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STATEMENT ON THE
ADMINISTRATION'S FISCAL YEAR 1984 EDUCATION BUDGET

UNITED SfATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

On January 31, 1983, the President submitted nis Fiscal Year

1984 Budget for Education Activities to tne Congress. 1/ This year,

as in tne first 2 years of tnis administration, cuts are proposed in

a number of education programs wnicn address tne special needs of

tne disadvantaged, minorities, women, and the handicapped. These

programs were enacted by Congress in the 1960s and 1970s to

complement tne civil rignts laws passed during.tnis pd-riod to

eradicate tne effects of segregation and discrimination and

represent the Federal Government's commitment to tne constitutional

promise_of equality for all Americans. 2/

As the Commission stated in Civil Rights: A National Not a

Special Interest (1981), the Supree Court decision in Brown v.

Board of Education 3/ marked a milestone in tne Nation's movement to

1/ U.S., Department of Education/Federal Education Activities, Tne
Fiscal Year 1984 Budget (hereafter cited as The Fiscal Year 1984
Budget).

2/ For a thorougn discussion see U.S., Commission on Civil Rights,
Civil Ri nts: A National, Not a Special Interest (1981) (hereafter

cited as Civil Ri nts: A National Not a Special Interest).

3/ 347 U.S. 483 (1954).
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provide equality of opportunity for all of its citizens. The

decision was to initiate a legal assault on segregation and

discrimination across the county. 4/ Congress assisted the movement

by enacting a series of civil rignts laws banning discrimination in

voting, public accommodations, education, employment, housing and

governmental services. It buttressed this civil rignts

with a range or social and economic legislation aimed at overcoming

tne conditions of poverty.

Education was seen as a major component of the Nation's

movement to rignt tne wrongs of tne past. Tnus, Congress enacted

programs to address tne heeds of those neglected or overlooked on

tne local level in elementary and secondary education. 5/ Programs

were- enacted to provide compensatory education for disadvantaged

students, many of whom suffered from poverty and discrimination.

Assistance was provided to scnool districts in implementing scnool

desegregation plans. Studedts with limited-proficiency in English

4/ See, U.S., Commission on Civil Rignts, Twenty Years After 'grown
TI975).

5/ Civil Rignts: A National, Not a Special Interest, pp. 34-48,
52-65.
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were assisted tnrougn federally funded bilingual education

programs. 6/

Similarly, in tne signer education arena, the Federal

Government attempted to ensure that the benefits of a college

education are available to all. Programs were enacted to provide

student financial assistance, strengthen developing institutions,

and assist institutions of higher learning in identifying,

attracting, and nelping disadvantaged students to reach their

academic potential. 7/ By tne mid-1970s, tne Federal Governmeht nad

enacted a number of education programs to assist the disadvantaged

and neglected in moving up the education ladder from preschool to

college.

6/ Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Pub. 'L. No.
69-10, 79 Stat. 17 ("Title I" was orginally designated "Title II"
but was renumbered "ride I" 'y Pub. L. No. 90-247,
99106(a)(2,110,61 Stat. 7th,, 767 (1968); the entire Title was
amended by Pub. L. No. 95-561, 92 Stat. 2143 (1978), codified at 20
U.S.C. §i2701-2854 (Supp. V 1981). Emergency School Aid Act, Pub.
L. No. 92-318, tit. VII, 86 Stat. 354 (1972) replaced by Publ. L.
No. 95-561, tit. VI, 92 Stat. 2252 (1978) codified at 20 U.S.C.
8§3191--3207-(Supp. V 1981). Bilingual Education Act, Pub. L. No.
89 -10 as amended by Pub. L. No. 90-247, Jan. 2, 1968, 81 Stat. 816
and reenacted by Pub. L. No. 93-380, Aug. 21, 1974, 88 Stat. 503 as
amended Pub. Lr. No 95-561, Nov. 1, 1978, 92 Stat. 2258 (codified at
'20 U.S.C. 993221-3261 (Supp. V 1981).

7/ Higher Eiucation Act of 1965, 20 U.S.C.A. 9 §1051-1089 (1976 &
Supp. 1,! 1961;.
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much nas been accomplished over the last two decades,

mucn remains to be done. In 1960 the proportion of blacKs who

completed nip school was nalf that of whites; in 1980 tne

proporcion was over 80 percent. 8/ "Since 1960, me proportion of

blacKs wno nave completed four years or more of college nas

quadrupled." 9/ However, blacKs are still underrepresented in

graduate and professional scnools--in 1980 they accounted 5.4

percent of the graduate scnool enrollment and 4.6 percent of the

professional scnool enrollment. 10/ Similarly, the percentage of

Hispanics (18-24 years) attending college increased from 16.1

percent in 1975 to 20.4 percent in 1980. 11/ However, in 1980

Hispanics represented only 2.2 percent of graduate student

enrollment, and 2.4 percent of professional school enrollment. 12/

8/ Franiclin A. Thomas, Reflections on a MultiRacial Society,

address delivered as part of tne Granada Guildhall Lecture series,

London, Nov. 1, 1982, p. 4.

9/ Ibid.

10/ National_ Center -for Education Statistics, The Condition of

Education 1982, p. 134.

11/ Ibid., p. 134.

12/ Ibid., p. 132. Figures are not available for-1970.

9



In 1979, 5.9 million of the 11.6.million undergraduates were

women. For the'first time since World War .t, they outnumbered male

students. 13/ Tne percentage of B.A. degrees awarded women_

increased from 44 percent in 1972 to 49 percent in 1980. 14/ While

women remain underrepresented in professional scnools, they have

made great progress, earning 25 percent of tne professional degrees

awarded in 19d0, compared to 6 percent in 1972. 15/

Tne Nak.Lon needs to recommit itself to tne goal of providing

equality of educational opportunity for all Americans. Accordingly,

tne Commission calls on tne Congress co examine closely the

administration's proposed budget cubs in education and on the

administration to provide affirmati4 leadersnip in ensuring tne

Nation's commitment to equality of educational opportunity.

Tne administration's proposals to reduce Federal funding for

edUcation and to lessen tne Federal Government's involvement in

education come.at a time when three independent commissions nave

expressed grave concern about the state 04 America's educational

system. Tne National Commission on Excellence in Education--a

13/ National Advigory Council on Women's Educational Programs,
Title IX: -Tne Half Fully HalfHalf Empty Glass (Fall 1981), p. 27.

14/ Ibid., p. 2d.

15/ IDid.

1U
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commission appointed by tne Secretary of Education--reports that

"tne educational foundations of our society are presently being

eroded by arising tie of mediocrity tnat threatens our very future

as a Nation and a people." 16/ The report also states that "tne

Federal Government has the primary responsibility to identify the

national interest in education. It should alsc ncip fund and

support efforts to protect and promote that interest." 17/

The fwentied:11 Century Fund Task Force on Elementary and

Secondary Education states that "it is increasingly important that

tne federal government emphasize the pressing need for a

nign-quality system of education open to all Americans, regardless

of race or economic position.",18/ Similarly, a Task.Force on

Education for Economic Growtn, cnaired by North Carolina Governor

James Hunt, has called for governora- to appoint a State task force

to look at ways to improve education and bring well-trained youths

into the work force. 19/

16/ The National Commission on Excellende in Education, A Nation At
Risk: The Imperative For Educational Reform (April 1983), p. 5.
(nertafter cited as A Nation,At Risk).

17/ Ibid., p. 33.

18/ Education Daily, May 6, 1983, pp. 3-4.

19/ Ibid.

1 1
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Given the current state of American education, the three task

forces have called for assistance from many fronts, includin,L the

Federal Government. Thus, the Eidministration's proposal to reduce

Federal aid to education comes at a particularly inopportune time.

Although all the Nation's educational problems cannot be solved with

increased Federal expenditures alone, many of the educational

programs slatted for cuts are those that have met with success in

improving the quality of education for the neglected and the

disadvantaged--groups_ whose education is in need of greater

improvement than the Nation's as a whole. The Commission on

Excellence reports that "about 13 percent of all 17-year-olds in the C---(

United States can be considered functionally illiterate. Functional

illiteracy among minority jouth.may run as high as 40 percent." 20/

Further, The Commission recommended that the Federal Government's

role in improving the quality of education include "protecting

,onstitutional and civil rights for sturlanta and school

personnel." 21/ The Commission felt States and local school

districts were unlikely to be able to fulfill these obligations.

Similarly, The Commission on Civil Rights views the Federal\

Government's role in addressing the needs of the disadvantaged,

20/ A Nation At Risk, p. 8.

21/ Ibid., p. 33.

12
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minorities, women and tne nandicapped as part of tne Nation's

commitment to fulfill the constitutional promise of equality for all

Americans. In tne Nation's effort to provide quality education it

must not lose sight of tne,quest fqr equality.

Education over the years has been primarily the responsibility

of State and local governments; tnis has not changed. During the

1981-1982 scnool year only 7.7 percent of the dollars spent on

elementary and secondary education across the country came from the

Federal Government. Tne corresponding figure for postsecondary

education was 14.1 percent, for an overall percentage of 10. 22/ In

large urban school-districts, however, tne Federal Government's

contribution to elementary and secondary education is 16

percent. 23/ Further, the Federal Government's role in education,

while limited, addresses special needs, many of wnich have been

overlooked on tne local level. 24/

22/ Ioid., p. 4.

23/ Cnildren's Defense Fund, A Children's Defense Budget: An
Analysis of the President's FY 1984 Budget and Children, p. 112
(hereafter cited as Children's Defense Budget 1984).

24/ Civil Rights: A National, Not a Special Interest, pp. 52-69.
For example, prior to enactment of title I (Compensatory education),
only tftree States had small pilot compensatory education programs.
An evaluation of the Emergendy Scnool Aid Act (desegregation
assistance) found that local scnool district funds were rarely
earmarked to support desegregation related services.

13
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The President's FY 1984 budget request of $13.2 billion for

education represents a 13 percent cut over the FY 1983 education

budget enacted by Congress, or a reduction of slightly under $2

billion. 25/ Altnougn the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights

recognizes that dollars are not tne sole measure of the Federal

commitment to equal educational opportunity, the proposed budget

would result in tne reduced funrling or elimination of a number of

successtul educational programs that have benefitted minorities and

tne disadvantaged. These include the civil rights technical

assistance and training program, tne Women's Educational Equity Act

program, Indian education, bilingual desegregation grants, migrant

compensatory education, fellowships for graduate and professional

study, and legal training for tne disadvantaged. 26/ The budget

also requests rescissions 'in the FT 1983 budget of $1.2 billion. 27/

Tne remainder of this statement will provide general

information on proposed budget cuts in selecte&programs.

25/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 2. Included in the $1.9 billion

reduction is a $900 million rescission for tne Guaranteed Student
Loan program due to declining market interest -ates.

26/ Ibid., pp.-27, 36, 37.

21/ Ibid., p. 2.

14
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Appendices follow wnicn provide greater detail on the programs,

along witn a table wnicn provides budget figures for the years FY

1981-1964.

Elementary and Secondary Education

In previous budget requests, the administration attempted to

place Title I, which funds compensatory education programs across

the country, in an education block grant. Apparently, due to the

popularity and effectiveness of the program Congress refused to

adopt the proposal. This year the administration is proposing a FY

1963 rescission of $126 million and a FY 1984 budget level that is

$146 million less tnan the current appropriation. Further, tne

program would oe.restructured under-an education voucner

program. 28/ Under tne voucher program, school districts could

elect to use Title I funds to provide parents of cnildren targeted

for Title I education with vouchers. Parents would use the vouchers

to cover tuition at a private schcol or at a public school in

anotner scnool district, or to enroll tneir cnildren in compensatory

education programs in the nome district. 29/ Title I is one of the

28/ Tne Waite douse, Press Release, Mar. 17, 1983, p. 3; Fact
Sheet, pp. 3-5; H.R. 2397, Equal Educational Opportunity Act of
1983. Hearings were neld on the bill on Apr. 6, 1983 by the douse
Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education Subcommittee.

29/ H.R. 2397, 98th Cong., 1st Sess. §3 (1983).
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most successful education programs and should be strengthened, not

weakened. 30/ The administration's reason for seeking to create a

voucner system is to provide a greater range of educational choice

to parents in selecting a school. 31/ The administration asserts

"that parents have a constitutional right to send their children to

private scnools if they desire," but many parents are "foreclosed

from exercising this constitutional right because they cannot afford

private tuition on top of mandatory public school taxes." 32/ Tne

administration believes the voucher proposal along with tuition tax

credits will alleviate this problem. 33/ However, concern has been

expressed that the voucher program would provide a legal means for

parents to avoid court ordered desegregation. 34/

30/ National Assessment of Educational Progress, Reading, Science &
Mathematics Trends: A Closer Look (Denver, Colorado: Education
Commission of the States, 1982), Three National Assessments of
Reading: Changes in Performance 1970-80.

31/ The White House, Press Release, March 1.7, 1983, p. 3.

32/ The White douse, Fact Sheet, Presidential Message on Education,
March 19, 1963, p. 4.

33/ Ibid.

34/ Grace Baisinger, chairperson, National Coalcion for Public
Education, statement on H.R. 2397 before the House Subcommittee on\:-.
Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education, 98th Cong. 1st
Sess., Apr. 6, 1983, p. 3.

16



This year, as was proposed last year, the FY 1984 budget

request would expand tne education block grant created in 1981. 35/

Funding in nine categorical programs would De eliminated and the

programs would De added to the education block grant witn no

additional Banding provided for the block grant. 36/ In FY 1982

tnese nine programs were funded, as separate categories, at a total

level of $66.4 million. In FY 1983, tne funding for six programs

totaled $55 million. fne administration is proposing a rescission

of '$574- million for Fi 1983, and no funding in FY 1984. 37/ At the

same time, tne block grant tnese 'programs would be funded through is

earmarked for a decrease of $2.5 million in FY 1983, and a FY 1984

funding level that is $1/2 million less tnan the FY 1983

appropriation. 38/ Thus, more programs and needs would be

35/ Cnapter 2 of tne Education Consolidation and Improv,twent of

1981, Pub. L. 97-35, 95 Stat. 464, 9 (1981), consolidates numerous
separate programs into a single authorization of grants to Statee.

36/ Fiz.c..al Year 1984 Budget, p. 32. The 9 programs are: women's

educational equity, follow through, training and advisory services,
general aid to'tne Virgin Islands, teacher training territorial
assistance, Falender fellowships, career education incentive,
law-related education, and biomedical' sciences.

37/ Ibid.

38/ Ibid., fne 6 programs are women's educational equity, follow
tnrougn, training and advisory services, general aid to tne Virgin
Islands, teacner training territorial assistance and Eflender
fellowships.

17
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competing for fewer dollars. Futtner, a survey of local education

agencies indicates tnat the majority of the categorical programs

included in tne block grant are not funded at all by most school

distriOts. 39/

Data collected to date also indicate tnat the Cnapter block

grant "nas resulted in a massive redistribution of Federal funds

from t'oorer scnool districts to, wealtnier ones and from public to

private scnool." 40/

39/ Ot tne districts surveyed (a random sample of 2,500 large,
mid-size and small scnool districts), only 4 to 5 percent are
funding tne previous categorical programs at even a low level. Most
local scnool districts reported they were spending their block grant
funds for instructional materials - books and materials, computer
hardware, computer software and audiovisual equipment. American
Association 'If Scno4 Administrators, The Impact of Chapter 2 of the
Education'Consolidation and Improvement Act on Local Education
Agencies, p. 14 (nereafter cited as The Impact of Chapter 2).

40/ Ibid., p. 32.

18
410-458 Q - 83 - 2
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States such as Mississippi: New Mexico, Louisiana,
`Georgia, Alabama, and the District of Columbia,
Wnicn enroll large numbers of poor and minority
students, lost an average of 25 percent in funds.
Sparsely populated States sucn as Wyoming, Alaska,
Nevada and Utah gained an average of 19 percent in
monies.

Tne'pnapter 2 legislation requires "equitable
participation" by children in private schools.
Enus while the Providence, Anode Island, public
senoOl system received $491,000 under Chapter 2,
$144641 will go to prisiate schools. Similarly,\
Buffalo, New York,- whicn received $7.5 million in
categorial Federal aid, received only $600 thousand.
under tne block grant, and $200 tnousand will go to
private schcKAs in the city. 4J

41/ National Committee for Citizens in Education, Network (November
1982), p. I (hereafter cited as Network); Tne Rhode Island American
Civil Liberties Union plans to file a lawsuit in U.S, District Court
to attempt to stop the Federal Government from sending Chapter 2
block grant funds to the State, because the monies must be snared
witn parocnial scnools. The ACLU will argue tnat it violates the
First Amendment of tne U.S. Constitution. In a related incident;
Micnigan State Education Board Members are seeking legal advice to
determine wnetner tney are violating tneir State Constitution by
allocating some of tne Cnapter 2 funds to private schools. While
Cnapter 2 requires equitable allocations with private schools, the
Micnigan State Constitution pronibits the use of public money to
support nonpublic scnools. Education Daily, May 13, 1983; p..3.

19
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Tne Council of Great City Scnools, wnose member school districts

enroll 45 percent of the Nation's minority scnool cnildren, reports

tnat its school districts "had to excnange approximately $135.7

million in categorical aid (FY 1980) for $50.3 million (FY 1982) in

block grant funds, a decline of 63 percent." 42/ The decline in

funding from 1980-1562 nationally was 35.8 percent. 43/

The American Association of School Administrators (AASA) has

stated tnat the funding shift has created "serious equity

problems." 44/ Large urban school districts wnicn enroll the vast

majority of students nave been nurt tne most by the block

grant. 45/ AASA nas called on Congress to provide additional

assistance to urban districts in order to maintain equity. 46/

42/ Tne Council of tne Great City Scnools, Trends in Federal
Funding to Uroan Schools: A Progress Report on The Reagan Years
(February 1983), pp. 3, 7.

43/ Ibid., p. 4.

44/ fne Impact of Cnapter 2, p. 19.

\45/ Ibid.

\4 / Ibid., p. 7.

20
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Althougn States are required to develop allocation formulas

wnicn provide additional funds to districts with nign cost students,

i.e., low-income, handicapped, limited-English- proficient, and

gifted and talented, tne funds are not necessarily allocated on tne

local level in the same manner. 47/ Once tne local education

agencies receive tneir monies, they are not obligated to spend them

on tne nign cost students. Initial data indicate funds are'spent

primarily on general "instructional materials--equipment, books and

supplies--" 4nd not on special programs for the high cost

students. 48/

The bilingual education' program which provides funding for

local scnool districts to address the needs of children with

limited-English-proficiency, would be reduced by.$43.5 million in FY

1983 (from $138 to.$94.5 million), and maintained at $94.5 million

in FY 1984, if tne administration's bud -- is enacted. 49/ mile

proposed FY 1983 and 1984 level of $94.5 million represents a 46

percent reduction in the program since FY 1980. 50/ Moreover, the

47/ Network (November 1982), p. 1; Pub. L. No. 97-35 0571-582.

48/. Ibid., Tne Impact of Chapter 2, p. 14.

49/ The Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 39.

50/ Ibid., The Fiscal Year 1983 Budget, p. 31.

21
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administration's proposal would eliminate grants for desegregation

assistance at a time wnen studies snow that Hispanic students are

becoming more segregated in tne Nation's scnools. 51/

Indian Education funding, whicn nas been appropriated every

fiscal year for tne past decade, would be eliminated if the

administration's FY 1984 oudget is enacted by Congress. 52/ In FY

1983, $16 million would be rescinded, and tne program would be

funded at $1 million in FY 1984 co close out current projects. 53/

The administration contends tnat Indian students currently served by

tne Indian Education Act 54/ could be served by other education

programs sucn as Title I, and bilingual education. 55/ Just how the

approximately 330,000 students currently served by Indian education

could be included in programs whicn presently are unable to serve

51/ Gary Orfield, Desegregation of Black and Hispanic Students from
196d -1980, (Wasnington, D.C.: Joint Center for Political Studies),

P 3.

52/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 25.

53/ Ibid.

54/ 20 U.S.C. 953385, 3385a, 3385o (Supp. V. 1981).

55/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 25.
4e- 4
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all of tne eligible students is unclear. Further, the

administration's FY 1984 budget proposes to recluse the funding

levels for Title Land bilingual education, as well as other

education-programs for wnich Indian students would be eligible. 56/

Tne administration proposes to increase by $28 million the.

State and preschool grants for addressing the needs of handicapped

students to a funding level of $1.023 billion in FY 1984. 57/ At

the same time cuts totaling $28 million are proposed in smaller

special purpose programs sucn as deaf blind centers, and special

education personnel development. 58/

As last year, tne administration's budget proposal expresses

support for a tuition tax credit for parents who send their cnildrer

to private schools. 59/ Tne administration asserts that "[a]ll

parents nave a fundamental right and responsibility to direct the

education of tneir children in a way that best serves their

individual needs and aspiratioi-id: Private schools proVide

56/

57/

58/

59/

Ibid., pp.

Ibid., p.

Ibid.

Ibid., P.

31,

33.

32.

23
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an essential means for many in fulfilling tneir aspirations." 60/

It enacted tnis legislation presumably would result in a further

reduction in Federal monies for public education. The Cnildren's

Defense Fund estimates tnat tne tuition tax credit bill "could cost

soma $1.5 billion by FY 19d6" in Federal tax revenues. 61/ The

administration estimates the cost to De: $245 million in 1984, $526

million in 1985, and $753 million in 1986. 62/ In effect, Federal

funds would be transferred from public education to private

education. 63/

At the same time the President advances the need to return the

Federal Government's involvement in education to tne States and

local education agencies, ne is proposing a major new science and

60/ 'Did.

61/ Cnildren's Defense Budget 1984, p. 116; A review of tne

administration's tuition tax credit bill submitted to Congress last
year (S. 2673) determined tnat tne bill would nave resulted in lost

revenues of $32 million in 1983, $373 million in 1984, and $854

million in 1986. U.S. Library of Congress, Congressional Research
Service, Robert F. Lyke, Tuition Tax Credits (September 1982), p.
11.

62/

63/

Fiscal Year 1984 iudget, p. 17.

1984, p. 116..Cnildren's Defense Budget



20

matnematics initiative. 64/ This initiative would respond to the

national need to improve the quality of science and mathematics

education in tne secondary scnools. The administration's bill

proposes tne autnorization of $50 million for 4 years, beginning in

FY 1984, for tne education of nigh school.- science and matnematics-

teacners. The funds would be allocated to the States as a block

grant for distribution to the local education agencies. 65/

rne administration's submission of H.R. 1324,-Science and

c......"Matnematics Teacner Development Act of 1983, falls within tne

Federal Government's traditional education role of meeting needs not

addressed by State and local governments. Numerous education

programs tnat the administration presently is proposing to cut and

to place in block grants were enacted by Congress to address the

national need to provide equality of educational opportunity for all

64/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 32. H.R. 1324, Sdience and
Mathematics Teacner Development Act of 1983; Otner related bills
nave been submitted to Congress. S. 530, H.R. 1310Mathematics,
Science and Foreign Language Education Improvementpassed the House
on Mar. 2, 1983 and would authorize $425 million for FY 1984. Tne
bill was voted out by the Senate Labor and?Human Resources Committee
on May 11, 1983. It also autnorized $425 million for FY 1984.

651 -d.R. 1324, 98tn Cong., 1st Sess. (1983). Although the monies
would be allocated under the Chapter 2 Block grant, tney would have
to be used to award scnolarships for teacher training in matnematics
and science.
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\

Americans As long as the programs prove effective in achieving

their objectives and the needs continue to exist, strong support

from the Federal Government should continue.

nigher Education

In the area of higher education, overall funding has remained

level at $7.086 billion for the last 2 fiscal years. Over 90

peid-dat-ofthe Federal higher education budget is allocated for

student financial aid. In passing the Education Amendments of

1972, 66/ which established or reauthorized many of the progl'ams,

that benefit the disadvantaged, Congress [the. House Committee on

Education and Labor] recognized the Federal commitment to equal

educational opportunity:

Beginning in 1958, with the enactment of the
National Defense Educati-n, Act, this Committee has
had a special concern with the need for a
comprehensive student as-distance program which can
guarantee each high school graduate an opportunity
to seek a postsecondary education without regard to
the economic circumstances of his or her family. 67/

In FY 19d3 the administration proposed subiNantial cuts in

Federal support for higher-education, the largest of which was a DO

66/ Pub. L. do. 92-318, 86 Stat. 235 (1972).

67/ H.R. Rep. do. 554, 92d Gong., 2d Sess., reprinted in 1972 U.S.
CODE CONG. & AD. NEWS, 2462, 2476.
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percent reduction in need-based student financial assistance

programs. 68/ If enacted, tnese programs would have resulted in a

substantial retreat from tne Federal commitment to equal educational

opportunity. Tne Congress, nowever, rejected the drastic cuts

proposed by the administration, and the FY 1983 nigher education

budget remained at about tne same level as for FY 1982. By contrast

tne administration's proposed FY 1984 budget recommends an overall

freeze on total spending for need-based student financial aid

programs at tne FY 1983 level of $3.56 billion, but again proposes

to cut or eliminate many of the categorical nigner education

programs.

Altnough the total financial aid budget will remain at about

the same level, 69/ the administration proposes to cnange the way in

4hicn student aid is distributed. Pell grants, supplemental

educational opportunity grants (SEOGs), and State student incentive

68/ Tne need-based programs include Pell grants, supplemental
educational opportunity grants, State student incentive grants, and

the national direct student loan program.

69/ Tne FY 1983 student financial aid budget totaled fi6.66 billion;

tne proposed FY 1984 budget would total $5.6 billion. The FY 1984

budget reflects a $900 million rescission in the guaranteed student
loan program due to lower marKet interest rates.
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grants (SSI(Gs) would be replaced by a new self-help grant

program. 70/ Under the self-help grant program, a student would be

required to contribute 40 percent, or a minimum of $800, of college

costs through work or loans before being eligible for a self-help

,grant of up to $3,000. The college work-study program would be

expanded by almost 60 percent from $540 million to $8-Jo million to

accommodate the self-help requirement,s. Of the two student loan

programs, the national direct student loan program (NDSL) would

receive no new capital contributions while the guaranteed student

loan prodram (GSL) would institute two new requirements: (1) that (

all students applying for regular loans, regardless of income level,

undergo an analysis of their income to determine need, and (2) that

graduate students pay a 10 percent loan origination fee. 71/

Since the self-help grant program is still in the proposal

stage, a thorough evaluation of its impact on minority students

cannot be made. The minority higher education community, however,

does not view the self-help proposal as beneficial to minority

70/ Fiscal fear 1984 Budget, pp. 6-7.

71/ The loan origination fee is paid from the loan principal. On a

$3,000 commercial loan, $500 would go directly to the Federal
Government (to help reduce the Government's cost of subsidizing the
loan) and $4,500 would go to the college. On paying back the loan,

the student would pay $5,000 plus 9 percent interest.
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students despite the fact tnat tne Administration asserts that tne

proposed cnanges would allow limited Federal funds to go further in

aiding tne truly needy. 72/ Critics argue tnat the self-help

proposal places a greater burden on minority students and their

families wnen they are least able to afford it. 73/ In 1981 the

median family income for blacks was about 43 percent lower than tnat

of ignites; for Hispanics, 30 percent lower. /4/ Moreover, tne

unemployment rate for black teenagers is two and a nalf that for

wnite teenagers. 75/ A 1982 survey of student finances noted tnat

it students' access to postsecondary education depended solely on

their families' ability to pay, the access of minorities would be

seriously limited. 76/

72/ See Dr. Elias Blake, Jr., president, Clark College, statement
.

on benalf of tne National Association for Equal Opportunity in
Higher Education (NAFEO), an organization representing the
presidents of 114 historically and predominantly black colleges,
before the douse Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Mar. 1,
1983; United Negro College Fund, "Preliminary Analysis of FY '84
Budget," February 1983.

73/ Ibid.

74/ In 1981 the median family income for blacks was $13,266, for
Hispanics, $16,401, and for whites, $23,517. U.S., Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract-of tne United
States 1982-83, p. 432.

75/ In April 1983, tne unemployment rate for black teenagers was
49.0 percent compared to 20.4 percent for white teenagers. U.S.,
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

76/ U.S., Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, fne Condition of Education (1982), p. 123.
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Additionally, since educationally disadvantaged students often need

more study time or tutoring, a self-help work requirement may have a

negative effect on retention and graduation rates for disadvantaged

students. 77/

Although the administration does not propose budget reductions

for overall need-based assistance, it proposes to eliminate two

programs that have oeen successful in increasing the number of

minorities and women in graduate and professional programs - the

graduate and professional study .program and the legal training for

the disadvantaged program, funded in FY 1983 at $10 million and $1

million respectively. Although small, these programs are the only

Department of Education programs aimed at increasing graduate and

professional education for disadvantaged groups. Minorities

continue to be underrepresented at the graduate and professional

level. in 1980 blacks represented 13.5 percent of graduate level

enrollment - -a 3 percent decline from 1978; Hispanics represented 2.2

..,percent of graduate enrollment--a 15 percent increase from

1978. 78/ At the professional level, blacks compribed 4.6 percent

77/ For further discussion of these issues, see appendix on student

financial aid programs.

78/ U.S., Department of Education, rational Center for Education
Statistics, Tne Condition of Education 1982, p. 184.
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and Hispanics 2.4 percent of the enrollment in 1980. 79/ Studies

nave 3nown that a major reason for the lack of progress in black

participation in advanced study is financial. 80/ Elimination of

these programs will limit access to graduate and professional study

by women and minorities.

In keeping with the administration's commitment to increase the

participation of historically black institutions in federally

sponsored programs, 81/ the FY 1984 budget proposes to increase

79/. Ibid.

80/ National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education and Black
Colleges and Universities, A Losing Battle: The Decline in Black
Participation in Graduate and Professional Education, October 1980,
pp. 2, 13.

81/ On September 15, 1981, the President issued Executive Order
12,320, 46 fed. Reg. 46, 107-08 (1981), wnich.mandated a Federal
program "designed to achieve a significant increase in the
participation by historically Black colleges and universities in
Federally-sponsored programs." On May 3, 1983, tne first progress
report was issued. In FY 1982 Federal funding to historically black
institutions totaled $564.5 million, a 3.6 percent increase over FY
1981. Slack institutions received 5.7 percent of the $9.9 billion
in Federal support available to all nigher education institutions in
FY 1982. Twenty-seven Federal agencies provide 98 percent of all
Federal funds-for nigher education institutions including
nistorically black institutions. Tne Department of Education
provided the most funds to black institutions - $430.9 million or 77
percent of the total Federal obligation. It is important to note
that 41 percent of the funds allocated to black institutions was in
tne form of ;student aid - $206.5 million from the Department of
Education's student financial assistance programs and $23.2 million
from other agencies. For most black colleges, student aid is an
unpredictable form of Federal assistance because it is direct aid to
students and not institutions. Student assistance money generally
is apportioned to colleges for disbursement to students. White
House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges and Universities,
Annual Federal Performance Report on Executive Agency Actions to
Assist Historicall Black Co le es and Universities for Fiscal Year

31 1982, May 3, 1983, Federal Interagency Committee on Education,

Federal Agencies and Black Colleges Fiscal Year 1978.



funding to black institutions by approximately $34 million or t7

percent. me specific increases include:

Funding for the title ILI strengthening developing

institutions program would be increased from $129.b

million in FY 1983 to $134.4 million in the revised FY

1983 request and remain level in FY 1984 with the set

aside for black colleges increased from $41 million in

1983 to $42 million in the revised 1983 request and $45

million in FY 1984.

. FY 1984 funding for the minority institution science
improvement program would remain at the FY 1983 level of

$4.8 million with about $3 million going to black
colleges.

Funding to Howard University would increase by $14.5

million from $145.2 million in FY 1983 to $159.7 million

in FY 1984. 82/

82/ Howard University was established by an act of Congress in 1867

and maintains a'special relationsnip witn the Federal Government

tnrougn the Department of Education. In lieu 'f an endowment,

Congress annually appropriates funds to the university in tne

Department of Education budget. U.S., General Services
Administration, dational Archives and Records Service, Office of the

.Federal Register, fne United States Government Aanual, 1982/83, p.

237; Federal Interagency Committee on Education, F-_-.deral Agencies

and Black Colleges, Fiscal Year 1978, p. 1.

32
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A legislative initiative is proposed to revamp the
special program for disadvantaged students (TRIO
program) 63/ and target the $35 million requested to
minority institutions with about $23 million going
to black colleges.

Increased funding to historically black collegea, will enable these

institutions to continue to play a vital role in educating a

significant segment of tne population. However, at the same time

tne administration pledges support for minority institutions, it

proposes to reduce funding for programs tnat have aided

disadvantaged minority students. Currently, the TRIO programs

provide special services to encourage attendance and retention of

disadvantaged students at postsecondary institutions. Although the

administration proposes to target-TRIO funds to minority

institutions, tne Tar° budget will be reduced by 77 percent from the

FY 1983 level of $154 million to $35 million in FY 1984. The 77

percent cut in program-funds will decrease substantially the number

of disadvantaged students reached by the programs. Moreover, since

83/ Tne five TATO programs include talent search, upward bound,
educational opportunity centers, special services, and the staff
training program. For a description of each program, see App. B.
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tne large majority of minority students attend predominantly white

institutions, 84/ tne administration's proposal to revise tne TRIO

program's autnorizing legislation in order to target the $35 million

to predominantly minority institutions (b6 percent to historically

black institutions) will not assure tnat more minority students will

benefit from the program. 85/

fne ii 1984 budget proposes to eliminate several other

categorical nigher education programs that directly affect minority

students. fnese include the landgrant colleges and universities

program wnicn provides $2.8 million annually to 74 Land grant

colleges and universities, 16 of which are historically black

institutions, and tne migrant education program that assists migrant

workers, the majority of whom are Hispanic and black, in completing

nign school and tne first-year of college.

84/ About 10 percent of black students and 90 percent of Hispanic

students on tnc mainland attend predominantly wnite institutions.
American Council on Education, Higher Eduction and the FY d4

Budget; An Overview, Mar. 1, 1983, p. 6.

d5/ For data on minority participation in the TRIO program, see

appendix.
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In addressing the problems of education in this country, the

National Commission on Excellence in Education stated that it is

essential "for government at all levels to affirm its responsibility -

for nurturing the Nation's intellectual capital. 86/ "Education

should be at the top of the Nation's Agenda." 87/ The Commission

recommended that:

The Federal Government, in cooperation with states
and localities, should help meet the needs of key
groups of students such as the gifted and talented,
the socioeconomically disadvantaged, minority and
lanugage minority students, and the handicapped. 88/

The American people believe education is the "major foundation

for the future strength of this country," d9/ and that public

education should be the "top priority for additional Federal

funds." 90/ The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights calls on the

President, his administration, and the Congress to provide the

leadership and resources necessary to ensure equality of educational

opportunity for all.

d6/ A Nation at Risk, p. 17.

67/ Ibid., p. 18.

38/ Ibid., p. 32.

89/ Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes Toward the Public Schools
as reported in A Nation al, Risk, p. 17.

90/ Ibid.

35
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Appendices A and 8 provide brief descriptions of programs that

nave assisted in.providing equality of educational opportunity for

all students and that are earmarked for block grants and/or budget

cuts. Appendix C provides funding levels for selected programs from

FY 1980 to FY 1984.

Appendix A: Elementary and Secondary Education Programs

Title I

In 1965 the U.S. Congress passed a comprehensive education bill

to provide Federal financial assistance to scnool districts with

concentrations of cnildren from low-income families. 1/ The funds

were to be used for providing education programs to address the

special needs of educationally deprived children. 2/ President

Jonnson, in remarks to Congress marking enactment of the Elementary

1/ Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Pub.j... No. .

89 -10, 79 Stat. 27 (1965). The Act was extensively reorganized and

expanded by Pub. L. No. 95-561, 92 Stat. 2143 (1978), codified at 20

U.S.C. 912701-2854 (Supp. V. 1981). The Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981, Pub. L. No. 97-35, 95 Stat. 463 (1981),

added additional amendments regarding,Title I, 20 U.S.C.

S9380/-3807 (Supp. V 1981), and consolidated Titles II, III, IV, V,

VI, VIII and IX (except part C) effedtive Oct. 1, 1982, 20 U.S.C.

s93811-3863 (Supp. V 1981).

2/ Pub. L. No. 89-10 9201, 79 Stat. 27 (1965).
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and Secondary Education Act of 1965 stated, "I tnink Congress nas

passed tue most significant education Dill in the nistory of the

Congress. We nav made a new commitment to quality and to equality

in tne education of our young people." 3/

Since its inception, tne major tnrust of tne act has been Title

1, whicn provides compensatory education to children from

disadvantaged backgrounds. 4/ Title I is tne largest Federal

program providing aid for elementary and secondary education, and

tne funds are spent primarily on compensatory instructional services

in reading, matnematics, and language arts. 5/

Annually since 1966 oetween $1 billion and $3.2 billion has

been appropriated for compensatory education programs. 6/ Tnese

monies account for 3 perceni of tne total funds spent nationally

3/ Remarks to Congress at a Reception Harking the Enactment of the
Education Bill, Pub. Papers 415 (Apr. 13, 1965).

4/ National- Institute of Education, Tne Compensatory Education
Study: Executive Summary (July 1978), pp. 1 -2 (hereafter cited as
Tne Compensatory Education Study).

5/ U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Title I,

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1979), pp. 1-3.

6/ U.S., Department of Education, Office of Planning, Budget and
Evaluation, Annual Evaluation Report on Education Programs Fiscal .

Year 1982 (unprinted and unpaginated draft), Education of
Disadvantaged Children (hereafter cited as Annual Evaluation Report
1982).
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on elementary and secondary education. However, "o,. average, Title

I provides eacn calla served an additional $436 in education

services wnicn represents an increase of about 34 percent more than

tnese students normally receive from state and local sources." 7/

Over tne years between 5 and 9 million students have been served

annually by Title I programs. 8/ Slightly less tnan 50 percent are

minority. 9/ fne Department of Education's 1982 Annual Evaluation

Report on Education Programs,. reports tnat "currently all 50 States,

tne District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and all outlying territories

and tne Bureau of Indian Affairs receive Title I funds." 10/ In FY

19d2 over 5 million students (11.6 percent of elementary and

secondary public scnool students) in 87 percent of all school

7/ National Advisory Council on The Education of Disadvantaged

Children, Title I, Today: A Factbook (Spring 1981), p. ix.

8/ Statistical data provided by the Office of Education, U.S.

Department of Education Authorization, Appropriations, and

Participation 1966-1979.

9/ During tne regular school term in-1979-80, 29 percent of the

participants were black, not Hispanic, 16 percent were Hispanic, 2

percent were AsianAr Pacific Islander, and 2 percent were American

Indian or Alasean'Native, Annual Evaluation Report 1982.

10/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982.
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districts participated in Title I programs. 11/ In spite of the

targeting of funds to inner-city scnools and districts witn large

concentrations of minority students,12/ it is.estimated tnat only 66

percent of tne students determined eligible are served by the

program due to less tnan full funding. 13/ It is notable that 53

percent of tne Nation's students in tne lowest acnievement quartile

(as measured by standardized tests) do not participate in any

compensatory education program. 14/ Further, although 42 percent of

tne Nation's poorest students are in scnools tnat offer compensatory

education, they are not participants. 15/ fne reasons suggested for

this are poor selection procedures, funding levels too low to serve

all needy cnildren, and the lack of Title I programs at certain

grade levels. lo/

11/ Ibid.

11/ :fne Compensatory Education Study, p. 3.

13/ Statistical data provided oy tne Office of Education, U.S.

Department of Education, Autnorization; Appropriation, and
Participation 1966-1979; Tae Compensatory Education Study, pp. 7-8.

14/ U.S., Department of Education, An Evaluation of ESEA Title
I--Program Operations and Education Effects (Aarch 1982), p. 111-5
(hereafter cited as An Evaluation of ESEA Title I).

15/ foit.

lo/ Ibid.
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Title I funds have been used to help com:;at the cumulative

effect of poverty and discrimination that accounts for the

overrepresentation of minority children in low-income families and

tne ranks of tne underachievers. 17/ Moreover, education officials

have encouraged efforts under -Title I to develop project activities

tnat hell) to reduce racial isolation in the Nation's schools. 18/

Recent studies by the Department of Education and others have

demonstrated that participation in Title I programs has positive

results on the reading and mathematics achievement of students. 19/

Studies have found that Title I students show positive reading and

17/ U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Title

I/Year II, Second Annual Report of Title I, School Year 1966-67,

p. 1.

18/ U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Racial Isolation in the Public

Schools (1967), p. 167.

19/ National Assessment of Educational Progress, Reading, Science &

Mathematics Trends: A Closer Look (Denver, Colorado: education

Commission of the States, 1982), Three National Assessments of

Reading: Cnanges in Performance 1970-80; Children's Defense Fund, A

Children's Defense Budget: An Analysis of the President's Budget

and Children (1982), p. 117 (hereafter cited as A Children's Defense

13ud-..et)
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matnematics gains in all grade levels when pretested in the fall and

posttested in the spring. 20/ Further positive results from
1

compensatory programs were found most often for Title I participants

as compared to students only in State or local compensatory

education programs. 21/ dowever, evaluations also nave found tnat

in matnematics, "students wno nave left '.'he Title I program because

of nigh performance tend to snow a decline c-fter participation

deases." 22/ It is also notable tnat Title I students who are

taugnt by more. experienced teacners show tne greatest growth in

reading and mathematics achievement. Instruction from support

staff, sucn as aides and assistants, had much less .0pact on student

acnievemeht. 23/

20/ Students wno were tested annually (fall to fall) showed
positive reading gains in all grades but the 10th and Iltn, and
positive matnematics gains in all grades but the 10th. Suggestions
for tne differences between falltospring testing and annual
to are "student-Iforget what they nave learned over the summer,
nifferehtilQent populations are tested annually as opposed to
falltospring, 'a greater proportion of program participants are
included in tae falltospring evaluations, students are more likely
to nave cnanged test levels in the annual evaluations, and annual
testing programs are Likely to nave greater accountability since
they serve general district purposes as well as Title I purposes."
An Evaluation of ESEA'Title I, pp. IV, 4, 11.

21/ Ibid.

22/ An Evaluation of ESEA Title I, p. 1-3.

23/ Ibid., pp. 1-3, 1-4.
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rhe Reagan administration tried unsuccessfully its first year

in office to include Title I in tne consolidation of over 50

individual education programs into two block grants, tne local

education block grant and tne State education block grant. 241\

Altnougn tnis failed, the Omnibus budget ReconciliationAct of

1981 25/ resulted in a less effective Title I program. Chapter 1 of

tne Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (subtitle D of tne

Omnibus budget Reconciliation Act) 26/ nolonger requires that the

funds be targeted to tne cnildren in greatest need, parent advisory

councils were eliminated, and many of tne program's accountability

requirements were eliminated. 27/

Altnougn the actual appropriations for Title I nave increased

over tne years, the adjusted appropriations in constant dollars have

decreased. For example, actual appropriations for Title I (not

including State administrative and evaluation costs) increased from

24/ U.S., Department of Education, Revised Fiscal Year 1982 Budget

(March 10, 1981), pp. 2-3.

25/ Pub. L. No. 97-35, 95 Stat. 357 (1981).

26/ Pub. L. No. 97-35, 95 Stat. 463 (1981), codified at 20 U.S.C.

§§3801-3876 (Supp. V 1981).

27/ 20 U.S.C. i§3805(b)(1)(c), (b)(2), 3803 (Supp. V 1981); (1983),

p. 109; Annual Evaluation Report 1982.
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$1.2 billion in 1970 to $2.4 in 1982 or 98 percent. 28/ However,

when adjusted for inflation (constant dollars) the appropriations

decreased 25 percent from $1.2 billion in 1970 to $917 million in

1982. 29/

The F1 1983 appropriation funds Title I at $3.160 billion

dollars. 30/ Tne administration has proposed a rescission of $126

million and a FY 1984 funding level of $3.013 billion. This would

represent a decrease of $146 million over the FY 1983

appropriation. 31/ Using a per pupil expenditure of $500, the

proposed FY 1983 rescission would result in 252,000 students being

dropped from the program. Similarly, the proposed decrease in the

NY 1984 funding would eliminate services to an additional 40,000

students. 52/ If adjustments were made for inflation, the number

28/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982.

29/ Ibid.

30/ U.S., Department of Education/Federal Education Activities, The
Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 31 (hereafter cited as The Fiscal Year
1984 Budget).

31/ "Although estimates of per pupil expenditures are difficult to
collect from districts, and where available are subsequently
difficult to interpret (due to different accounting methods, etc.),
it is possible to obtain rough indicators of Title I efforts by this
method.....6ased on 1979-80...information, an expenditure estimate of
$450 - 500 per Title I child does not seem unreasonable. Annual
Evaluation Report 1962.

32/ These figures are computed by dividing the proposed budget cuts
by the per pupil expenditure, e.g. 126,000,000 = 252,000.

500

43



39

dropped from the program would increase. Further, the Council of

Jreat City Schools, a coalition of 30 of the Nation's largest urban

school systems, which enroll A5 percent of the Nation's minority

children, reports that their ipeal school districts will have

experienced a loss of $24 million in Title I grants since 1980, if

the FY 1984 budget is enacted. 33/ The proposed budget cuts are

even more objectionable:given the successful track record of the

prograw, and the number of eligible students who are not served by

the program currently.

For FY 1984 the administration is proposing are additional

change to Title I. It has submitted a bill to Congress which would

allow parents of children targeted for Title I programs to receive a

voucher to use at any school, public or private, that the parents

determined would provide the best program for their children. The

redemptive amount of the voucher would be determined by dividing the

Federal grant by the number of students targeted for Title I. 34/

On April o, 1983, the House Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,

and Vocational Education held hearings On the voucher proposal.

Testimony provided many concerns about the voucher proposal,

33/ The Council of the Great City Schools, Trends in Federal
Funding to Urban Schools: A Progress Report on the'Reagan Year
(February 1983), p. 7 (hereafter cited as Trends in Federal Funding

to Urban Schools).

34/ H.R. 2397, 98th Cong., 1st Sess. (1983).

AA
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and questioned why the Federal Government would want to alter "one

of the nation's most successful educational programs." 35/ Concern

was also expressed that the voucher proposal' would provide "a legal

means for parents living in the urban areas to avoid court ordered

desegregation." 36/ Further, such a system'"would create inequities

through the myth of parental choice. Choice for the disadvantaged

is limited through selective admissions of non-public schools,

varying tuition costs, geographical location and lack of

information." 37/

Emergency School Aid Act

The administration was successful, during its first years, in

placing the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), .8/ which provided

\

35/ Grace Baisinger, Chairperson, Vouchers and ECIA Chapter I,
Statement before the liciuse,Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and
Vocational Education, 98th Congress, 1st Sess., p. 2.

36/ Ibid., p. 3.

37/ Ibid.; See also statemeLts of Mary datwood Futrell, National
Education Association; Althea Simmons, NAACP; gid Doerr, The'Voice
of Reason.

38/ Pub. L. No. 92-318, tit. VII, 86 Stat. 354 (1972), formerly
codified at 20 U.S.C. §§1601-1619 (1976), repealed and replaced by
subsequent Emergency School Aid Act, Pub. L. No. 95-561, §§601-617,
92 Stat. 2252-2268 (1978), codified at 20 U.S.C. §§3191-3207 (Supp.
V 1981), repealed incident to consolidation, effective Oct. 1, 1982,
by Pub. L. No 97-35, tit. V, :.")87(a)(1), 95 Stat. 480 (1981),

codified at 20 U.S.C. §§3191-3207 note (Supp. V 1981).
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monies to assist school districts in their desegregation efforts, in

a DiOC grant. 39/ 'the placement of ESAA in a block. grant nas

substantially reduced the Federal Government's financial commitment

to desegregation, whicn began over a decade ago. 40/

In 1970 tne Federal Goveroment began providing financial

assistance to school districts undergoing school desegregation. 41/

On Marcn 24, 1970, President Nixon requested the Congress to divert

monies from other domestic programs to fund programs for improving

education in racially impacted areas, North and South, and for

121.1 Revised Fiscal Year 1982 budget, pp. 2-3.

40/ A random survey of 2,500 local school districts establisned
that 94.3 percent of tne districts did not fund the Emergency School
Aid Act program under the block. grant.. Of the 5.7 percent who did
fund ESAA, tne average grant was $871. American Association of
School Administrators, The Impact of Chapter 2 of tne Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act on Local Education Agencies, p. 14
(hereafter cited as The Impact of Cnapter 2).

42j In 1971 and-1972, $75 million was proVided under tne Emergency
School Assistance Program to meet special needs incident to the
elimination of racial segregation and discrimination among students
and faculty in elementary and secondary schools by contributing to
tne costs of new or expanded activities wnich were designed to
achieve successful desegregation and the elimination of all forms of
discrimination in tne scnools. This program was phased out in 1973;

funding tnat year was at tne level o-f--$21mil-1-ion-a---11.S-.-, Offieeol

Education, bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education, Equal
Educational Opportunity Programs, Obligational Autnority for
Desegregation Assistance Fiscal Years 1965-1977.
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assisting scnool districts in meeting special problems incident to

court-ordered desegregation. 42/ Tne President also stated that the

Nation needed [t]o place the question of school desegregation in its

larger context, as part of America's nistoric commitment to the

acnievement of a free and open society" and that tne Nation "must

give the minority child that equal place at the starting line that

his parents were denied and tne pride, the dignity, the

self-respect, tnat are the birthright of a free American." 43/ In

1972 tne Federal commitment to scnool desegregation was expanded

with tne passage of the Emergency School Aid Act.

me Emergency School Aid Act provided financial assistance to

scnool districts:

1) to meet the special needs incident to the elimination
of minority group segregation and discrimination among
students and faculty in elementary and secondary
schools;

2) to encourage tne voluntary elimination, reduction, or
prevention of minority group isolation in elementary
and secondary schools with substantial proportions of
minority group students; and

42/ Statement about Desegregation of Elementary and Secondary
Scnools, Pub. Pacers 304, 317,jeferch 24, 1970).

43/ Id. at 305, 319.
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3) to aid school children in overcoming the educational
disadvantages of minority group isolation. 44/

The act provided financial assistance to eligible school districts

and certain other nonprofit organizations for instructional

services, human. relation efforts, and other ELL,,,iv Les related to

eliminating minority group isolation and the operation of an

integrated school. 45/ Between 1973 and 1980, over $200 Million was

spent annually for ESAA projects. In FY 1981 $149 million was

appropriated. 46/ The basic grant component, which was the largest,

44/ Pub. L. No 92-318, tit. VII, §702, 86 Stat. 354 (1972); the

third purpose was deleted from the Act in 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-561,
tit., VI, §602, 92 Stat. 2232 (1978).

45/ Pub. L. Ao. 92-318 tit. VII, 86 Stat. 354 (1972), formerly
codified at 20 U.S.C. §§1601-1619 (1976), repealed and replaced by
subsequent Emergency Scnool Aid Act, Pub. L. No 95-561 §§601-617, 92
6tat. 2232-2268 (1978), codified at 20 U.S.C. §§3191-3207 (Supp. V

, 1981).

46/ U.S., Office of Education, Bureau of Elementary and Secondary
Education, Equal Educational Opportunity Programs, Obligational
Authority for Desegregation Assistance Fiscal Years 1965-1977;
Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget,
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (1980), pp. 287, 298
(hereafter cited as Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance); U.S.,
Department of Education, Annual Evaluation Report, Vol. 11, Fiscal
Year 1981, p. 102 (hereafter cited as Annual Evaluation Report

1981).
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awarded approximately 350 grants annually to school districts for

projects wnich served over 3 million students. 47/. Additionally,

grants were awarded for magnet scnool programs, educational

television programs, and special programs and projects', such as

efforts to reduce mirwrity student so3pensions and expulsions. 48/

An evaluation of the ESAA progrnm,in 1982 established that the

majority of ESAA funds went to scnool districts with (1) large

minority enrollments, (2) large percentages of students from

Lowincome families and (3) large enrollments. 49/ Most districts

received funds for desegregation efforts only from ESAA. 50/ A few

47/ Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, p. 287.

48/ Ibid.

49/ U.S., Department of Education, DRAFT: Emergency School Aid Act

(ESAA): A Federal Program to Meet Desegregation Related seeds

(August 1982), p. xv (nereafter cited as DRAFT: EmergtTly_School

Aid Act).

50/ Ibid., p. xix.
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districts received some inservice training tnrpugh Title IV of the

Civil Rignts Act, and a few received some assistance from the

State. "Rarely were local funds earmarked to s\pport desegregation

related services." 51/ The cutting of these ftind and placement of

ESAA in a DlOCK grant in FY 19d2 as limited tint ion's efforts to

provide equality of educational opportunity for all s udents.52/

Critics of tne ESAA program nave questioned whetne scnool

districts, with desegregation plans in place, have used the funds

for desegregation activities or to address the need of

disadvantaged students. It is asserted that the need

disadvantaged students are addresssed more appropriately through

Title I wnich nas a budget of over $ 3 billion. 53/ An eve ation

51/ Ibid.

52/ For example, a random survey of 2, -500 local scnool districts
established that 94.3 percent of the districts did not fund the
Emergency School Aid Act program under the block grant. Of the 5.7
percent which funded ESAA, the average grant was $871. American
Association of School Administrators, The Impact of Chapter 2 of the
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act on Local Education
Agencies, p. 14 (nereafter cited as the Tne Impact of Chapter 2).

53/ See, Terrel Bell, Secretary of Education, letter to
Clarence M. Pendleton, Jr., Cnairman, U.S. Commission on Civil
Aignts, Apr. 12, 1983 (hereafter cited as Bell Letter (Apr. 12,
19d3)).
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of LSAA found tnat uldjistricts witn older required plans used ESAA

primarily for services such as compensatory education and reduction

in suspensions, absenteeism, and d probicr ," 54

dowever, these problems, ccmmonl "3 C. Hse

problems, are often associE d d u

be addressed if a system is to be Lruly nesegregateo. ,,/

Block grant funds are allocated to the States based upon the

States' schoolage populations. The State education agency, in

consultation with a State advisory committee appointed by the

Governor, develops a formula for allocating the funds to local

school districts. 56/ Tne formula is to include consideration of

54/ DRAFT: Emergency School Aid Act, p. 107.

55/ See,.O.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Fulfilling The Letter

and Spirit of. the Law (August 1976).

50/ Puo. L. No. 97-35, 99564(a), 95 Stat. 470 (1981), codified at

20 U.S.C. 3814 (Supp. V 19d1).
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"the relative enrollments in public and nonpublic schools within the

school district," and their numbers and percentages of, children

wnose education imposes a higher than average cost. 57/ The States

have the authority to define high cost students. 58/ Additional

formula criteria may be approved by the Secretary of Education. 59/

Although funds are to be allocated to school districts based upon

high cost students, the school districts are not required to spend

the funds on programs for nigh cost students. 60/ State education

agencies may keep up to 20 percent of the block grant funds for

administrative costs and State prograMs. 61/ All but four'Statps

kept the full 20 percent. 62/

57/ 20 U.S.C. i3815(a) (Supp. V 1981). See also Bell Letter
(Apr. 12, 1963).

58/ 20 U.S.C. §3815(a) (Supp. V 1981).

59/ 20 U.S:C. i3815(b) (Supp. V 1981); Bell Letter (Apr. 12, 1983).

60/ 20 U.S.C. A3621-3642 (Supp. V. 1981). See aluo, National
Committee for Citizens in Education, Network (November 1982), p. 7
(hereafter cited as Network).

61/ 20 U.S.C. §§3814(a), 3815(a) (Supp. V 1981).

62/ Network (March 1983), P. 2.
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Tne ESAA program nas suffered under tne block grant. In fact

in trie Cnapter 2 State formulae for allocation of funds to the local

scnool districts, only seven States give any weight to desegregation

efforts. 63/ California and New York developed formulae for

allocation of tne block grant funds that provided cities with the

same level of desegregation funds they received under the ESAA

categorical program. 64/ However, tnese formulae were rejected by

tne Education Department because they were not developed in

conformity witn tne factors detailed in Cnapter 2 of the Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act. 65/

63/ Ibid. \The seven States and the percentageweights given to

desegregatiOn efforts are: California, 43 percent; Connecticut, 18

percent; Michigan, 18 percent; New Jersey, 20 percent; New York, 8
...-

percent; Oregon, 7 percent; and plasnington, 20 percent.

64/ docnell I. Stanfield, "No Solution," National Journal (Jan. 1'5.,

1983), p. 128 (nereafter cited as No Solution).-

65/
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Most States allocate tne funds strictly according to the number

of students, and not rne special needs of the school districts such

as desegregation efforts. 66/ According to tne National Committee

for Citizens in Education, the typical State kept 20 percent of its

block grant for special isrograms and administrative costs. Seventy

percent of the remaining funds were allocated among the local

educational agencies, based upon tne number of students, and the

remainder was distributed according to the number of students

considered most costly to educate, i.e., nose from low-income

families, Lae pnysically nandicay.ed, those with limited proficiency

in English as well as gifted and talented students, and students in

sparsely populated areas. 67/ Connecticut allodated the highest

percentage of its funds--79 percent--on high cost students.

Mississippi allocated the lowest--5 percent. Mississippi is the

poorest State in tne country, and Connecticut is one of the

richest. 68/

66/ Network, (March 1983), p. 2.

o7/ Ibid.

68/ Ibid.
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The Council of Great City Scnools, whose member scnool

districts enroll 45 percent of the ation's minority scnool

cnildren, reports that its scnool districts received ESAA grants

totalling $90.1 million in FY 1980. In FY 1983 they received $50.2

million total under the block grant. The level of $50.2 million for

the block grant in 1982 is 55 percent of what the 30 school

districts received from ESAA alone during the 1980-81 school

year. 69/

fne ESAA program was the second largest program included in ,the

block grant. Its $150 million appropriation for 1981 was 29 percent

of tne $512 million allocated for all of the programs. Tne $161

million Library assistance program was the largest. The other

programs were funded at a few million dollars each for programs such

as metric education, curriculum improvement, and consumer

education. 70/

School districts tnat received substantial funding under ESAA

nave peen hurt drastically by tne block grant process. 71/ For

example, St. Louis, Missouri, received $708,000 in block grant funds

69/ Trends in Federal Funding to Urban Scnools, pp. 7, 10.

70/ No Solution, p. 128.

71/ Ibid.

55
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for tne 1962-1963 scnool year. The previous year the district

received $12.4 million from EiAh alone. 72/ Similarly, tne Buffalo,

New York, scnool system received over $6.7 million in ESAA funds in

1981, but for the 1962-1963 scnool year it received a total of

$956,607 in block grant funds. 73/

rne negative effect of including ESAA in tne block grant

prompted the introduction of legislation to reinstate emergency

scnool aid for scnool desegregation. 74/ fne bill would provide

$177.9 million during fiscal year 1984 for assistance to local

school districts carrying out desegregation plans. In introducing

tne legislation Senator Moyninan stated "Because of Federal Budget

cutbacks,...the specific funding for desegregation has been lost in

the snuffle, leaving many school districts with insufficient

resources to carry out desegregation plans mandated by law." 75/

72/ Ibid.

73/ S. 402, 96tn Cong., 1st Sess. (1983); Press Release, Senator
Daniel Patrick Moyninan (D., N.Y.), on introduction of S. 402 to
reinstate emergency scnool aid for school desegregation, Mar. 8,
1963, p. 4; On May 10, 1963, Senator Moynihan introduced S. 1256, a
modified version of the o'riginal bill. The House Education and
Labor Committee approved H.R. 2207, legislation similar to S. 1256,

on May 11, 1983. H.R. 2207 was approved by the House on June 7,
1963 with a $100 million funding level for FY 1984.

74/ S. 402, 98tn Cong., 1st Sess. (1983); H.R. 2207, 98th Cong. 1st

Sess. (1983).

15/ Press Release, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D., N.Y.),
introduction of S. 402.
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In 1980 Emergency Scnool Aid Act projects were funded at the

level of $246..5 million, and only 52 percent of the applicants were

funded. 76/ The FY 1981 appropriation provided $149.2 million for

such projects, a 40 percent reduction in funding. 77/ The programs,

including ESAA, wnicn were placed in tne block grant were funded as

categorical programs for a total of $512 million in FY 1981, and the

block grant was funded at $470 million in FY 1982 including the

Secretary of Education's discretionary funds. The administration

proposed an FY 19d3 funding level of $406 million but Congress

funded tne block grant program at $479.4 million including

discretionary funds. Tnis year the administration is proposing a

$2.6 million Tescission in the block grant and an FY 1984 funding

level of $476.8 million. 78/

76/ The Annual Evaluation Report 1981.

77/ Revised Fiscal Year 1982 Budget, attachment D, p. 25; Education
Daily, Feb. 9, 1982, p. 5.

78/ Tne Fiscal:Year 19d4 Budget, pp. 31 -32.
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Bilingual Education

In 1968 Congress amended the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965 to create Title VII--tne Bilingual Education Act-- 79/to

address the special educational needs of children with limited

ability to speak English. 60/ fne purposes of the Bilingual

Education Act are:

izo develop and carry out elementary and secondary

scnool programs...to meet tne educational needs of
cnildren of limited English proficiency; and to
demonstrate effective ways of providing sucn
children instruction designed to enable them, while
using their native language; to achieve competence
in English; and to develop the human and material
resources required for such programs. 81/

It is notable that a study about the achievement of Hispanic

students in American high schools found that achievement was

79/ Bilingual Education Act, Pub. L. No. 89-10, tit. VII,
99701-708, as amended by Pub. L. do. 90-24;, tit. VII, §702, 81
Stat. 816 (1968) reenacted and amended by Pub. L. No. 93-380,
9105(a)(1), 88 Stat. 5J3 (1974) reenacted and amended by Pub. L.
No. 95-561, tit. VII, 9701, 92 Stat. 2258 (1978), codified at 20,
U.S.C. 993221-3261 (Supp. V 1981).

80/ 9702 of Bilingual Education Act as added by Pub. L. No. 90-247,
tit. VII, 9702, 810 Stat. 816 (1968).

81/ U.S., Executive Office of the President, Office of Management
and Budget, Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (1980), p. 234.
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correlated positively with proficiency in English and proficiency in

Spanish. 82/

The largest component of the act consists of grants on tne

elementary and secondary education level to local education agencies

(LEAs), institutions of nigner education (IdEs) (which apply jointly

with an LEA) and elementary and secondary schools operated or funded

by tne Bureau of Indian Affairs. 83/ Grants are awarded for

oilingual education projects to improve tne English language

competency of limited - English-proficient students. 84/ Grants are

awarded to State education agencies (SEAs) to provide technical

assistance to the oilingual programs operated by Lneir LEA's. 85/

Bilingual education service centers are funded to "provide

training and otner tecnnical services to programs of oilingual

education and bilingual education training programs." 86/

Similarly, evaluation, dissemination and assessment centers

82/ National Opinion Researcn Center, F. Neilson and R.M.

Yernandez, Achievement of Hispanic Students in American Hign

Schools: 6acic round Cnaracteristics and Achievement, (1981). As

reported in Annual Evaluation Report 19d2.

83/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982, Bilingual Education.

d4/ Ioid.

d5/ Ibid.

d6,

59
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primarily assist LEAs "in assessing, evaluating, and disseminating

bilingual education materials." d7/

Grants are also available to "establish, operate, or improve

training programs for persons who are participating in,...bilingual

education or bilingual education training programs." 88/ Funds are

provided for IdEs "to develop or expand their degree-granting

bilingual education training programs." Desegregating LEA's are

also eligible for aid to "meet the needs of transferred students wno

are limited in English proficiency." d9 /. A fellowship program exits

for graduate students in bilingual education. 90/ Funding is also

available to develop instructional and testing materials For

bilingual education, and for researcn related to tne development and

dissemination of information relating to bilingual education. 91/ A

vocational education component is targeted to those with

limited-English-speaKing ability.

87/ Ibid.

86/ Ibid.

89/ Ibid.

90/ Ibid.

91/ Ibid.
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In FY 198J tne program was funded at $167 million, at $161

million in FY 1981, and at $138 million in FY 1982. Tnis funding

level was maintained in FY 19d3. Tne administration proposes to cut

tne FY 1983 oudget ny $43.5 million (32 percent), and fund the

program at $94.5 million in FY 1984. This would represent a 32

percent cut over the -:orrent funding level, and a 46 percent cut

since 1960, 92/ Fortner, the administration's proposed rescissions

in: FY 1983 would eliminate &rants for desegregation assistance, and

io fundir4 for this category in FY 1984. 93/ This comes at

a time when studies show that Hispanic students (who comprise tne

largest cf,..gcvent of limited-Englisn-proficient students) have become

more segregated as "their s.;,bers nave rapidly grown in American

society." 94/ H'spanics are more than six times as likely as whites

to reside in tne central cities of the largest metropolitan areas.

Iney cnoose large metropolitan areas as a place of residence even

92/ Tne Fiscal Year 1983 Budget, p. 31; Tne Fiscal Year 1984
Budget, p. 39.

93/ Tne 2iscal Year 1984 -Budget-, p. 39.

94/ Gary Orfield, Desegregation of Black and Hispanic Students From
1968-1980 (rlashington, D.C.: Joint Center for Political Studis-T-----
1982) p. 3 (hereafter cited as Desegregation of Black and Hispanic
Students). Of tne public scnool students identified as limited
Englisn speaking or non-Englisn speaking 79 percent are Hispanic.
National Center for Education Statistics, Tne Condition of
Education, 1981 edition, p. 78.
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more so tnan blacks. 95/ Tney reside in tne central city school

districts whicn nave felt disproportionately the negative impact of

tne budget cuts. Thus, wnile the President's FY 1984 proposals

would represent a 4o percent cut for tne program nationwide, since

FY 1980, it would represent a 56 percent reduction of monies for

large urban scnool districts, wnich enroll a disproportionate number

of limited English- proficient students. 96/

Estimates are that the proposed cuts would eliminate 57,000

students from tne program, wnich is more devastating when one

considers tne fact that the program now serves only about one-third

of tne students in need. 97/ Bilingual education programs often get

mixed reviews as to their effectiveness, and there is much

disagreement over tne most effective way to address tne special

needs or limited-Englisn-proficient students. 98/ In fact, one

Dese re ation of slack and His anic Students, p. 7.

96/ Trends in Federal Funding to Urban Schools, p. 10.

97/ Statement of Edward R. Roybal, Update (1983).

9d/ See, for example, Rocnelle L. Stanfield, "Are Federal Bilingual
Rules A Foot in tne Schoolnouse Door?," National Journal (Oct. 18,
19d0), pp. 173O-040; U.S., Department of Education, Statement By
Terrel H. Bell, Secretary of Education, (Feb. 2, 1981); Dr.
Tran Trong Hai, "Bilingual Education A Better 4ay of Learning
English; IDRA Newsletter (November 1978), p. 5; National
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education, Rudolph C. Troike, Research
Evidence for tne Effectiveness of Bilingual Education (Va. 1979).
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evaluation found tnat less tnan one-third of tne students in Title

VII Spanisn/English oilingual classrooms in grades 2-6 were found to
Aw

be of limited-Englisn-speaking ability, and that Title VII

participants did not show greater achievement gains than non-Title

VII participants. 99/ Regardless of the debate over program

effectiveness, tnere is, nowever, a clear indication that

limited-Englisn-proficient students, wno number over three and a

nalf million, nave special needs. Limited-English-proficient

students drop out of scnool at a much nigher rate than their English

speaking peers. Limited-English-proficient Hispanic students drop

out at a rate more tnan tnree times higher than that of Hispanic

students wno primarily speak English; and those who remain in school

are more likely to be low acnievers and overage. 100/ Efforts

99/ Tne Annual Evaluation Report 1981, p. 197.

100/ U.S., Department of Education, Statement By Shirley F.
dufstedlar, Secretary of Education (Aug. 5, 1980); National Center
for Education Statistics, me Condition of Education for Hispanic
Americans (February 1980).



59

snould be directed toward improving program operations, such as

better identification procedures, rather than limiting tne scope of

tne program by cutting tne midget.

fraining and Advisory Services

me Civil Rignts Act of 1964 establisned Federal funding "to

provide direct and indirect tecnnIcal assistance and training

services to scnool districts to cope witn educational problems of

desegregation by race, religion, sex and national origin." 101/ The

title IV program includes 11 subprograms. The largest subprogram

nas oeen tne desegregation assistance centers (DACs) that provided

tecnnical assistance and training services to local scnool agencies

(LEAs) witnin designated services areas. 102/ DAC awards and the

other subprogram awards are granted separately in tne areas of race,

sex, and national origin, primarily to nigher education

institutions. 103/ Separate awards are also made to State education

agencies (SEA). In tne past awards were made also to LEAs to assist

in racial, sex, and national origin desegregation, and training

institute (TI) awards were made to nigher education institutions

101/ Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, p. 235. See, 42

U.S.C. 92000c-2C-4 (1976).

102/ Annual Evaluation Report 1981, p. 116.

WS/ Ibid., -pp. 116-17.
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to assist in sex and racial desegregation. 104/ However, for FY

1982-1983, TIs and LEAswere not funded. 105/

During fiscal year 1982, 40 percent of the funds for the

subpro6rams were awarded for racial desegregation, 33 percent for

sex desegregation, and 26 percent for national origin

desegregation. 106/ The corresponding figures in FY 1980 were 44,

0, and 26 percent. 107/

--1-nFY----19-80-;--SEAs received only percent of The funding, 1,-Eki-

25 percent, and TIs 9 percent. DACs received the highest funding -

39 percent. 108/ In FY 1982 DACs received 49 Percent of the

funding, and S1As 50 percent. 109/ Indications are that the

administration is planning to increase further the _funding level for

S1As. 110/

104/ Ibid.

107/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982, Training and Advisory Services.

10o/ Ibid.

107/ Ibid.

108/ Annual E S4uation Report 1981, p. 118.

109/ Ibid.

110/ Dr. Charles Rankin, director, Midwest Desegregation Center,
speech before the National Committee for School Desegregation,
Mar. 8, 1983, Arlington, Virginia.
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In 19bd $8.5 million was appropriated for the program. Funding

increased gradually over tne years to a nigh of $45 million in 1980

wnen 299 awards werl granted. 111/ In FY 1982 tne program was

fUnded at $24 million and 135 awards were granted. 112/ Tne FY 1982

level represented a 47 percent decline in funding since FY 1980 and

a 55 percent decline in the number of awards funded. 113/

Tne administration proposed, in its FY 1983 and FY 1984

budgets, to rescind totally the funding for Title IV and to place it

in tne Cnapter 2 ..... _lox 111983 Congress rejected

tne block( grant proposal, and funded Title IV at $24 million. 115/

111/ Annual evaluation Report 1982, Training and Advisory Services;
Annual Evaluation Report 19d1, p. 117.

112/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982, Training and Advisory Services.

113/ Tne Fiscal Year 19d3 Budget, p. 7.; Tne Fiscal Year 1984

rIudget, p. 32.

114/ Tne Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 32.

115/ Ibid.

410-458 0 - 83 - 5
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The FY 1934 budget states that the Title IV activities "can be

supported by States and local school districts from their block

grant funds." 116/ How this could be done is unclear since the

administration's budget would reduce the FY 1983 appropriation for

the block grant by $2.5 million and proposes a FY 1984 block grant

budget that is half a million less than the FY 1983

appropriation. 117/

The effectiveness of this program already has been lessened

ttrrough -sorbs i.untial budge t cu-us and-reductions-in-the_numberLof_

awards made. 118/ To place it in a block grant would terminate the

program. Most States, in allocating their block grants, have given

no consideration to desegregation efforts.

The end of a program, which over the years has helped to assure

tnat the change from segregated to integrated education can be

accomplished peacefully and successfully, certainly would be

regrettable. 119/ An evaluation of the Title IV program determined

116/ Ibid., p. 27.

117/ Ibid., p. 31.

118/ Annual Svaluation Report, 1981, p. 117.

119/ U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Title IV and School
Desegregation (1973), p. 41; See also Annual Evaluation Report 1981,
pp. 117-121.
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tnat tne most successful desegregation centers were those which

targeted tneir services to specific desegregation needs, rather than

tne general needs of scnool districts. 120/ As a result, the Title

IV regulations were revised substantially in 1978 to require DACs to

give priority to scnool districts in tne process of developing a

desegregation plan, and to those in the first three years of the

implementation process. 121/

Indian Education

rne Indian Education Act 122/ provides Federal financial

'assistance for addressing tne "special educational and culturally

related academic needs of Indian children." 123/ Part A of tne act

allocates Federal funds on an entitlement basis to local educational

agencies (LEAs) for elementary and secondary programs. Grants are

provided to LEAs for sucn programs as:

(1) Remedial instruction in basic skill subject areas

(2) Instruction in tribal neritage and traditions in the
context of meeting academic needs and in Indian nistory

and political organization, including current affairs and
tribal relationships witn local, State, and Federal
governments

120/ Annual Evaluation Report 1981, pp. 119 -120.

121/ Ibid.

122/ Pub. L. No. 92-318, tit. IV, 86 Stat. 334 (1972), as amended,

codified at 20' U.S.C. 0385 (Supp. V 1981).

123/ Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, p. 210.
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//
(3) Accelerated instruction and other activities that provide

additional educational opportunities

(4) dome-school liaison services

(5) Creative arts such as traditional Indi arts, crafts,

music and dance

(6) Native language arts, including biling 1 projects and the

teaching and preserving of Indian langu ge. 124/

Part B of the act provides for tne awarding of grants to Indian

tribes and organizations, institutions of nigner education, and

State and local educational agencies for "special programs and

projects to improve educational opportunities for Indian

cnildren." 125/ rnese include such projects as

"bilingualibicultural,educational programs and programs dealing with

special nealtn, social, and psychological problems of Indian

cnildren." 126/ Other special projects include training seminars

for educational personnel serving Indian children and nigher

education fellowships in tne fields of medicine, law, education,

business administration, engineering, and natural resources..127/

124/ Annual Evaluation Report 1981, p. 138.

125/ Ibid,, p. 164.

Ibid.

Ibid.

126/

127/
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Part C of tile Indian Education Act autnorizes Federal funding

for "Special Programs Relating to Adult Education for Indians" below

tne college level. 12d/ Projects under this provision "provide

oasic education, secondary education and preparation for the G.E.D.,

and career counseling...."129/

Tne administeazIon's FY 1984 oudget provides for a $16 million

rescission in tne FY 1963-appropriation, and a termination of tne

program in FY 1984. 130/ Tne FY 1984 oudget would consist of $1

million "to allow staff to close out prior yerhr aoards." 131/ In FY

1982" Congress. ak:..pror:riated $77.8 million for the
. program; for FY

19d3 tne appropritad level is $67.2 million. 132/ Tne

administration cc.iten& rat tne Indian Education program provides

for duplication o s,;,:vices, and tnat educationai. services for

Indians will continue through such educational programs as Cnapter

1, bilingual education, and vocational education, 133/ program which

126/ loid., p. 170.

129/ Ibid.

130/ Ine Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 32.

131/ Ibid. pp. 25, 32.

132/ Ibid., p. 32.

133/ loid., p. 25.
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also nave been targeted for budget cuts'. Therefore, it is not

apparent now tnese programs could serve additional students.

me proposal to terminate the program snould be questioned

because of its success. For example, The tteport to tne Congress on

tne Annual Program Audits for Fiscal Year 1960 concluded tnat

project activities addressing tne "special educational and

culturally related academic needs of Indian children" were of

substantial quality. 134/ Evidence of success was snown in

"increases in test scores, increases in school attendance rates, and

decreases in tne rates at wnich Indian students drop out of

scnools." 135/ Similarly an evaluation of the nigher education

fellowship program found tnat o8.8 percent of the participants

earned degrees, and 96.5 percent of tne graduates were employed

after graduation. 136/ In contrast, nationwide, 18 percent of all

Indian undergraduates complete their studies." 137/

134/ Annual Evaluation tteport 1982, Indian Education.

13)/ Ibid.

136/ Ibid.

137/ Ibid.
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Part A grants in FY 1962 served 1,118 public school districts,

and more than 300,000 Indian students. In addition, 38 tribal

scnools served 7,258 students, and 28 Indian-controlled schools

served sligntly under 10,000 students through Indian Education

grants. 138/

Under Part 6 of tne act, in 1980, 61 grants were awarded to

develop "oilingual/bicultural programs, instructional materials and

media centers, compensatory education, cultural enrichment, dropout,

prevention, and vocational training." 139/ Fellowlihips were awarded

to 192 students attending institutions in 34 States and the District

of Columbia. Under Part C of tne act, in fiscal year L981, 50

awards were made for projects whicn reached over 15,700

participants. 140/ Tne elimination of funding for the Indian

Education Act will "mean that Indians will be subject to tne whims

of State and local scnool autnorities." 141/ Many State and local

education agencies nave neither the resources nor the interest to

provide sucn services.

138/ Ibid.

139/ Ibid.

140/ Ibid..

141/ Statement of William Leap, Education Director of the National
Congress of American Indians, as reported in Education Funding News
(Feb. 22, 1963), p. 9.
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Education for All Handicapped Children

Tne Education for All dandicapped Cnildren Act of 1975 142/ was

establisned to award grants to States to assist tftem in providing a

"free appropriate public education" to all nandicapped

children. 143/ fne funds nave been used for a wide variety of

projects tnat provide educational fated services to

handicapped children. 144/ In adu tne act sought to ensure

equal educational opportunity for nandicapped children by

establishing, as a requirement for funding, that participating

States must provide free public education in as normal a setting as

possible for every nandicapped child. 145/ In addition to tne State-

grant program, prescnool incentive grani.s are available "to expand

educational services to nandicapped preschool cnildren, ages

3-5..." 14t/

142/ Pub. L. 94-142, 89 Stat. i/J .i975) as amended, cudified at 20

J.S.C. 991401, 1411-1424a (1976 and Supp. V 1981).

143/ Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, p. 758.

144/ Ibid.

145/ Ibid.; A Children's Defense Budget (1982), p. 120.

146/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982.
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Ten special purpose funds also exist under tne Education for

All Handicapped Cnildren Act:

Deaf blind centers to provide special assistance to
children wno are deaf and blind.

Severely handicapped projects to establish and
promote effective innovative practices in tne
e ration and training of severely handicapped
cr. Aren/youth.

Early education to provide comprehensive services
for nandicapped presencel cnildren beginning as
early as birth.

Regional education programs to assist nandicapped
students in the development L skills for
"successful career competitio the professional,
sRilled and unskilled lacer marRets."

innovation and development of new service models and
otner educational materials for educating tne
Handicapped.

Media services and captioned films to develop
materials and media addressing the learning problems
of tne nandicapped.

Regional resource centers to promote child referral
and evaluation, and to provide finical assistance
to SEAs and LEAs to assist ,:.hea. 'rwelop and
.aplement tne individualized educati .1 program

requirements and tne free appropriate public
education requirements specified in P.L. 94-142.

Recruitment and information to encourage persons to
enter tne field of special education, to provide
information and referral services for parents and to
assist parents in gaining education for their
cnildren.
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Special education personnel development provides

financial assistance to train personnel in the

special education arena including teachers, speech

therapists, researcners, etc.

Special studies to evaluate tne effectiveness of the

public education provided to handicapped

students. 147/

In FY 1981, 3.94 million students were served through the basic

State grant program; an additional 227,617 were served by the

preschool incentive grants. 148/

In FY 1982 the State grants program and the preschool incentive

grants received funding of $955 million. Tnis level was continued

by Congress in FY 1983. 149/ The administration's FY 1984 budget

proposes an increase of $28 million to $1.023 billion. 150/ At the

/ same time cuts are proposed in some of the smaller special purpose

fund programs.

147/ Ibid.

148/ Ibid.

149/ Tne Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 33.

150/ Ibid.
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Deaf-blind centers would be cut 38 percent from
$15.36 to $9.56 million.

Early childhood education would be cut 30 1,

)m $16.8 to $11.8 million.

Innovation and development programs would be cut 10
percent from $12 to $10.8 million.

Media services and captioned films would be cut 4
percent from $12 to $11.52 million.

Special education personnel development would be cut
32 percent from $49.3 to $33.o million. 151/

In total, tne special purpose funds would decrease by $28 million or

25 percent. 152/ Tnus, the net effect of tne proposed increases in

funding for tne State grant program and prescnool incentive grants,

and tne proposed cuts in 5 of the 10 special purpose fund programs

would oe a continuation of tne total funding level for FY 1983 ($1.1

pillion) in FY 1984. 153/ Furtner, the snift places additional

151/ Ibid.

152/ Ibid.

153/ The other five special purpose fund programs: severely
nandicapped projects, regional vocation, adult and post-secondary
programs, regional resource centers, recruitment and information,
and special studies, would oe funded in FY 1984 at the same level as
tne FY 1983 appropriation Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 33.
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resources at tne disposal of State and local education agencies, and

decreases resources in Federal discretionary activities. 154/

12221118"1-

fne Educational Equity Act of 1974 155/ was established to

promote educational equity for women and girls at all levels of

education; and to provide financial assistance to local educational

institutions to meet the requirements of Title IX of the Education

Amendments of 1972." 156/ Since 1976 over $6 million has been

appropriated annually in basically six areas: (1) curricula,

textbooks, and other educational material; (2) preservice and

inservice training for educational personnel; (3) research and

development; (4) guidance and counseling; (5) educational activities

to increase opportunities for adult women; and (6) expansion and

improvement of educational programs for women in vocational

education, career education, pnysical education, and educational

administration. 157/

154/ 1he Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 19.

115/ Pub. L. 93-380, 9408, 86 Stat. 554 (1974), repealed and

replaced by the Women's Educational Equity Act of 1978, Pub. L. No.

95-5b1, 9802, 92 Stat. 2298 (1978) codified at 20 U.S.C. 993341-3348

(Supp. V 1981).

156/ Catolo of Federal Domestic Assistance, p. 311. Title IX

prohibits sex discrimination in federally assisted education

programs and activities. 20 U.S.C. 991681-1686 (1976).

157/ Catalo of Federal Domestic Assistance, p. 311; Annual

kalualicuLapar.L.1.2§1., p. 548.
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In 1979 tne domen's Educational Equity Act Program (WEEAF)

funded five natio,,,k trati =_ites a' local ^hoc districts

in Arizona, Oregan, i'ortn Carolina, Florida, and

Aas. icilsetts. 158/ Faculty and other staff members integrated the

WEEAP products and otner educationai the

educational programs. 159/ Educators from across the country have

visited tne sites to observe, and nopefully emulate, the

program. 160/

Evaluations of tne Women's Educational Equity Act program have

stated

Title IX contract activities funded by the WEEA
program...nave nad a substantial and far reaching
impact in increasing tne capabilities of state
education agencies and local education agencies to
provide Title IX training and technical assistance
services. Tnrougn tne worksnips conducted by the
.title IX technica4 assistance project, a network of
trained SEA and'LEA personnel can provide technical
assistance on Title IX programs and policies to
educational institutions tnroughout tne country.
Worksnop materials nave been disseminated widely and
adapted for use by many school systems and state
education agencies. 161/

158/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982; Women's Educational Equity Act
Program.

159/ Ibid.

160/ Ibid.

161/ National Advisory Council on Women's Educational Programs,
Executive Summary, Evaluation of the Women's Educational Equity Act
Program (1980), p. 33.
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In FY 1982,.538 applications were received for new grants, and

12 were funded. 162/ In addition, 20 continuation grants were

awarded.

A two -phase study of the WEEAP has been completed under

contract tne Department of Education. The evaluation establisned

tn tne ro-:ram nas beELI successful in developing a broad range of

products an larKeting tn m nationwide. 163/ In relation to WEEAP's

opjectiv, 'e and aarKet...model products and strategies to

potential users, nationwide," it was ted gnat sales of materials

increased by 58'percent between 1979 and 1980, from 12,112 to

28,940. 164/ Tne vast majority of sales were to postsecondary

institutions, SEAs, and elementary and secondary institutions. 165/

dowever, tne evaluation also determined that gaps and unmet needs

existed in produces "specifically for classroom use and staff

development," and materials "for use witn or by disabled women,

minority women, and women re-entering the work force." 166/

162/ Annual Evaluation Report 1982, WEEAP.

163/ Ibid.

164/ Ibid.

165/ Ibid.

16b/ Ibid.
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Tne administration's FY 1984 budget proposes, as it did in FY

1983, to rescind the current budget level of $5.76 million, and

proposes no additional funding in FY 1984. 167/ The contention is

made that the prograMs could be supported through the Chapter 2

block grant. How this could be accomplished i3 unclear since the FY

1984 oudget proposes a'$2.5 million reduction in the block grant for

FY 19d3, and a FY 1984 level which is over $1/2 million less than

the currant FY 1983 appropriation for the block grant. 168/

167/ The Fiscal Year 1984 Budet, p. 32. Twenty-two thousand would
remain in the FY 1983 budget apparently to close out the program.

168/ Ibid., p. 31.
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Appendix H: Higher Education Proqams

Student Financial Aid Prudrams

The Federal Government offers six student financial aid

programs, three grant programs--the Pell or basic grant program, 1/

tne suppplemental e4ual opportunity grant program (SEOG,) 2/ and

State student incentive grant program (SSIG), 3/--two loan

programs--tne guaranteed student loan progra (GSL), 4/ and the

national direct student loan program (1QDS1J 5/--and the college

work-study program. 6/ In FY 1983 tne t tad funding"for these

.programs was $6.6 oillion, representi over 90 perceat,of the total

higher educatioa budget. 1/ Tne administration's FY 1984 budget

1/ 20 U.S.C.A. i1070a (West Supp. 1983).

2/ 20 U.S.C.A. §§1070b to 1070-3 (West Supp. 1983).

3/ 20 U.S.C.A. §§10100 to 1070c-3 (West Supp. 1983).

4/ 20 U.S.C.A. §§1071 to 1037 -2 (West Supp. 1983).

b/ 20 U.S.C.A. §§1087aa to 1087ii (West Supp. 1983).

6/ 20 U.S.C.A. §2751(a) (West Supp. 1983).

7/ Federal Education Activities, The Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 6

(nereafter cited as The Fiscal Year 1984 Budget).
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requests a total or $5.o billion for Federal student financial aid

programs-43.56 billion for need-based assistance 8/ (the same as

tne Fi 1983 funding level for tae _,'d-based programs) and $2.0

billion ror the GSL program, a $1.1. ,lion decrease from tfte FY

1983 level of $3.1 billion. 9/ Tne reduced funding level for the

GSL program reflects a proposed $900 million rescission for FY 1933,

due to declining market interest rates wnich have reduced the total

cost or tne program.

In addition to budget cnanges, the administration proposes to

restructure tne distribution of student aid funds for FY 1984 by

consolidating the six financial aid programs into one loan program,

one work-study program, and one grant program. Tne new prOposal

represents a "major pnilosopni,...al shift" in Federal policy--"a

return !-.0 tne traditional emphasis on parental and student

contributions as the basis of meeting college costs." 10/ Under th

current. Federal aid policy, students may use grants (awards which do

not nave to be repaid) as the fouadatica for their aid package and

tnen use loans and work-study funds to supplement their need. The

Administration proposes to reverse this process by requiring

d/ Tne need -based programs include Pell grants, supplemeatal

educational opportunity grants, State studevt incentive grants, and

tne national direct student loan program.

9/ Ibid.

10/ Tne Fiscal Year 1984 Kudget, p. 6.
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students to provide "self-help" tnrougn worts -study or loans (in

addition to the expected family contribution) before obtaining a

grant. Altnougn 400,000 fewer grant awards would be made under the

new proposal, 80 percent of tne aid would go to students with family

incomes under .$12,000 compared to about 74 percent in 1983. 11/

To implement this proposal, the administration nas asxed

Congress to enact tne "Student Assistance Improvement Amendments of

19(33" which would establish a new Federal student grant program "to

supplement and encourage student self-help efforts, to improve the

operations and efficiency of certain Federal postsecondary education

programs, to remove certain financial barriers preventing the

11/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 10; National Association of
Universities and Land -Grant Colleges, Coordinator, Joint Budget
Analysis of Rigner Education Programs in the Federal Budget for FY
1984, (nereafter cited as Joint Budget Analysis.)p. 6. The Joint
Budget Analysis was prepared by tne following organizations:
American Council of Education, the College Board, National
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, National
Association of Independent Colleges, National Association of Student

. Financial Aid Administrators, National Council of Higher Education
Loan Programs, National Council of Educational Opportunity
Associations, Hispanic digner Education Coalition, National
Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, Association
of Jesuit Colleges and Universities, Council of Graduate Schools,
National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and

'Administration, Council on Legal Educational Opportunity, National
Association of Colleges and University Business Officers,
Association of Urban' Universities, American Association of Colleges
for feacner Education; American Association of Community and Junior
Colleges, American Library Association, American Educational
Aesearcn Association, International Beading Association, American
Nurse's Association, University of Aissouri, Association of American
Universities, Consortium of Social Science Associations, and the
University of California.
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disadvantaged from attending postsecondary institutions, Land] to

provide a more equitable distribution of Federal student aid

funds...." 12/ fne act would effect the following changes:

fne Self-Help GranL Program

Self-nelp grants would replace Pell grants tfte basic

educational opportunity grants. me maximum award
would be increased from $1,800 to $3,000 per academic
year. Tne increase in tne maximum grant allowance
also reflects tfte consolidation of resources resulting
from tne proposed eliminatioa of the supplemental
educational opportunity grant program.

fne amount of a student's self-nelp grant would oe
calculated by a formula that establishes a minimum
self-nelp contrioution of 40 percent of educational
costs, or a minimum of $600, from tne student.

Eligibility for self-nelp grants would be limited to 4
academic years, except for special circumstances.

fne indirect costs of attendance allowance (excluding
tuition and fees) for computing self-nelp grant
eligiDility would oe set at $3,000 for all students
not residing witn tneir parents and would remain at
$1,50C for students residing witn their parents.

me State student incentive grant program (SSIG) would
oe repealed.

12/ Tne Student Assistance Improvement Amendments of 19d3, proposed
legislation submitted oy President Reagan, 129 Cong. Rec. S. 3281
(Mar. 17, 1982).
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Tne Guaranteed Student Loan Program

All applicants for guaranteed student loans,
regardless of income, must demonstrate tne need for a

loan. This requirement does not apply to tne
auxiliary PLUS loan component of tne program. 13/

Tne loan origination fee for graduate and professional

students would be increased from 5 to 10 percent of
tne principal amount of tne loan.

rue National Direct Student Loan Pro ram (NDSL)

For loans made on or after July 1, 19d3, the interest

rate would increase from 5 percent to either d or 9

percent (depending on a Treasury bill rate average).

fnis would make tne NDSL interest rate consistent with

tne guaranteed student loan interest rate and would

result in tne availability of more loan funds witnout

new Federal appropriations.

College Work-Study Program

me autnorization level for the college work-study
program would be increased by over 60 percent to $850

million for FY 1984 and 1985.

For FY 1984 and 1985, tne institutional snare for tne
program will not be more tnan tne snare for FY 1983.

Federal student financial aid programs, particularly the

need-based grant programs wnich were designed to serve low-income

students, nave nad a significant role in increasing aactss-Lo higher

13/ PLUS loans provide additional funds for educational expenses at

a nigner interest rate-tnan GSLs and are available to parents of
dependent_undergraduates, and independent undergraduate, and

graduate students. 20 U.S.C.A. 6§1077a to 107d -2 (West Supp. 1983).
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education for minorities. 14/ For example, in 1978-79, minority

students comprised over 50 percent of the 1.9 million recipients of.

Pell grants, the largest of tne need-based programs.

Altnough the administration's FY 1984 budget would not decrease

overall funding for student financial aid programs, the higher

education community nas expressed concern that cutbacks over the

last 3 years already nave restricted educational opportunities, and

anotner year of level funding would undermine seriously the

effectiveness of Federal student aid programs. 15/ Since FY 1980

'funding of the need-based'assistance programs nas declined 24

percent in constant dolla.c. 16/ have enown a decline in

) postsecondary enrollment for low-income students as a result of the

failure of Federal aid programs to keep pace with rising college

14/ National Advisory Committee on lack Higher- Education and Black

Col- leges and Universities, Access f Keck Americans to Higher
Education: How Open is the Door?, pp. 36-46.

15/ American Council on Education, Higher Education and the FY 84
Budget: .An Overview, Mar. 1, 1983, pp. 1-2.

16/ Ibid., p. 2. Tne appropriation for need-based programs
dec- reased from $3.7 billion in FY 1980 to $3.5 billion in FY 1983;
nowever, in 1980 dollars, $3.5 billion was equivalent to $2.8
billion.
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costs. 17/ For example, in FY 1919, tne maximum Pell grant award of

$1,80O accounted for 46 percent of tne average cost of attendance at

all institutions and 26 percent of tne cost for students attending

private institutions, Out in FY 1984, $1,800 will cover only 25

percent of tne cost at all institutions and 16 percent at private

institutions. 18/

Erie proposed restructuring of tne student aid programs may make

it even more difficult for lov,-income students to attend college.

fne self-nelp requirement will impose an-added burden on low-income,

disadvantaged students. Tne National Association for Equal

Opportunity in Higner Education (NAFEO), an organization

, .

representing 114 nistorically black institutions, testified before

tne Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of tne House Committee

on Education and Labor, tnat tne self-nelp proposal will impact

negatively on low-Income minorit, students, particularly tnose at

low cost colleges, wnere tne uulik of black students are

enrolled. 19/ me self-nelp requirement_141-1--b-e-a'barrier to

minority college attendance for several reasons:

17/ Ibid., p. 3.

18/ I)id.

19/ Or. Elias Blake, Jr., president, Clark College, testimony
before douse Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Washington,
D.C., Mar. 1, 1983.
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. The disadvantaged minority student is usually less
prepared academically than higher income students and
must devote more time to academic endeavors. Minority
students already participate heavily in the college
work-study program to help meet college expenses. In
1980-81, 26 percent of the students enrolled in
historically black institutions participated in CW-S
compared to 8 percent in all institutions. In 1961-82,
43.7 percent of the students enrolled in the 42 United
Negro College Fund institutions participated in the
program.20/ Requiring disadvantaged students to work
more hours to be eligible for a grant may have a
negative effect on their retention and graduation
rates. because of the special academic needs of
disadvantaged students, some black institutions have
student aid policies that limit student college
work-study participation to 10 hours per week and that
deny participation to students with low grade point
averages.21/

There are some indications that low-income students do
not have equal access to student loans. Although
Federal law requires that lending instititions
participating in the guaranteed student loan program
have policies that do not discriminate, 22/ commercial

20/ Maureen Burnley, Assistant Director, Department of Research and
Government Affairs, United Negro College Fund, telephone interview,
(hereafter cited as UNCF interview.) Interviews with black college
officials.

21/ Ibid.

22/ Lending institutions may not discriminate on the basis of race,
religion, national origin, sex, age, marital status, or because the
applicant is receiving public assistance or has exercised certain
consumer rights. U.S., Department of Education, The Student Guides
Five Federal Financial Aid Programs 1983-84, p. 11.
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lending institutions are free to set tneir on lending

criteria. According to tne United Negro College Fund,

financial aid administrators at UNCF member institutions

report tnat black students nave serious problems obtaining

GSLs from commercial lending institutions. Tne National

Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education and Black

Colleges and Universities reported in 1979 tnat lending

criteria tnat consider such factors as family's prior

accounts witn tne lender and tne family's credit record nave

a negative impact on access to student loans by low-income

blac4 stUdents.23/

. rile current economic status of blacK families and the nigh

unemployment rate of blacK youtn preclude tneir meeting the

self-nelp requirement through normal work channels.24/

Studies nave snown tnat lower income students, particularly

minority students, are restricted in terms of selection of a

college to lower-cost scnools or to scnools that provide

aid. As a consequence, these students give less

consideration to tne academic reputation of a school. 25/

23/ UNCF Interview, Natio-d-41-Advisory Committee-cn-Black7Higher-

Education and Black Colleges and Universities, Access of Slack

Americans to digner Education: How Open is the Door?, p.39.

2'+/ In 1981 the median income for black families was $13,266 and

for Hispanic families, $16,401 compared to $23,517 for wnite

families. In April 1983 tne unemployment rate for black teenagers

was 49.0 percent and for wnite teenagers, 20.4 percent. U.S.,

Department of tne Commerce, Bureau of tne Census, Statistical

Abstract of the United States, 1982-83, p..432.

25/ U.S., Department of Education, Office of Planning, Budget and

Evaluation, Annual Evaluation Report on Education Programs,

"Overview, Postsecondary Education Programs." Fiscal Year 1982

(Unprinted and unpaginated.draft) (nereafter cited as Annual

Evaluation).



85

Snifting emphasis in tne Federal student aid program from
grants to loans and woric-study may restrict further the
access of these student to tne more selective, higher cost

institutions.

A description of tne six Federal student financial aid

programs, as tney currently operate, follows.

Pell Grant Program

The Pell grant program was established by the Education

Amendments of 1972 to provide financial aid to low-income

undergraduate students. 26/ A student's eligibility for a Pell

grant is oased on a needs analysis/formulaStudent Aid Index--that

considers parental and student income and assets as well as factors

tnat affect income sucn as oasic suosistence expensps, unusual

medical expenses, and educational expenses of other family

memoers. 27/ Erie dollar amount of a Pell grant is determined by the

Student Aid Index and the cost of a student's education but may not

exceed one-nalf tne cost of attendance. Because the formula for

calculating the Student Aid Index is reviewed annually by Congress,

it may cnange from year to year. Tne maximum award authorized for

1963 is $1,800.

2o/ 20 U.S.C.A. §1070a (Nlest Supp. 1963).

27/ U.S., Department of Education, Office of Student Financial
AssistanceOne Pell Grant Formula 1982-1983, pp. 1-2.

9 u
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Between 1973-74 and 1980-81, the Pell grant program grew from

fewer tnan 200,000 recipients receiving $50 million to about 2.8

million students receiving $2.4 billion. 26/ For the academic year

1982-83, over 5 million applications for Pell grants will be

processed. 29/ A disproportionately large number of minority

students receive Pell grants. In 1978-79 (the last year for which

data were collected) 56.7 percent of Pell recipients were minority

students altnougn minority students represented only 22.5 percent of

tne total undergraduate enrollment. 30/ A survey of lirst-time

full-time dependent freshmen in the fall of 1980 showed that 72

percent of black students and 48.2 percent of otner minority

students' received Pell grants, with an average award of $1,051 and

$947 respectively, compared to 29.9 percent of wnite students with

an average award of $779. 31/

28/ Annual Evaluation, Pell (Basic Educational Opportunity) Grant
Program.

29/ The Pell Grant Formula, p. 1.

30/ Joint Budget Analysis, pp. 19-20.

31/ U.S., Department of Education, Basic Educational Opportunity
Grants based on fall 1980 CIRP First-Time, Full -Time Dependent
Freshmen (Cooperative Institutional Research Program Data Bank).
'The CIRP data is based on a national, representative sample of 710
nigher education institutions.
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In tae administration's proposed FY 1984 budget, tne Pell grant

program would oe reylaced by tne self-nelp grant with a proposed

budget of $2.71 billion -a $120 million decrease from the $2.83

billion total budget for grant programs for FY 1983. fne maximum

grant would increase from $1,600 to $3,000 per academic year with

tne average grant expected to increase from $968 to $1,300 per

academic year. 32/ Critics of tne new program note that only the

lowest income students with educatioaal costs,over $7,000 will oe

eligible for tne maximum $3,000 grant; nowever, under the current

Pell and SEOG programs,tnese students would be eligible for a total

of S3,600--an $1,600 Pell grant and a $2,000 SLOG grant. 33/ Under

tne aew'proposal, grant assistance to middle-income students would

be curtailed. Students witn family incomes between $12,000 and

$25,000 would receive 15..1 percent of self-nelp grants, a decrease

. from tne 1979-60 level of 27.3 percent. 34/

32/ Fiscal Year 19d4 Budget, p. 10.

33/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 21.

34/ Ibid.
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supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program

fne supplemental educational opportunity grant program (SLOG), a

campus-based program,35/ was establisned in 1965 to provide

assistance to needy students. 36/ Tne SLOG program supplements tne

Fell or basic grant program and provides students with the financial

means to nave some measure of cnoice in tne institution tney

attend. Funds are allocated on a formula basis to colleges and

universities wnicn, in turn, determine tne individual awards and

amounts on tne basis of student need and available funds. The

maximum SEOG award to students is $2,000 per year. The SEOG program

drew from $210 million in the 1974-75 academic year to $370 million

in 1981-82 wken it served 586,000 students. 37/ For FY 1982 and FY

1983, tne appropriation was decreased to $355 million. 38/ Tne

35/ Tne campus-based programs include the SEOG program ti-!e college

wort -study program, and tne national direct student loan program.
They are called "campus based" because they are administr!red by the
financial aid offficers at tne college.

36/ 20 U.S.C.A. 991070b to 1070o -3 (4est Supp. 1983). SEOG

originally was autnorized as tne educational opportunity grants
program by tne Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. 42 U.S.C.A. 2751

(19b4). In 1972 tne SLOG program was amended to supplement the Pell
grant program.

37/ Anr_aal Evaluation Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants

Program.

38/ Ibid.; p. 22.
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program will serve 545,000 students in FY 1983 at approximately

3,600 institutions. 39/ Of all first -time full-time students, about

6 percent participate in tne SEOG program, receiving an average

award of $600, wnich covered about one-sixth of tne cost of their

education. 40/ Minorities have received a large snare of SEOGs. In

1978-79, tne last year for wnicn data were collected, 52.2 percent

of recipients were minorities. 41/ In the fall of 1980, a survey of

first-time full-time fresnmen students found tnat 21.6 percent of

plat:it students and 16.1 percent of other minority students received

6E0G grants, compared to 7.6 percent of white students. 42/

39/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 12; Annual Evaluation, Supplemental
Educational Opportunity Grants Program.

40/ Annual. Evaluation, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants.

41/' Applied Management Sciences, Study of Program Management
Procedures in tne Cam us based and Basic Grant Pro rams Vol. II:

Wno Gets Financial Assistance, Now Much, and Why? Report prepared

for tan U.S. Department of Education, May 1980) tatie 5.11, p. 5.26.

42/ Figures are from the Cooperative Institutional Research Program
(CLAP) data bank for first-time, full-time fresnmen at 710
representative :signer education institutions (nereafter cited as
CIP Survey Data).
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For FY 19d4, the administration proposes to phase out the SEOG

program, consolidating it with the other grant programs - Pell

grants and state student incentive grants (SSIG) - into the new

self-help grant program. According to the National Association of

Independent Colleges and Universities, preliminary analysis of the

proposed self-nelp program suggests that a substantial percentage of

the current SEOG recipients would n t be eligible for the new

program. 43/

State Student incentive Grant Progral

1'he state student incentive grant program (SSIG) was established

in 196 to encourage States to develop or expand grant assistance to

undergraduate students with substantia financial need. 44/ The

SSIG program is a State-Federal cost sh ring program with the

Federal share ranging from the maximum U percent in 11 States to 2

percent in New York state. 45/ SSIG opTtions vary from State to

state according to the size and maturity of scholarship programs in

individual States. Funds are allocated t the States by a formula

43/ Joint 13udget Analysis, p. 22.

44/ 20 U.$.C.A. §51070c to 1070c-3 (West upp. 1983).

45/ Annual Evaluation, State Student Incer4ive Grant Program.
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based on student attendance patterns. The States disburse the funds

and establish tfte c,:iteria for selection of students. The maximum

grant is $2,000 per academic year. In FY 1974, the first year.of

SSIG operation, scnolarship programs were initiated in 14 States and

territories and expanded in 27 States. 46/ By FY 1978 all eligible

States and territories were participating in tne program. In

1981-82 State-funded grant programs provided an estimated $963.6

million (of which $76.7 million were Federal funds) to an estimated

i.3 million students. 47/

In 25 States--primarily those with new State grant

programs--SSIG plus matcning funds make up more than 40 percent of

tneir grant program. Eleven of tnese States depend entirely upon

SSiG and matcning funds for grant programs.48/ In acadimic

year 1981-61, 17 States were una/ble to appropriate the required

matcning funds. 49/

4b/ Ibid.

47/ Ibid.

48/ Ibid.

49/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 29.
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Between FY 1981 and 1983, funding for tne program decreased by

$16.7 million causing tne number of students receiving assistance to

fall below 300,000 for tne first time in several years. 50/ me FY

1983 budget for tne SSLG program totaled $60 million and is expected

to serve 240,000 students. 51/ The $b0 million Federal contribution

represents 6 percent of total State grant expenditures of $1

billion. 52/

For FY 1984, the administration proposes to phase out the SSIG

program. One reason given for terminating tne program is that SSIG

was establisned to provide States with an incentive to establish

tneir on grant and scnolarsnip programs, and after 11 years of

operation, tne SSLG program nas generated more dollars than tne

Federal Government could nave hoped. 53/ A recent survey by tne

National Association of State Scholarship and Grant Programs found,

nowever, tnat tne elimination of tne SSIG program would result in a

50/ Ibid.

51/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 13.

52/ Tne Student Assistance Improvement Amendments of 1983, proposed

legislation submitted by President Reagan, 129 Cong. Rec. S. 3281

(Mar. 17, 1983), section-by-section analysis.

53/ Edward M. Elmendorf, Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary

Education, letter to Students/Campus Newspaper (83-TD-032) March

1983.
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reduction of the size and scope of the State grant program in most

States. 54/ Because of current State finances, there is a

lixelinood tnat many States will nave less capacity to compensate

for tne loss of Federal support.

Guaranteed Student Loan Program

Tne guaranteed student loan program (GSL), establisho.d in 1965,

subsidizes and guarantees low-interest loans to students and parents

to enable students to attend a wide variety of postsecondary

educational institutions. 55/ Loan capital for the program is

supplied primarily by commercial lenders with some educational

institutions and State and private agencies acting as direct

lenders. Tne long-term, noncollaterized loans are guaranteed

against default by either the Federal Government or guarantee

agencies (reinsured by th2 Federal Government). Tne maximum loan is

$2,500 per year for undergraduates and $5,000 for graduate

students. Currently, students pay 9 percent interest on GSL loans

and repayment is deferred until tney leave school. The Federal

Government pays tne interest while the student is in school. Tne

four main Federal costs are: (1) interest benefit payments to

lenders while tne student is in school; (2) special allowances to

54/ Joint budget Analysis, p. 20

55/ 20 U.S.C.A. 01071 to 1081 -2 (West Supp. 1983).
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lenders for tne difference between tne suosidy interest payments and

tne market interest rate; (3) liabiities for principal and interest

oecause of defaults, death, disability, or bankruptcy; (4)

administration allowances to guarantee agencies.56/

In addition to tne GSL, less-subsidized loans are available

under the PLUS loan program at a higher interest rate to parents of

dependent undergraduates and independent undergraduate and graduate

students. Both graduate students and parents may borrow up to

$3,J00 a year to a cumulative total of $15,000. For independent

undergraduates, tne total PLUS and GSL loan combined may not exceed

13'2,500 per year. In April 1982 tne interest on a PLUS loan was set

at 14 percent. 57/ Parents must begin repayment within 60 days of

receiving me loan; full-time students repay interest at once and

oegin repayment of the principal when they leave school.

Over tne years, tne GSL program has been an important additional

source of funds for low-income students and the primary source of

Federal aid for middle- and upper-income students. Before passage

of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978 (MISAA), 58/

5o/ The Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 8.

57/ If 91-day treasury bill rates drop oelow 14 percent for a
12-month period, tne PLUS interest rate will drop to 12 percent.

58/ P.L. 95 -56b, 92 Stat. 2402, codified at 20 U.S.C.A. §1001 et.

seq. (4est Supp. 1983).
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only students witn family incomes below $25,000 were eligible for

subsidized GSLs. MISAA provided that all students receiving GSLs be

eligible for tne Federal interest subsidy while in schoo1.59/ The

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 reestablished income criteria by

requiring tnat students whose adjusted gross family income exceeds

$30,000 demonstrate need in order to qualify for a loan. 60/

Since 1966 wnen tne GSL program began, over $29 billion has been

provided to borrowers--$7 billion tnrough the Federal program and

$22 billion tnrougn the State guarantee agencies. 61/ In FY 1981,

2.3 million loans were committed with an average loan of

$2,197. 62/ Data on student participation in the GSL program show

tnat since tne passage of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act

in 1978, the median family income for GSL participants increased by

40 percent--from $18,303 in 1978 to $25,735 in 1981--compared to a

28.5 percent increase--from $19,730 to $25,360--for all college

students. 63/ Minority participation in the GSL program is

59/ 20 U.S.C.A. 1070a (West Supp. 1983).

60/ 20 U.S.C.A. 51078(n)ii (West Supp. 1983).

61/ Annual Evaluation, Guaranteed Student Loan Program.

62/ Ibid.

63/ Annual Evaluation.
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considerably below white participation. In the fall of 1980, 13.6

percent of black( and 15.1 percent of other minority first-time

full-time dependent freshmen received GSLs compared to 23.7 percent

of similar white fresnmen.64/

rne GSL program, the single largest source of Federal student

aid, is an entitlement program, wnicn means tnat once the statutory

limits of the program are set, tne program must be funded as loans

are made. If appropriations are insufficient to cover the costs,

supplemental appropriations must be made. For FY 1983 the GSL

program funding level was $3.1 billion with new loan volume

projected at 36.5 million and the number of recipients at 2.8

million. 65/ Tne FY 1984 budget reflects a $900 million rescission

for FY 1983 for the GSL program because of a revised cost estimate

due to declining interest rates. For FY 1984 the administration

proposes a GSL budget of $2.0 billion. At this level of funding, it

is projected tnat tne number of recipients for 1964 will increase by

126,000 over 19d3 levels, and tne average loan will increase from

$2,348 to $2,454. 66/

64/ CItt? Survey Data.

65/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 7.

66/ Ibid.
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Tne administration also has proposed two legislative cnanges in

tna GSL program: tne imposition of a needs test on all students,

regardless of income, to qualify for a GSL, and an increase from 5

to 10 percent in tne fee tnat graduate students must pay for

guaranteed loans. Tne administration projects tnat these cnanges in

tne program will save 4;127 million in Federal costs. 67/

National Direct Student Loan Pro ram

Tne national direct student loan program (NDSLO the oldest of

tne Federal student assistance programs, was established in 1958 to

provide low-income students with an additional source of funds for

access to postsecondary education and to provide middle-income

students with an additional source of funds with which to choose

more expensive colleges and universities. b8/ Under tae NDSL

program, a campus-basbd program, funds initially are allocated to

tne States based on the number of higher education students in each

State and then to institutions on the basis of approved

applications. 69/ NDSL funds are a combination of Federal and

institutional capital contributions. The Federal Government

67/ Ibid., p. 9.

63/ 20 U.S.C.A. §§1087aa to lUd7ii West Supp. 1983). Prior to FY

1913 tne program was called tfte national defense student loan

program under the National Defense Education Act.

69/ 20 U.S.C.A. §1078bb West Supp. 1983).
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provides 90 percent of the loan capital, and institutions provide

the remaining 10 percent from their own funds. 70/ Postsecondary

institutions make long-term low interest loans ranging from a

maximum of $3,000 to $12,000, depending on the level of study, to

financially needy students. The interest rate for NDSL loans is 5

percent, and repayment normally begins 6 months after cessation of

studies and may continue over a 10-year period. In academic year

1962-63, the average loan was $775 for approximately 826,000

participants attending 3,347 institutions. 71/

Since the program's inception 25 years ago, the Federal

L;overnment has allocated over $12 billion to participating

institutions to establish revolving loan funds. 72/ The budget

authority for FY 1983 is $193 million for an estimated 883,000

recipients and an average loan of $775. 73/ The administration's FY

1984 budget requests no new Federal-capital for the NDSL

70/ American Council on Education, Policy Brief, "Student Loan

Default Rates in Perspective," February 1983, p. 2.

71/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 27.

72/ Elmendorf letter to students.

73/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 9.
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program; 74/ !:owever, the revolving funds in the program mean that

over $350 million will continue to be available to students in

1984. 7:5/ Tne amount of money available in the future depends on

students meeting their repayment obligations. Opponents of the

proposal to zero fund tne ADSL program note that the revolving funds

are distributed unevenly among institutions. 76/ Student loan

defaults affect the monies available in the revolving fund because

the Federal Government does not reimburse the institution for NDSL

defaults. It is estimated that the elimination of Federal capital

contributions in the NDSL program would result in the loss of

195,000 loans to needy students. 77/ Additionally, institutions

with high default rates receive reduced or no new Federal funds.

74/ The $4 million requested is for she Federal entitlement costs
related to loans whose repayment obligations are cancelled because
of borrower employment in certain forms of public service.

73/ Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 9.

76/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 28.

77/ Ibid.
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Aany black colleges and universities, for example, because of high

student default rates have received no capital contributions over

the last 2 years. 78/

78/ in August 1982, the Department of Education announced that some
800 schools would receive reduced or no new Federal capital
contributions for the ODSii program. A substantial number of
historically black colleges were included on this list. Black
college presidents note thRt in penalizing institutions for failing
to collect loans, the real victims are the future students who will
be unable to obtain ADSLs. They also belive that the policy does
not take into consideration the different kinds of students that
historically black institutions enroll. Analysts not that in
examining student loan default rater.:, it is necessary to assess what
level of default is realistic for student loans, given their special
purpose and special population. These loans are made to young
people generally inexperienced in credit transactions and from
families of low to moderate income. Another consideration is that
tae economic climate nas not been favorable for postcollege
employment and job security for young people. The high incidence of
defaults has been attributed to several factors including a
misunderstanding among the early groups of borrowers that they had
received a grant not a loan, the use of the program as a recruiting
tool, and the failure of the institution to give students accurate
information about loan repayment. since 1976 collection procedures

for Federal student loans have begun to improve. The overall NDSL
default rate for FY 1981 was 15.4 percent, the adjusted default rate
- which reflects the potential for collection after defaulted loans
are turned over to the Federal government for collection - was 11.9
percent. Arthur M. Hauptman, "Student Loan Default Rates in
Perspective," American Council on Education Policy Brief, February
1983; Higher Education Daily, vol. 10, no. 149, p. 1; New York
Ames, Aug. 1, 1982, p. 22, U.S., Department of Education, Office of
Student Financial Assistance, National Direct Student Loan Status of
Defaults as of June 30, 1980, August 1981.
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Between 1980 and 1961 tne number of students borrowing NDSL funds

dropped 38.6 percent in 79 black institutions responding to a

special survey. 79/ A national survey of first-time full-time,

dependent freshmen for fall 1980 showed tnat 12.3 percent of black

and 11.1 percent of otner minority students participated in the NDSL

program, compared to 10 percent of white students. 80/

College Work-Study Program

Tne college work-study program (CW-S) was established in 1964 to

stimulate and promote tne part-time employment of students at

eligible -1stitutions in need of earnings to help pay their college

expenses. 61/ Under tne program, tne Federal Government makes

grants to nigher education institutions for the partial

reimbursement of wages paid to students. Since August 1968 Federal

grants nave covered up to 80 percent of student wages; the remainder

79/ Prezell R. Robinson, National Association for Equal Opportunity

in Higner Education, testimony submitted to the House Subcommittee

on Postsecondary Education, Washington, D.C., Oct. 15, 1981.

80/ CIRP Survey Data.

81/ 42 U.S.C.A. §2751(a) (West Supp. 1983).
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is paid by tne institution with its on funds or contributions from

tne employer or otner donor. 82/ In F! 1982 the CW-S program

assisted approximately 880,000 students; the average awere for

first-time full-time freshmen was $729. 83/ For FY 1983 the budget

authority of $540 million will provide an average award of $725 to

approximately 810,000 students e!4/

The college work-study program is an important source of

financial assistance for minorities. A fall 1980 survey of

first-time full-time dependent freshmen showed that 29.4 percent of

blacks and 17.3 percent of other minorities compare S to 14.1 percent
°

of wnites participated in tne college work-study progt .m.

V
5/

The FY 1984 budget proposes an expanded college work-s:Lady

program as a tocal point of tne new self-nelp philosophy.- Tne CW-S

program would be increased by nearly 60 percent to $850 million, and

tne number of students served would increase by over 40 percent to

1.1 million. file average award for 1984 would increase to $800 and,

82/ Annual. .Evaluation, College Work-Study Program.

03/ Ibid.

84 Tree Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, P' 7.

85/ CIRP Survey Data.
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according to the administration, make it possible for a student to

meet the self-nelp minimum contribution of $600 entirely through the

CW-S program. Students at low-cost colleges--educational costs up

to $2,000--could meet the minimum $800 self-nelp contribution

tnrougn tne college work-study program. At more expensive colleges,

students would be required to contribute 40 percent of the cost.

The National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators

reports that currently only 22.7 percent of educational costs at

public institutions and 11 percent at private institutions are met

by tne college work-study program. 66/ Clearly, increased funding

for tne college work-study progam would be beneficial to students in

general. However, most students would not be able to meet the

self -Help requirement salqy through the CW-S program.

AlEsagSAspimiayelo Institutio s Pro ram

The strengthening developing institutions program (SDIP)

authorized by title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as

amended, provides financial assistance for a limited period of time

to eligible institutions to improve their academic quality,

institutional management, and fiscal stability. 87j Eligible

66/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 25.

d7/ 2J U.S.C.A. 591056, 1061, 1064 (West Supp. 1983).
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institutions are tnose with low average expenditures and high

percentages of students receiving Federal need-based financial aid.

In FY 1981 almost 1,000 two- and four-year institutions were

eligible to participate in the Title III program. 88/ The goal of

tne program is to enaole developing institutions to move into the

mainstream of American higher education.

Puree separate programs are autnorized: (1) Strengthening

Institutions program is the basic program for developing

institutions and requires tnat not less tnan 24 percent of tne funds

be for 2-year institutions; (2) aid to institutions with special

needs is a program for institutions with more extreme needs and

requires tnat not less tnan 30 percent of the funcis be reserved for

2-year institutions and tnat 50 percent of tne amount received in

1979 under the SDIP program be reserved for nistorically black

colleges; (3) tne challenge grant program provides assistance as an

incentive for institutions to seek alternative sources of funding to

become self-sufficient. 89/

Title III funds are an important source of financial assistance

for nistorically black institutions. In FY 1983 at least $41

million of tne $130 million in Title III funds is targeted for black

88/ Annual Evaluation, Strengthening Developing Institutions

Program.

89/ 34 C.F.R. 0625. 31, 626, 31, 627.1 (1983).

109



105

colleges and universities. 90/ For FY 1984 tne administration

proposes to fund the Title III program at tne 1983 revised

appropriation of $134 million. Additionally, the administration

will request tnat tne set-aside for aistorically black institutions

be increased to $42 million for FY 19d3 and to $45 million for FY

1984.

Special Program for Disadvantaged Students (TRIO)

fne special programs for disadvantaged students, autnorized by

tne digner &location Act of 1965, as amended, assist disadvantaged

students in obtaining a postsecondary education. 91/ The

legislation provides for one appropriation to be distributed among

five discretionary grant programs. These programs, commonly

referred to as tne TRIO programs, include: talent search, upward

bound, educational opportunity centers, special services, and the

TRIO staff training program.

For FY 1983 tne midget appropriation for the TRIO programs is

$154.7 million. For FY 19d4 tne administration proposes to _educe

tne fAIO budget by 77 percent to $35 million and to alter tne

program's legislation in order to target tne $35 million to

90/ fne Fiscal Year 19d4 Budget, p. 11.

91/ 20 U.S.C.A. i§1070d to 1070d-ld (west Supp. 1982).
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iastitutions serving a large percentage of minority students. 92J

rile administration projects that 66 percent of the funds under the

new program would go to black colleges. 93/

The 1712.10 programs provide valuable services to disadvantaged

students and nave proven successful in increasing tneir access to

nigher education. The administration's proposed changes for the

mu programs would limit tne availability of services for the

majority of disadvantaged students. Altnough the new proposal would

target a substantially reduced appropriation to predominantly

minority institutions, particularly black colleges, 70 percent of

black( students and over 90 percent of mainland Hispanic students

attend wnite institutions. 94/ Additionally, the nistorically black

institutions are concentrated in tne South and predominantly

92/ .,_12,t1,...ssal.teit19JE,..,&iBudetTi, p. 12. As of May 11, 1983, the

new legislation nad not been made public. Althougn the FY 1984

budget document shows the $35 million line item under one of the

TRIO programs--special services to disadvantaged
students--Department of Education TRIO staff expect all five

programs to be eli,dnated with tne new program incorporating

elements of each of the five old programs.

/ Ibid.

941 American Council on Education, di ner Education and the FY 84

11244151,..aLakew, Mar. 1, 1963, p. 6.
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Hispanic institutions in tne Soutnwest. Eliminating TRIO programs

at predominantly wnite institutions may have the effect of limiting

access to tnese institutions by disadvantaged minority students.

A description of each of the five programs follows.

Talent Search. The talent searcn program, a discretionary grant

program, makes competitive awards to institutions of higher

education, public and private agencies and, in special cases, to

secondary scnools to locate youths of financial or cultural need

witn exceptional potential and encourage them to complete secondary

school and begin postsecondary education. 95/ Participants in

talent searcn programs are usually 7th to 12th graders who have

academic potential out are poorly prepared and underachievers. The

program also publicizes student financial aid programs and

encourages nign scnool or college dropouts of demonstrated aptitude

to reenter scnool.

Tne majority of tne participants in talent search programs are

minority students. During academic year 1979-80, 153 projects were

tunded at an average cost of $100,386. The projects served 198,817

clients of wnom 42 percent were black, 31 percent were other

minorities, and 27 percent were white. 96/ In FY 1981 the program

95/ Public Law 96-374 (codified, as amended, at 10 U.S.C.A.
91070d-1 (est Supp. 1983)), established that not less than
two-thirds of tne participants must be low-income and potential
first generation college students.

96/ Annual_Evakuation, Talent Search Program.
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was funded for $17.1 million; of tne 171 grants awarded, 21 were

made to nistoricaily black institutions for a total of $1.7

million. 97/ Additionally, $700,852 in grant funds were awarded to

predominantly black institutions, 98/ and $1.9 million to

predominantly dispanic institutions. 99/ Tne talent search program

nas been successful in reacning disadvantaged students. In the

1980-81 academic year, 66,239 Talent Search clients were placed in

postsecondary institutions and an additional 40,187 were accepted

for enrollment. Additionally, approximately 14,301 actual or

potential dropouts were persuaded to return to school or

college. 100/

Upward 6ound. the upward bound program, a discretionary grant

program, makes awards on a competitive basis, primarily to

institutions of higher education, to assist low-income students with

academic potential who lack adequate secondary school preparation to

97/ Ibid.

98/ "Predominantly" black institutions have a majority black
enrollment but were not established specifically for blacks as were
"historically" black institutions.

99/ Annual Evaluation, Talent Search Program..

100/ Ibid.
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meet conventional requirements for admission to postsecondary

educational institutions. 101/ fae goal of tne program is to

generate skills and motivation tnrougn remedial instruction,

tutoring, cultural exposure, Lnd counseling. Minority students are

tne primary beneficiaries of upward bound programs. In academic

year 1980-81, 55 percent of the clients were black, 14.4 percent

Hispanic, 2.2 percent Asian or Pacific Islanders, 4.8 percent Native

American and 23.6 percent wnite. 102/ A 1979 evaluation of upward

bound snowed tnat tne program nas nad a positive effect on

participating students: about 91 percent of participants pursued

postsecondary education compared to 70 percent of nonparticipants;

about 73 percent of the students entering postsecondary institutions

attend a 4-year college or university compared to 50 percent of

nonparticipants; upward bound has increased participants' awareness

of tne availability of financial aid as participants received

Federal financial aid more frequently than nonparticipants. 103/

101/ 20 U.S.C.A. §1070d-la (lest Supp. 1983).

102/ Annual Evaluation, Upward sound Program.

103/ Ibid.
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educational Opportunity_Centers. Educational opportunity

centers serve areas with major concentrations of low-income

populations by providing information concerning financial and

academic assistance, assistance in preparing applications for

admission, couuseling, tutoring, and other assistance necessary for

residents to enroll in postsecondary institutions. 104/ Centers

d 1.. serve as recruiting and counseling sources to ass.:4t

postsecondary institutions in admitting educationaily disadvantaged

students. Unlike the talent search, upward Pound, and special

services programs wnicn are targeted to individuals, educational

opportunity centers can serve any resident of the funded area. In

FY 19d0 about 59 percent of the 117,100 participants in tne center's

32 projects were minorities. For the same year, program data showed

tnat 33,021 participants were placed in postsecondary schools or

otner types of training programs, and 8,078 participants nad been

accepted by a postsecondary institution. 105/ In FY 1983 the

program will serve an estimated 102,836 students in 33 projects. 106/

aec_ial_5e.r_vices_ for Disadvantaged ,gr9greP The

special services for disadvantaged students program (SSDS) is

designed to provide remedial and other supportive services to

104/ 20 U.S.C.A. 91070d-lc West Supp. 1983).

105/ nnual_Evaluation, Educational Opportunity Centers.

12e1/ P. 35. 11
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students with academic potential who are enrolled or accepted for

enrollment at the institution receiving the SSDS grant. 107/

Participants must be from disadvantaged educational, cultural, or

economic background, suffer from rural isolation or physical

handicap, or have limited English-speaking ability. 108/ Grant

awards are made on a competitive basis to institutions of higher

education. In FY 1980 approximately 61 percent of the program's

participants were minorities, 17 percent were culturally

disadvantaged, 55 percent were educationally disadvantaged, 6

percent were physically disabled, and 7 percent were of limited

English-speaking ability. 109/ In FY 1980, 23,432 of the 172,071

students who participated in the program showed adequate academic

and personal adjustment and moved out of tne program into the

regular academic channels of the host institution; 9,080 graduated

from the host institution, and 4,270 left the host institution to

transfer to another college.110/ An impact evaluation cf the

107/ 20 U.6.0.A. §1070d-lb (West Supp. 1983).

108/ Ibid.

109/ Annual Evaluation, Special cervices for Disadvantaged
Students.

110/ Ibid.
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program for the 1979-80 academic ;ear showed that the SSDS program

has had a positive effect on participants: students who received the

full range of SSW services were 2.26 times more likely to complete

tne freshman year than similar students who did not receive the

services, and 33D3 students attempted and completed more course

units than students who did not participate in the program.111/ In

FY 1963 an estimated 640 projects will be funded at an average cost

of $94,844. 112/

Trainin6_ Program for Special Programs Staff and Leadership

Personnel. The program is designed to provide training for staff

and leadership personnel who will specialize in improving the

delivery of servi.ies to students assisted in the talent search,

upward bound, educational opportunity centers, and services

programs. 113/ Under the program, grants are awarded competitively

to institutions of higher education and other public agencies and

nonprofit orivate organizations. In FY 1981 one contract was

awarded to provide.training to 550 project personnel. Participants

received training in Federal legislative and regulatory

111/ Ibid.

112/ Joint lludget Analysis, p. 35.

113/ 2U d.3.C.A. i1070d-ld (West 6upp. 1983).
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requirements, project administration, and effective management

techniques and attended seminars on the issues affecting retention

and attrition rates of TRIO project clients.114/

Minority_Institutions Science Improvement Program

.the minority institutions science improvement program (MISIP)

was established in 1972 to help minority institutions develop and

maintain quality science education and to improve access to science

and engineering careers for precollege and undergraduate level

minority students. 115/ MISIP funds four types of projects:

(1) institutional and cooperative grants for comprehensive science

education projects at one or more institutions (maximum award

$300,000 for 3 years); (2) small design projects to provide science

planning capability to institutions with no formal planning

mecnanisms (maximum award $20,000 for 1 year); and (3) special

projects for single focus improvement activities (maximum grant

$50,000 for 2 years). 116/

114/ Annual Evaluation,
and Leadership Personnel.

115/ 42 U.S.C.A. §§1862
§1221e (West 3upp. 1983).

116/ Annual Evaluation, Minority Institutions Science Improvement
Program.

Training Program for Special Programs Staff

to 69 (1976), codified at 20 U.S.C.A.
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In FY 1983 the MISIP budget authority was $4.8 million and 38

'ants were awarded. Almost 70 percent of the institutions

participating in tne program are black colleges. 117/ For FY 1984

the administration proposes to continue funding the program at the

$4.8 million level with approximately $3 million targeted to black

colleges.

Graduate and Professional Study Program

The graduate and professional study program provides grants to

graduate and professional students in financial need. 118/ The

program has two parts: Part A - the institutional grant prograi. -

provides financial assistance to institutions to maintain and

improve the quality of graduate and professional programs including

public service education, and to strengthen related undergraduate

programs; Part B - the graduate and professional fellowship program

provides grants to institutions to support fellowships for graduate

and professional study for needy students. 119/ Part B provides for

117/ The Fiscal Year FY 1984 Budget.

118/ 20 U.S.C.A. §§1134d to 1134g (West Supp. 1983).

119/ The 0ducational Amendments of 1980 (P.L. 96-374) provided for

a new Part B that voids and replaces the old Part B

(Graduate/Professional Zducation Opportunities Program), PE..2t C

(Public Service Fellowships), and Part D (Domestic Mining and

Mineral and Mineral Fuel Conservation Fellowship) and reconstituted

them into a single program, Fellowships for Graduate and

Professional Study.

113
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three types of fellowships: (1) graduate and professional

opportunity fellowships (GPOP) for individuals from groups,

particularly minorities and women, that are underrepresented in

graduate or professional study; (2) public service education

fellowships for those who plan to begin or continue a career in

public service; and (3) domestic mining and mineral and mineral fuel

conservation fellowships for those who plan to begin advanced study

in these areas. 120/

In k 1981, the first year in which grants under the new

consolidated program were awarded, $12 million were appropriated for

the program. Of this sum, $10 million went to the GPOP program and

$2 million to public service fellowships. dinorities received 79

percent and white women received 21 percent of 1,185 GPOP

. fellowships awarded in FY 1981.121/ In FY 19d2 the total

appropriation of $8.6 million was awarded to 110 colleges and

universities to support 372 fellowships and 650 continuation

fellowships during the 1982-83 academic year. 122/

120/ Annual Evaluation, Graduate and Professional Study Program.

121/ Ibid.

122/ Ibid.
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The administration proposes to rescind the $10 million available

for the GPOP program and $2 million for public service fellowships

in ?Y 1933 and terminate these programs in FY 1984 with the

justification that these programs should oe able to attract other

funding sources, and students can use other Federal student

financial aid sources. 123/ There is some evidence to suggest that

minority students, in particular, may have difficulty finding other

sources for fellowships. Research has shown that as competition

increases for public and private followships, traineeships,

scholarships, and grants, black graduate and profesional students

find less success than others in securing diminishing financial aid

dollars. 124/ Private funding sources and University graduate

school budgets are not increasing rapidly enough to fill the void

that would occur if the GPOP program is eliminated. Elimination of

these programs may affect the limited gains in graduate education

that nave been made by minorities and women. The graduate and

123/ The Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 27.

124/ National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education and

Black Colleges and Universities, A Losing Battle: The Decline in

Black Participation in Graduate and Professional Education, p. 10.

Ann Pruitt, Associate Dean of the Graduate School, Ohio State

University, and Chairman, Committee on Minority Graduate Education,

Council of Graduate Schools, telephone interview.
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professional study program is one of few programs that provides for

expanded access for minorities and women to graduate and

professional study. 123/

Legal Training for the Disadvantaged

one legal training for the disadvantaged program was established

by tne digner lducation Act of 1965 to assist disadvantaged persons

in pursuing training in the legal profession. 126/ 2he goal of the

program is to increase significantly the number of lawyers from

minority and disadvantaged groups. The program is administered

through a noncompetitive grant to the Cou:,oil on Legal Educational

Opportunity (CLEO), which identifies program participants. 127/

Selection of participants is made by regional panels of law school

deans and other educators. Under the program, students participate

in an intensive summer prelaw training session, and during law

school, each participant receives an annual fellowship stipend of

$1,000. 126/

125/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 12.

126/ 20 U.3.0.A. M34-1 (West Supp. 1983).

127/ Annual Evaluation, Legal Training for the Disadvantaged.

12a/ Ibid.
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Since its inception in 1968, the program has assisted 3,060

students at 144 law scnools 129/ and has produced approximately

2,000 law school graduates. 130/ In academic year 1981-82, 94

percent of the participants were minorities. Evaluations of the

program have found it to be successful in terms of participants'

academic performance in law school, performance on the bar

examination, and employment achievements. 131/

Despite the success of the program, the Administration proposes

to rescind tne $1 million for FY 1983 and to request no funding for

FY 1984. 132/ Because the program is funded on an annual basis, the

FY 1963 proposed rescission will mean that OLEO fellows now enrolled

in law scnool who are unable to find alternative sources of funding

will have to interrupt their studies. 133/ Additionally,

129/ Annual Evaluation, Legal Training for the Disadvantaged.

130/ Joint Budget Analysis; p. 47.

131/ Annual Evaluation, Legal Training for the Disadvantaged.

132/ The Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, pp. 27-28.

133/ Joint Budget Analysis, p. 47.
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many participating law schools will be unable to maintain the summer

program component without Federal financial assistance. 134/

In proposing the elimination of the program, the administration

asserts that the program is expected to be able to attract other

funding. According to the Council on Legal Educational Opportunity,

"...the proposed reductions in federal assistance would also serve

to cripple the program's pending fundraising initiative directed at

corporations, law firms and foundations," 133/ because they will

signal a retreat in the Federal commitment to the program.

Migrant Education Programs

The Department of Education administers two programs - the high

school equivalency program (HEP) and the college assistance migrant

program (CAMP) 136/ - that provide grants to institutions of higher

education to assist migrant and seasonal farmworkers beyond the age

of compulsory school attendance to complete the courses necessary to

receive a high school diploma or its equivalent (HEP), or to provide

134/ Ibid.

135/ Ibid., p. 49.

136/ 20 U.S.C.A. §1070d-2 (West Supp. 1983).
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tnem with special financial and educational services in the first

year of college (CAMP). 137/

Both the Hi? and CAMP programs nave achieved their goals. In

1980-81, 85 percent of the HEP participants passed the general

education development (GED) examination; 92 percent were placed in

college, job-training programs, or full-time jobs. 138/ For CAMP

participants, 98 percent completed their first undergraduate year

with grade point averages one point above the class average. 139/

Because 90 percent of the migrant and iarmworker population is

Hispanic and most of the remaining 10 percent is black, 140/

participants in the HEP and CAMP prograMs are predominantly

minority. In FY 1982 the HEP program was funded at

137/ Annual revaluation, High School E4uivalency Program; College
Ai grant Program.

138/ Ibid., p. 2.

139/ Ibid.

140/ E.P. Vecchio and Oscar Cerda, National Asaociation of
iarmworker Organizations, "Discrimination Against Farmworkers in the
Insurance industry," in U.J., Commission on Civil Rights,
Discrimination A.4ainat rlinorities and Women in Pensions and Health,
Life, anti Disability Insurance (April 1978), vol. I, p. 519.
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$5.8 million and served approximately 2,100 students at 19

institutions. 141/ The CAMP program was funded at a little less

than $1.2 million and served 456 students at 6 sites. 142/ Although

the programs were funded for a total of $8 million in FY 1983, the

administration requests no funding for dEP and CAMP in FY 1984 for

two reasons: (1) the programs are too expensive for the number of

students served ($2,326 per student in 1932) and (2) other Federal

nigher and adult education programs provide similar services. 143/

Elimination of these progrms, along with cutbacks and the

elimination of other education programs aimed at the disadvantaged,

can only have a cumulative adverse effect on educational

opportunities for minorities.

141/ Annual Evaluation, digh School Equivalency Program; College
Assistance Migrant Program.

142/ Ibid.

143/ The Fiscal Year 1984 Budget, p. 26.



APPENDIX C: TABLE A.1

PROGRAM FY 1981 FY 1982

Approp. Approp.

Emtaridar

FUNDING LEVELS FOR SELECTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS

(in thousands of dollars)

Admin. FY 1983 Admin. Revised Admin.

Proposed FY 1983 Approp. Proposed FY 1983 FY 1983 Proposed FY 1984

Budget Rescission/ Request Budget

Supplements

Title I 2,951,692 3,033,969 1,942,000

ESAA 149,209

Block Grant 470,400

Bilingual

Education 161,427 138,058

Training &

Advisory 37,111 24,000

3,160,394 -126,425

-2,541

-43,523

-24,000

67,247 -16,128

1,110,252

406,080 479,420

94,534 138,057

0 24,000

Indian

Education 81,680 77,852 51,957

Handicapped

Education 1,177,856 1,068,580 845,668

Women's

Educational

Equity 8,125 5,760 0

Higher Education

Pell Grants 2,604,000 2,419,040 1,400,000

Supplemental

Educational

Opportunity

Grants 370,000 355,400 012

5,760 -5,738

2,419,040

355,400

1011M,I.

3,033,969 3,013,969

ft..

476,879 473,879

94,534 94,534

0 0

51,119 1,243

1,110,252 1,110,252

22 0

2,419,040 2,713,800 1/

355,400 --- 1/

1/ For FY 1984, a new Self-Help Grant program would replace the Pell Grant, Supplemental Educational Opportunity

Grant, and State Student Incentive Grant programs and would be funded for $2.7 billion.



FUNDING LEVELS FOR SELECTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS (continued)

(in thousands of dollars)

PROGRAM FY 1981

Approp.

Hither Education

FY 1982

Approp.

Admin.

Proposed FY.1983

Budget

PY 1983

Approp.

Admin'

Proposed FY 1983

Rescission/

Supplements

Revised

FY 1983

Request

Admin.

Proposed FY 1984

Budget

State Student

Incentive

Grant

Program 76,750 73,680 0 60,000 60,000 --- 1/

Guaranteed

Student

Loan

Program 2,535,470 3,073,846 2,484,631 3,100,500 -900,000 2/ 2,200,500 2,047,100

National

Direct

Student

Loans 206,800 193,360 2,500 193,360 --- 193,360 4,000 3/

Collage

Work-

Study 550,000 528,000 397,500 540,000 --- 540,000 850,000

Strengthening

Developing

Institu-

tions 120,000 142,483 129,600 129,600 +4,816 134,416 134,416

TRIO 156,500 150,240 82,251 154,740 -29,556 125,184 35,000

2/ The $900 million ,rescission for the Guaranteed Student Loan Program is due to lower market intere9t rates.

3/ The FY 1984 budget requests no new Federal capital contribution for the National Direct Student Loan program. The

T4 million is for the Federal entitlement costs related to loans whose payment obligations are canceled because of

borrower employment in certain forms of public service.



FUNDING LEVELS FOR SELECTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS (continued)

(in thousands of dollars)

PROGRAM FY 1981 FY 1982 Admin. FY 1983 Admin. Revised Admin,

Approp. Approp, Proposed FY 1983 Approp. Proposed FY 1983 FY 1983 Proposed FY 1984

Budget Rescission/ Request Budget

Supplements

Higher Education

Minority

Institutions

Science

Improvement 5,000 4,800 3,287 4,800 --- 4,800 4,800

A Graduate & 10,000 8,640 0 10,000 -10,000 0 0

Prfeesional

o
4
r'i

Opportunities

Legal Training

for the Dis-

advantaged 1,000 960 0 1,000 -1,000 0 0

Migrant

Education 7,303 7,011 0 7,500 -7,500 0 0

0

Source: U.S., Department of EducaiioniFoundation for Education Assistance, The Fiscal Year 1983 Budget

(Feb. 8, 1982); U.S., Department of Education/Federal Eduuation Activities, The Fiscal Year 1984

Budget (Jan. 31, 1983).

0
0
0

0

12)
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