 - ) - ' : . ’ o,
1942 i's a broadenidg,of thé-notion of the "educational ‘mainstream." 1/

.

be spent at a variety -of postsecondary institytions, perl

o . d \
f qf yhich ‘are not in the collegiate sector.

»

‘As this brief historical sketch reVeals,_subsidy of students

has been a part of American higher education from the beginning.

s

A
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In b-he prlvate seotor] private mouey provided t:l?e. subsidy while
. _ . ,
. o ' 1n the. . st,ate uyst.lems ‘public inst;itutional suppo.t;t pemithd tuitions . -~
. . . Ce ”\ . ' _' .
tos remain relatively low,and e}gpansion of capacity t}lade it: possible : RIS

.
L - .

for virtually anyone seeking a place to find one. The federal : SR
. : 4
o o

government: 1§ a. relative newcomer to this enterprise but 4n a fairly- )
f )

.. -ghort period of time its role has grown enormously. For at least the - \

past decade promoting equalit:y of opportunity l';as bgen the federal _— T

government: ] single most visible and identifiable goal wit:h respect

. . . e

to higher education.. : o NS

- .




access ?— to those for whom, cost is'a barrier has been‘a central

‘theme of fcderal policy sincc the m&d-ﬂ9608 Tncreasing the

what each recipient was "entitled" to was only his or

EE R -

V. -ACCESS ANDIASPECTS OF:CHOTCE = - — -« ® o« _
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"A. ' “Introduction P T A L
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fMaiing higher eﬁucatiohﬂmore videlyﬁ&ﬁailable - increasing..,
<
~ ’ - ’ L -".

-
-

. T A

opportunity for students to choose which instituq"‘s to:attend -0
irreSpectivepof cost has . also been a goa@ but because it competes

-

_for 1i£&ted funds with the goal of increasing access,)it has been

a secondary rather than a primary focus of attention.'

Wit’thel passage of the Education Amendments of 1972 was .,

every American actually entitled" to - receive higher education7 .

~
v

“ Not unambiguously, when it came right down to it, although one could

/

_have drawn a different conclusion.from listening to some of the‘

. 4 1 4

accompanying rhetoric. Jusg before the Senate's vote, Senator

Pell said, "For Yhe first time in the history of our nation, there
f

S ve

will be established the right to a postsechndary education .1; How-

L]
.

O LN L3

'ever the appropriation for -BEOGs had to be granted anxually, and

er share of

~ v/

N -
the appropriation. GIadieux and W

" [

assessment of this ar--

. W ' «

rangement is instructive‘ '"Thus t anteed floor of resources
' L I . ) .

_promised by S 659 for financing a college edugation was %ymbolic

v G

. and not nedessarily reil n2 Currently a maximum BEOG of $1800

Ty
is authorized,‘but in fwhe level of appropriations has been

‘such that the largest actual award for 1977- 78 is only $1400

- ‘ ) . .
Despite.the fact that: the_BEOG is.not an entitlement inﬁéhe-same

.
¢ 1

_ : < .
sense as veterans' henefitw are, the program Iu a major comPonent
. ) . A - -

) i K
- " ) )

[% : . . 0

.




P—

'J.

. more pronounced if one were to focus on: the proportion of families_wﬁ'

N~ 0 §10,000 - 815,000 . - o3mp o
‘ 'Tﬁ‘-ff\\\ég <0 $15,000°- %20,800 448 .
T N ‘; $20,000 - 525 ooo Y T

- ; of the national effort to &ncrease access to higher education. Eow
Y . 1. .

successful has that éffprt been° The question is a domplicated onej
. . . p <_'l- U . ' .
" to answer for several reasons. First, what ends up being ‘measured

‘

-

is rate of participation which may he a reasonable proxy for access

a »

' but is not exactly the same thing. Second,_although Congress very

» \

conSciously héd the broader concept of postsecondary education‘in*

mind when it established ‘the BEOG program most attempts to study

) access have focused ‘on the narrower concept ‘of higher education.

’ 3

T

- . . X ',

~

"B. . Familj lncome o L . o L

N 2

What can ‘be sald about participation in higher education9

Famlly income is the variable perhaps most directly associated with
A}

differences in partic?gation. Consider Tdble 2 "where the nelation~

ship is shown to be quite direct S0 19754 a family with income over

-$§25, 000 that, had - any children 18 24 years oBd was almost three times ’

~
-as likely to have at least ofe of! those children in coliege as a

-

family with income below $lO 000 The discnepancy would. be' even

.

having more than/hne child in college at various 1evels of - income.?

v A T _‘\‘ A "-. ’ w
.o.’. ., 4,‘. .. . TABLEZ* . ' A . . ",-' 'n

1

. "'

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES erﬁ\ﬁ‘ .
%§§ND T MEMBERS 18-24 YEARS OL ‘
HA@NG 'AT &FAST *ONE DEPENDENT MEMBER IN COLLEGE,
BY LEVFE GF INCOM§ IN 1975 .

dFamily Income v .ﬁercentdge of, FamilieS“
s . .,‘ : o ) l?."~- : TN
,'below . $ 5,000 . T U 17.2

below - $10,000. , .. 2206

‘ovean $25 e 63 6 Yo
. st ’
Q}arry Ls Leslie, Higher Education Opportunityz A Decadc of Progress

ﬁwashington. The  American Association for Higher Educution, 1977),

bp 17 -18,

.
R L

‘ o L}
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.
: What changes in rates of participation, asfrelated to %ncome, e e .
A - | ‘ "‘ . ' .
. . have taken place over time? Table 3 presente the qqarciles ol the, L
N ‘ ) Wy j‘ »
o ' .. income distribution from which the eptering freshmen came in.1967 Lo &
a . . ‘e . : .
* L ™ and 1975. “In 1967 40 6 percentJOf the freshmen came!from nhe top . .
Y o . ! : . o/ : o
' quartile, but bry 1975, only 32.0 pcrcent did Bx Ast, whereas . .-"'
- only 11.4 per(cnt of thc frpshmen cnme'from the h ‘tile 1n' 3
j>( 1967, that flgure was 16.2 percent in 1975 Thus, ciéht .
’ \ycars important aspects of the distrlbutlon of financial backgrounds
. ] - .
'ﬁ S0 /Ton’the frcshman class had\bhanged in a noticeable and qufte signifi~ 5
. s . ) t . Q’ . . ) ) D ©
' ' cant way. - S S - -:ﬁ. S Y
| ' S v 31
. _ _ An alteﬁnative aﬁPrchh to these- relationships is’ to consider ‘
, _ . AN
: rates of participation,in higher education for children of families ' R
with low, middle’ amd high incoé%s‘BJ¥{ the! period l967 through l975~~ .
!
: N A %
R . The relevant data appear in Table 4., During those.years,there was
v 5 some fluctyation; but oy9r~the period'aé a whole'there was virtually I
- | [N ‘ S .‘ . '6.‘_\ . e ”- e . . >
4\ & 5 ) . ‘*.,;-,'-- L ',‘. , ’ TABLE 3*_. N 3 \ ’
. - . : . . . Y] :
. ) + 3 . : '
T - ., DISTRIBUTION OF FRESHMEN BY : oL o ‘
INCOME QUARTILE OF THEIR FAMILIES . O ,
"~ 1967 AND 1975 ' . . . N
_ | | 1967 1975 \ -
' . QL' (top quartile) 40.6 32.0 >~ _~
- . ‘) . v- " B 2 . 2 00
' oS I . Q2- i > 6 > N .
o, p S Q3 , - 22.4 26.8 -
. " ‘- ' . . .
¥ . b QA : " ‘ '.11.4 1602 P
¥ J , L"I o .
P , f‘ y ;
'. ) " .
t . : : ]
. A . *Leslie, Higher Education Opportunity 'A Decade of ' P
E R grogress, ‘p. A7, - ‘;
. N . SN\ ; . . ! ¢ ~
]



LY », . »
- *"Z‘ t - .
. ' . :
> 4 AT . \
. oo . TABLE 4*
c.o o .. PERCENT OF pEPENDENT FAMILY MEMBERS,
o R 4+ 18-24 YEARE OLD, -ENROLLED IN COLLEGE,
: B g . BY EAMILY INCOME, IN 1976 DOLLARS, 1967-76
. ’ * 0 . ..' ‘-— ‘\ ' ' : . 0
.' * ¥ . . \ .
: / . " . . Percent Enrolled -
Familly "Tncome ©, 1967 - 1968 1969 1920 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
Under § 8,525 | 39.0 22.5 24.6™ .20.8 228 22.6  20.1 - 20.3 | 23&5 22.4 -
3 8,525-547,050 - 37.9 _ 38.5  38.8  36.6 35.4 - 34,2 31.2 31.7 35.1  36.3
| $17,050-$25,575 °  51.9 50:7 . 50.6 48.4 Cb6.h Y 44,2 42,7 4147 454 47.5
$25,575 and over  68.3  63.d 65.2  61.7  61.8  56.9 " 56.6  57.5 59.6  58.2
All ‘income groups 39..1,, 39,7 41.3 . 39.1  38.9 37.8 36.6. 36.2 38.7 -, 38.8

. e : i v _ . _ .
* The Congress of the United States, Congressional ‘Budget .Sffice, Federal Aid to Postsecondary
Students: Tax Allowances and Altermative Subsidies (Washington: The Congréss of the -United

States, Congressional Budget 0ff}§c&,1978), p. 9. . .
4
' ¢ : M @ “" *
) . . .
. > . ® ' T \ -. o
o , .\' * L2
B 7 2(.) . . 1 .
\ / /
v - \ o
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"roughly 60 p@rcent of black and about 53 percent of Spanish-origin

»'gs' e | I J . | VV.TR ;/)
no chahge in'papticipation rates for those in tné low- and tng
middle~income.categories, Howgver,_thére was a subétantial_drop —-:
from 68.3 to 58, 2 percent -- for those from hi;h 1ncome faﬁiliés;
This result is consistent with the finding that between 1967 and
1975 tho reprosentntion in tho freshmaniclass had incréaged for thgse
at the loyer.end of the spectrym 25 Income and decrcased for - hosé’J

at the other end. : o N

{; summarize, wnile there is still a large difference in the
rate of participation depending on one's family's incomé, that nif—
f;rence has diminished in the last decade 1atgely because of the.
substantially-iower participation among-thase’ from families with

- . . - .

high incomes, ' - .

C. Race

Another important set of-comparisbns pertains to race. A
helpful flrst step 1s to understand how different the income dis-
tribution is for whites and ninorities. Table 5. presents these

»
important -- and unfortunate -- results for 1975. Tt shows that

households but. only 38 percent of white households had inqomes below

?10,000. At t?e other end. the spectrum roughly 41 pertent nf
white households but on ¥ abo "21: percent of tlack and 23.pércent of
Spanish-origin honseholds had incomes above $15,000.

The most basic finding regarding race is that ther$ are only

small interracial differences in groes levels of par¥icipation in

. , 4
higher education above and beyond those accounted for by income,

0

\ '
Even so, the overall rate of participation for blacks is below that

»
. L%

30




TABLE 5% .
-———.______. R .. ] ¢
‘ L]
L o PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF |
. BLACI_(, SPANISH-ORIGIN, AND WHITE HOUSEHOLDS _ : -
BY TOTAL MONEY INCOME 1IN 1975 J
Income L Black -Spanish-origin White
under  $ 5,000 X 32,1 . 24,3 16.8
$ 5,000 - $ 9,999 _ ' 28.2 29.0 21.6 .
$10,000 - $14,999 - T —~  18.5 ‘Y\\ 23.6 '20.8
] - .
$15,000 - $19,999 . 10.3 - 11.5 l16.4 N
$20,000 - $24,999 | 5.6 6.2 . 10.6
$25,000 . and ovgrf . 5.3 5.1¢ 13.8
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current ﬂopulption Reports;,
Series P-60, No. 108, "Household Money Income in 1975, R
by Housing Tenure and Residence, for the United States,
Regions, Divisions, and States ‘(Spring 1976 Survey-of
Income and Education)," (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1917). pp. 5-6.
4
.
' .
for whites parti;lly because black§ are disproportionately represented
among, those with low income for whom rates of pgrticfpation.in
Y college tend to be relatively léw.. However, this overall gép in < . TNt
participation between ‘blacks and whiteg has dfhﬁhished substéntially
in recent years, years in_which the proportion of Zi?ck high school
graduates who go on to\college has rdisaen marke31y~ As a matter of
. fFact, for families with comparable levels of income, the propbrtionv
of high achool grad&atgs going on tofJcbllege is now generally higher -

for b;‘aéks than for v&.hite‘f;.6 S A
Some numbers-may 11lustrate the degrée of progress whigh has
bsen achieved. 1In 1966, wh&fes‘constituted 90.7 percent of all’ -8
N ! .. . \ . .

. | Lo ':}L . o - {.Al

v : e
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freshpen, and blacks 5.0 percent; in 1975 whites were 86.5 percent

q
b

: 7
s blacks 9.0 percent, and all minorlties together 13. 5 percént,
bor aggregate col]ege enrollment in 1976, blacks formed 10,7 percent

of the total -- still perhaps slightly less than their proportion

v . »

— - of the relevant cohorts, but certalnly a great advance from the

. _tmidél9603.8 ‘Indced, - between 1965 and l976't0t81 black enrollment
et b . ’ .
had grown 288 percent, while total white enrollment had increased

&?l

by only 63 percent; in 1976, nearly 1.1 milIion blacks were en~
' , 3

rolled in college ’

‘>3\;; N It would be a rather obtuse view of equal opportunity to: ﬁécus '
- entirely on the proportion of high school graduates golng on to /]RLU

' higher education from one racial group or another 1f widely varying

\
“ - _proportions of those groups made it through school in-the first

L]
a4

- - ‘
. — place, especially since not graduating from high scbpol ‘s still . L

more frequent for blacks than whites. As of March 1977 only 75.3 _y=’

: ‘ //J . percent of blaek\\?~24 yeir\olds were high school graduates as &\ _ ‘/)
\\\ . . .

coqpared wlth 85.1 percent for whites. 10 Thus, although great

progress has been made in the .proportion of blacks who, having

-
a

» ‘c0mpleted high school,_go on to college,’there is still a sdgnifi- BN
~ , A cane difference in the rate at which blacks and whites become

~-eligible to attend college by successfully completingéhigh school..

s o . A final point of racial_comparison concerns dropout rates not

P\‘ .

. N from high schopl but from college. "What evidence there 1s suggests

- """“\ W8 . : ’ .
! ’ * R L}
" , [\ \
o [ ;
. - . v
v‘k é‘ . N
- Fe
\ e -y * »
K ‘u“ .
(% " ) < N
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that the retention rate is much Inwer'among-black,than among white

- e .

ccllege»students.' A Census Bureau study discovered that 42.8 . °

- 1

percent of the whites and 59 1 percent of the blacks who ‘had startef

\ - ‘as freshmen did not enroll as senlors inwthe fall of 1974, 1 In

.. any such study there are always difficulties with mstters,iike leaves
) ' of absence and transfers, but the magnitude of the difference be- .
. 4 -

tween blacks and whites is an important finding.*
\ ' : J o ,
us to consider very carefully what happens to those whom a policy

It should prcmpt

. of equal access may have helped to enroll in college. Getting through_

registration is a crucial first step, but unless it is‘a prelude :

~ to a worthy educational experience, the victory from it will have been
o B .
’
* Pyrrhic to say the least. .
1Y
. i o ;
14
..
.
o -
«
, ¢
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'joinf QAStribption'of high school éraduates by family'ihcome andi"

. ..
one to the right of it or beﬁbw

b, Family Tncome and Aptitude: Taken Jointly .

‘ . ’ .' . . . I\

This &ate is a good;one on which to'tﬁrn to thé work of .o

_Humphrey Doermann'which presents extremely useful'information about

participétion in qpllege.l2 Doermann provides an eétimate of the

,

verba} aptitude. Hithin each celi.of the joint-distribution for
1Q76, he has also provided an estimate of college.gtkendance. These -
results are presented in. Table. 6. Here 1s how to read‘it.' Con-~
sider; for example, verbal scofe”betweenBOO and'449 and familx

income between $14,100 and $19,108. All told in 1976, 302,000 high ’

school gpaduates.were estimated to fall into this'category;-ISZ,OOO

“of fhem - 60.3_percent ~~ were estimated to have enfollsd—in college.

within*eighteen months of graduatdion from high s ﬁoql.- TN ’

' . This table shows several things. First, family income and .

verbal aptitude appéar to be closely associated. ‘As the denominators in

column 4 show, the absolute number of students from each of the

. .
categories. of income 1s about the same, but the distribution of verbal
. < . L

ecores is very’différent at each lev?} of income. Studqpts whose
. \ ' : » e

family incomes are high also tend tolhavé.high veérbal scores, Similarily,

students whose family incqﬁes'are low also-tend to have low verbal

\
cores, -

The® table 1is also instructive regarding participation in

college. For the moment, disregard the row aﬂqézhe column marked

,

-
w

"Total," For the riFainder of the table, a movelfrom’any cell to i
it will Lorrespond to an increase ' '

(n Qho percent of those aRtending;'ln the same way, a move from any -

[
0 ~




| ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF ALL 1976 HIGH SCHOOL CRADUATES R S
k -/i_~ . . BY VERBAL APTITUDE, FAMILY INCOME,” - .  * - _
e F) - AND ATTENDANCE AT COLLEGE A e
¢ ' S (NUMBERlOF STUDENTS IN THOUSANDS) . = .- ' . .
. . ' s e ' .
,. o RN DU ¢ IR €Y RO
+SAT Verbal Score 200-299  300-449 450~ 800~ Total
Family Income o o PercéQE . Percent Percent | '?ercent‘
. ¥ ' . . . 4y - ' - o
Less ‘than $8,080 ~  Attending 'E%% 2 33.6 %;%-=_52.4_ - ,%%»4‘}0;9 - %g% =457
$ 8,680-14,100 ° - ?g;ggdiﬁg o 5%%‘= 38,1 %g%'= 56. 4 .3%%-=f74.1 ' %%?;; 53,2
| . | A - 5 A
' - Attendir e ' - ' .t o
14,100-19, 100 Totar 'T%é = 42.1 %%%N= 60.3. %l% =.76:4f h.-%%§_= 59.0
o Attending 64 - o190 ., 156 410
19,100-25,500 Tocal 139 = 46:0 57 = 640 3¢ 78.8 [ 64.7
e eqo. &t Attending . " 46 _ 189 _ 239 .., 414 _
over 25,500 C Togal O EE T3 g = L9 27, 83.2  gap = 74.3
Total . = Attending 368 . 40.0 %%g = 60.9 -« 248 _ g5 1,886 _ 59.4

Total - 920 o, 826 3,175
. . . - ' ’ . ) . . | .
* Humphrey Doermar@, 'The Euture Market for College Education,ﬂ in A Role for Marketing,in
. College Admissions (New York: €ollege Entrance Examination Board, 1976) p. 11,
For clarification on how to.read the table, sae the text. . . .

¢

- ) X
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>
\

L eeld to ‘one ahove or to the left of it will correspond to h-decrease.f
. : f

In other words, for any glven level of inpome, the rate of attendance -

3
»
\‘

. ¥ rises as Verbdlaptitude rises, and for,any given level of aptitude,
. ) -
the rate oﬁ attendance rises as family &ncome rises. °The overall

ct

range of ‘ariation in the peroent attending college i& very large: for

!/
the highest - vombincd tategory of I{ncome and aptitude; 83.2 pengJt/wert

~
-

oy
st imated to attend whercasfor the Ioweat combined category, the

’ : , .
ptrdentage is only 33.6, '

§;$‘ | " The table indirates that there is a rdther straiéhtfbrward--__

~ sense in whic¢h particibation_in <he coliegiate. sector ~~ and presum-

ably access to it -~ is still'highiy-unequal.. To the. extent that

; Yederal programs go forward -an shcceed in reducing this inequality
. “\'._‘- . ._ 4 . . s : o
' o in participation in the colYegiate sector, there will be certain-

é ,: e imnlications for the institu ions,’ fhe most important is that the

.; // ) new students who entgr the system will come with highly 1imited prior
‘., ( _{rf preparation because those with godd prior preparation are already :
particinafing in proportions that are unlikely.to increase-a-great'
deal.

1

The“dileﬁma is not‘hard to understand.,” A recent story in

\ The New York Times is suggestive of what is at st:ake.13 XI‘he story

i : |
. : : described the-controversy over § minimum oompetency test, devéloped
- !

by’ New Yorh's State Education Department, that would have to b {/_' *

passed for high school graduation, 'The State Beard of Regents had
! "~ been withholding ‘approval for the test, feeling that 1t,wasﬁtdo
. B o ' . Ny L :
™ ’ . ~Basy. Among other questions, it asked students té* tell time by

reading a watch and to determine how many pennies there are in §Q;

capr—
.

» ! ’ . R -
One ninth grader -~ a resident of Westchester County--- who had been -
.\ .'- . . o ° ‘ . . . . ' .
given the test found it "so easy it was dumb"(and felt that pe could
puls . . L]

(" ¥ , ) . ...!"
‘have passed it as a sixth“gﬂeder. E : ;

A

*

(N . N . ' . X A ) .
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The/main reason for raising this unpleasant issue ié to provide , =
: 4 reminder that the problems of the high schools and the. colleges are
;closely related and will be all the more so if the federal government

.+ steps up its efforts to increase access. Precisely to the extent that

such efforts are 7uccessful, they will bring progressively more poorly '

-~

-

prepared students to bigher education. What is higher education
going to do for ‘such students7 Unlessffhis question is carefully .

answered, equal access could become an invitation to some to enroll

\J *

in institutions.that are just'as unhelpful'as those high schools'hhose
diploma onlg certifies-achieVements‘comparable to the ability to tell
time, * | |
] 'Women_are another.group whose,pportunities to participate.in
"higher education hgve'been‘a focus of cOnsiderableAattention, Al-
' though.women are st4dll relatively underrepresenged inthe"student popu~- _
lation, as Tablel7 indicates, their percentage_of total degree~credit -
_ enrollment-in American institutions of higher education has risen from
34.7 percent in 1955 to 45.3 percent in 1975. The ratio of male high

. e

school graduates going to college - although it has fluctuated a good

. deal over the: years -= 1s no higher now than it was in the. mid- 1950s.

For females, on the other hand, the ratio has been growing fairly
-
steadily. AIn 1954 it was only 58 percent as large: as th ratio’for-

-

males, but by 1973 when the ratio for males was 620,. ‘he ratio for

.females was .538, a figure 8§<percent as large.

Y

, Several particular points regardingrwomen' participation are

of special interest. One is that the rate of attrition for those. who

A . ) . [ ' ’ L4




i_able does not provide a thorough,cxplanation'of this variation.

33

hdﬂ becn freshmen in 1971 'was much higher for women than for men, In

1974 60 9 percent of the men who ‘had begun in 1971 were still enrolled
’

compared’ with only 49.6 percent of the women, The information availa

-

TABLE"/ * S

WOMEN'S.PERCENTAGE OF .
TOTAL DEGREE-CREDIT ENROLLMENT IN D

¢

N— .
- AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION,
b SELECTED/ YEARS, 1955 THROUGH 1975
.‘ o ) - hd
- 4 -
Year Percent  °
N 1955% " 34,7 | | 3§
: = 1960, 37.0 S -
- 1965 o 38.9
¢ ~ \ \ ] .
1970 ' L4150 : :
! , 1975 7 45.3- . o
» | . | Il
o LA ) f . ’ ) . k
* W. Vance Grant and C. George Lind, Digest of Education T _
Statisticsg, 1976 Edition (W hington. U.S..Government .
- Printing Office, 1977), p. 8 - .f.
, ) X . . S
T . &
Another point of interest 1s that the proportion of women 1in
various categories of institutions underwent some change betWeen 1966
and 1975, Especially-notable is that'women"s‘shar _of freshman-enroll--‘
ment fn universities expanded between those years from\ 43.1 to 47.4
percent in the public sector and from 3];5 to Al.d\yercen N
L Sector.' At. the same time, their share of freshman enrollment in
. ¥ s <
" .
el v denominational colleges decreaSed from 63 3 to 56.2 percent in
institutions and from 56 1 to 50.9 percent in Protestant colleges.
i
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!

"of éupport from grants, borrowing, and savings. -Th? important dif-- -"

),' .

for ybung'men aﬁa_young women who were freshmen in 1975,

the sources of support to 'pay the 9Q¥iegg-bills~ﬁere comparable in a

. ndmbér of respects but different ip;one important way. The relevant’

e Ny

data are in- Table 8. _Both sexXgs obtained roughly the same proportion

\‘

- .
-

ference is that men provided relatively\moré for their owh.supbort

from working whereas women obtained relétively more from parents and.

-

family: _ : -~ . ' _ .
_ . .
TABLE gt |

v

PERCENTAGE OF SUPPORT FRO  MAJOR SOURCES
° FOR PAYING STUDENTS' CHARGES FOR COLLEGE, -

;o . BY‘SEX{ FOR FRESHMEN IN 1975_ _ .
' ' Percent -
Source ' "; g Men | Women
?arenté or .family - o 46.6 ' . &7;2 \
Total Grants | o 9.7 ©20.3
_Total,%elf-éuppért _ ) 36.9 - :31.2'
From: Work K . 200 14.9
_ Bofrdwing ' | _6.2' ) 6.4
_ : Savings B 10.4 9.2 N
Other - 2.8 ,/4“()( 1.3 ;
To:ﬁi 1 . ‘_~;? o "100.01\ .o 100.0
Z‘ ) | o - .

L]
.

Y r

* Leslie, Higher Education Opportunity: A Decade of Progress, p.4l.




.\ gdeher these circumstanées, it is cruciml for those who.do

&

. F.  The JQb‘Market' S

B

This discussion of access would not be complete without some

mention of the state of- the job market for college graduates.' "To.

¢

v
‘get a good job get a godd education," goes the old saying That

AN

statement has Lakcn‘on new meaning.in the 1970s. On the one hand, the’

v

abseuce of a college ddgree is, probably more than ever before a

barrier to obtaining one of society 8 ”good" jobs, On the other hand,

N

‘the Job market for college graduates is less favorable than {t once
-

was, College graduates are more ple tiful relative to the demand
for t.em,-than they were before the late 1960s and the earnings of‘ BT

college gradugtes now exceed’the earnings of non—college graduates

\\\Srﬂiﬁtively leSs than they once did 16

| ‘-
enter higher education to obtain as realistic ait assessment as pos-—

gible-ofgwhat thei; job prospects’ are lik%ly to be. It would be
terribly unfortunate if large numbers of young college graduates l': o

over the next decadt or sg were subjected to‘the frustrations and

o

disappointments which so many recent PhDs have already encountered.

"The pqint s not to discourage young people from attending college but
o S . > | :
to make them aware that popular notions about what kinds of jobs

college graduates obtain may still be largely based upon experience from
-a time when perhaps one-quarter of an age cohort were actually collegg.

o

“graduates, As that fraction moves into the rgnge of one-third to

one-half, the spectrum of jbbs filled by college.graduates-will tend - /rﬁ

to exband.and to include some Jobs generally regarded as less -
B P 4'. g ’ . ) ) ) .. " , *
desirable, '




N A
. E ' "
. T . ST llwl Imp] I(ntionn nF th‘ia dvvc-lopmbnt are two-= Hidod On the
. | . ,_.‘(;ne hand, lt‘mny pln(-,:e'lnn cver.f{rcmt pq‘om.lum on attendlnp, .megmy o
L - ., selectivevcolleges, insof‘ar as society 8 mechanism for allocating
. _ e
; S A- esirable joB‘QL' distinguishes their graduates from others On the
. \ ! athtn han(‘l. it may prompt some young people ‘;«rho might otherwise |
‘ _ ‘ B J;lave vattended, college,‘not to do/so. . It iS a fact that the ?roportion

’
oy !‘ - - of maLe }Aj%l—year—olds}nrolled in college fell dramatic'ally between

C ‘. e..

* 1966 and 1976, as, the data in Table' 9 indicate.”- Many' Afactors_may

o | o
_ accdunb for these 1ower participation rates,,but the - teriOrating
A L Ry - -
.- R relative po!},ifion o?t'he college-—educate;d in 1abor mark ts ‘'is surely
.. w A . . ) ; * ' . . . - . o :
. r . - i
-t <one of them. - ‘. S
it » ‘ . .’ ': - . A |
/ l : . - >
' « ¢ - A
[} . L ;
[ ‘ LY .TAB 9* .
o — Ser e
L ~ . » . e ' ‘ :
- "+ PERCENTAGE.OF 18-19- 4ND 20-21-YEAR-OLDS .
T . ENROLLED IN SCHOOL OR COLLEGE,
o o SRR ¢ snx,,1966 THROUGH 1976
o .%"ﬁ : » . e . ~ . . .
. L. @ | o - |
o . - . Male ’“_ Fgmale ‘Male Female All - All
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992" et 51.2 41,8 .. 37.3 -~ 26,3 46.3 3.4
L A R AL B J _Yé.ég 26, 42.9 ¢+ - 30,1
974 L0 L ds. 8 40.7 +* 34.8 . 26.0 " 43,4 - 30.2
1975 . jhw9.s LB4.2 35.3 2704 % 46,9 31,2
N T L e . ) . . D
19760 - 0 LT48.2 T 444 . 33.6 30.6 46.2 32,0
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' C. . The Middle Class .t ' .

.

. paid as a function of family incone. Table 10 is‘lhstructive‘ in . .

37 - o o . ~.. e

¥ "Table Y aleo(gh:;;“that for l8—21—year~olds as'a hhéle the
v 7
partic!pation rates for the decade were close to constaa{ because the

e o »

1argL decreases for men. were roughly offset’ by large increases for

womcn.' The changq§ for wq\en are also prequmab]y attributable to a .
v1r{ety of tactnrb, but improving cmployment opportunlties for them

-

may be an inmportant one:,

’ . v B M -
A final topic for consideration in this section is what is .

" frequently descfibed.as "the plight 0f ‘the middle class," The s
L

range of famﬂly inoomes people have in mind when they discuss this ,

topic varies and is often not evén‘gpecified but typically is some--

. .
thing like $ll 000 thnough $25 000, although other limits are also

LI §

used, frequently lower ones,
\ . .
The plight of the middle—income families 1is that they usually

can nelther comfortably afford the college educatiOns to which they

-

aspgre for their children notr obtain enough’financial ald in the form
‘ : ' . Y A . .

o

of grants to ease their burden substantially. If there is mote than
one child in the family,_the‘problem is that much-greater, . Although

there 1s some evidence that.states and colleges themselves have been

Y. . , . ~a

.making special'efforts since 1972 to he}ﬂ these‘families, it is also

true that grants from the federal government have been largely di-
, 8 _

- .
k]

Tected toward helping children from poor families,

. In,considgging the difficulties of the middle class it is helpful

. .
. - N
- LN L}

to have some sense of the different ways students college bills get

N 4

]this case middle income has been defined as $J 080 \$19 999 _'I_‘he-




Lahlc shows that atudcnts'ﬂrom mbddlc-lnuumc famtLllcd pay an vxlrcmoly

rarge proportion of their own bills, conq}derably morétzhan students

vj/from either low-1incdme, or high income fdmilies.

., v,
S . . - Loy
< T : TABLE]() * !
\_ ' R N . L. - .
, ~ : ' PERCENTAGE OF SUPPORT FROM MAJOR SOURCES . -
| c FOR PAYING STUDENTS' CHARGES FOR COLLEGE, .
. BY LEVEL OF FAMILY INCOME, FOR FRESHMEN 2 |
‘ | . ©IN 1975 » . ~
4 . } Fami ly Ihcome '
-0 N
AES | - Under §8,000~ . $20,000
. $8,000 19,999 °  and over
. " Source ° N : . ) . 'Percent
Parents or Fﬁmil& h \ 7 18.6 ' 36.8 62.9
Total .Grants . - 48.4 21.0 7.1 S
" Total-glf-support 30.2 Y 39,7 . .27.8
o ’ From: Work" L 16.3 s 20.3 14.6 ‘ &
. L Borrowing " 6.9 " 8.2 \\ 3.8 )
Savings 7.0 11.2 9.4 .
Other ~ - 2.8 3.5 2.2 - ‘ o
o Total ., | ~100.0 100.0 100.0 . |
! . -l.. ‘ . . / . ‘ Y ' s ‘ ’ ) . - | .0 .

* ) . . : ) ‘.
Leslie, Higher Educatiqungortunity A Decadgﬂgﬁ_ﬁyogress, p. 26,

' | . : ‘ - Co. . NS s
¢ o . C , //- 7 AR '

“ : - . -
- . . . . . X [

. ) Ahothéf pofat of importance comes from a compériSOn of rates*of . ' .

- participation'by level of family‘income. ThsfrelevaAt data have
v already been presented in Table 4 , and, as previously mentioned, they

_- 1?! that over tNe past decade participation was roughly constant g
| . . 4-? : . .‘ K L]




. j .
. : . . v
for those from both middle~ and low-income families, However, in the.

current context the important point to ralse is that towards both -
o ' o ' "
the beginning and the end of the period Jn.quest£8p ~- 1967~1976 —~
. / , B .
_the rate of participation was over fifty percent higher foy thoge

from middle-income than for'tﬁose from low-income families, LY
- ) -
‘ )

An obviogiisziiijdn attracting much\gttentlon is{ has ‘the _
. . ’

burden of financing college ehucatidn bee inéreasing for the middle

class? Muéh of the rhetoric Ehat has been addressed to this issue either
" says directly or strongly-implies that the burden has increased.

However, two sourceg that are widely presumed to speaklghthoritatively~l

the Congtessional:Budget 6ff1ce éhd the Carnegie Council on Policy

Studies in Hféhef Edhcétion —; both take a contrary view. " The Con- ' -

gressional Budget Office concludes'its investigation of Ehe question

) B \
- L. '. .

These data on family income, college fees and student . ‘\

ald do not support the claim that during the period

1967-1976 the financial burden of college expenses

has incréased for middle- and upper middle-income

families in gene_ral.19

this way:

'

“

The summary statement féom‘the'Chrnegie Council'is ‘he following:

. ...;uitio;\:§;?§;ﬁave risen more or less parallel

with the rise in per capita disposable personal ' - %
income (1970-71 to 1975-76). The total cost of St
tuition and board and room, however, has risen

" less rapidly than personal income...and thug the Yoo
real burden on families and students has gone .

( - down, mot up, as if often said, to be the case??q; Ai'

Ty

- o #

Despite these conclusigns, thete 1s a sense of unease and N
frustration among the middle class which is not simply attributable
. . ' ‘ -

either, to Self—pity’or to political posturing. How 1s ome to

cxplain it? There are several ggnerﬂl considerations. which may be

pert inent here, _ ‘ ' ‘ !




\

For one thing, the fact that members of minority gproups, aJdarge
- N J .

-proportion of Qhom'are poor, are now participating in higher educatioh
~at rates that are high by hiétorical standards‘may be'm;king a numher

of middle—income.parents especia;ly sensitive about ‘where their chil- .
.dren go to college, especiallyloopefdl that they wily_attend pr£Xate
-institutions. But~Pr1vate education is expénsive, and.the burden_is-

' particularly heavy for those who ,are too well off to qualify/ﬁor much
aid but not well off enough to be able to. pay a tuition of $3500 or

-~

even more., In this regard, it ds ﬁossible'that the increased employment

among women since, say, the 1950s may, in an interosting way, be making(\\.

: e
the squeeze on the middle class feel more uncomfortable now than it
did twenty years ago. Then the style of life-to which'the.family grew
dtcustomed tended to be supported By one income; today, for more and

" more familieé, two incomes are becoming the rulg,agd the basis for <

N . : { . -

determioing the average level of family spending. Thus twenty years
ago there may have been more reserve earning power in middle income
families thaq/there is today. One at 1east has the impression that if
j the foteman 8 son from Peoria were admitted to Dartmouth in the
1950s, his mother would frequently go'to work éor the duration to N

help pay the bills, Today, she is much more likely to be working already
r * C . . "

" so that t‘ds reserve of earning'power{is not as widely available as
.' .. * /:

L4

L, once was. This suggestion 1s -speculative, but 1f the hypothesized
scenario‘is ,true, it'could‘go a long way towards explaining some of the
. l.’. ’

¥
—~~

widdlé class' difficulties concerning the costs of college.

Another aapect of the middle class discomfort may relate to

changing claims on Its budget One often hears that the‘price of a

SR K
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college

-
a .

_ o _ N o
education, based otngpme gross barter ratio, has hardly

changed at all in three or four“decades. A year at'an-ékpensive

\leate

decades.

college has cost approximately as much as‘pn Oldsmobile for

. \ -
But an alternative approach'woqld be not to 1ook simply

. 'y ( .
at the price compared to total income but to divide the. earlier ﬂhi

the more recent 1ncome_1nto f ixed and\discretionary components,
It is possible that part of the middle class

the fact that the charges for college have gfown much.more ‘“rapidly”

than the diatfgtionary component of income. Of course, there are
o some pfbblengﬁ}n_defining what in“fixed'anj'bhat.is discretionary.

T ) N . |
However, for at least one important item -~ the federal income tax =--

.

the situation is quite clear. 'With'its graduated rates pegged to

money income, that tax will, in'au/inflationary era, be at. least oné€

major factor reducing the discretionary component of income ‘over time
: - : v

for any given level of real income, @

\ | -

For instance, if someone could just'pay for college in 1965, and

between 1965 and 1975, the only change to take place was that every
. "

. .price in the economy -- including the person's'income and the charges

.forlhollege -— grew five percent a year,
b : . \

\ (3

L . longer be ablé to pay for college because federal taxes would have
gone-up by more -- and therefore residual'dignretionary income by ¢

S | less -~ than five percent per ygng.. It is inStrnctive to note that,

;‘ under.these cifcunsfances;‘nhe barter price between n college educa-

i;?fl“ tion and an Qldsmobile would still remaih constant between 1965 and

In othet words such comparison alone -- in the absence of
[

1975,

othe? information regarding the budget -- is.not a foolproof guide to

« .- | “

' difficulty comes from ,

by 1975 he or she would no

if,

whether or not the burden of paying for a-college education is changing.

.. . .

‘ 7 _‘I" ..‘. S . | . /16 : - ) l.




One nddltional factor in the middle claas'. discomfort may simply

be rcscntmcnt promptcd by a sensce o[ havlng hecn trcntcd unfnJrly. ' 5 ’

_17 I'ts starkest form, the resentment focuses on the issue of why a
ffmily with income around $15 000 - $20, ooo should pay high taxes

tlo finance grants for someone else's children when 1t must simultaneously Vo

itker limit the,choice of~college for its own children, or go'ﬁeeply

~
-h

v \ fnto debt, or encourage its children to borrow heav\\y, or resort to
ome combination of all three

o

¢ Whatever may be true regarding the burden of college costs
kor the middle ‘class and whether that burden has been increasing, the
political ‘process 1is moving swiftly at -the national level'tofrespond

| to the middle class' perception of its dilemma. In testimony before

. : N\
» ' _ a joint hearing of the Senate Committee on Human Resources and the

House Committee on Education énd Labor on 9 February, 1978, Secretary ofi

— . !

Health, Education, and Welfare Joseph Califano said the following ; ‘ .

President Carter is commi ted to increasing student
financial aid for middle inqome families with children
- in college, . . ) ¥
R
. In the last decade, the costs'of sending a son or -
daughter to college haVe risen rapidly. ‘Between 1967 and _
. ' 976, average college costs increased- by 77% to levels so " ' .
" high that many middle iw'come parent9~have real fears that
) when the time comes they either will be unable to afford’
to give their children the benefits they received from a
college education or will have to make extraordinary
sacrifices to do so.

We must now also recognize, as a matter of gtatute, " -y
that many middle income families are finding the educa— '
tional opportunities of their children limited by -
lack of financial resources, And we must act to ease .
v the burden middle income families béar in paying for
higher\aducation.‘

47
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...rWIe‘beileve tliat the middle income problem is
s0 urgent that we need to offer a solutlon that can
gsecure swift Congressiaopal enactment, The President s
proposals will go a long way toward easing the toll

, that the costs of higher education now exact from«
America's lower and middle income families, Apd they
will providcéghﬁexcellent _base upon which to build

as Congress and the Administration consider r duthori~“
zation next year,

(] . .

With the joint lgadership of Congrese an4 the
Administration, we can make great strides ip solving
a problem that has bedeviled the middle 1income families
of America. The proposals announced. by th¢ President -~
and supported in broad outline by you, the education
leadership of the Congress -- promise to rblieve the §
burdens borne by those pagtnts with children in institu—_

tions of higher learning,
AN .
Right now 1t appg!rs to be a foregone conclus#on that some re1ief
will be forthcoming very soon for the middle~ ncome family, all

that seems uncertain is the precise form it ill take,

(
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VI. THE SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR FgNANCIAL AID:

* . U o _ e

A. _ Introduction

Much of whatever improvement has.taken placé in access to higher

cducation .can be attributed to conscious policies of ﬁinanciallaid,
aithough the felationship is stronger and the connection clearer for

mineritles and. the poor than for women. 1t 2s time, therefore, to

examine certain important details pe{}pining to financial aid. There

- . L ] .
are two main toplcs: the . sources’ of funds and the mgthods of allo-~:

'é%ting thém: 'The.former is the subject-oflthis Sect%on; the 1a£ter,
'_gf.the one;that folloﬁs. v |
; One impértaﬁt_source of scholarship aid is private individuals
; and orggnizitions.- The breadth éﬁd difersity of thisrresource?éan\

i'be-inferred from the activities of a firm kﬁown as Scholarship o
. _ _ . A . € _ ' .

E_.Search whose business. it is to sell progpective-college stydents

R -

Information about financtal aid for which they may be eligi'ble'.'2

4

k4

E Apart from S. Robert: Freede, the entrepreneur who 22:7'the-firm, the
principal asset of Scholarship Search is its_computfrized data bank
listing over 250,000 separate sources of ﬁinancial aid. " For a fee o-

'£39 in"1975 -~ the .firm will compare information which the applicant

. . ’ ’ ¢
provides about h¥mself or herself with the conditions governipg the

. P —— ¢
awards. Typically the applicant yﬁll receive a five to ten pgge

report listing perhaps ten to.tWenty sources for which he or she is

eligiblé. 1If the search fails to provide a list with at least $5000

’

worth of aild -- beyond state and federal sources and some loan pro-

grams about which iﬁformgtion is provided gratis xf the fee is

i

refunded.

-

«
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’ | Private aid programs are'funded and\distributed in a'Variety of )

Y, .

(' .l Ways. .Some colleges have endowment funds whose income is restricted
{_' . to financial ald. In other .instances, private sources may agree to
. v Y., S

iprovide.an'institution’with'a-certéin sum’ annua]ly, for:shorter or, . - ;ip‘
_ longer periods, to finance student#assistance. In still other. in~'_ _
‘- e . ’ . - ) ' ﬂ_,«
' ~ stances, organizations may make awards directly to- students with the : :
L o . ..
understanding that the students will take their awards wherever they

.go tq college. g J

. E .
- e

/.

One source of aid that'has become'éspecially important.to hard-
_ pressed private colleges in recent years 1is called "uunnded" aid. f
N | \Fhis form of aid is a direct outgrowth of what Rexford\yoon has -l{':- =
called, "probably the greatest discovery in- the‘development of |

studens aid" -- namely, that 1t {s not necessary for ' a college to ' '

have 'scholarship money" in‘order to give scholarships,3_"In effect,
r-s . » . .

- what it means to give an unfunded scholarship is simply to lower'the

pricé in order to attract a student who wOuld otheryise not ‘attend.

A major reagon why this point is not more widely understood is that

”~

. the ‘method of accounting employed by educational institu;ions serves -

. .

_to camouflage it from all but the thoroughly initiated. _ f
‘ ' - V) ] . t

\ - :
As numerous and as important as private»sources of aid are --

indeed, taken together they probably even exceed state sources -- in

¢ 4

sheer dollar volume they are vastly overshadOWed by federal sources.
: * ¢ .

The‘major prograns of federal financial aid are administered by
" . _ ' ’ S L
threg agencies: the Office of Education, the Veterans Administratien,’ o -
) v ‘ L ] . . : S8
) and the Social Security Admin}stration; . - : | U e
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B. The Office of Education's Prog;ams v PR

_The Office of Education administers six major finandial aid

[ 4
programs underfTitlg IV'&f the Higher Eduqation ﬁct of 1965 ‘and the
'amendments which ;tyesubseqdently modifieﬁ it. Three peovide

- ) _ , o T e
grantq -- one of these is a matching program with the states -- two
| .

prd@ide 1oans, and one 1s a work—qtkﬂy program.f o o

- The biggest of OE!s S programs and the foundation on which Con—

l

gress wanted all aid to rest is the BEOG program which was authorized .

by the hducation Amendments of 1972 It provides grants to eligibde

qtudents - needy undergraduates enrolled at least half-time'in ,

| instituti&%s defined by law as eligible to participate in the program.

"A very large proportion of the eligible institutions -- Debbie's

Schpol of Beauty_Culture in Chicago 1is one example -- are outside
the colleglate, sector. Thid program has been growing rapidly in . .

'recent years. In 1973—?4, it prbvided 185,000 students with $50
s - '

million; by 1976-77 1.9 million students received $1,5 billion.*
'The'budget for 1978-79 is'$2.2'billion which was appropriated in the

fiscal year 1978 budget because the program is forward-funded. 'J
. ) e ’ N ..
A central feature of the BEOG program is the set of rules goveng-

ing the amount of the grant. The award is based on meagured need
X s

but is sgbject~toia‘ceiliﬁg defined as the lesser of $14Q0 (sched-

e

uled to become $1600 in 1978-79 and $1800 in 1979-80) or half the

cost of the student's education —- the so-calléd "half-cost™ rule.

A

Thus a poor studént‘attending a 1och%st'institution can end up
, - v : .t

receiving a rather modest award indeed. For this Teason, some

]

qbservefs view the program as inequitable; others have asked how a

BEOC'can be called a "true entitlement” when even the neediesﬁ

M



'ﬂtuduntu,wlll'hnvu to flnd one=hall of the cost of'thclr edicat Lon ¢

o el‘ewhdre; : _ _ . ' ' L L "’ A , -

| - The BEOG is"principally a tramsaction between the federal
government and the individual student, not between-the federal : Q\\\hr’,/”\\.

government and-the.institqtion he or she attends. Tt differs in
this respect fr;: three older Vcampusfbased" OE programs: Supple-
mental Education Oppoftunit‘ Grants'(SEOG),_National Direct Student
Loan (NDSL), and College hork—Study (CWS). These programs are

called campus—hased because the: money is allocated to the educational o

. i
oy . .

. - 1nstitutiong and each institution 1is responsible for determining —~'$
y . _

within certain limits -~ how to ﬂistribute_it-to students applying

for a-ﬂdo . : ’ . : ) . ?-w
“There is an intricate.prpcedure for allocating money. under the

* . h- -t . 4 ) .
campus-based programs to the respective institutions. It beginj-

s with an application -~ the Tripartite Application - whicb each
, N )
institution filis out annually based upon its estimate of the ag~ ' - Coe

.gregate neéd of its studenos., The completed application is first
passpd’to a regional panel ;h*ch reviews it and makes a recommenda-
;{g; regarding the level at which each of the three programs should -
///tbe funded The 1nstitution is entitled to appeal that recommendation ' o -
.
/// ' First to a reglonal panel and then, 1f it {s not satisfied with the : -

“-} /”. . “result to a national appeal panel. Once the amounts tecommended _ ' ._;

| 3 : i , - _

'for each program in each institution haye become. final, a complicated

- . . mechanism —- slightly different for- each\of the three programs -
v e v g f
- comes into play to allocate the fundq actually appropriated First

\ t.
to the states nnd then ‘within cach qtatb to the institutions.: .
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The Ttipartite Application process and the reéulting'distributionl

- of funds are both generally regarded as having some'fétﬁer unsatis-—

\\

factory features. By requiring the institution to estimate the agi
gregate nced of 1its gtudents knowing that whateven esttmate it makes

¢ very likeiy to be reduced, the lnqtitutlon s glven the perversc

In(chgivv to vxag;crat& that need In the flrst place. A good deal
of gam8§Qanshlp s involved.’ Moreover, the actual procedures for

allocatiog\lgad to pccu}iar results, Often enough, students whose
u[rcumStanbc'jggp identical will get all, part, or none of the help
'& N

- they need from™the“campus~based programs depending upon the state %

W
N\

and Institution ybere“ghey happen to be cpv#lled. Richard Ramsden,
who has an excellent discussion of allocation under the Efipartite

arrangement$, concludes as follows: '
< 'The state allocatlon formulas and the tripartite .
application system embody most of what is wrong in S
concept. and execution in federal student aid.” The end /
result is an ekcessively complex, inequitable system L T~
where identical students with idemtical .remaining, need, ’
depending upon the state and institution attended, can
receive considerable help, some help, or no help at all
under ‘the three programs.3

.

The Supplemental Educgfional Opportunity Grant' program has its

origins in the Educational Opportunity Grant (EOG) pnogfam, the

lpioneering accomplishment of the Highef Education Act of 1965. When

the BEOG was created in 1972, the EOG was simultaneously reconstructed -

[

to become the SEOG. Awards are intended for undergraduates of A “

"exéepfional financial need" attending eligible institytions.

' "Exceﬁtional financial need" was never more precisely defined by

statute, and. the workiﬁg definition adoptéd by the regulations is
A4 . . f‘

that such need exists when the expected family contribution is less

»
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'

than half the cost of attendance for the institutlon which the

. 8student actually-attends. Thus, whether any particular student has
' exceptional financial need" nill generally depend on where he or,

.. ’ =

she matriculates. Indeed this program is often viewed as having as " ¢«

. its particular goal assisting relatively poor students to attend
srelatively eXpensiVe institutions | “In that sense; the word "sup
piomental" in its titie ts especially apt
fh _ There are-certain 1imitations on the-size of the SEOG. In any | !.:

. year the award may not exceed the lesser of $1500 or half the amount |

of financial aid provided by the institution. Qver the course of an

*

nﬁ-undergraduate (areer, the aggregate award may not be more than $4000 ;.- )
)

unless a fifth year of undergraduate study has been: authorized, in

which case it may not exceed $5000.,- ' Y . : "'j\\\\; | |
- \ . ' ' o ‘ '. )/(-

The NDSL kad 1ts nape changed -- but not its initials —- in" -

1972. Begun as the National Defense°Student Loan Program 1n11958,

.itabecame the Nationai Direct Student Loan Prégramhfourteen yeai%.' .. __' "..
later.- its original purposecwas to provide low—interest i§?ns,‘and
.preferénce was-to.be given to those students who could help.the A
ation,eiiminate the educational deficiencies which to many;iSputnik
had dramﬂtioally iilustrated The institutions administered the
.
f _progrdams, bat the fedoral governmcnt provided ninety percent of the
'capltal. The expectatioﬂ was that,eventuwlly roynyments oggld

firance new lending, but of the roughly 3 000 institutions that have

. been particlpating in recent years, in? about 150 had reached that .~ -+ .

- t .

. stﬂgo b/ the. end of 1976 77 In_fiScal year'1977 collections were

+
- .

about $240 mi]llon, while_néh'lending totaled about $575 *ﬁliion. R T _ )

.A,




. - &% The limits om.porroning’&ere'raiged in'l972/to;$2500 thréhgh '
) © - the flrst two yedrg, $5000 through the vompletion of the bachelor's. .
o . | ) ‘through the :
' . B N, L - . D
e degree, and $10-000 t ough-post—baccalaureate study. The interest
R . ) . .
. rate 15 i perg but no interest is- charged“while the student is
T : in school.' Lhere iirgaprovivion for deferring repavment while the : R
’ horrowLx fs in the armcd [orces, the' sghcv Corps, or Vista or is
‘ purti’\pating&on at least a half time basiq 1n an cducational pro-.
. . T ¢ ) _
gram. ,Jhere are alqo certain provisions for canc llatioft of pastial o %

c%ﬁccllation of the repayment obligation which hav undergone many e

wisions over. the years. Currently, their thrust 1is to provide _ _
: ‘ ;3 ‘ . .

J o~ * this kLnd ot benefit to elementary and secoﬁdary school teachers -

. working with children from _especially difficult backgrounds Repay-:

' . g : -

ment can be made over ten years. - . -

R
- ’ ’

ot

~ ‘@he changing criteria for defining student eligibility foquDSL

s o

‘.. Aﬁ provide a good index of some important shifts in federal po since

D

195&. Preﬁerence was originally given to students of mathema

'-"‘ : science ‘engineering, and modern foreign languages, and academic®o .,

”»w

. _ ]
PR | N '.ence for doademieaithievement and in 1976 there was ‘evidence "of. a,

\;. [ _échievement wag a factoru. In 1968 thé Amendments eliminated prefer— '

p cuntinued swing of the- pendulum in this direction when the Amendments )

’ .

. _ isthorized institutions.xo maintain eligibility to borrow for students, *

. ) '_)ﬂ a * hd ) - . ’
. +« ] who-have not remained in good academic standing. n ' \
. : c , NG
L ) A[though,the subject is complicated and cannbt now be discussed

3 ~

_in any detail, the problem of default in the NDSL should at least be

: e * mentioned. Mefsuring default rates has fts conceptual’ complications .,
, ™ ' - T . : ‘

- and, is not made any easier in this case by the existence of provisions

by . «

: ' Ao v ;- n '
; “-. = for cancellation and deferment. Some definitional changes were




v

¢

.

. - . . _
“ program. As of February 1978, about 700,000 NDSLs with a value of

of the default rate In- N%SL through the end of 1973 from 10.4 to 14,2

.more extensive -~ im both number of loans and dolljrs defaultedr-—

H - . Lt - R

reccntly introduced, and "they ‘had the re3u1t of changing the measure

’

6 ..
percent.- Despite the upcertainties surrounding them, these numbers .
. ‘ * ) ’ £ ! . N4 =

at;least provide a sénse of the magnitudes involﬁed Quitdtrecently
/

~ Secretary Califano has said publicly that defaults in NDSL are even

.

‘than the widely publicized defaults in.the, Guaranteed Student Loan

: . : . . . . ) #
f“ab&ht'$600 miltion are. if defaul,t."7 PR - - - ’
. - ‘ L a ‘ 4 - - . . )
Because it encourageb widely—admired , the Colle e Wq;k— L
. ~ ¥ - : ' -Q' "e / “~ \‘ _—-\ )
'%tudy program has been enormous.‘ry ,popul -‘ Originally part of the 5 -
T l )
[ r o 4

’ 8 B . . °
private sources.”"” The thrust of the amendment was to increase the AN

ar og Poverty legislation the program 'was transferred to Title v

rd

of the Higher Education Act of 1965 by the Amendments of. 1968 In
19721 the statutory preference wals changed from, students from poor
families to "students,with the greatest financial need taking into

accpunt grant assistancc provided.such students from any public: ox o0 ¥

degree to which CWS funds may be used for thé benefit of middle- - R
: . i s , o ’ ' _ y
inconle gtudents attending high-cost institutions.

*

\$he mafn characberistic of the program is that the government's ‘
/‘* v . .

. A B .
contribution subsidizes the wages of students doing a wide vdriety o

of work. Normnlly, the snbs[dy is limited tp oighty porcent Under-
k\ -

the terms of the program, work for profit*mdklng enterprises.is not

. )
. permitted.’ The'student may work for the institution which he or she

is attending unlesgs it Is a proprigtary school. Two other'prohibi— -
tions’ rule out work which dis WCes anybne regularly employéd and .
work-for a. partisan polifical cause. Betwebn 1966~ 67 and 1976 17,

Bponding under this program grew from $140 million to $670 mil ion.

s\/ ' ...' B e Al

.nl,'-




The'Stutu dLudont lncvnl}ve\brant (SS]G) program:also began in
LI o . £

1972.. 1t is8 a matehing program whereby the federal government will

. : 3
, . : match, dollar f8r dollar, -Incrcases in a gtate's scholarship awards

l : - -

. from a base year. The state selects the recipients[\ﬁut the U;S.
- t _ Commissioner of Educatiomreviews the criteria. The maximum award

. 18 81500, | | * o -

s

, There s a general sense ‘that the SSIG holds great promise. -

_ Following Its adoptlon, a number of states developed.their first . ‘
| . - . . N . e S
programs of {inancial aid. Howaver, SSIC has operated on a much

- "+ smaller scale than any of the other Tifle IV programs. It began - L

A<g<7 - w[th $19 million in fiscal year 1974, By fiscal year 1977 the level o Ty

- ¢ ¢

of funding was $60 millioﬁ and it is currently scheduled to rise
s Ce e "5 . - ‘
. to $77 million in fibcal-year 1979. Such a rate of growth is impres- L

~
g e .---""= .
.

. hivc buL even so, SSIG is still scheduled to remain substantially .

=]

smaller over the next few years than any of the four other programs.

already’ dlscqued — N ‘v

- . . . . ° v Y

. 1¢Tﬁe sf;th ond final brogram dnder Title IV is the Guaranteed ' 4
Studodt Loan (GSL) program. 1In this program the federal government

oY

“

" neither lends monoy nor provides capital to suppoxt original lending
,Tnbtea&, it acts as an insurer. against loss through 1end1ng in two
- ] N
ways. FlrsL it 1nsures some lenders directly in what is known as

the Fedoral Tnsured\gtudent Loan (FISL) program. Second ip/those

cases in which anot&br agency —-- typically a state agency -- provides

s, .

the fqut llno of insurance, e federal government stands as a

second linef a vehiclé from which the state agency obtains reinsur-

2 . ? L4 ' t'?‘.
ance.  The overall alm of the federal government's efforts in GSL \4

.

w o and FTSL (9 tomake avallable to students n lnrgvr'ﬁn]upe of credit

7




.

L | : oy

~at a lower cost than the usual. commerc ial interplay between borrowers e :

‘i and lenders would call forth. \g///;
The CSL.began in 1965 and.bas undergone:a variety of revisions
~ ' since then., For example the reinsurance feature of the program

o 4

began in 1968, and in 1972 Congrgss established the Student Loan

‘Marketing Association: —- known informally as Sallie Mae — as a

" privaté corporation to provide a secomary market for guarantegd
- . ‘. ' ¥
_student loans; . . . .

, S . The maJor terms of G$L borrowing are the following the'annual . <o
limit for anwundergraduate or vocational qt*dent is $2500. An
undergraduate may not borrow cumulatively more than $7500. For
graduate or professional studentq the limit is $5000 per year with
a max lmum allowable obligation of $lS 000 including any borrowing
done previously. The interest rate the student pays cannot exceed
'« ) . '
‘ 7 percent —- a substantially higher rate, it is worth emphasizing,
than the one charged for an NDSL loan Currently, students from ' .
amilies with adjusted gross incomes not over $25,000 ——~and a few
others ——'are eligibie for an interest'subsidy, which means, in g
part, that_the.governmentlpays the intefest whil® the student is in
i | SChOOl, through a grace period of nine to twelve months during any
| perlod 1in which.deftrment is authorized for certain kinds of gradu—
Cate work or'public AerJ‘ce, and during up to a year of unemployment . o
[t aleo means that the lender receives a higher rate of interest
| ‘ than Z percent; the government pay; the differenee} Repayment may
take up to tenjyears? and the annual paymont {s ordinarily not  to “

be less. than $360. - . - T |

- ) ) ¥




N , .

o _A ‘ ?Tho problengs of default under S, have recclved a good deal of ‘.\ |

ut;chllun. In figcal ycér 1974 féderﬁl“expendttures under GSL bq—

causc'&f loans fn default were ;cafly‘$10@ m{ilion. ~As of ngfunry f

‘&L978l about 300,000 GSLS;.worth.about.$300 million, were in default'.9

%ablt 11 gives some Information oﬁ'estimatcd rates of défaulf bf:
prc uf.lnstitut on attended and form of gﬁaraﬁty.' As mentioned
bifbrc, meaQuring\and interpreting def lﬁ rates is.é tricky under-
tnking and shduld ke done'cautiouSly. 'The guaranty. agencies have’

lluwor rates, but Lt}is'not known tg what extent this.résult'coTes
o from superior adminjstruf{on‘and to what extent from more restrict[vé
., | ' 1endiﬁg poliélos. The table Alsozindicates that rates differ from
one type‘of institugion,to anotpeg. Perﬁaps.évén more important,
many of the difficulties, according to Arthur Hauptman, are ln very
well'defined plgces. He mentgoné two of OE's estimates: first, .k
-that students attendingh;ough}y 100 institutions acbouét for over .
hé}f the defaulgs, and second, that over half the institutions re-
gurded‘as being "higﬁ defauit risks" are located iﬁ California and - -
T;xas.lo"rn any’event, Qbe !roblem of default haé attracted a great
deal of attention. It.tslwléely vieded by the friendg of student
aid as<*a point of vulneral;ility for these programs it‘l‘ general, and

OF is currently making copcerted efforts to imprové matters, As

Commissjoner Boyer neported to the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary

”

Education in May 1977 S
A full-scale compliance effort has been mounted  within e Y
OGSL to discover and resolve those problems of fraud . ™

and abuse ig the GSLP. This effort began in 1975 and
ls on-going.1ll : .

.
/ o
. . .
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»

fgw - - ESTIMATED DEFAULT RATES IN FISCAL YEAR 1974,
2 j j@ﬁ BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION ATTENDED AN g
SRDUN FORM 'OF GUARANTY T
* ~ . 7 "\:'-_-:l
o : ) : T
T : ‘ : v " Percent ) |
L. FISL :Cuaranty Agency
Colleges #nd Universities :_ ' , 8.5 ST 7.1
JunioraCollégbs and Tnstitutes 25.0 >xéi  13.1
Specialized and Vocational - 25.0 15.2
Not. Classified: F R U 25 8.7°
’ ] L] . . ‘
Overall . N - 15.4 8.5

. * Arthuan.-Hauﬁtman, "Student Loan Defaults: Toward a.
" Better Understanding of.the Problem," in Lois D. Rice,

ed., Student Loans: Problems and Policy Alternatives
(New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1977),

py l44. '

[ L]

)

-

. . I'ndeed it seems to be. Since around the beginning of-Septembef

P [y

roughly 1500 cases have been turned over to U.S. Attorneys, By
~ayp ) \ . .

: 4 , . ) _ ,
contrast, in the entire preceding decade, only about 150 cases were

pursued in that way. :
' ~ S8 .
v . So much by way of a br}ef\[ntroduct%?n to each of these programs,

-

. Table 12 presents.somé general information on how the benefits of the.

various programs -- wlth the cxceprTom\ef SSTG, which was not includ-

T

ed in the study -~ were distributed In 197677 on the basis of the °
{ ) : . : . n
race and economic background of the pients and the kinds of

.
L]

awards were'méde, but since some students participated in more than
. ' v

one program, the total number of sfude ts aided was dbout 1.9

AN

6{) ‘

1nstitutions they attended. All told, about 4 million separate ' »




TABLE1Z %

.

- Y _ o _ . ' ¥
"SELECTED ( .ARACTERISTICS OF RECIPIENTS OF AID '
"~ AND OF PROGRAMS, FOR FIVE TITLE IV PROGRAMS,
| : ‘ 1976-77 o, . ! :
} ’ '\ R Total . - : _ . i
v : - b ' (unduplicated BEOG - SEQG .CWS - NDSL < GSL
~ . . ' count) *¥% ‘Program Program Program Program  Program
Number of Recipients o 1,937,000 . 1,411,000 432,000 698,000 ‘ 757,000 695,000
t . " - 7\1’\ Y
Public” Institution : o ! : : Y :
4 Percent s 72.6 79.9 63.3 64.1 61.4 - 56,0
Private Imstitutdon o ‘ : o ’ _— _
Percent : . 27.4 - 20.1  36.7 35.9 38.6 44.0
Total . 100.0 ~  -100.0 . 100.0 " 100.0 100.0 100.0
Minority Percent . ' 34,9 - " 43.0 . 39.1 - - 29.3 25.7 17.0
0 Nonminority Percent . 65.1 57.0 - 60.9.. 70,7 74.3 83.0
i Total - . 100.0 100.0 ~  100.0: 100.0 - 100.0 100.0
" - N . LR e - . . .
Status . T . : ( T o | _
Dependent Undergraduate “ o - ' ' ‘ . 4 f
Familv Income ’ ‘ I
- Less than $6,000 . ~ . . 22.8 30.0 24.4 19.2 14.9 . 8.0
-_? ’ : $6,000 - $7,3499 . : 10.1 13.5 11.0 8.9 % 6.9 5.5 .
g 87,500 - 11,999 ' 17.8 . 19.6 - 20.5 18.4  17.8 12.9 ¢
\ $12,000- 14,999 12.2 ) 8.6 - 12.0 16.5 16.5 16.8
515,000 or more . 9,0 3.3 6.6 11.5 14.5 23.8 5
61 . Independent Undergraduate - .~ 240 @ 269 25.6 »20.5 . -21.6 18.4 ,
~ Graduate Students _ 4.0 -- ‘ - 5.0 7.8 - 14.6
. © Total . o © 100.0 °©  100.0 _, 100.0°  100.0 100.0 . .100.0
-. P - ' R . . '_"_'f - . Y - - 9 ; .
Average Award (%) ' .- - $820 $550 $670 . $750 i$1,380
Y ) - . ¥ . . .
'* Frank J. Atelsek and Trene L. Gomberg, Estimated Number of Student Aid Recipients,
. 1976-77 (Washington: American Council on Education, 1977), pp. 12, 14, 15,
‘.,_' " \ : . . 1 .

** Excludes CSL .

'!;EKl(;‘ ' . ' - ‘i . - , - e S E | ,




milliomw -BEOCEHQére directed principally to those/ whose family.

o — I,

N . X . -
LN . .

“incomes were low, and among BEOG recipients minorities were very_if/

heavilyﬂrepreseAted compared to thelr representation in the populd-

| tion as a whole, SEOGs also went principally to students from

families at the'low end of the'economic speétrum. By contrast the
4

loan - programs - especially the GSL -~ tended to be used more by

¥

~

those_whose family incomes were higher: Roughly 80 percent of BEOGs,

but- only 56.0 percent of GSLs, were taken t0'pub1iC>sector institu- -

-
.

tions. The average loan under the GSL Was substantially 1arger‘than

L4

the average award or loan under any of the other programs. ,‘

Table 13 summarizes the leVels of funding of the six programs
in reév nt‘years, the amount the Administration originally requested
A ‘ T . . g . "

for them in its“proposed budget for.fisca} year 1979,.am6'the sub-

v ooa

. . 4 B e
“sequent alteration of .that ordiginal request as presented by Secretary

Califano -in his testimony before the Senate Committee fm Human Re- .

L ¥

. sources and the House Committee on Education -and Tabo¥ on 9 February

1978.12 The Administration's original'request‘yad been shbmitted‘as'

part of its proposed budget only a few weeks'earli;’;; It is a good
measure of the polktical pressures surrounding student aid that in
suah a short period of timo the Administration had shifted from ask-

ing for an Increase of 6.6 percent to asking for oné of 38.4 percent

in tundlng for the Title 1V programs. Mot of ‘the r quested increase
‘

. Is for the BEOG program, and " 1if the Administratton has its way, the‘

\ :
funding for that program —_ vhich_in Januarymit had wanted to increase

by less than one percefit —— will Jncrease by-46?3 percemt.

There ls one additional and somewhat more general poLnt suggest-

y b ~

- ed by the data in Table] * It concerns the important distinction

»

. . »J' . .
N - Y L]
. : )

[ ——
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% o \' B
. TABLE]3 * - .
‘. o TTTLE IV PROGRAMS, | -
- _ : ' FUNDINL AND ADMIN1STRAT10N REQUESTS, - ' »
' ' ‘ FY 1977-FY 1979 :
) (mi11iong of dollars) ¢
O I ¢ I (3 . N
FYy 1977 - FY 1978 FY 1979 . FY 1979
Funding Level Funding Level Original Amended
o L (fur use -In . (for use in  Administration Administration
e _ 1977-78) 1978-79) Request . . /Requést
’ , . ' ‘“  {for use 1n (for use 1n‘
. . L 1979-80) - 1979 80)
' BEOG 71,692 2,160 . 2,177 . 3,160
SEOG 250 270 ' 270 ' 270%%
. OHS 390 . 435 . 450 600 .
' NDSL 323 326 3o T 30nkx
SSIG 60 oeh 77 - T 7Rk
GSL | 367 . . 530 751 . 827
o Total . 3, 082 3,785 . 4,035 5138
- : *C?ange from ‘FY 1978 proposed in: L :
‘Original request for FY 1979 = + 6.6 pe
2 Amcnded rLgucst for FY 1979 = +38.4 percent
" .. 'p-
o k. The Washington Office of the College Boar‘ "The Fiscal
Year 1979 Federal Budget and* the Outlook for Student
Aqsistdnce Programs,'" February 3, 1978 p.. 4. ,
_ Joseph A. Califano, Jr., "Testimony of Sedretary Joseph A.
Califano, Jr.,, Department of Health, Education, and We¥fare,
Before a Joint Hearing of the Senate Committee on Human ~
- Resources and the House Committeé on Education and Labor,"
’ ' Department of Health:/;dhcation,'and Welfare, February 9,
' - 1978. T '
% v _ ) The figure in column (4) for BEOG was derived by adding the
S . extra $1 billion which Secretary. Califano 'said was being
' requested for this program for FY 1979 to CEEB's estimate
_ ‘of the ‘level of funding in FY 1978 rather than to the slight-
, , - 1y lower fidure of-$2.1 billion given by Secretary Califano'_
as the level appropriated In TY 1978 : "
. " .‘v

e Por SKOG, NDSL, and hnkh, Secretary Callfano'n statement of
Febranry 9, 1978 mAde no proposal to anlter the Adminintra-
tlonle ortglnal riquest., '

S 6q

b .




o

“between money-allocated to.studehts to take to institutions and money

: : : ' ' : .
allocated to institutions to award to students. The difference 1s

3 . §4

W  substant{al, esgpecially in an.era\of qx&ess capacify. When the in-

. - N o . =3 . .
stitutions have the money and it is_scapce, the students must, in

.

. . ] - ¢

an'important'sense,’compete for it' the power ST‘decision lies with
. Tt

t‘l} institution 8 Director of Financial Aid, But when the students

]

have the money -- and especially when there is excess capacity in ~
~ the system -- the institufions;must compete ‘for the student; the

.
‘e
Y

power lies with him or her.
. . :

~* The distinction justhreseﬁted 1s fundamental. One. of the

°
- -~
- N

L putting“thé money intq the hands offstudents rather than fﬁqsitutions.

14 ~

. Ndw, over half a decade 1ater ‘the %ffects of that decisionaare making

“

themselves. felt * The Ad?inistg&tion s amended request for fiscdl.year

ot

- .1979 calls for 1e;s bhan ona—quarter of Title IV. funds to be al— /

»

locat®ed to the cémpus—based Qro%raﬁs (SEOG, NﬁSL,.and CWS) . o
. e o ' - . ,
q P AN . - - /"’-
/
. 0 _ L /
C. Ygt rans' Education Benefits \ o/

] . .v’ - : . \
So far our discussion of federal financial aid has focused/upon
v ' : :

programs a%pinjstcred by OE. Two other agencies, ‘the Veterans Ad-
1 » \ N ~

. -
mintgteation and ghe Soctal Secumity Administration, also administer
. e ; .

programs which -£ though not providing financlal aid in exactly the

P S ;-
|

same sense —-— névettheless put'federal dollafs into the hands of
: i B s .
students with Qhe understanding that thoée‘dollaps will be spent for

' educat fHn,

9 .

decisiong,made in paséin"the Amendments of 1972 waé,&o emphasize . *




<

: Jv. o _ "f . e : - . .
;} - In 1944 the first of the major bills providing substantial educa-
¥ _ - S . . _ .

:‘jtlonal assistance to vetcrans was passed, - Tt paVed.the way for large

Tumbers QF men returning Trom World War 11 to recenter civilidn life

.

o . ! . i ) ' ‘.
by participating in education. Since then therg have been two other\

(.1, bills providing benefits ‘for veterans of an era df actual combat,
' \ ' .

the Korean Con[l}ct G.1, BIll of 1952 and the Vietnam'Er

[T

G.I. Bill~
[ 3 o . - [

ef 1966, ' ' _ _ c . S . o : PR

One major changeibetween the firgt“and the later bills waSuin

~

4

the - provisLon for making payment. Originally, the government paid
/

tuxtion direc[ly to the institution-and. gave the J%teran a separate
'-'allowance for-subsistence. Under the succeeding bills a differenf
eystem was,édppted:.;all payments were made to the v¢f;;a;,vand from

~ them he was expected to pay his educationalﬂexpenses. ~Not'surprii;

:1ngl§, dnoer_the.orlginal system veterans,enrolling in college were;

v

.-siightlyfmore_likely“than studénts as a whole to enrbll in;private:'

" o . - ., . .

M )

instituqions wheré&as the revised system produced just the opposite
] . ) - - : . a :

18- - o .
rE’SUlt. » Y N . ) 24

“Table L4 provides some'informatibn on participation under: the

three bills., The most strlking comparison comes 1in the very diffif*
ent proportion of participants who took their'&ﬂucatiOn in college
under the original bill and the most recent one.- Several-factors

underlie the change. TFor one thing, the veterans' prior pducation

-

»

was mngh greater in the later than-in the_earlier'period; Just oever
half of the trainees under_the World War I bill had graduated-from
high school; for tle Vietnam Era’biil; the figure was over 85 per-

)
cent.14 Another important factor was the expansion in'the scope of

-
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- . TABLEl4 » - - , /O .
. - . PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATION BENEFITS - : '
v ‘ B UNDER THREE MAJOR G)I. BILLS, -
. : ,_‘" . . : ) ‘. * / . .
. . R , _ _ o . _ . Y .
e S ¢S T ) B N ¢ N O B (5)
A ) _ . . . Veteran s Total ’ (2) as Percentage of - Total spert
N B . ' ‘Population Participating in centage (2)attending . on Education’
o . ! « (millions) = Education Programs _ of (1) college (billions of $)
‘ ot L, {millions) . ) o '
N N . * . . v g ._ - L o . \ ATy
t \ : 7 . ' . . - .. " ' o AY . . ” .
\WO_rld Wa® II Bill B 15.4 S 7.8 50,5 , «28.6 T 145
‘Korean Conflict Bill SN <y 5.5 oL 2.4 X N 50.7 © 4.5
. - L » . , _ : L. S ) , . R
S * . Vietnam Era Bill*#* . Total | k1§4 " 6.7 59:1 - 'f; 56.6. S 21.7 ..
, . (thrpugh November, Vietnam ¢ o - . - . o
1976’ - . ' ] .;_, . _Era 8.3 n .?.4 ’ 64.3.}, . .( 57-6 .’_ - —t
P . - ’ N l . R N . . - L ) " . RN . ' v . 4_» .
T - . *Tlona N. Rashkow, "Veterans'.Educational Benefits: 1944~ 1978 " Congressional Research Service, = /.
‘ Library of Congress, November 10 1976, Revised November 28 1977, P. CRS—18 . B
uly
y § . »**The Vietnam\Era Bill, even though it was not passéd until 1966, extended benefits to those
» , . who served after 31 January 1955. Thus a large number of veterans, who  had served long before
T the VIetnam War began, became.eligible. - X
¥ ! L s : ' o ' &
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- programs -- wxspeglally of a vooatiohal and-téchnical?nature_-— offered
- for agademic credit by colleges. S N |
O e e 8

. ‘In recent years the cneral subject of veterans' benefits has

v— .
.

l_roceivéd curtain unfavo able publicit&. "On the ohp hand, th/xe has

been the problvm of ovvrpaymcnts when the VA has not learned on a .”

‘ . A - , -

¥

'timelv bnsis’that a veteran was no longer cnrolled.' On the other

. hand lnstltutions havc comrlatncd Lhat in trying to monltor the

-

ivvterans programs, the VA has meddled exCessively in their affairs.

1,

ese matters arc not going to.be explored here in any . detail but

gcncrxl point is worth making to place’ this general subject in

)

v mylh attghtion recEntly‘are not new. Writing about the original

’ . AN -

4 shkow put matters this way ' . ! _ I "
. ¢0ne unintended result of ‘the GI'bill was a pro-
. o fusion of vocattonal schools set up specifically to
.. \ pafticipate in the GI bill. By the late 1940's the’
. . poor quality of training in many.of these schools S
- had become, a major idste., So had the fact that many - : ‘\
_ VLttrans were aising thcir benefits to learn dancing, o,
i bartending,'auctigneering, and other such pursufts.
- After 1949 these courses were ruled unacceptable, v
and schools were required to have been in operation{
1 at least one ydar (later changed o two) and to have
enrolled at JeaM15% nonveteran-students before:re~
- “ceiving any*morféy under the GI bill. 15 ° . .
Ve Erop the_pcrspésf{;e ot postsecondary education, the most sig—-

hificadt fact about Veteranst education beﬂefits is their volatility.

1]

Table L5 makes QEE)point vividly fov fiscal years 1967 through 1979
&

N S"/At'the cginaing of the period Spending,was about $252 million Nine

years later, at its peak it.Was roughly Eyenty Qimes as much in cup~

..‘ ” “v.‘
rent dbllars. Over the same period . though it didn' B gmah quite as
- \ :

fast the numbe? of . partiqipants stlll grew enormously rapidly.

'per'pective: ﬁot the most paxt the problems that hdve received 80 |

-
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"\ ’ TABLE 15 * .o _ . _ |

, & _ ’
i S © ENROLLMENT,OF VETERANS AND SPENDING FOR ) " x
. ‘ 'VETERANS' TRAINING UNDER G. [. BILL OR BILLS, ) '
.; oo ' FISCAL YEARS 1967-1979%% e '
o o - -
‘ (1) -\\_ (2) . (3) " . (4)
. : ' : _ Total Enrolled in .
Total in ~Ingtitutipns of . . . .
“Training - Higher Learning . " Spending
Fiscal Year f (in thousands) , ° (in thousands) - (millions of dollars)
“e A : :
<L . 1967 . . 468 339 o 252
g 1968 . 687 414 407,
. . “ \
Lo 1969 - 925 . ' 529 , . ) 615
L e " 1970 | 1,214 677 = - © 939
| ;"l'k 1971 - 1,585, . 917 ‘ 1,522 ~
. e r .
. 1972 1,864 ' 1,065 - o+ 1,812
L 1973 2,126 K181 - ' 2,513 ‘
oo 1974 = . 2,359 15337 A 3,006
| L bRy 2,692 1,696 - | 4,165
1976 L 2,822 1,925 e 5,029
_ : ' : - . - ¢
SR 1977 1,938 L oa 1,220%k% iy 3,567 -
. . . . . : , "
- 1978 T 1,447 : 912%kx 7 L 2,814 .
- 21979 1,237 7794k . 2,420
\q\ * Voterabs Administratibﬁ; Réports and Statistics Service, Office
' ofy the Controller, Vetérans Benefits Under Current Educatienal
Pfograms Information Bulletin, April 1977, p. 70. )
’ The Washington Office of the Qollege Board, "The Fiscal Year 1979
- Federal Budget ag§l the Outlook for Student Assigtance Programs,"
*. February 3, 1978, p. 7.. .. -°* _
’ | ~ Administrator of Veterans Affairs Annual Report 1976 (Washington:
. o U.S. Covernment Printing Office, date of publication unlisted)’
- p..196. v 7 '
= %% For éiscél Years 1978 and 1979 there is estimated to be a small,
. number of trainees and a correspondingly small amount of spending .
cunder the Post-~Vietnam® Era bill in addition to the participation
_ l  and, spending under the Vietnam Fra bill. o
- .« -®% Egtimated assuming the proportfod(qf trainees training inAfstitu- | -
N tions of higher learning will be the same in 1977-1979 as it wis ' ‘

. in 197%-1976, . -

. Y - ' : . ) ' _' ] . )
8 ] . l’“ ) g Lo o oL }'{) ‘ . | . ‘.. . ‘ k_'

» . ‘e .o . . ) . L .
s . ’ - . . .
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te

T ‘,2_ B Very suddénly the_turniﬁg pbint came; following it, the decline
.haé Bee; prEbipitous.‘ Thé estimates are £hat, betweenwtpéhpeak in
fi{scal year 1976:—f qcademtc year 1975—76!:— and three x?ars later,
the cnro[lmcnt, of .vétc;‘;‘anl’ undér the GT Bli].l will have declined by

. _ 59.5 percdnt, and the total spending on veterans' benef Lts will have.

- - ‘

: N
dectined by, 51.9 percent.  0f course 1t should be pointed out that

-

not all veterans attend the postsecondary level. Moreover, probably

.- only a relatively small fraction of that money came to the institu- .
*tionéfin the first place since it is for living a® well.as for pay-

.o . - : ' " : »
iﬂ% educational bills and since veterans ;end'to attend low—cost‘\
v - C . ‘ ! .
[nstitutions. But even when all of this has -been said, the ipplied °

ids&,of‘reveque to postsecondary educatiof promises to put at least
‘ some straim on the budgets of certain institutions at a time when

* .. - ; - : : ¥ .
even without thils additional difficulty, their financial problems : L
,;-a—— . . . ) a 5‘ -
are already rather scvere. ‘
) L . : . . . ‘,’ " *
D.  Students' Benefits Under Social Security
. The other1major progaﬂﬁ outside of OE thht‘distfibuteg funds to ’
, : : L _ * ’

be spent on education is the Social Security Kdministration's\student~
» . s . . . ’
. benefitﬁ‘srogram. Enacted in 1965, before any of the current Title -

s

v pro!!hms except NDSL was in operation, this program extends bene- -

fits to "18- to 21-yéar-old unmarried full-time studenf dependents »

. .

“»
Jf. déad, disabled, and retired workers."l6_ The principle underlying
_ . X P _

‘::>///\§( . v'this_prograxttés'ﬁqt financial.aid per se but rather the~notiﬁn that L

-~ ¢

: - ) when a parent's income was eliminated, it invodved hardship for a i .
' chi’ld -~ even one who was over 18. -




™~ _ , ' B . | 4
Educatiqn benefits under soctal security currently differ in . |
an impoftant respect- from those for veterans: they are growing, -
. 4 J 8 ‘
. not shrinkin&. In figcat year 1976, outlays were $1.3 billion,
whtch.made:tﬁevprogram about 50 pércent bigger than the BEOG program.
o 4
, in that year, ‘?able 16 shows the estimated outlays and number of
) beneflclartes for Social Security education: benefits for fiscal = - o
- ’. - .
year 1977 through fiscaL'year"nggﬂ Not_all of the beneficiaries
. f . [;‘ . : .
attend collgge. 1In 1972-73, 70 percent were in college, and 20 per- ’
- cent in High school, .
. e —
~ "I‘ABLET%* :
; | S
ESTIMATED BENEFICIARIES AND OUTLAYS, .
. SOCTAL SECURITY ‘EDUCATION BENEFITS, o
_ FISCAL YFARS 1977-1982 :
' ™ ’
RN
v Beneflclarigg S "Benefits Paid
Fisca] Year (thousands) (millions of dollars)
1977 : 841 e 1,622 _ -
- . 1978 876 - - o 1,819 -
. 1979 . 900 2,017 !
1980 R 908 ’ 2,188
1981 L 911 ' 2,344
1982° - 910 | 2,485

\

i Congress of the Unfted States, bongreqsional Budget Office,
_ Soclal Security Benefits for Qtudentq (Waqhington u.s.
] Lovernment Printing Office, ]ﬂ77) 10,

. ‘ ) ' : ' : ' .
T . ’ . } . ’




J;//”S\\ Fxcept for some so-calIeQ_"loans of convenience" extended

66
B 7‘

‘undur GSL, 511 Tiéle 's progra@é-are need-baged; other things
bﬁlng equal, tﬂv gward wiil‘véry with the .level “of Eamily 1ncome;
Benet its under socfal securlty are qu[te different They resemble
in iﬁ;lntu payments for loas of 1nL0mo, and therefore the ﬁore in-.
come that has been lgsts the higher ic payments te;d to b(h‘ In '
1975, qd@cuvcrég; annual award was $1900, considerably above‘the <T‘
max imum amount then -- or"eyeg now ~;'availab1é in.thé BEOG ;rogram.
/_Proposaiswhave been\made to eliminate or substantially alter .
this progranm. Tow!rd.the end of his-;erm, President Ford, ﬁindful
¢ of the financial plight of the social securigy trust funds and
aware that other student aid programs are baééd on ﬁeed,_recommended
th#t the program be phased out:.]'7 President Carter plfered that
plan and suggested, ins&ead, that .a celling be put on annual pay- .

ments to coineide with the BEOG eeiling, but fo such change has yet

L taken place,

4 :
V4 L

. fthStath

#tfe federal government 1s not alone in supporting student afﬁ.ls o

The states also have programs of substantial consequence, although

in the aggregate they are not nearly as large as the federal pro-

srams.  In 1969-70, roughly $2’A00.m'1.11.ion a4s awarded by states to '

e

471,000 students, By 1975-76, the level 6f sdpport had grown 0

"

to roughly $500 mllliog, and'thgre were 860 OOO'fecipients.19

Dur ing 1977¥78 the gtates plan €o Qpend about $746 million on -

--Iﬂ _ awards to over 1.1 million qtudentb, a growth of 50 percent in just

. N

' 20 -
;ho past two years. A _ C .

. The growth [n state expenditures has heen st imulated by the
N ”n ,
. Federal State Stwdent Tneentlve Grant (8810) propram which offern
. " . . :\ N »

Qo | : - ' '7"2 s

',



N matching funds to the states.  Although enacted as part of the -

Education Amendments of 197%; the brogram wasln5t put into operation
1 T until l974v7?.. In lé69, only ninet‘ﬁﬁastates had programs of finan-
. ctal aid fof stddents. As'of 1974-75, thirty—nine states had sixty—

one programs that qualified for funds under S%IQ, and by the fall of
' L
1977, Alaska was the only state not’ offering some need-based aid for

Its studénts.z1 There hsve Beén numerous Yimitations on the distribu-

- tlon of the.states' funds. . Of the sixty-one separate programs in | 3
Ve . . . ' ..

1974-75, fifty-one were restricted to undergraduates, forty~eight

\g\‘ were limitedyto full-time stdﬁents, and forty-seven limited the use

. ' of funds to 1 —state Lnstitutions.22

Two chara&teristics of the states programs are notgxzrthy.
) . : .. \ . .
' : \
First, expenditures are heavily concentrated in a'few stdatek¥., 1In.
,the aggregate; roughly two-thirds of the gpending is . done by five
! " states -- New York, California, Illinois, Pepnsylvania, and Ohio.\
New York's contribution is expected to be about 30 percent of all’
®spend ing by tha ststesffor financial mid in 1977-78. Because the
- . ‘AL . I. . .
programs of other stdﬁ%s have expanded,_this’concentratidn is less
pronoun(ed than 1t waq a few years ng -— thoqe five leading states
spent oughly tirce- q%ﬁrtcrs of the tOtdl in 1971-72 —- but it-is
23
stlll qulte substantthl. /’)
' The second charJotbristlc is the dlfforqnd% In 'orientat ion
between state anq'fédkra@'grant programs. Federal programs give much

B ]

C oL of their money to studqu&‘from families with rclat{vely low inc®mes

A}

. who tend to g0 to public i&itifutfbns. By contqast, more than half

of the aid distrihpted by thb states goes-to}gtudonts who attend
- ) ' ' . : ! .

-
1




¢ - . .

o8& = ° N ST A

privhte inatitutions.zai,ioseph Boyd, executive director of/the

[Llionts State' Se¢holarship Commission, has tommented: S
. - h.
' [t Is clear that Large numbers of students who are
' not being served by the federal programsg, with family ’
Incomes between $12,000 and $30,000, are receiving f
~ - large amounts of state assistalfce.25 ' !

* L4
[ ‘ ‘

A major qlestion for the future 1s the extent to which the N
.o "
lederal government may condition matéhing funds. upon particular
"~ terms which the states dislike. It is possible that there will be

disagreement about. whether recipients may be part-time as well ag

- .
.

full-time students and also about which institutions are éligible

i

to receive_the'funds. Probably the most sensitive issue for the-
states i "portability." 1If the federal ngernment were to insist

: . - A
that mdtching funds would be available only 1f students from a given

state could use the aid at institutions in other states, there would
. probably be inte-n}@entrov'ersy.
- ’ S R )

Fedq&al and sfate programs of financial aid together generate
4 : : .

revenues which have recently amount ed to in\:he neighborhbod of $10

.

. . . \ :
bill[én annually, In comparison with the tokal current-fund revenue,’

of higher ehucation institutions, currently éoﬁewhat over $40 billion,

_phis amount is substantgali'thOpgh'One must not make too much of the
- - . Y

comparison, since not all of the money designated for student aid
actually becomes revenue Lor %he institutions. A central theme of #

: fedégal policy in recent years has been #o put financial aid into
' .. - i . ‘

the hands of thé‘sthdents and to allow.them to spend it largely as

jthey choose. This dévelopmeht'ha! put many institutions in the ¢ 1

pos\ition of-hévlﬁg to 'sell their serviseé and.cohpéte for students

* . ‘
in a\more explicit sense than ever before. . 4

. .
"
‘ . ! .
. . . . s
. - e .
} o . : - - . ) . ]
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" for any sensitive'decisiong&_,Ahother possibility would be for in-

VII. ALLOCATIOM OF FINANCIAL AID FUNDS .

The emphasgis in the previous_section Was on the°source of fuﬂds

They ate provided by individuals and priVate organizations, by. govern*

ment at the feder al and state level,‘and by the ifstitutions them-

~ selves, Somotimes Institution 'make awards even when there is no .

A Y

Msource" in the usual sense. In such cases the aid is said to be

"unfunded." _ : oL A

PaR
‘\_ . —

Once afd Is available to be allocated, some procedure for allo-

cnting it must be adopted. There are many possibilitiés. One would

simply be to hold a lottery Nothing could be simpler, but the only

ma jor accomplishment would be to ‘avopd héving to take responsibilityA

stitutions to give preference to those students whose presence would

- especially benefit them, sometimes a violinis}, more frequently an

uthlete.

Athletic scholarships havé been around for a long time, and thé
controversy surrounding them has not changed much over the years.
In’ 1927 Harvard’s President Loweid said that.colleges shauld be

¥
Carnegie Foundation for the. Advancement of Teaching published a re-

'more than ''mere adjuncts to football stadiums," and in l929 the .

port calledAmerican College Athletics‘ which, aceording to The New
York Times, 'sent shock waves reverberating through the academic - )

community "l The reporé's assessment was the following

@ Into this game of publicity the university of the present

day enters eagerly. It desyres for itself the publ% ity
that the.ncwspapers can supphy. It wants gtudents, *it wante.

popularity, but above all it Wants mongy and always more ¢
money. e : : LA S




The athlete fﬁxthe most available publicit?“materiai"fhe
college has. A great scientific discovery will make good .
-press material for a few days, but nothing to compare to that
. of the performance of a first-class athlete. Thousands are
interested in the athlete all the time, while the scientist
'7 “is at best only a passing show. And so it happeng that the
athlete lives in the white light of publicity.... :

Chick:Meehan, New York University's football coach in 1929,

had seen the report before publication, and he told his team:

;o . ® e already read it, and you're - o
_ going to be shocked when you sea... K
' ! how little you re -getting paid.... 3 ‘
Although it is a splashy and notorious topic ~-% as well as a

LS

very important one for some institutions-—~ the athletic scholarship

13 ' s

i only one example of a criterion that may be used in awarding aid.

. Atademic promise is certainly another. Today, however, neither is -

\ :
truly at the center of attention,»rather need is the maJor criterion.
v &

To\makt this point is not to deny that, in many settings, special
M
abi ities - whether n athlet%cs, academic work, or numerous other - .

. . - P ' . . ) . :
areas -- have a great deal to do with who 'is admitted, especially to

sﬁlectiVe colleges. But the . point is that, to a very large egtent, -----

efforts aye being made to meet e;enhandedly the measured needs of

all the stiydents actually enrolled. The aim is to avold-giving

-more than m¢asured need to some, who are especially favored because
: ST : : -

Y of what they can do for the institutions while leaying with less

*

than their m dsured need those who, though admitted, are nevertheless

not o hlyhly favorvd ,fhis ideal has not been universally achiévod,

l L] - "

but there are - idespread anduconcerted efforts ‘to move towards iv

A

In considering needs analysis, it is worth making two po[nts at:

- the outset. First, as practiced, needs analysis involves detailed
: - - !
calculations that give it a greater aura of precision than is‘warrsnted. .

[ -

h
.

[§d b . - ./ )/" 2
,‘z\'@ ] R V) by ‘ /./'
) i . l/ // ‘ ‘
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Inherent {n this process argome specific judgmentq/about such. '
I . - . . ) ! .

N

. ' things dsfhow familles éa' ould allocate thei; budgets, what J:>

céngtitutcs a reasonable of living, and what ié sufficiént
'pr0visioq for a family's fu - matters which are, to say the .
L?ast; controversial. o ; -

Secoﬁd, needs analysits, as pgrformed by the federal government
; .  and thgfmajog private agénqieé whicﬁ do‘thig'work, is based pn the
; ' ngg@%ﬁtlon that parentslretafh a major respoﬁsibility to maké the
si;;gust feasible-¢on£ribution towards the costs of c&ligge edﬁca—
tion for their chilaren. In that gense, needs anaiysis islpértially
in cénflict with some of the'quite.unﬁerstandable wishes:of.many .

A

young people to abandon their financial dependence on their ‘parents

;§ soon as possible. What needs analyéig does re :st is -any greater.

than'absolﬁzély necessary transfer of financial dependence from the?

parents-to the institution or society at large. At the same time,

needs analysis allows an important role for genuine self-help because _ - \\_

L}

v It makes ample provision for students to contribute to the finance of
A \ . .

their own educations by both working and Borrowing. ' L

A student'® need [s defined—simply enough as the cost of educa~ ~
’ : ° T

. ) " tion minus the resources that are available. The principie resources,.f
pfioF to any consideration of aid)}nm the expected parents:.coqtri—
butfon (EPC) and the student's summer eérnings.' Tﬁé cogts of educa-
tion vary from institution to ihstitution, with tultion being the

major component of variation, but these costs can be fairly well

estimated. Obviously, the most sensitive, controveréial, and com- /
. . " * -

.
v

"

plicated matter is to determine thg-EPC.' . “”t)

o
g

.




- their education Inevitably, such procedures were bo}p,confusing and ;/

o Y
}
, |
.. .

Certain background/;égarding thF EPC should be summarized :As
things had developed/over the years " two private organizations -- the

College Scholarship Service (CSS) of the College Entrance Examination
Board,(CEEB) and the American'College Testing Program (ACT) -- stood,

—-—

™~

in the first half ‘f the\l970s, as the principal vehicles for estimat—

ing EPCs. CSS and ACT would receive detailed information regarding,

-

families financial circumstancea, and then they would employ their

-

methodologies to estimate what they believed each particular family

N : .

should contriﬂhte. This iﬁformation would be passed along to the

college or colleges to which the student wished to apply _ o

attracting attadtion in the first half of the 1970s the methods

employed by CSS and ACT were producing different results in identical

-
A

circumstances. In some dhses, the difference in recommended EPC was

. .

as much as $$Q€0 Another problem concerned when th& applicants for

°

- BEOGs were informed of the outcome- The announcement tended to come

kate, so late that most of thé\&ther sources of aid had ‘already been |

L)

allocated. Once the thformation regarding the BEOG was known, finan- “

.. cial ‘aid officers had to revise large numbers of awards to prevent °

some students from having total resources exceeding the costs of *

!

{nconvenient 'for students and their parents.

It is not suprising that in such an environment there developed
i 1

some major efforts td’simplify and improve the system of dellvering
: A

financial aid. The National ‘Task Force on Student 'Aid Problems --
\‘ . BN 14

sometimes referred to as the Keppel Task:Force, aftgr itss Chairman,

"

with this task. The Task Force was organized in May, 1974 and




L

will lead to the same measure

-apply for a BEOG no matter what other sources of<aid they are

. qugstlons concern the detailé.. What should the_progressive

completed its work in 1?75. _The National Cpalition or'Coordinathn

of Student Financlal Aid was created as a.successor body to pursue

some of the Keppel Task Force's initiatives.

Anong the _many tanglble 'esdlts of these efforts, two -stand
out, Ftrst @ uniform methodology_has been developed and.is curren-
Lly used by (€SS andeCT; now th same lnformatton-from two families

| /

EPC for each, Second, so~ca11ed

~

multiple data: entry” has become .a reality, thereby allowing the

¥ N |
Lnformation provided to CSS or ACT to btcome, in turn, an appli~

tation for a BEOG. In this wayy an enormous amount.of paper work

S 4
N . i
has been elimynated since, in many instances, students routinely

“also pursuing, In fact, in twenty states a student must apply

for a BEOG'as a condition of eligibilitylfor a state award.’4
Non,hhow is the EPC calculatediuhder the uniform methodology°
There are many details but the basic strategy is straightforward
and tloqely analogous to the procedure for calculatlng the
fvde al income tax? Ttom gross incgme, a number of items are
subtracted to arrive at "asailable lncome That figure is '

supplemented by an amount which depends upon the parents assets ~—

the 1djustmcnt could be zero —- and. the result 1s "adjusted e

.~ ) E

,available lncome, . To,that ‘number a progressive rate structure

of "taxation" 1s applied., If more than one child is i&feollege

at one eth, an'additional adjustment 1s made, The end result is-

% . ‘ ¢

the EPC.

0f course,.{n thinking about -actual results, %he,important

|

1

‘. .
/ . A L.
. . . . e
. I
-
I .




. the uniform methodoﬂogy for the academic years 1977- 78 and 1978-79 | di

tain reasonable assumptions abqut, changes in aggregate economic .

‘the EPC.

. N . A X

taxation rates be? How should different,kinds of, assets be treated?

What consideratfon is to be given to a familyfwith-several children,

in college ﬁt once? Ag fundamental-as these questions~are, it is N Ly

_. simpIy beyond the 8cope of thiipaper to do more than identify

.-

them and emphasize their importance." - _- oL o o )

Without exploring those dctails however we can examineocdrtain' a .T'(f.f

: findings « Table 17 provides a comparison of the results of applying

L

to a sample of 10, OOO cases drawn from the files of CSS under cer-

‘o

magnitudes. These results illdstrate what magnitude of parental ‘

*

A
contributions are being expected, on the average, at various leveﬂB

of incOme and also ‘show that recent adjustments in the details : : '
: N Ve 'r . ' J .
. : L - Y

of the methodology have had the effect of lowering, not raising, ’

*

This la%ter point is ‘worth - emphasizbng. As it happens, ‘the - v

relevant formulas have beeh modified in the last few years to pro~ .
duce somewhat reduced EPCSs, 1In commenting on this phenomenon quite' o
recently before the House's Subtommittee on Postsecondary Education ' s
3 . 7 ;\“ . ) ,.. N . A -
Lois Rice of the CEEB had ‘this to say: =~ e R :
. A little over, two years ago my organjzation, co O
) aating through the College Scholarship SeMwice, put ' o0

Minto effget a wholesale reduction in the levels of
expected family contributions toward college costs.,//
The, necessary consequence was® that ‘hundreds of

thousands of mdddle and upper-income families who . . ;::" SR
(because of thelr incomes) were .not previougéz\ o oo
qualified for' atd found themselves eligible. .

’ -

By carryihg the implication of these remarks one step further}

7

we gain ingight into important aspects of 5ﬁe distribution _of
. s .

» _ n

w/
.
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] ) . . . | | § ) . ‘ \ - ( N - - .~ i
o s .
D . L. COMBARTSON OF AVERAGE PARENTAL (‘ONTRIBUTIONS, s o 3
B S BASED ON A_CSS SAMPLE OF 10,000 CASES, S '
A(ADPM[( YEARS 1977-78 AND 1978-79 o s
Y v I o ' Mean : S
. < B ﬂnco:nu ~l,0vc.1s Frequency }_1978 -79 AY 1977-78 AY
S 6,000-"7,999 .* 850 =480 %k 421 xx
8,000~ 9,999 . 1,063. ~325 k% "~ =273 %% ,
; 10,000~ll,999 jl,128' ~69 %% '—13**'//Lr
- 12,000-13, 999 1,196 200 . 264 '
. 19,0004 15,999 41,104 450 T 525
C16,000-17,999 ¢ 931 714 800
I 18,000-19,999 S, 705 . 993 1,088 .
.~ 20,000-21,999 . 493 % Co1,273 1,382 ‘
L 22,000-23,999 . U3R2 ' 1,783 S1,9117 ¢
. . 247,000-25, 999 231 2,116 2,262 oo
_ $26,000-27,999 L 158 _ 2,550 2,690 e “
Ve T28,000-29,999 .. 871, L, 2,895 3,043
#'- 30,000%and up | .21 e 4,983 5,102
* . - e . o o . - . -
* The CSllege Scholarship Service of the College Entrance f':, - I
. © Examination Board, Financial Aid News, volume 6, number 3,* '
S May 1977, p. 2. ' :
L *% Jiach nagdtIVL number Implles that the measured need is even
\d" groator -=hy prec sely the amount -of the negative number -~
. ... than ft would be' Lf the expccted‘p§rental contribution were !
—_ . \ .o prece lqoly Zero, - - . B . .' . - * l °
finnncia] aid. Fnom the perspective of parents, a'lowering—of\ghg' T
_ ' IPC {s gcnerdlly a good thing becauqe 1t meang that ﬁ r a family
with 1ny ‘need at all the amount of need will increaqe. .
T o ' Now, who might.opposefsuch a change? JInitially we might be .
'*1§$. .>“(temp69d to think'thét'the instdtutions. would because, .insofar as -
- . ! 1 N v X
. pnvernment funds are limited, any dPLerSC in revenue obtained from '
i gy : ) T e ) -
m"“ ' “the plrunl 3 wlql |)u sumnbly have to come Iur&t ly F Fom lnutltlll l(mnl '
et MR ¢ LY ‘. !
SE g g ) '
RS |“,,(|,, Ilu /mmu r lur)w (Nll nr’.'»'( r 10 he nmrw(g')'l:\pl l(-ulwl.'* in,n
‘“1af'»¢§ o T Y *
o “‘;excnl [ﬁper, James Bowman r«purtLd Lhiq lntcrtﬂtlng Informat ton:
o R THAS Lo . Yy o
ERIC. -~ . "7 .t SE
A v e rovided oy e . . ) o - o . . N /.' . . . [y

4 ¢ . y N L

o



) . o Y . L : . : .—
“ug; ‘< L ﬂpona‘hwublc((mmumt lu<ﬁnrontly}umrd about, thv T _‘ .
e CS3's expected parental cogbribution levels, par- . - N "
¥ ticularly'for families, wi incomes over $20,000.% .
. ;‘_ ' “  Op-the one. haqd marty hlgh—cost independent
” : . - instituttons say that'the" expectéd parents' contri- . - ;
4 ‘ .butions for- familieg above these income ‘levels are'. : ' . .
*N\ . U7 too low. These institutiogs maintain that theY -
. - are, in. effect, subsidizing family consumption :of - -
S . other gopds and services. . On the other hand, many o p
R "y other: high-cost, independent institutions say that - S '
PO ' L the expected parents contributions are- too high o a
.+ for familfes. abowe these income levels and that - R .
o " students from‘;hese families would be unable to = /W

. '

v, vattend thelr, igstitmfions if the CSS analysis were . o . :
‘;..\, ,-strictly used _ : _ -'z N ' )

o
“

. ' This res 1t seems to confirm an important notion about private

. -
P

' - college . For the st popular colleges, it, is apparently SOmME~
- o o
' tthing of an irritati oto. b nder obligation to give, say, $2000-

worth of Einancial aid to someone who would gladly come with an _ _
. ) -,'_ [ C . )y . _ :
- award of only $1500~- But for other private instigutions, which S

S : N DT

- -y . |
. ” B haVe to’ wo'r:k hard to f’ill the’ir freshman classﬁ and may even have -
Mff'b " ‘ . ‘some excess capaoity, it is jugt as great an irritation to be under , '
LN A . . .

A

. gome constraint to offer only $2000, when $2500 would be-required
. . ' . v % -

. to-enroll the student who, though pgssibly tempted, to come, will
‘ ®

actually qettle tor the much cheaper public institdtionn i_
I i '

v

j‘n" v S0’ far this~ddscussion of, he role of needs'analysis has con~

»

Yo L) 4
'

B
. .

D . ' cerndd only tho uniform methp logy whicl\ guide‘s"\e institutions '

- .o 4 .
- ’primarily about the PPC--—-as they construct packages of inantial St
’ R ] \ . "'\ .. .
'?:‘-;: aid Bu; what aboﬂt the awa?diﬂg of vhe BLOG” Although a stud?nt _’._ o

,wif(/a BEOG may &eceiue addiﬁional funds allocatcd thnough the

R
vS institutign" the BEO(‘ itself is awarded ‘by" Q federal gbvernmen‘t '

L
L
e The process is formally Quite ‘similar to the one carr{cd on throus//p . .
R theryxée of the uniform mithOdQl?gy #irst, the Lot bution fram: .\ )
PO . oo ’. v - ' d




L . T P ) : .. o
B N ' ~
the student jand his famfly 15 determined. . This number, called thc

"Student Eltgihllity Tndex," is then used ln conjunction wlth ¥:)

c e .

set of tables to dotcrmine:thc amount of the BFOG at the partlcular
. % ‘
_Institution which tho student plans to attend, The ‘tables are

a,; ‘( o L

<j(onstrunlcd to Lakc account ‘af both the $1400 eritation and the _ .

Ta . - 4

»

. . . : O e, .
half-cost rule. o . :

" S ' . : ' et
Y L e
- One 1mp0rtant detall” underlying the” calculation of thq student 'szA

’ ‘

(llgtbility indtx for thc BEOGs oxpgram iq worth highlighting *.‘

hgalusv it shows a noteworthy diffgrencf between the uniform meth- .
odnlogy and fhewnccd. analysis of the BEOCs program.f Central to CN '{):
cach mcthpd is a qtep~by step eldn@nation from gross 1ncome o€ |

)ttcms thnt dre chmpted_from:tgg'special kind of 'axation'employed

to dcrlvc the-faﬁily'g.contribution;- In each method, .a-major

alvmvnt to be subtfacted 1's the allowance for family maintenance, .

" . -
hntcthc ﬁllowances diffcr. fhe uniform methodo]ogy‘uses, with \\ s

“

ginor modificatloﬁ' thé(ButEJn of Labbr Statistics' low budget;“_

e Bnnuﬁ program, by contrast, uses essont fally the federal poved
. '. ’ .,7 T

w7 '
standard,”  Table 18 shows the comparison clearly and underlines

thc dcprvv to whi(h subjecttve judgmen]

<
rsystums of necd analysis, -+ .
(-] .. . N ) . . v . .

Tn ndditlon to admlninterlng the award\ofaBEOCs, the_federal i
\ _ - .

. |’ PR
Bovornmcnt has, now also bqume deeplyr

t -

L]
4

ved -in needs analysis

» I : '
. i anothcr senqe onc whichw based levant history, one can , .
i L4 3 =Y .

- T RO R to

wasily assess s even®more Lpportant. The qtory .is intricate, but
. : LR e ' P

. ’ ° N \ . . .',\ e *

it main features can be skctched ' It has already been wwntioned "

PO -

' L] -~ » ’ ‘

[hat,UV(r thc past several ycnru ‘(SS hnn rcvlncd ltf tablcs An .
. e “. . H ) \ e ) N ' -~ ' , - . .
. \ ' . v




TABLE 18%

. ‘, . . 9 “ K ]
' R . CSS' STANDARD MAINTENANCE ALLOWANCE ¥ ) ;
AND -BEOCS" FAMILY SIZE OFFSETS, . '
) ‘FOR APPLICATIONS SUBMITTED DURING ——— v
& 1977-78 o
i
- . . A .a ’ . P ’ '
. CSS' Allowance for - BEOG's™ Allowance
Family Size Undergraduates (dollars) (dollars)
. . . ' o, :
¥ 1 ! , 1,050
. , . . I. B ‘ . 4 970 ‘._.l N . 3,850 . "\l\
' - i
3 o “/"'\6\ 200 e - 4,650
. ' Y o .
4 | N T2es0 ! 5,900
: ' -7 {
» 5 g 9,030 6,950
6 5 10,560 7,900
" oo 11,760 8,750 .
L , 8 . 12,960 9,650,
Y : i i .
: i S ‘“ 14,160 10,550
.Aé{:wiv\ o . % ) - A -~ , -
e “‘é w0 e 15,360 - . 11,450
RO IRCHE ' .o ’ '
: “‘»(/ 1 16,560 , 12,300
®- 12 . .'17,760 -7 - 13,200
| cich additionat * « @ - 1,200 ‘
L4 . . . - ’ .
R BT ‘ , ‘ . ‘
:( t . )‘ ' ;. ’ ; . «
o , ; . Qolle5e SchoIarehip Service of The College Board €SS Need Analysis.
1 : Theory and- Computation Procedures for the 1978-79 FAF. Including_Sample
. v ’ ~ Cades and Tahles (New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1977),. .
e p. 22, .
ﬁ , N ¢ Department of Health, Education ang Welfare, Offico of Education,
a 1977~78 Determigptibn of Basih Grant Elig}biligy Index, p.6. o
’ \‘l h . ‘ ' .. e “ .
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such a way that the EPC dtclined, These

. ' of tnéreashm{tjn ald-cligible population aMd of increasing the. o
aggregate amount of "eed" in the system, Whoever was to finance

the Increased levels of ald melied by these changes_couldjnot;

other things beding equal, be expected to.;mﬂcome them,
: { '

» . e -. o -,
. . 3\
We have.already mentioned the displeasure of some highly .
3 a :
3y » by 2y ] Y A
' selective privatn [nstitut{?nq over (8§ efﬂprts to redU(e theqkﬂgn:_ . N ;
As it happens, the federal Qovernment was not happy at thd prospvct | oy

\ * ' . X - - . 'ﬂ

.t

: 0 3 '
clthep.  The reason Ls‘obvious. An increase 1in measured need in

L 2 g i
“the agyregate would surely bring pressufe to bear -on the government A}
' : . < \
\
I to spend mgre. Thus, when €SS did reduce the EPC in 1974-75, the \

o

stage was set fot some conflict, The opening conflict was followed
by "negotiations Involving the Ford Administration,fRepresentative
O'Hara |then Chairman of the House of Represéntatives' SQubcommittee

on Postsecondary Educat ion | » CSS, ACT, and the 'Keppel Task

Forcv' !

and flndlly some c0mpromise.8 This epibode has largely

. a
bol‘ responsihle for&CGQ and AC’I‘ having a rather new role,

~ What is'central tg the change 1s that OE has published restrictive

ropulations governing tho distribution of aid ugdeg the campus-based

programs. To begin with, the aid must be allocated®in accordance with
N . /
a4 needs analysfis system approved by the. Commissioner. The regulafions

then go on to specify what 3ort ?;Isyétem the Commissioney will approve,

) Cand it becomes clear that virtually no discretion whatsoever remains for

, - ‘the bpeﬁator of the system. The only revisiond that are allowed are
. ) -

3 Annual changes to adjust mechanically for inflation, and they dre

.

not suggested; .they are maﬁdnged.. As a regult, to qualify.as an

!

<

.
2

| ﬁ : - S];




o4

) | o ;P-'.

allocaﬂor of the campus~bnsed funds, tho uanorm methodology oI ACT

and CSs muat stmply follow the -modus operandi established by the

Commissioner, Thus there has beén quite a change from the independent

role CSS and ACT once had. ’ )

ALthough nothing much has been said abput the financial aid ' : \ -
'ﬁ i AN S
i offlter he or she hs the pivotal figure on the campus who deter-

-mines the content QP the "aid packages" for the individual student

.
o
.' 'l . - .

[]
deals with the exoeptlons 'explains ‘the rules, and is frequently o o
) ‘.. !
lnstrumental in'helping the institution to raise moeney to support '

.r.

! .
the system of atd . : ’ RN
. . Y
f

Fwo points from the perspective of the financial aild officer

..

at the campugilevel are worth making. An alid package'routinely U

-

._has three components: 1oan, grant, work, In order to make the

scarce resource of money for aid go as far as possible it 1is : !
.j. .

‘standard to bebin a package-withta substantial amount of self- ~help:”
. i T e A

loang_and work; There are variations, of course, but in the moré““'“"'““ o

salect ive colldges $1800 would not be an unrepresentative figure
A » .
for the self-help component that is allocated before there fs any

’

money in the form of a grant whatsoever, - .

The second point is the dllemma that so many aid—ndmlss{ons officers

o
now confront, especially in thoge private co]Jegos that are bolowvthe top
. . _ » - |
' ten percent in terms of selectivity. Consider this simplifiéd scenario, = =

SN
/ ) .
The college has -some excess capaclty, a $4, 000 tultion, and five candfdates '
to Coqsidor for admission as commuterc and ?or financial aid. One of the

andldates needs ¢4,000 and each of thq o;?ers.needs $1,000.. 1f the one
gn
. $4,000 1t ald will have been awarded, and the 1nst£tutlon will. have enrollod

B ’ - ) d . ¢
o, . | ¢ , .8/ p I | ( -
Q . | o . i -

with the greateﬂt need is admitted and gi the dhount of atd needod




- one new student and obta&ned no nqw reVEnue. -If, instead, the

v
"

other four candidates are all admitted and giVen the amount of

aid ‘which. they need the institution will haﬁe awsr\\a&the same}f'

amount of financial aid - $4 000 oo but in thls case it will have
four new students as well as $12 000 of extra revehue. \Though '

' this aCLount is overly simple, it points to the factwthat in a/tim_ '

of oxcess capacity'~- such - as now exists and seems certain to per- °
. ) <

e

stst-~¢~ institutions have strong incentives to spread ginanciah'

!
»

. aid thinly over many. rather than concen;rate it heayily on a few..-

.

Although many more details could be discussed most of the major .
. S \s.____.v—*"
general features of the allocation prOcess have been presenied. :
B - L) ’
One of the most important observations worth emphasizing about it

~

: is that the amount . of mohey availabLe in the aggregate, as well as .
its distribué&on amdhg institutions, is the primary determinant of

: the degree to which opportunities for choice can‘he improved.- The

@ n

- BEOG program serves to promote access but not, in.any-substantial
:way, to ‘enhance choihe. "A poor student with a BEOG needs a great
. ¥ Y.
deal of additional help to attend a high~coqt Gollege. That help
A 2

~.can come through the campus-based programs or else from: other
.resources,;typically the institution-s own.‘ The role-of'the Dean
of Admissions in this,process is’ crucial It 18 to enroll a freshman i"

' class for which needs fh the aggregate are Loughly equal to theﬁ

" resources for heeting them which is whz,}as abptd@tical-matter,..
. , eLan *

. T

the'processes of admittinZ students and allocsting finsncial aid-go':.)__.,f'*" =

S

P

hand in hand, In 1dea1 c rcumstances, the class is simply admitted
;\ )

wlthout much roh\rcnvo to who ﬁocs nnd Qpiy not nocd flnnnciul atd,




'buf in.fvct,jit_ié.aflpxufy to be.hble*té(pfoceed in that ﬁay, and .

\ : .

“the high-cbspfinstitutioﬁs which do‘éé,_ifithere are'aﬁy~an all, -~ -

‘are few indeed, .




R Tl oo T e g T T
AR o '- R D R VIIT, SOME CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS . &,
. j'/. . ' . . T N .
L Ihe survey dt financial aid in the preceding Qections suggests
0 a number of conc‘uding observations. T .
n. | R ImproVing .access Has been the focus of federal policy. How

-

“emains te be accomplished? In considering

1t 4s imp.rtant to rémember that the states .

' far have we come’ What

- the federal involvement

' have a 1ong histopy of making access to higher %ducation available /

Voo for a large proportion of the cohort of high school graduates.
Table(& —— on.page-30 - provides a central item of evidence'

on access.' It shows the very substantial differences that still

exist between rates of participation ‘for uhose whose incomes are,
3
high and low as well as fbr those whose measured abilities are high

4

and low,, If we read down each column we get a clear sense that one .

unfinished task is to equalize opportunities for access between )

'?“ﬂ students who are comparably talented,but unequally endowed financial~ o

*

T -1y. And to the extént’ that we are especially concerned with those

l';,_._ o of high measured academic ability, the numberllin column 3 should
- df' o especially attrac&»our a‘gention. - e | - R . _"-‘¢4 -
' ' Tb learn the impact of federal policips on access, ‘it_ RN T
| N _ | | h - )
L would be_ helpful to know the content of Table 6 for _some .
N o . . -
-‘; + .. \ . _- ’ - ..
s . ) " . 2
Vo ) - e Y.
% - o ' ' . ¢
’ ' ¢ ".




.BA,,
e appropriate earlier'gear;- Although certain Similar tables exist
'Ajfor Earlier yegrs, one distinguishing - cell by cell - between
those who do and Ho ndt attend college is qot readify available.':-p ;’l.l_.-fi-_ o
Thus it is'hard to know what improvement there has been -> espedi

W j jially among those groups on whom federal efforts have been fodﬁsed e

However whatever tgb rate of - progress has been, the table surely i f tf' T_'f
‘“ - R - e’ T e X ..
; -"suggests that major opportunities still exist for further improve— '

A frequently made suggestion for improving access is to direct - _//

f\.3 e money in the first instance to non—instructional costs ' Currently' L e

‘_zBEOC Ls focused on the'total costs of attendance and is therefore f L T 1\_

probably a less effective vehicle for improving access than if itf

emphasized providing stsistence which is after all !the first *“w“'_:.l :

—

' order of concern, especially ﬁor those wﬁo are poor. of course

- .

~.Lnstruni‘.ibnal costs would still\remain but a number of people

r:_iknowLedgeablb in this atea- have concluded that there are some .__' R

s Lo S :

D ’:_qulte feasible rearrangements of existing programs - SEOG At par-~ '

. ‘ - . Y '.xl,- L N
¢ tieular -~ to deal with the problem. C S 1

: )

Anotherfket“of q esti

i

8 concerns ‘the, particuiar limits imposed
'.ff}%fi on the sizs of a BEO _and, more generally, what the relative priori- e T
._._. . \ V . . S .

mo | ‘

f”ﬂfties should be between increasing access and improving opportunities_- v

hd ‘-

::”for choice:ﬁ;After afﬁ, gan the: BFOG program truly ‘be described as - 7ﬁ;; B

o ,ff*": i=an nccess.p_ogram when it guaranteos that ~= 10 : matter how inexpen-.
T I , 4

Ve ébe“education,-— ‘a BEOG cal not finan *more&than half of it? - }PZ:" fc_[:,}

C \ .
“ Ki

i Lo
-2 That is the burden of the half-cost rule. But, on the other extreme, -

» I . , .
. .
(A T P i
_ B - v
A I P Ty ot : . / .
b e . ' 7/ :
. wd

if a. student whdse need was large happened to aspire to an ekpensive L

BN ) Lot
/
,
. ./ .
2, ) : Ve wd
A . . . . T e L,
RGN . N . L Lte . - . el
’ R ) R ’ 7 BAT . ERc o /ﬁ/ o ',
. f e “ . ' 7 “’;-.;'-' : P ' 7 . . -
v : . 4 . ot ¥ # .
’ I P R y S
s _ ) . o »
PR SRR N 9 . o .
. N ’ ;_“' . 4 .
. .. . . (]
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o :all Limitation,\ourrently_$1400 and though scheduled to: riae, ‘_
e sure, there are other sources of-money. In the right circumstances,

'T.BFOG as the foundation.A Even so it s a long way from $1400 ;to.

. take. the initiative ‘to make it easier than it now does for some,_ IR

: sensitive "than usual Within the. range .0f what now appear to be,

e

.,

not currently authorized to go beyond $1800 in any event.- To be —

'the 37495 listed as thexgotal res&dent budget for attending

A ’ B
- Prin¢eton but the queation is' should the federal government

"_who might not otherwise ‘go there, to do. so’

fchoosing is that students will make a¢wider range- of choices.. There'

 for a growing numbcr of institutions, the issue is even more

. on the fortunes of the tWo sectors, although members of each sector

) fhave somg sense of proposalh which they like most and least. When the_ -

coltege, the. BEOG would not evenﬁprovide half. because of the overn' - .Jaf

an- institution could make up a package starting with a maximum

[

"‘ _ y ..." i ..

Princeton during l977~78 Indeed'not everyone must go to.

. ._(

o K _— L e s
To raise that issue is to plunge into the midst of the public- :‘5N'

Y

Aprivate controversy The other’ side of allowing a wider range for

are always institutions for which a small decline in- the number of | ::'A"'*

applications can have serious budgetary consequences but in the o v

1 -~ .

peripd to comé‘in which ekxcess capacity will become a larger problem Lo
° . . ¥

politically feasible alternatives to such features 3f the BEOG as’

_ythe half~cost provision and a maximum authorization of $1800, there s, «-

. no consensus on’ what the total impact of particular changes would be .

oy - [ .
r ; P v

- \.‘

2]

8 consﬁituencies within"' IR -,‘\11

. . . . A \ 4 . . _.:' . . . L ] )
higher education - which are frequentlyl't a standoff on}:n issue_ o ”‘ .
1ike revising BEOCs - are well represented What tends;to'get.‘




[
.
.l. -
A
e p——

] ?('

submerged Eor a VAriety of reasong -- agéletate cost certainly :

| being an’ lmportant one -n'is promotion of the gpal of making wider
'the range of. choice\realistically available ‘to the student.g

L A particularly important aSpect of the general subject of

X v oo |
-j--choice is- the extent to which those whOm federal policies encourage

':to participate will predominantly end up in two~year public junior ;

colleges rather than, in some representative way, in institutions

~Hacr0ss the entire spectrum. Writing in 1973 .a CEEB panel had -
N _ ,."
' something to say on this subject D )
1-Public policy grounded in a narrow - concept of access
o implies that class status rather than individual at~
.- tributes and- achlevements would detetmine opportunities
~for higher education;. and that the higher education
' system would become more stratified than 1t 18 now: on
the basis of income and social class._)

unstated but- frequent assumption that a poor
'first generation college~goer should enter the local
community college or vocational school ‘his «children
-might: enroll in 'd ‘state college or public univergity,

. and the following generation might finally go to ta .

- prastigious private college or university ‘In other
words, "thie poor should rise only one rung at a. time up '

* the 'ladder' of institutiona types, The panel rejects

" such- thinking as alien to a society that claims to be L
free ‘of - the arbitrarv privileges of class.'” .

Because access to higher economic and social positions
. .18 influenced by the kind. of" institution bne attends, . |
’uopportunities for higher education cannot be equal = |\
~ until the poor and minority students areé:assured not -
: only eqbality of access but also equality of options
‘ ,'among programs and institutions.

-

.

ab‘What kinds of educational opportunities do the beqeficiaries

'of federal policy actually obtain? Although’a precise answer °

‘ *

i

' ca;‘not now be . given, it is importsnt ‘to rememl’ that unless };he

) d
. d',

/educational exp*rience ‘s suitable, the rhetoric of . equai access'n;

will prove to be hollo\) indeed To _the e_xt.ent, that_:.‘_improvingﬂaccess ; |

IEEREEL I




.~ Somet imes new offerings will need to be devefoped' at other times

= will offer. Those with higher education still earn more,. on average
~as the supply of people with some, credential from an institution

o hold ‘'seems bound- to broaden. Unle?b that point is well understood

' disappointments..3-

. “be’ room for the federal government to. include in itp programs of
.

- to int)oduce 1t? Is it necessary that} there be’ an all or nothing

' decision between emphasizing need and academic ability,,or is it

' :simultaneously? A,":_'__ _'I

o _-able to prﬁvide programs from which these students can- benefit’ :

¥ . !

- .

,-cxisting ones will require mbdification. L : '_', S _‘"“_).:

<

Whatever institutidns they attend it 1is - important that those

4

-_whom federal policies draw into higher education do not enter with

i

"unrealistic expectations about the opportunities the job market

than those without it but the gap has beeh narrowing. M%reover,

-of higher learning increases, the spectrum of jobs which they will

1

'f'there exists the danger that -many, better informed about the way

? . . !

things were than the way they are likely to be may face severe. o
‘ - _ R S
. . - e . . -t . L \.

s

Anotqfr important question that emerges is whether there may
. i V
financial aid some awardf based on academic excellence._ That

concept is. now far removed from OE's major conceans. ‘Is’ 1t possi:\e

/'

-

' perhaps possible —— as well 8 advisable - to. pursue both themes o

[ .
-
Fo

ill another central i sue ia the degree to which society T




E stantially les

u:}'preferred.a This ﬂle:

.o : ™ X . . . 1 ¢
" when the-predomina b _ision<is for 1ending directly to students..

_ an:obvious tensidn in modern.society between‘prOtecting privacyy".

"education. Undergraduates have: been borrowing, in Some cases subw '

-k

;stantially. Is such a result«desirable per se, or is it simply a -
'realistic ‘consequence of the fact th&t the current coats of under—;l‘

A.graduate education exceed what society and par%nts are willing to

'subsidize7

.~‘

Deeply imbedded in all the needs analysis methodologies ic the ' a;ﬂ' Do Q

' philosophy that the parents sh0uld provide as mhch towards the costs'

of college as ‘can reasonably be expected Therefore the absence of

_"any lar&e~scale public effort to facilitate borrowing by parents does

-

© .séem striking"” Between requiring the maximum possible contrig!Ehon

!f’m parents and providing 1oans exclusively to students, is there

not-a middle ground whereby 1oans on favorableiterms cOuld be arranged

-for parents too° To be sure,‘there are complications in insuring

that loans intended to finance college are actually used for that

suéh difficulties are hardly insurmountable.

There are leasc two possible advantages of lending to parents.

. rather than stud nts, First, chances are that default would be sub—

1

‘e

widespread If. nothing else, the parents are les{ s

.moblle than their young adult children 8o that the government would

be better.able to keep track of where they were._ The second

|

‘“ advantage —--at least some would S0, regard it - is that each family

could handle the 1ntergenerational transfer in whatever way it y_ ;'5 -

':;lity for individual families is largely lost{f

y The prospect that, ad’tuitions rise, ever more families will be

\

-3involved in needa analysis suggests another set of issues.- The@e_is _;)"

v " . : . CRENE W

R
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" l,;h :} . -_iand distributing information.. This tension ia very mpch preaent in~

PO

.the overall issues Pertaining to.need-based financial aid. One‘f‘-ai”‘:jfl_'f}
';cannot run a: need-based aystem without meaéuring need and one

. ] . HJ'

- o ' ‘oannot measure need fcir a. sdﬁ-called dependent pndergraduate withput T

e

L9

knowing the family!s every pertinent financial detail To some,v IR

”. E LU S

nthis isque is highly charged\\\n\negg\release on February 16 1978
. \\ .°°-< \\ : 7
'_from Congressman Larry Coughlin s office carried~the‘hea‘

Uy

. 7‘_l"C0ughlin Blasts"Welfare' Aspect of Carter Education Program" and o
1 included the. following strong statement' _ RERE
N In a stinging critique of. the Carter. plan to .
: -provide financial aid to the middle ‘income, ‘the  13th -
© . District- Congressman warned that taxpayers wauld o ‘
7"virtually (be) - taking a pauper 8 oath" to. be. ": ' ‘;'f."_ S
eligible for id 3 . o - SR .

AJ . B LA .
) '\\—-"’..gl_\ ¢

. *
..

.In the setting of public education and low tuitiona ‘the \\\;;\\ i

: RO .~
'actual magnitude of the problem is relatiVely small However as *J CL

PR o ':the strategy continues of raising tuition and compensating by ".;'ff e
R . 8 S
'_offeldng aid to more students the number of families participating
‘lri - . in needs analysis also‘grows. Perhaps one. s- ply shrugs and takes f¥w~¥——-'-;-

\ . .- ’ o L

: the view that gains in equity compensate for osses in privacv.- ;Vj-'__

On the other hand it is important to emphasize that this system '

: R ) e - I ] ..‘ ' . .._..‘
T . treats’ people very differently not on the basis of'a sharp distinc- RSO
'JJ, _ ‘:.tion between those who do and do not pay full average per student IR

..cost but rather ‘on the basis of a fuzzier distinction between the .

o 3 , 5 - . C N Lo
. C ,:ﬂegree and source of subsidy obtained by\each family. 'J.f;‘ '1fle.l- P
4 . . B WL

A A final question concerns .the wisdom of the choicelthat - .\\\‘; o

Congress made in insuring that mrt of the federal financial ’aid

L ‘ would be . studentJbased It is certainly hard to make any definitiSE‘
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