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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Equal opportunity continues to be an essential variable in
justifying the existence of student aid programs, but not
much attention has been focused on the degree to which
this objective is being achieved for women. While it is no
longer news that women are allowed to enroll in presti-
gious law schools, to play in college sports, and to enroll in
nontraditional careers, the question now becomes whether
or not women are able to pay for higher education. Who
pays? Who benefits? Who should pay? The questions con-
tinue to be relevant in the late 1980s, but the answers have
shifted since the 1970s.

Although intentional discrimination is generally not the
case, significant policy issues exist for women—in total
resources available to pay college costs, in the amounts. -
and percentages derived from different sources, and in the
way financial aid is distributed among students (Davis
1977; Rosenfeld and Hearn 1982). For every dollar a man
receives, a woman receives 68 cents in college earnings, 73
cents in grants, and 84 cents in loans for low-income
undergraduates (U.S. Department of Education 1983). The
more significant differences between genders appear in dis-
cretionary programs like college work, academic merit
scholarships, research assistantships, and corporate benefit
prcgrams that pay tuition. Because many student aid pro-
grams are based on formulas, a necessary unit of analysis
becomes the formula itself and other regulatory policies.

Despite the fact that the value and worth of higher edu-
cation are occasionally challenged, actual statistics on pov-
erty rates, hourly wages, and lifetime earnings make it
clear that increased yéars of schooling are especially
important for women. Two out of every three adults in
poverty are women, yet poverty rates decrease with addi-
tional years of education and salaries become more compa-
rable with increased years of schooling. The income of
women with five years or more of college is 66 percent of
comparable males with the same level of educational
achievement; women with a high school diploma earn 59
percent of the income of similar males.

As the costs of attending college increase at more than
double the rate of infiation, the financial concerns of
women need to be addressed. Demographic changes con-
tinue to affect patterns of college enrollment. Since 1970,
college enrollment of women increased 77 percent, com-
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pared to a 23 bercent increase for men. Indeed, women are
contributing to a whole new style of postsecondary educa-
tion emerging in America. Their patterns of enrollment and

‘economic profiles differ from those of men, however,

which should send warning signals to student aid analysts
and college officials. Women, for example, far surpass men
as adult, part-time, independent, and unclassified stu-
dents—those categories most likely to present barriers to
participating in most financial aid programs. Women tend
to depend on low-cost institutions, outnumbering men in
public undergraduate four-year and two-year colleges,
while men outnumber women in high-cost, private institu-
tions. Further, females with degrees are more likely to
enter the careers paying the lowest salaries.

What Are Major Policy Issues on

Student Aid Affecting Women?

Nearly all of the debate, research, and lobbying on student
aid have concentrated on percentages of funds received by
type of institution—four-year public, two-year public,
independent, and proprietary (Miller 1984). Yet some of
the more difficult questions are being overlooked: What is
the distribution of aid among women? What is the nature of
their aid packages? How do women fare in student employ-

_ment programs? Do women receive equal institutionally

funded and corporate-funded aid? What is the nature of

‘their cumulative debt? With over $21 billion invested each

year in all forms of student aid, these questions need to be
addressed. Several policies are of significant concern:

e The average salary of women repaying Guaranteed
Student Loans is $17,407, while that of males is
$23,093; thus, women must use a larger proportion of
income than men to repay student loans (Boyd and
Martin 1986).

e Women are more likely to default on student loans and
more likely to declare bankruptcy. Divorced women,
for example, are nearly three times as likely to declare
bankruptcy as divorced males (17 percent versus 6
percent) (Stanley and Girth 1971).

e In the current push for educational excellence, institu-
tions are intensifying recruiting efforts by awarding
scholarships for ‘‘academic merit’’; women, however,
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are underrepresented in such programs and may be
confronting unintentional biased attitudes during nom-
ination, screening, and selection. Although female
high school seniors, for example, far outnumber males
in entering college, 2,280 females and 3,741 males won
National Merit Scholarships in 1985, of which 49
females and 264 males received awards in computer
sciences.

e Single women with children have the most critical
unmet need under current student aid policies. Inde-
pendent students with children are more than twice as
likely to be female and nearly five times as likely to be
24 years of age or older (Fenske, Hearn, and Curry
1985).

e Women are twice as likely as men to be classified as
independent students (66 percent versus 34 percent) at
the freshman level, have greater unmet financial need,
have higher dropout rates, and pay a greater portion of
their own college costs than dependent students.

e Working women confront barriers in corporate benefit
programs that pay tuition. When employees move into
top management positions, their job descriptions usu-
ally become more generalized, therefore affording
access to a wider range of ‘‘job-related’’ training
courses. More women tend to work in nonmanagerial
positions with more restricted job descriptions and
therefore have fewer such opportunities.

@ Child care is a significant cost of attending college for
many women, yet student aid policies usually are
inconsistent, unclear, or nonexistent about what
allowances may be claimed.

e Individuals eligible to receive public assistance, three-
fourths of whom are women, generally are required to
report all forms of student financial assistance, includ-
ing student loans, as a *‘source of income,’’ and that
amount is subtracted either in whole or in prorated
amounts from total allowable benefits (Hansen and
Franklin 1984).

e Low-income females tend to participate at half the
rate of low-income males in the Guaranteed Student
Loan program. More women may be unwilling to
apply for loans when they face the prospect of low
earnings upon graduation.
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® For nearly 65 percent of freshmen women (47 percent
of freshmen men), parental aid is a major source of
support. Parents of women contribute more than
expected compared to amounts contributed by parents
of men as a consequence of their receiving less stu-
dent aid (Davis 1977).

® Men hold disproportionately more research assistant-
ships, as opposed to teaching assistantships. Recipi-
ents of research assistantships have more opportuni-
ties to publish before they finish their Ph.D.s and
receive more subsidized conference travel (Hornig
1983). :

What Actions Are Needed to Improve the Participation of
Women in Student Aid Programs?

Given the importance of equal opportunity in achieving
educational excellence, the underlying causes of inequity
need to be recognized and corrected (Klein 1985; Miller
1984). Several actions could improve women’s participa-
tion in student aid programs: conducting research, targeting
information toward women, funding child care, improving
partnerships between high schools and colleges, equalizing
pay in college work programs, coordinating require-

ments for student aid with public assistance offices,
increasing student aid from the private sector, reviewing
standards of accreditation, expanding options to forgive
loans, and implementing self-assessment programs. An
overlooked issue in the debate over Grove City v. Bell is
that of equitable distribution of financial assistance for stu-
dents. Initial interpretations of the ruling have emphasized
only the ‘‘student aid office,”” not the ‘‘student aid pro-
gram’’ as directed by the Supreme Court. This distinction
is essential, because many awards of student aid—athletic
scholarships, graduate internships, research assistant-
ships, endowments, and scholarships from the private
sector—neither filter through nor are reported by the stu-
dent aid office.
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FOREWORD

Education, especially higher education, has long been per-
ceived as the mechanism for upward mobility in America’s
casteless society, and we have been justifiably proud of the
openness of our higher education system. The fact that
vast amounts of student financial aid and other sources of
funding have been made available to qualified persons is
evidence of our dedication to this goal. This report exam-
ines the distribution of student financial aid in relation to
women. Two significant factors must be remembered: (1)
women comprise the majority of college and continuing
education students today, and (2) public policy underlying
financial aid gives little consideration to possible differ-
ences in the conditions affecting men’s and women’s need
for aid. It is worth noting that in his recently published
book, Family and Nation (1986), Senator Patrick Moyni-
han reports that the fastest growing poverty-stricken group
in this country is children in a family headed by a single
mother. Since a direct correlation can be drawn between
earning power and educational attainment, it is clear where
financial aid should be directed. Financial access to higher
education for all students remains a noble yet elusive goal.

Although this report presents much hard data concerning
student financial aid and women, it does not attempt to
draw a causal relationship between inequities and women.
Nevertheless, one cannot help but wonder whether inequi-
ties in the distribution and amount of aid would diminish or
be eliminated if the financial aid policies were more attuned
towards the needs of women. For example, the majority
of part-time students are women, and under current policy
part-time students have less opportunity to qualify for aid.
More women than men are single heads-of-households, yet
insufficient consideration is given toward child care
expenses. Women continue to be paid less per hour than

"men, yet the maximum number of allowable work hours

under scholarship programs are the same for women as for
men. A rethinking of student aid policies could reduce
some of the inequities.

To many people, these policies may seem to be primarily
a state or federal issue. But since they directly affect the
institution, faculty and administrators must work to influ-
ence the policy decisions regardless of where the locus of
control originates. As the demographics of the student pop-
ulation continue to change, colleges and universities have a

Student Financial Aid and Women
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vested interest in insuring that all qualified students con-
tinue to have access to higher education.
Mary Moran, currently a program officer in the Office of

‘Elementary and Secondary Education in the U.S. Depart-

ment of Education, has compiled a definitive report on stu-
dent financial aid and gender. Dr. Moran drew on her expe-
rience as a senior research associate for the National Com-
mission on Student Financial Assistance, a Congressional
commission that made policy recommendations for the
reauthorization of Higher Education Act, and as an
employee in the U.S. Department of Education to gain
access to innumerable documents and studies, many of
which are reproduced here in tabular form. This report will
not only be read, but will be referred to time and again for
its ready compilation of data.

The Association for the Study of Higher Education and
the ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education would like
to thank the Exxon Education Foundation for their gener-
ous grant in support of this project, which aided in the
development of the manuscript and in providing wider dis-
tribution of this report.

Jonathan D. Fife

Series Editor

Professor and Director

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
The George Washington University
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EMERGING ECONOMIC TRENDS IN
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

Since 1970, the overall growth in college enrollments is
attributed to the increased participation of women in higher
education, reflecting new economic needs, changing social
attitudes, and passage of civil rights laws. In fact, college
enrollment of women increased 77.4 percent from 1970 to
1980, compared to a 22.6 percent increase for men. Indeed,
women are contributing to an emerging new style of post-
secondary education throughout the country but confront
disproportionate financial burdens in paying for college.
Patterns of enrollment, economic characteristics, and

. needs related to financial aid differ for women and men,
and student aid analysts and college officials would do well
to learn those differences. While a vast amount of research
has contributed to understanding educational equity for
women, virtually no investigation has addressed the impact
on women of policies on student aid and college costs,
especially in such areas as ability to pay for college, choos-
ing and attending a college, loan repayment, wage rates
for college work, participation in student aid programs,
and policies that are contradictory with public welfare
programs.

College Costs and Enrollment Trends

While inflation is below 4 percent, the average price for
1985—86 tuitions jumped about 8 percent, the same rise as
for the 1984-85 school year. The average cost for the
school year (tuition and fees only) is $1,242 at public four-
year schools, $5,418 at private four-year schools, $659 at
public two-year schools, and $3,719 at private two-year
schools (College Board 1985). These costs at least double
when living expenses, books and supplies, personal
expenses, and transportation are added. Between the aca-
demic years 1973-74 and 1982-83 alone, charges for under-
graduate tuition, room, and board rose by 94 percent at
public institutions and by 119 percent at private institutions
(U.S. Department of Education 1984c). Such trends will
result in many students’ being unable to achieve their full
educational potential.

At the same time, many complex variables enter into the
process of selecting a college—parents’ levels of education
and expectations, academic ability and potential, influence
by peers, and motivation—with the family’s socioeco-
nomic status predominant (Fife 1975; Litten, Sullivan, and

Between the
academic
years 197374
and 1982-83
alone, charges

for

undergraduate
tuition, room,
and board rose
by 94

percent. . . .
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Brodigan 1983; Peterson and Rosco 1983) (see figure 1).
Yet increased college costs clearly have made the availabil-
ity of and information about financial aid from whatever
source an increasingly important, many times pivotal, vari-
able for attending college.

Female high school graduates’ rates of participation in
postsecondary education have increased noticeably—from
53 percent in 1972 to 56 percent in 1980—and fhat increase
occurred in both four-year institutions (from 29 percent to
32 percent) and two-year institutions (from 15 percent to 19
percent) (U.S. Department of Education 1984c). The par-
ticipation rates for high school graduates immediately fol-
lowing graduation, however, is 77 percent among students
of high socioeconomic status (82 percent for females, 73
percent for males) but only 35 percent among students of
low socioeconomic status (37 percent for females, 32 per-
cent for males) (U.S. Department of Education 1984c).
And the dropout rate among females after they enter col-
lege is higher than that of males.

College costs are projected to continue to increase sub-
stantially as the result of high recurring costs associated
with tenured faculty, bargaining agreements, maintenance
of facilities, sharply higher insurance premiums, purchase
of computers, and intense lobbying pressure on Congress
to increase student aid, allowing institutions to increase
charges for tuition without raising the net cost for students.
While some argue that cost containment is not a serious
policy concern among postsecondary institutions or Wash-
ington lobbyists, charges for tuition and student aid now
constitute a significant and growing source of revenue in
university budgets.

Examining the economic issues underlying changing pat-
terns of enrollment is necessary to understand the financial
needs of both men and women and to make the distribution
of student aid more equitable. Trends in college enrollment
since 1960 show that the participation of females is directly
related to costs: the higher the tuition and living costs, the
less likely women are to enroll. Women consequently
depend on low-cost institutions, outnumbering males in
undergraduate public four-year and two-year colleges,
while males outnumber females in high-cost private institu-
tions (see table 1). Thus, low tuition in land-grant colleges,
state colleges and universities, and community colleges has
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TABLE 1
SIGNIFICANT ENROLLMENT TRENDS

Fall 1979 Fall 1980 Fall 1981 Fall 1982
Public, Total 9,036,822 * 9,457,394 9,647,032 9,696,087
Men 4,368,979 4,522,587 4,586,800 4,632,888
Women 4,667,843 "~ 4,934,807 5,060,232 5,063,199
Public Two-Year 4,065,627 4,283,678 4,432,157 4,463,945
Men 1,862,360 1,926,270 1,977,758 1,998,341
Women 2,203,267 2,357,408 2,454,399 2,465,604
Private, Total 2,533,077 2,639,501 2,724,640 2,729,693
Men 1,313,898 1,351,787 1,388,256 1,398,496
Women 1,219,179 1,287,714 1,336,384 1,331,197
Specialized Pro-

prietary ‘

Total 13,545 18,270 21,106 22,666 .
Men 10,550 13,302 . 15,541 17,299
Women 2,995 4,988 5,565 5,367

Source: U.S. Department of Education 1984d. (See also table A-3 in Appendix A.)

become one of the best mechanisms for achieving educa-
tional opportunity (American Association of State Colleges
and Universities 1974; Johnson and Smith 1984).

A few exceptions defy the national statistics. The elite
women’s colleges—Barnard, Sarah Lawrence, Mount Hol-

" yoke, Wellesley, Vassar, Radcliffe—continually have the

highest costs of all colleges, now averaging up to $16,000
per school year, yet receive among the highest contribu-
tions from alumnae, lessening the burden on women some-
what. Other expensive institutions with notable female
enrollments—American University, St. Louis University,
New York University, Loyola University, Southern Meth-
odist University—are nationally recognized for aggressive
recruiting, special services and scholarship programs for
women, notable numbers of women in leadership posi-
tions, and explicit policies for ensuring fairness to women
(Howe, Howard, and Strauss 1982).

Significant increases in enrollment of females have also
coincided with the expansion of federal legislation and poli-
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cies aimed at reducing barriers to higher education for
women. In particular, Title IX of the Education Amend-
ments of 1972, explicitly prohibiting discrimination in
admissions, athletics, and student activities, has had a sal-
utary effect. As a result of Title IX assurances’ being a
precondition to receiving federal funds, many institutions
have improved their practices and eliminated discrimina-
tory barriers, and some believe that Title IX has contrib-
uted more to the increase in female enrollments than has
the availability of student aid.

Consequently, increased enrollment of women has been
most significant in low-cost two-year public institutions,
where females outnumber males nearly two to one. The
expansion of community colleges offering open admis-
sions, low tuition, and flexible schedules enables many
women to combine work, family responsibilities, and edu-
cation. Enrollments of black and other minority females
have risen somewhat in low-cost community colleges and
historically black colleges (Fleming, Payne, and Kirschner
1984; Hill 1983). Such increases also reflect higher aspira-
tions among female high school graduates as well as
changes in how both sexes view women (Astin 1982).
Recent research warns, however, that as college costs
increase and student aid decreases, the very institutions
with high female enrollments are not meeting enrollment
targets (Andersen, 1986), suggesting that women are per-
haps being priced out of postsecondary education.

Significant differences exist in enrollment trends
between genders by age category (see table 2), yet despite
impressive rates of increases, there is cause for concern
about the economic needs of women. Actual enrollments
of females are highest in career areas having the lowest
potential salaries. The fastest-growing and highest-cost
career areas—computer sciences and engineering, medi-
cine and law—have the lowest female enrollments. In
1982, women earned 50.3 percent of the bachelor’s degrees
granted (75 percent in education, 6 percent in computer
- sciences), 50.8 percent of the master’s degrees (72 percent
in education, 9 percent in computer sciences), and 32.1
percent of the doctorates (49 percent in education, 5 per-
cent in computer sciences). And although the ratio of
female seniors expecting to attend graduate or professional
school more than doubled from 1972 to 1983, postsecond-
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TABLE 2

ENROLLMENT TRENDS BY AGE CATEGORY
AND SEX: 1970-1982

Percent
Males Increasc
Ages 16-24 19
Ages 25-34 35
Ages 35 & over 64
Females
Ages 1624 38
Ages 25-34 72
Ages 35 & over 80

Source: National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators
1985a, p. 3.

ary dropout rates are higher for women, particularly among
independent and graduate women students.

Furthermore, the figures in table 2 hide the fact that
women frequently incur greater college costs than males as
a consequence of receiving less student aid and are more
likely to be independent, part-time, adult, and unclassified
students. Women take longer to complete a degree and are
more likely to enroll as transfer students, hold financial
responsibilities for child care, and be required to take
remedial courses in math and science (American College
Testing 1976 to 1980; Cross and McCartan 1984; Fenske,
Hearn, and Curry 1985).

Of the 1.7 million adults participating in education (21l as
part-time students) whose annual incomes are under
$7,500, 69 percent are women. For those whose annual
incomes range from $7,500 to $14,999, 64 percent are
female, while for annual incomes at or above $25,000, the
proportion of male and female participants is virtually
equal (U.S. Department of Education 1984c). In comparing
1974 and 1981, the National Commission on Student Finan-
cial Assistance found that participation rates for dependent
women exceeded those for dependent men, except in the
lowest income category (under $6,000 annually). Although
participation rates for women have increased overall, the
rate actually declined among dependent students between
1974 and 1981 in the lowest income group, while it in-
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creased for almost all other categories of income. Thus,
students with the greatest financial need and the lowest

participation rates showed the greatest decline in enroll-
ments (Lece 1983).

Transition from High School
High school dropout rates, while primarily associated with
low socioeconomic status, also show significant differences
between genders that student aid analysts need to be con-
cerned about. Females drop out of high school mainly
because of family-related reasons, while males drop out
because of school-related issues—they dislike school or
their grades are poor (U.S. Department of Education
1984c). The most significant cause is pregnancy, account-
ing for 23 percent of female sophomore dropouts. Teenage
mothers tend not to return to school, do not receive infor-
mation about student aid, and generally become early
recipients of public welfare. Of particular concern are high
school reentry rates as they relate to test scores. ‘“The
contrast between males and females [is] particularly strik-
ing. Compared to the low test quartile (8 percent), five
times as many males in the high test quartile (40 percent)
[reenter] high school, whereas for women, the rate [is]
“merely doubled (9 percent compared-to 18 percent)' (U.€
Department of Education 1984c, p. 219).

The Effect of Education on Potential Earnings

Increasing the economic capacity of individuals and of the
nation has been an important rationale for justifying stu-
dent financial assistance. Student aid clearly plays an
important role in creating greater educational expectations
and a national policy encouraging college attendance (Jerue
1983; Miller 1984). Although the value and worth of higher
education are occasionally challenged, actual statistics on
poverty rates, hourly wages, and lifetime earnings indicate
that some type of postsecondary education pays off—and
more so for women (see table 3).

In fact, “‘getting a good job"’ is a significantly greater
reason for choosing a particular college for women than for
men. And as more women move into positions previously
held exclusively by men, academic credentials and attend-
ing selective colleges may actually become more important
(Rosenfeld and Hearn 1982). The greater an individual’s
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®
TABLE3
MEDIAN INCOME OF YEAR-ROUND FULL-TIME WORKERS, BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND SEX:
1981
Marginal
Dollar
Percent Value of
. Women's —~ Men's Tncreased
Years of . Income  Incomeas  Income Educationa
School _ Median Income Gapin  aPercent  Exceeded Attainment
g Completed Woren Men Dollas ~ ofMe’s  Women's Women ~ Men
) Elementary School
LessthanByears  §8419  $12866  § 4447 65.4 5.8 - -
§ years 9,723 16,084 6,361 60.5 65.4 §1.304  $3,28
High School
1 to 3 years 10,043 16,938 6,895 9.3 6.7 30 854
4 years 12,3% 20,598 8,260 9.9 67.0 2,269 3,660
College
[ to 3 years 14,343 22,565 8,200 g6 33 2,01 1967
4 years 16,322 26,394 10,02 61.8 617 1,979 3,809
§ years or more 20,148 30,434 10,286 66.2 S 3,826 4,040
"Persons 29 years of age and over,
Source: U.S. Department of Labor 1984, p. 36.




educational attainment, the greater the potential employ-
ment and earnings, particularly for women. As table 3
notes, however, within every educational level and age
group, young women earn less per hour than comparable
young men (Kolstad 1982; Tierney 1982; U.S. Department
of Labor 1984). ‘‘More than half of all women with four
years of college had incomes in 1981 that were only slightly
higher than the median income for men who had . . . com-
pleted [only] the eighth grade. Women with four years of
high school but no college had a lower median income than
did men who had not completed elementary school’’ (U.S.
Department of Labor 1984, p. 98).

More recently, the value of a college degree has ever
been at issue in divorce cases. Judges have ruled that a
woman is entitled to a portion of a husband’s income when
she has delayed an education herself and worked to make
sure her husband has completed school, particularly in the
areas of medicine and law. And more states are consider-
‘ing legislation that requires judges to consider the financial
coatributions of each spouse to the education of the other
when their property is divided in divorce proceedings.
More often than not, the spouse who sacrifices and works
. for the benefit of the other, enhancing that person’s earning
capacity, is the wife.

Furthermore, statistics show significant relationships
between educational level attained and poverty rates (see
table A-11 in Appendix A). Two out of every three adults
living in poverty are women. And even though poverty
rates decrease with additional years of education, poverty
rates for women with one or more years of college are sub-
stantially higher than for similar males (U.S. Department
of Education 1984c).

Significant Trends in Student Aid

Over 80 percent of student financial assistance comes from
the federal government in the form of loans, grants, and
work study programs that are made available directly
through postsecondary institutions and indirectly by subsi-
dizing interest and/or guaranteeing loans through state
guarantee agencies, lending institutions, and institutions of
higher education (College Board 1985). This portion
amounts to over half of the tota} budget for the U.S.
Department of Education, or more than $10 billion for fis-

Women with
Jour years of
high school
but no college
had a lower
median
income than
did men who
had not
completed
elementai’y
school.
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cal year 1986. The remaining aid is generated by state pro-
grams, institutional sources, private initiatives, and corpo-
rate benefits that pay tuition. Over $21 billion is now avail-
able from both government and private sources.

Nevertheless, noticeable differences between genders
and problems occur in student aid programs. One analysis
(see table 4) of all student aid obtained by low-income
undergraduates for the 1981-82 academic year reveals that
for every dollar a man receives, a woman receives 68 cents
in college earnings, 73 cents in grants, and 84 cents in loans
(U.S. Department of Education 1983).

Considerable gaps between genders appear in self-help
programs, and that gap is greater for part-time than for full-
time students (Leslie 1982). Women are less able than men
to depend on earnings, savings, and loans for college costs;
as a consequence, they tend to receive lazger amounts of

. aid from family or friends out of necessity. They receive

fewer dollars in self-help, grants, work, and scholarships
(Davis 1977; U.S. Department of Education 1983). The
more significant differences appear in discretionary pro-
grams such as college work, merit scholarships, research
assistantships, and corporate benefits that pay tuition.

These trends raise questions about the appropriate bal-
ance and suitability of student aid policies. The following
sections describe in more detail issues of gender in student
aid policy, review the patterns of distribution of student
aid, and suggest actions for improving women’s receipt of
student aid and thus their economic status.
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TABLE{

DIFFERENCES IN TOTAL AVERAGE GRANTS, LOANS, AND EARNINGS,
BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION AND SEX: 1980-81 AND 1081-82"

g

i

S

K

3

3 Total Grant Amounts® Total Loan Amounts® Total Earaings®

y 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-8] 198182

>

Y| Pubie Two-Yr

S| Male 51,142 $1,362 § 754 §1,408 5 7 5 764

3 Female 1,016 %1 84 1,398 540 52

5 Public Four-Year
Male 1,900 204 1,325 1,528 1,007 1,137
Female 1,575 1,48 860 1,220 681 ™
Private Four-Year
Male 338 3613 1,871 L8 884 1,138
Female 30 3081 1,352 1871 671 7
~ Vocational |
Male 1,303 1,481 1137 1301 812 M.
Female 1,260 1,028 1,362 1,976 848 4
All Institutions .
Male 1,950 2218 1,357 1,766 873 1,014
Female 1,686 1,609 1,152 1,492 Wl 694

"The base for average dollar amounts is all low-income (ess than $12,000 annually) 1980 high school seniors enrolled in postsecondary education
in 1980-81 and 1981-82,

"Average amount per individual,
“Includes all vocational and technical institutions as well as proprietary intitutions,

Source: U.S, Department of Education 1983,
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ISSUES OF GENDER IN STUDENT AID POLICY

Disproportionate financial burdens confront women attend-
ing postsecondary institutions, among them low salaries
while paying back Guaranteed Student Loans, lack of rec-
oguition for academic merit, few opportunities for graduate
rescarch assistantships, lack of allowances for child care in
establishing vosts of attendance, barriers to employers’
benefit programs that pay tuition, contradictory policies
between public welfare and student aid programs, and
biared assumptions in needs analysis systems. By examin-
ing the impact on men versus women of their student aid
policy, college officials can adapt and restructure programs
and practices. Given the importance of equal opportunity
in achieving educational excellence, the underlying causes
of inequity must be sought and corrected. Although effects
are easier to determine than causes, the following discus-
sion describes current problems and suggests possible solu-
tions, recognizing that further research is necessary to
clarify causes.

Loan Burden, Default, and Bankruptcy

Inadequate data and formulas for calculating and reporting
default rates for student loans can conceal problems and
exaggerate improvements (Lyke 1976), which occurs in
determining impact of student loan burdens, defaults, and
bankruptcies on women. A critical dilemma facing student
loan officials is the question of how to curb rising defaults
while at the same time ensuring students’ access to post-
secondary education. Yet variables identified by a U.S.
Department of Education study to be strong predictors of
defaulting on a loan—withdrawing from school, being
black, having a low income and holding a relatively larger
loan, being an independent student at the time of taking the
loan, and being divorced or separated with a low family
income (Kuch 1978)—are not monitored in final reports for
Guaranteed Student Loans (GSLs) or National Direct Stu-
dent Loans (NDSLs). None of the state guarantee agencies
collect information about gender for defaults on GSLs, nor
is information about gender available for other major loan
programs—Health Education Assistance Loans (HEAL:s),
Health Profession Student Loans (HPSLs), Nursing Stu-
dent Loans (NSLs), or the Parent Loans for Undergradu-
ate Students (PLUS) program. Further, in the most recent
and extensive research by the National Commission on
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Student Financial Assistance on students’ rates of default-
ing on loans, any data describing the sex, race, or income

of defaulters was not studied because it was not available

(Lee 1983).

Substantial evidence indicates that women experience
significant financial burdens while trying to pay back stu-
dent loans and thus are more prone to default and to
declare bankruptcy. Women who rely heavily on loans are
more likely to withdraw from school, while women who
receive outright grants are more likely than other women
aid recipients to persist (Astin 1975). The National Associ-
ation of Student Financial Aid Administrators warns that
“‘women report greater needs to work two or more jobs to
handle loan repayments’’ (Boyd and Martin 1986, p. 17), a
burden that results from low earnings, the tendency to
major in fields known for low salaries, the disproportionate
effect of layoffs on women, and the greater likelihood of
being independent students or attending proprietary institu-
tions with the highest default rates. And a woman’s being
black (or other minority) or assuming her husband’s debt if
she is married increases the burden. Furthermore, preg-
nancy is not an allowable justification for receiving a dis-

ability deferment.

Concern about levels of indebtedness must be condi-
tioned on the basis of the student’s anticipated income
upon graduation. . . . It is apparent that undergradrate
students in the occupations traditionally held by women
(nursing, teaching, social work), which are characterized
by very low starting salaries, will feel the greatest
impact of education loans on their posteducation ability
and willingness to borrow (Johnson 1983, p. 18).

An extensive study of commercial bankruptcies by the
Brookings Institution concluded that divorced women tend
to be three times as likely as divorced men to declare bank-
ruptcy (17 percent versus 6 percent), and of the 2 percent
bankrupt individuals who were widowed, all were women
(Stanley and Girth 1971, p. 42). Furthermore, bankruptcies
increase during periods of high unemployment and national
recession. Several characteristics tend to trigger bankrupt-
cies and adversely affect women more than men:

1. Those with low-paying jobs have the highest tendency
to declare bankruptcy.

14



2. The earnings of a woman upon a divorce tend to be
substantially less than her husband’s, if she has any
earnings at all.

3. Bearing and raising children become an added
expense as well as an obstacle to the mother’s gainful
employment (Cowans 1975, p. 302).

A further consideration, highlighted during public hearings
of the National Commission on Student Financial Assis-
tance, may be the form of assistance offered:

There may be students who are unwilling to borrow
because they are in a field of study where the level of
compensation is very modest indeed compared with
those studying in some other field, and so they wouldn't
even show up on the guaranteed student loan program
at all much less the default rate. . . . If the default rate
Sor the students in the field where the prospect of earn-
ings is not very bright is higher than in fields where the
prospect for earnings is higher, then that perhaps ought
to offer us some guidance in respect to how we under-
take to provide student financial assistance in respect to
whether it should be work study or guaranteed student
loans (Gardner 1983, p. 144).

Meanwhile, curtailing ts¢ increases in rates of default on

student loans and the expenses of collecting debts is now a
. necessary federal priority: Federal costs to pay off de-

faulted loans have surpassed $5 billion (U.S. Department
of Education 1986). As a result of the Debt Collection Act
of 1982 authorizing the reporting of delinquent borrowers
to credit bureaus, the U.S. Department of Education now
works with four nationwide credit bureaus to aid in the col-
lection of outstanding debts (Dexter 1984). As defaults
have increased, the profit margins of collection agencies
have also increased significantly. In 1984 alone, over $2.4
billion was identified as delinquent loans; approximately
$30 billion in college loans was outstanding in 1985. More
recently, implementation of the Federal Income Tax
Refund Offset Program resulted in the recovery of over
$116 million in early 1986.

Compounding the problem, dependency on loans has
risen as college costs increase and sources of scholarships
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decline (Hechinger 1986). The average indebtedness for
undergraduates, adjusting for inflation, soared from $2,100
in 1975 to $7,900 in 1984. For graduate students, debts
averaging $15,000 to $20,000 are not uncommon. (Other
issues specific to GSLs and NDSLs are discussed in the
next section.) Evidence suggests that examining defaulters’
characteristics, including gender, and adjusting student aid
programs to ensure access to students found most likely to
default might eurtail the rising federal costs of defaults and
the personal agony of being in default or bankruptcy (Davis
1985; Hauptman 1976). :

Merit Scholarships

In the current climate of improving educational excellence,
increasing competition for a declining pool of students, and
decreasing federal support for student aid based on need,
institutions of higher education have intensified their
efforts to recruit students by offering lucrative grants and
scholarships based on merit (Hechinger 1986; Van Dusen
and Higginbotham 1984). Yet evidence shows that females
with high academic achievements receive fewer and
smaller awards than their male counterparts. The award of
merit-based scholarships is highly discretionary and thus
more subject to biases based on gender. A significant trend
of concern to women is that at public institutions in 1984~
85 the number of recipients of state work/study programs
based on need declined by 39,670, while the number of
state non-need-based ‘‘merit’’ grants increased by 39,311
recipients (Stampen 1985).

One of the most prestigious awards for academic excel-
lence is the National Merit Scholarship; its receipt virtually
guarantees access to any postsecondary institution in the
country. In 1985, 2,280 females and 3,741 males were merit
scholars. The most significant disparities occur in math,
science, and engineering; for example, 48 females and 317
males won in electrical engineering, 56 females and 265
males in physics, and 49 females and 264 males in com-
puter sciences (National Merit Scholarship Corporation
1986, p. 8). Even worse, the number of female recipients
has decreased notably since 1984, while the overall total of
merit scholarships awarded has increased. The proportion
of females in 1984 was 40.2 percent (out of 5,858 total
awards); the proportion of females in 1985 was 37.9 per-
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cent (out of 6,021 awards) (National Merit Scholarship
Corporation 1985, 1986).

Potential barriers may exist in nominating, screening,
and selecting recipients, as evidenced by the fact that
women’s receipt of merit scholarships does not reflect
enrollment rates. Recipients are selected by a committee
comprised of college admissions officers and secondary
school counselors, and the attitudes and biases of those on
the committee play a role in the selection of recipients.

Another prestigious merit award is the Rhodes Scholar-
ship, which only in the last few years has been awarded to
women. Prospective Rhodes Scholars are first identified by
selection committees throughout the country. Each state
committee may nominate two candidates for consideration
by a district committee, which in turn may designate four
candidates from the group of 12 to 14 district finalists as
Rhodes Scholars—elect (Rhodes Scholarship Trust 1983, p.
9). Clearly, the recognition of women for outstanding scho-
lastic achievement depends upon the attitudes and sensitiv-
ity of individuals holding the power to award financial
resources. And women themselves tend not to have
authority in the final selection of scholars, which may be
another reason for the poor showing of women recognized
for academic performance.

Further, the award of merit scholarships on the basis of
achievement and performance on aptitude tests like ACT
and SAT favors males over females, especially in math and
sciences. Besides being used extensively in college admis-
sions, these tests, when used as well for determining schol-
arships, are significant factors in deterring women from
careers in math, computer sciences, and the physical sci-
ences. By the end of high school, significant differences

occur between males and females in math and science ACT .

and SAT scores (see table 5 and table A-12 in Appendix A)
(Educational Testing Service 1984; Gordon and Addison
1985). Although women receive higher grades in school,
their average score is 59 points lower than men’s on the
SAT. The trend is similar for the Graduate Record Exam
quantitative test, in which males are four times as likely to
score above 700 (Klitgaard 1985, p. 160). Thus, for highly
competitive scholarships where scores on such tests deter-
mine the applicants, women are being shortchanged and
weeded out because the tests underestimate their ability to

Although
women receive
higher grades
in school,
their average
score is 59
points lower
than men’s on
the SAT.
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TABLE 5
SAT SCORE AVERAGES FOR COLLEGE-BOUND

SENIORS
Verbal Math
Males Females Total Males Females Total
1980 428 420 424 491 443 466
1981 430 418 424 492 443 466
1982 431 421 426 493 443 467
1983 430 420 425 493 445 468
1984 433 420 426 495 449 471
1985 437 425 431 499 452 475
1986 437 426 431 501 451 475

Source: College Entraﬁce Examination Board 1980 to 1986.

succeed. Adding to the dilemma—and the cost—is that
women are enrolling in coaching courses in increasing
numbers. Two-thirds of the students at the popular Prince-
ton Review coaching school (which boasts an average
improvement of 150 points but costs $495 a course) in 1985
were women.

The gender gap in quantitative test performance, al-
though narrowing, is more a consequence of differences in
the pattern of quantitative coursework taken by males and
females in high school than of any differences in inherent
intelligence. And at least one study found that increasing
females’ participation in high school advanced math and
science courses to equal at least males’ participation would
reduce differences between genders in quantitative test
scores (Pallas and Alexander 1983).

On the other hand, women are still recognized more for
beauty than for intelligence, and more women are entering
Miss America pageants each year, partly because of
increasing scholarship awards. The Miss America Scholar-
ship Corporation, the largest scholarship foundation for
woinen in the world, gives out close to $5 million each
year, and much credit is due the corporation for emphasiz-
ing intellectual achievement and potential as criteria for
winning in local, state, and national pageants and for sub-
stantially increasing scholarship awards (Miller 1985). -

Independent Students
Independent students—displaced homemakers, women
returning to college, single parents, and migrant women—
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are of particular concern to policy makers. Homemakers
facing the sudden death of a spouse or divorce are espe-
cially vulnerable to economic undertows: Many times they
have no job skills or have not finished school. Men’s stan-
dard of living upon divorce, for example, rises 72 percent
in the first year after divorce, while women’s and chil-
dren’s drops 42 percent (Weitzman 1985). A significant
social development of recent times is the swift rise of one-
parent families, now accounting for 26 percent of all fami-
lies with children under 18, with nine-tenths headed by
women who are disproportionately black and poor. While
the latest national poverty rate is 15.2 percent, it is 40 per-
cent for single-parent families headed by white women, 60
percent for those headed by black women, and 70 percent
for those headed by Hispanic women (Rich 1985).

In fact, single women with children have the most criti-
cal unmet financial need under current student aid policies.
Not only do independent female students average lower
tuitions and higher total costs of attendance than indepen-
dent male students; independent students with children are
more than twice as likely to be female (see table 6) and are
nearly five times as likely to be older than 24 years of age.
About 60 percent of all such students are enrolled part time
in community colleges (Fenske, Hearn, and Curry 1985;
Stampen 1985).

Women are twice as likely as men to be classified as
independent students at the freshman level (66 percent ver-
sus 34 percent) (American College Testing 1980) and have
more than twice the unmet need of dependent students.
While the number of independent females is twice that of
independent males at the freshman level, the proportion of-
independent females to independent males at the graduate
level is dramatically reversed (45 percent versus 55 per-
cent) (see table 7). This drop is particularly pronounced
between the senior level and the graduate level, suggesting
that women are not able to cope with significant amounts
of unmet financial need.

As a consequence of having great unmet financial need
and having to cover a larger proportion of college costs,
women tend to drop out of school, enroll part time,
increase their work load, or assume more loans (American
" Association of State Coiicges and Universities 1974; Dun-
kle 1980; Johnson 1983; National Urban League 1984).
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TABLE 6
DISTRIBUTION OF UNMET NEED BY STATUS OF DEPENDENCY AND SEX: 1982-83 AND 1983-84
Independent Independent
Dependent vt Chldrn without Children
Average Need Average Need Average Need

No.of Students  per Recipient ~ No, of Students  per Recipient ~ No. of Students per Recipient
1982-83
Male 4,524 §2,126 037 $4,005 3,289 §2,114
Female 4927 2,09 2,158 4,168 2,648 2,215
1983-84 |
Male 3,091 2,170 1,039 4,540 KN 2,308
Female 5,645 2112 2,093 4,163 2,909 2,357

Source: Fenske, Hearn, and Cunry 1985, p. 14,
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0 TABLE 7
S| PERCENTAGE OF STUDENT AID APPLICANTS WITH NEED ACCORDING TO CLASS LEVEL, BY SEX: 1974-
3 75 T0 1979-41
§’ LRI 1S T (% /S & I X N X
g MPT MFT MFT MFT MFT MNFT
X\ Dependes oo A (N=280) (N=303) (N=28) N=3M0) N=%42
2| Feshm B0 NN 0858655 654650
3| Soplomore WD 890892082 4% 4 452
A Jurio WS 16 4655 15 855 U BT 45 16 M % L6
$ Senior M99 B 96 )BT MS DN
| Craduateswdent 5l 3 N4 I B L TH 3L 2R
X1 Other or unknown LT T VA N O O O T B
Totals 5S040 S 00 40 SH 100 45 S5 10 45 S5 0 46 I
SelSupporting (N=5539 (N=7419 (N=0M3) (N=7803) (N=10,39) (=1120)
Freshman A T T O O I O A
Sophomore I I A A T O T T
Tunio HSU B D HSL BB SN B
Senior VR T I T O AV I
Graduatestodent 62 38 15 60 4 M 56 M 1 %5 M 16 545 1545 Il
Ofherorunkown 40 60 4 3565 4 4L 9 N6 T N @ 3 WG 6
Totals 415310 46 56100 46 SE 10 45 50 4 S0 4% I
Al Applcant N=25000 (N=331) (N=36% N=33%) N=82) N=d6)
Freshman LT O L O O
Sophomore U2 a808952a08289284%2
Tunio 555 1 46 54 16 46515 M %l M5 | MK
Senior N T 7 . VA A VI I ¢
Graduate student b0 3% §5 94 5 554 5 %54 654 4 %4 4
Oferorwnknown 42 8% 2 A0 60 3 B W 45 B 4% 2 &K T
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Independent students attending private schools need an
average of $1,447, while dependent students need an aver-
age of $247; independent students attending public schools
need an average of $1,488, while dependent students fall
$433 short; and independent students attending proprictary
schools need an average of $2,160, while dependent stu-
dents nced $1,651 on average (El-Khawas 1983). During
1981-82, 13 percent of independent students attending col-
lege were in private schools, 39 percent were in public
schools, and 54 percent were in proprictary schools (sce
tables A-8 and A-9 in Appendix A). Apparently, women
facing great unmet need simply drop out.

Part-time Students
Women far outnumber men as part-time students, both in
numbers of enrollments and in rates of increase (see table
8). For example, female students 35 years and over out-
number males nearly 2 to 1(13.5 percent to 7.5 percent),
while most student aid programs restrict the participation
of those students (U.S. Department of Commerce 1981).
Many women are prevented from taking more than one
course because they have insufficient funds, responsibili-
ties at work, or family commitments, or because they lack
self-confidence (Dunkle 1980). Enrolling part time is
becoming a major response to increased tuition. For many
women, even the *‘half-time’’ threshold for federal aid is
an obstacle. One analysis—of part-time students’ use of
financial aid in the state of New York—reports that fewer
than one out of every four part-time undergraduate stu-
dents receives some form of financial aid. The majority (67
percent) of this aid is from self-help programs, with GSLs
alone accounting for 65 percent of all aid received. And the
use and average award received by part-time students vary
significantly by type of institution. Part-time graduate stu-
dents receive the lowest number of awards of any category
of students, with only one of every five students receiving
some form of financial aid (Olinsky 1983, pp. 13-14). Fur-
ther, virtually no institution—under 1 percent—uses the
full 10 percent allowable for part-time students from
campus-based allocations for student aid (College Work
Study, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, and
National Direct Student Loans) (Davis 1983).
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TABLE 8

COMPOSITION OF THE INCREASE IN
ENROLLMENTS,
BY SEX, ENROLLMENT STATUS, AND TYPE OF
INSTITUTION: 1970-1980

Percent of Number of
Increase Increase
‘Women
Full-time/Four-year 23.6% 652,000
Part-time/Two-year 17.1 474,000
Full-time/Two-year 1.1 ' 307,000
Part-time/Four-year 10.7 298,000
62.5%
Full-time/Graduate 7.6 209,000
Part-time/Graduate 7.3 202,000
14.9%
Total 77.4%
Men
Part-time/Two-year 6.5% 181,000
Part-time/Four-year 5.7 157,000
Full-time/Four-year 4.8 134,000
Part-time/Graduate 2.6 72,000
Full-time/Graduate 2.5 68,000
Full-time/Two-year 0.5 13,000
Total 22.6%
Total 100.0%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 1981.

~ Institutions generally receive state funding on the basis
of their full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollments; therefore,
most university policies emphasize services to full-time
students and part-time students depend more on their own
resources.

Part-time students receive very little in BEOG or any
other grant aid, with other scholarships providing the
major sources of grant support overall. . . . [And] loan
amounts for the various loan programs are small. In
comparison to full-time students, part-time students
begin college by financing roughly half as large a share
of total expenses from scholarships and grants, and this
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share gradually decreases. Essentially the same pattern
prevails in the case of loans. Clearly, part-time students
are much more on their own financially than are full-
time students (Leslie 1982, p. 60).

Contradictory Policies in Public Welfare and
Student Aid Programs
Compounding the economic hardships created by the labor
market, women are placed at a further disadvantage by job
histories that are generally not as extensive as those of
men. When men are unemployed, they are more likely to
receive unemployment compensation, disability payments,
or workmen’s compensation. Women, however, frequently
do not qualify for such programs and must rely on public
assistance. Conflicting purposes and procedures of public
assistance programs result in disincentives for economi-.
cally disadvantaged individuals who seek self-sufficiency
through education. And these disincentives create barriers
to college enrollment by reducing or categorically eliminat-
ing benefits for enrollment in college (Rosen 1983).
Individuals eligible for benefits from public assistance
programs—three-fourths of whom are women-—generally
are required to report all forms of student financial assis-
tance as a ‘‘source of income’’; that amount is subtracted
in total or in prorated amounts from total allowable bene-
fits. Further, applications for public assistance programs
tend to lump all forms of student aid in one category,
including student loans that eventually must be paid back.
A typical question for applicants on state public assistance
forms asks, *‘Is anyone getting a scholarship, fellowship,
or student loans or grants?’’ (Michigan Department of
Social Services 1985). And applicants have no option to
differentiate between need-based and non-need-based stu-
dent aid. Questions regarding student aid tend to be the
same for monthly reporting requirements, particularly for
food stamps, Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC), Supplemental Social Security Income, and Public
Housing Assistance. Recipients of food stamps are
required to differentiate ‘*total amount of grants, scholar-
ships, or loans’’ and **tuition and mandatory fees,’'* which

*U.S. Department of Agriculture 1983. Application for Food Stamps,
form FNS-385 (7-83).
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results in student aid money not going toward tuition and

mandatory fees being counted against food stamp benefits. . '
College students receiving benefits from unemployment [T hls] results

insurance, the Job Training Partnership Act, and public in student aid

housing programs confront additional financial hardships. -

The Work Incentive (WIN) programs required for unem- money not

ployment insurance, for example, generally do not con- going toward
sider the number of hours worked in the College Work tuition and
Study program as meeting the 20-hour-per-week require-

ment for receiving unemployment benefits. Students mandat_ory
attending school have been denied or cut off from unem- fees belng
ployment benefits because they are perceived as ‘““not counted

available for work.”’ Recipients in public housing assis- .
tance programs generally pay higher rents when student agalnSt f 00d
aid benefits are calculated as a ‘‘source of income.” stamp bene_ﬁts.
In most public welfare programs, particularly AFDC,
states are given considerable discretion in setting rules for
recipients because most states provide joint funding. Thus,
states tend to differ in how they establish eligibility to
receive student aid. At times, the standard-of-living allow-
ances in student aid programs are higher than the poverty-
level standard used in public assistance programs. Further-
more, the College Board concludes, ‘‘the complex, often
changing, and frequently confusing regulations governing
AFDC may be interpreted differently from county to
county and sometimes even from caseworker to case-
worker”’ (Hansen and Franklin 1984, p. 2).
In a related concern, an overlooked consequerce of the
sweeping congressional changes in the 1981 social security
laws, which included eliminating student aid for survivors,
is the adverse impact on women (Webster and Perry 1983).
Full-time students who were children of workers entitled to
full benefits and were between the ages of 18 and 21 were
eligible for student aid, generally averaging $300 per
month. The primary argument advanced to justify elimina-
tion of this benefit was that $50 million would be added to
the appropriation for Pell Grants to compensate for the
loss. Now, more than five years later, nothing has yet been
added to Pell Grants. Women, who are more likely to out-
live their husbands, thus face the virtual inability to send
children to school when a husband’s income stops
at death. '
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Graduate Education

Continued obstacles prevent the progress of women in
research. In fact, the depressed state of the academic job
market, combined with demographic changes, rapidly esca-
lating costs, and reduced financial aid, discourages out-
standing students from continuing their studies. The grim
situation of low participation and lack of economic support
appears to be the rule of thumb for women (National Com-
mission on Student Financial Assistance 1983b). Available
data on major student aid programs generally do not distin-
guish between undergraduate and graduate assistance;
thus, it becomes difficult to assess the distribution of fed-
eral, state, and institutional dollars. Moreover, major
national research projects designed to assess needs and
student aid for graduate students have failed to take gender
into account (Butler-Nalin, Sanderson, and Redman 1983;
Flamer, Horch, and Davis 1982).

The distribution of graduate assistantships, fellowships,
and other awards is characterized by great decentraliza-
tion, and individual departments have great autonomy.
Most of these awards are neither available through nor
monitored by an institution’s student financial aid office
but are generally dispersed by department chairs (often
chairmen), and substantial differences exist among schools
within a single university. According to the National Wom-
en’s Law Center, ‘'If a department is controlled by faculty
who believe women have no place in the discipline or
profession, distribution of graduate financial aid may well
reflect that bias. Expectations that women will leave the
workforce for periods of childbearing or childrearing may
also influence the distribution of graduate fellowships or
other aid'’' (Campbell et al. 1983, pp. 4-4-4-7).

Thus, one major factor contributing to attrition and to
low rates of retention and completion stems from the atti-
tudes of faculty toward granting financial aid, which are
closely related to women’s ability to study full time. Fur-
ther, women tend to take longer to get their degrees and
drop out at a higher rate (Rees 1976).

For women, graduate study poses problems that are dif-
ferent from those encountered at the undergradvate
level and that sharpen the conflicts between i.... - tional
roles and alternative roles. The typical age fu: ::omen in
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graduate school is also the age when society makes its
greatest demands for traditional role behavior. Women
between twenty-two and thirty both expect and are
expected to be wives whose husbands are establishing
their own careers and also to be mothers of preschool
children. This traditional role frequently conflicts with
the student and scholar role. . . . Few would maintain
that a master’s degree in any field is necessary or even
desirable for women who expect to live out their lives as
wives and mothers, and many people would argue that a
Ph.D. is a downright disadvantage. Thus graduate edu-
cation for women is more controversial than college edu-
cation. It is also much more difficult because the women
who embark on this path run into the barriers erected by
the broader society as well as those erected by graduate
and professional schools (Cross 1976, pp. 37-38).

Another critical issue regarding graduate education is the
disproportionate balance of men holding significantly more
research assistantships—as opposed to teaching assistant-
ships—especially in the rapidly growing fields of math, sci-
ence, and computer technology. Research assistantships,
primarily federally funded, are generally awarded by a -
department chair or the research director of a federal proj-
ect rather than by a student aid administrator. Testimony
before the National Commission on Student Financial
Assistance noted:

A research assistantship contributes to the quality of
graduate education. It serves to integrate the student
into the profession. It serves to teach him or her the sort
of nontechnical elements of the profession. You learn
how the grant mechanisms work. You become in the sci-
ences, in a very important way, integrated into the
research group, which no other form of support pro-
vides. So we see rather gradually, insidiously, differen-
tiation taking place where women are expected to do a
disproportionately higher share of undergraduate teach-
ing, which takes them away from the company of their
colleagues and faculty and puts them into a different

- environment with young students, while male students
are working with faculty and regarded as colleagues.
. . . They are likely to have more opportunities to publish
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before they actually finish their Ph.D.s. They are likely
to have subsidized travel, attend meetings, have oppor-

tunities to be introduced to people in other institutions
(Hornig 1983, pp. 243-44),

Moreover, while graduate students with teaching assistant-
ships are often classified as college faculty, the positions
are seldom if ever tenure-track positions.

The field of education itself merits a close examination of
differences in graduate support between sexes in view of
the fact that high-paying jobs in postsecondary as well as
elementary and secondary education are virtually limited
to males. Currently, only 8 percent of college presidents
and 2 percent of school district superintendents are women
(Jones and Montenago 1982; Shavlik 1984). Furthermore,
over 50 percent of male school district superintendents and
fewer than 2 percent of female superintendents have doc-
toral degrees. Lack of financial resources for advanced
training (internships, assistantships, fully paid leaves of
absence, reimbursement of travel and expenses, for exam-
ple) and lack of opportunities for professional development
are primary barriers in obtaining the skills, credentials, and
degrees required for higher-paying jobs in education (Shake-
shaft 1985).!

The real financial problems, however, are not seen in the
data collected from graduate students, because minority
women and independent women with children in particular
with their limited resources do not even think of applying
to graduate school. Particular attention needs to address:
(1) the possibility that loan burdens for women may be pro-
portionately greater because their anticipated lifetime earn-
ings are smaller; (2) cultural factors that discourage many
women from considering careers in science and engineer-
ing; and (3) biases in favor of men in awarding fellowships
and research assistantships (National Commission on Stu-
dent Financial Assistance 1983b).

1. Yet management internships have high price tags. The University of
California estimates the average cost of a six-month staff internship is
$16,200, while the average cost for a management internship is $24,442
(University of California 1985).
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Corporate Benefits That Pay Tuition

Increasingly, courses for men enrolled in graduate pro-
grams are partially or totally paid for by their employers.
Characteristically, it is not happening for women. Many
types of tuition aid plans have become fringe benefits of
one’s job, primarily as a way to upgrade and improve job
skills and as a step toward promotion, yet women use such
benefits much less frequently than men (Abramovitz 1977).

While men and women share many barriers to using
tuition aid (low job status, limited job opportunities, cost,
lack of time, program regulations, and attitudes about the
benefits of additional education), other obstacles limit
women in particular. The position of women at the bottom

_of the job and income ladders, the effect of sex-role stereo-
typing on occupational expectations, and the effect of
responsibilities at home on their free time contribute to
even lower use of tuition aid by women and justify particu-
lar emphasis on improving their participation (Abramovitz
1977).

A recent study by the U.S. Department of Education
suggests that working women confront many barriers in
tuition benefit programs in the Fortune 1000 corporations
(O’Neill 1984). First, as employees move into top manage-

. ment positions, their job descriptions become more gener-
alized, thereby having access to a wider range of *‘job-
related” training options. As more women tend to work in
nonmanagerial positions with more restricted job descrip-
" tions, they thus have fewer job-related training options.
Second, few if aiy corporate tuition programs allow
expenses for ¢hiid care.

Furtherm¢#2, -corporations not having tuition reimburse-
ment plans¢: -.5'10 be concentrated in the two industries—
airlines aiid rerail sales—that hire mostly women in low-
level positions. Many companies do not extend eligibility
to hourly workers. Although some hourly workers are cov-
ered by separate union contracts, most hourly workers,
who are predominantly women, have no access to tuition
benefits (U.S. Department of Labor 1984). And 86 percent
of the corporations surveyed reimburse their employees for
courses taken only after they achieve a satisfactory grade.
Because more women fall into the lower income catego-
ries, the inability to provide tuition and registration fees
upfront has a significant adverse effect. Lower-income
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employees are doubly disadvantaged when they can afford
neither the initial payment of tuition nor the risk of failure
(O’Neill 1984).

Child Care
A significant cost of attending college for many women is
that of child care, yet student aid policies are inconsistent
and unclear—in fact, generally nonexistent—as to what
allowances may be claimed. Federal regulations for the
: largest aid programs, Pell Grants and GSLs, for example,
9N do not allow the cost of child care, while regulations for
WWMy incurred”
expenses. Furthermore, the College Work Study program
makes no allowances for payment of child care while a stu-
dent is working (usually 20 hours a week) in addition to
costs for child care incurred during the time spent in a
classroom. Allocations for administering campus-based
programs do not allow for subsidizing campus child care
services for students, nor do fiscal operations reports pro-
vide information on university subsidies for child care.

The largest sources of federal funding for day care are
indirect—the tax credit allowed for child care on individual
returns and tax deductions taken by employers who pro-
vide some form of day care assistance to employees (U.S.
Congress 1984a). Yet only ‘‘work-related expenses’ qual-
ify for the credit, and the credit may be taken only by a
married couple with a full-time *‘student-spouse.” More-
over, the IRS’s definition of full-time student states that “‘a
student who attends school only at night is not a full-time
student.””* And costs for child care may be deducted only
when an individual is working, not when he or she is going
to school. Consequently, these requirements prevent many
women from taking advantage of the credit for child care.

Corporate tax writeoffs for child care tend to cover only
work-related expenses, not education or staff develop-
ment. Further, costs of child care are generally not allow-
able in corporate benefit programs that pay tuition. Al-
though many corporations are beginning to recognize the
need for child care among increasing numbers of working
parents, much effort is still needed to include child care in
corporate programs covering tuition and in private partner-

*IRS publication 503, Child and Disabled Dependent Care, 1984, p. 1.
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ships with local universities. Doing so would pay off for
employers: Those with some form of child care program
receive a return on their investment in the form of
increased productivity and loyalty, enhanced public image,
improved recruitment, and reduced turnover, absenteeism,
and tardiness (The White House 1984).

For recipients of AFDC, the payments toward child care
allow only for time spent in the classroom and do not in-
clude hours spent traveling to and from child care centers
or to and from school, in the library, or in field work. Re-
cipients of AFDC must also deduct money not covering
tuition and fees from the monthly food stamp budget. Such
trends place great pressure on women to enroll part time
rather than full time and result in higher dropout rates for
female students with children.

Minority Women

Reports and research on minority participation in higher
education and in student aid programs have failed to
address the critical educational needs of minority women.
Women from racial or religious minorities and handicapped
women continually confront multiple barriers—race, reli-

_ gion, handicapping condition, sex—to equal education
opportunity, yet at the same time, each minority group
must be viewed in light of its particular cultural, economic,
political, and educational characteristics. For example,
while Native American females graduate from high school
at the lowest rate (8 percent), Japanese-American women
finish high school at a rate of 99 percent. Nearly all minor-
ity women are disproportionately disadvantaged, however.
These multiple barriers are most salient in work earnings,
where no group of minority women’s earnings are equal to
their male counterparts (Bailey 1983; Lewis et al. 1985).

The problem of meeting educational costs for minority
teenage mothers is acute. As more than half of the 12 mil-
lion children who live in families headed by women are
living in poverty, increasing proportions of minority chil-
dren in families headed by minority women are growing up
in poverty. Addressing the financial needs of these women
is imperative, particularly including sufficient child care
and transportation costs as allowable costs in student aid
formulas. Teenage parents are only half as likely as those
who bear children after age 20 to enroll in college, and
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those who become pregnant after 20 are four to five times
more likely to have completed college than teen parents.
Families headed by teen parents are seven times as likely
to live in poverty as all households in the country. In fact,
the age at which a young mother first gives birth is one of
the strongest, if not the strongest, influence on the level of
education she will attain (Guttmacher Institute 1985).

Black Americans, the largest minority group, continue to
face significant problems in achieving access to higher edu-
cation in the United States (National Advisory Committee
1980). In 1970, about 30 percent of black families were
headed by women; by 1980, 42 percent were headed by
women. More than half lacked high school diplomas, three-
fifths lacked jobs, and almost two-fifths of female-headed
families received welfare. The current poverty rate for
households headed by black females is 45 percent
(National Urban League 1984). ‘

The problem of illiteracy hurts minority and migrant
women disproportionately more than any other group
(Kozol 1985; Spero 1985). Such women are held back far-
ther as a consequence of high rates of teenage pregnancy,
unemployment, and unequal job earnings. Clearly the
problems of minority women have significant implications
for college recruiting, disseminating information about
financial aid, and partnerships between high schools and
colleges.

One program particularly helpful to minority women is
the Special Services Grants for Disadvantaged Students
program under Title III of the Higher Education Act.
Every institution receiving a Special Services Grant must
assure that each participant enrolled in the project will
receive ‘‘sufficient financial assistance to meet that partici-
pant’s full financial need. It is incumbent upon the project
to work with the participants and the institution to see that
this assurance is met”’ (34 CFR 646). This federal program
is particularly important to women: It served 104,696
women (compared to 76,672 men) throughout fiscal year
1981-82. Despite these impressive numbers, however, the
national average amount received was only $352. It is not
known whether men or women receive higher average
awards, because that information is not collected, but a
recent study concludes that ‘‘the absence of adequate
research data on minority women is a measure of the
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absence of educational equity’’ (Lewis et al. 1985, p. 380).
One exemplary practice at the graduate level for promot- _—

ing minority women is that of the National Consortium for  The current

Graduate Degrees for Minorities in Engineering, a joint

effort by universities and private industry to increase the P 01’8)1}’ rate ’

numbers of blacks, Mexican-Americans, Puerto Ricans, f or households

and Ame’xr"i;an Indians earning gradua;e clleg;ees ;:1 ehngi- headed by
neering. This organization comprises 42 leading high-

technology companies and research laboratories and 40 blaCkf emales
top-rated engineering schools (Friedland 1983). is 45 percent.

Assessment of Financial Need

Studies of education costs and resources for full-time
undergraduates in three states found many differences
between men and women in the patterns of financial
resources available to pay for college costs. Based on a
sample of almost 29,000 undergraduates in 241 colleges and
universities, differences between men and women appear
in total resources available to pay for college, in the
amounts and percentages derived from different sources,
and in the way financial aid is distributed among students
(Davis 1977).

Since student aid programs began, the question of how
to justly and equitably distribute avai'able resources to
worthy students has been a source ¢* much debate, contro-
versy, and lobbying. Issues surrounding such factors as
ability to pay, vertical and horizeatal v.;..j1v, @xnected con-
tributions from the family and the stucz s, 582" rd main-
tenance allowances, and students’ expense budgets have
perplexed student aid officials (Berkshire 1985; Binder
1983; Case 1983). And the financial needs of women as
nontraditional students are not given adequate attention.

Basic assumptions and practices used to calculate
“‘financial need”’ tend not to consider issues of gender
related to *‘total family contribution’’ (or “‘expected family
contribution’"), the foundation upon which most federal
and nonfederal student aid is awarded. The amount, deter-
mined by formula, is the sum a student and his or her fam-
ily can contribute toward college costs. The figure is
important because it is subtracted from the ‘‘cost of educa-
tion'’ in determining financial need; however, unusual
expenses, such as child care, many times are not consid-
ered. Consequently, parents’ and spouses’ support for edu-
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cation is noticeably different for men and women. Parents
of women contribute more than expected in relation to
amounts contributed by parents of men (Bob 1977; Davis
1977; Leslie 1977). And they contribute more because they
have to; it does not appear that parents of women contrib-
ute more because of a greater ability to contribute.

For nearly 65 percent of women—versus 47 percent for
men—parental aid is a major source of support. And finan-
cial support from spouses is especially important for mar-
ried women, not only in terms of actual dollars provided
but also because major support from a spouse can deter-
mine whether a woman will persist and complete college.

On a more subtle level, spouses who are ambivalent or
resentful about their partner's attending college may
provide only sporadic or little support. Whatever the
explanation, providing only minor support may create
uncertainties or conflicts that militate against complet-
ing college. If nothing else, married students might be
well advised to reach a clear understanding about finan-
cial support from their spouses before they finalize plans
to enroll in college (Astin 1975, p. 9).

Several systems have emerged to assess income and
financial resources, analyze needs, and identify potential
sources of financial aid. Since 1975, the *‘uniform method-
ology’’ has become a nationally accepted standard for
determining a student’s need and eligibility for most federal
(except Pell Grants and GSLs), state, and institutional
financial aid (Berkshire 1985). What appears to be a very
straightforward determination of financial need (total fam-
ily contribution subtracted from the student’s cost of atten-
dance at a given institution) is not so straightforward, how-
ever. Inherent in the uniform methodology are assumptions
about students’ financial resources that create a dispropor-
tionate effect on women. The calculation of ‘‘expected
earnings,”’ for example, is the same for both males and
females, even though national statistics clearly show that
women earn less than men per hour and research shows
that women are not as able as men to rely on savings to
cover college costs (Leslie 1982; U.S. Department of
Labor 1984). Expected earnings are inappropriately based
on summer earnings, even though men and women earn
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significantly different amounts, rather than on earnings
acquired during the school year (Maxwell 1984). Further,
the uniform methodology tends to be uniform in name
only, as many aid officers use much discretion in the distri-
bution of financial aid.

Effect of Student Aid on Choice of Career

Current student aid policies operate in a vacuum, providing
no incentives for universities to promote degree programs
in which graduates (especially women and minorities)
acquire a higher probability of landing adequately paid and
personally satisfying jobs. Neither are federal incentives
provided to develop corporate and business partnerships
with federal student aid programs so as to ensure a more
appropriate match between postsecondary education pro-
grams and the labor market (Moran 1983). Furthermore,
student aid policies have not been sufficiently adapted to
the fact that many women are now part-time or indepen-
dent students and that the number is growing rapidly. Con-
siderable attention has focused recently on high unemploy-
ment and underemployment among college graduates, yet
postsecondary institutions and student aid policies simply
have not met the demands of the constantly changing
labor market.

Student aid policy could be a very useful mechanism for
providing incentives to schools and corporations to change
the occupational distribution of women. Although women
make up 43.3 percent of the work force, they are still clus-
tered in the lowest-paying jobs. Some 34 percent are in
" clerical jobs, 27 percent in service occupations—wait-
resses, retail sales personnel, and medical aides. Even the
18 percent listed as professionals are believed to be mostly
teachers and nurses earning relatively low pay (Brooks
1983). Further, the current deindustrialization of our coun-
try necessitates not only a redistribution of women into
other career areas but also a stronger emphasis on retrain-
ing and lifelong learning (Bluestone and Harrison 1982).
Student aid policy can encourage women to develop mar-
ketable skills needed in the labor force. Current advertise-
ments call for people to become field service engineers,
satellite communication specialists, financial program con-
trol analysts, telemarketing representatives, systems appli-
cation programmers, computer data base designers, artifi-
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cial intelligence specialists, systems engineers, and tele-
communication network scientists.* It is well known that
women do not receive bachelor’s degrees in these areas,
let alone master’s or doctoral degrees.

In fact, the College Work Study (CWS) program and the
State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) program, perhaps
two of the most favorable aid programs for improving
career choices and work experience for women, actually
include regulatory barriers to facilitating career develop-
ment. Regulations for CWS, for example, specify that stu-
dents in the program can use the services of a job location
and development project only when in school, not after
they graduate. Further, eligibility for CWS is restricted to
full-time students (34 CFR 675). The SSIG program has a
cap on matching contributions from the states.

Disseminating Information and Targeting Recipients
Obtaining the right kind of financial information at the right
time is the critical dimension that determines, for many
students, whether or not they will attend college; in fact,
low-income students usually apply for college as a conse-
quence of having been provided adequate information
about student aid (Carroll 1983; Gruss and Hauptman 1985;
Stelk 1983). Greater effort is therefore needed in targeting
information about student aid to high school students. The
National Commission on Student Financial Assistance, the
National Association of College Admissions Counselors,
and the National Student Aid Coalition, in particular, have
channeled much of their resources toward research and the
development of improved strategies for disseminating
information.

Targeting student aid information toward women is a
recognized need: Sex-role stereotypes and traditional atti-
tudes block women fror; pirogressing toward degrees in
higher ~ducation. In fact, a i»ck of targeted information on
financ.al assistance ‘{28, %» a deterrent for many poten-
tial students, [has] a r:2:48t ¢ fmpact upon access and _
retention of low-incou.. : 1t tninority students, and [limits]
. . . [choices] among institutions’’ (Stelk 1983, p. 3).

Many women do not pursue postsecondary education
simply because they believe they cannot afford it; thus;

*The Washington Post 20 October 1983.
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they do not exert any effort to learn about institutions and
careers. Information generally reaches higher-income stu-
dents and males rather than lower-income students and
females. Thus, ‘‘those with the greatest financial need
remain uninformed about aid programs, {which] may con-
tribute to a decline in enrollments’’ (Stelk 1983, p. 9). A
recognized need exists for high school guidance counselors
and college recruiters to watch closely for high achievers
who for whatever reason do not apply to college or talk
about college plans. Such students tend to be from low-
income groups and do not have the self-confidence that
they will be accepted into college. Knowledge of available
student aid can be a determining factor in a student’s real-
izing his or her academic potential. More high schools need
to be equipped with expanded information resources,
including computer-assisted scholarship searches free of
charge to students.

Progress of Title IX

An overlooked issue in the debate about Title IX and the
interpretation of the Supreme Court’s ruling in Grove City
College v. Bell [687 F.2d 684 (3d Cir. 1982), aff’d, 104
S.Ct. 1211 (1984)] is that of financial assistance for stu-
dents. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 was
intended to eliminate discrimination on the basis of gender
in most education programs and activities receiving federal
financial assistance, and financial aid is recognized as one
area that is particularly vulnerable to differential treatment
on the basis of gender. Regulations require that postsec-
ondary institutions providing financial assistance to any of
their students may not provide different amounts or types
of assistance, limit eligibility for assistance, apply different
criteria, or otherwise discriminate on the basis of sex. Fur-
ther, an institution’s application for federal funds must be
accompanied by an assurance that financial aid will be
administered in compliance with regulations for Title IX.
The U.S. Office for Civil Rights’s enforcement practices,
however, do not include student financial assistance zs a
category for compliance reviews, and no decisiens on
financial aid from the perspective of equitable distribution
of dollars have been handed down by the courts. lreni-
cally, federal judges have heard substantial legal debate
about whether or not Pell Grants in particular are to be
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considered as federal assistance to an institution, thus
requiring compliance with Title IX.

Guidelines in table 9 established by the U.S. Office for
Civil Rights for analysis of student financial assistance in
determining compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and Title IX ‘‘assume’’ that institutions main-
tain data regarding the provision of financial assistance to
students by race, national origin, and gender. These guide-
lines state, however, that “‘if an institution does not main-
tain such data, the failure to do so is not a violation of Title
VI or Title IX’’ (U.S. Department of Education 1981, p. 2).
Thus, institutions generally do not maintain data about

w~=der for federal funding, because they are not required

to do so.

In the historic Grove City v. Bell, the U.S. Supreme
Court ruled that the receipt of Pell Grants (BEOGs), a fed-
eral grant program designed to address a national need and

TABLE 9

DATA REQUIRED FOR ANALYSIS OF
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

I. Merit-Based Financial Assistance
A. Comparison of Students Receiving Financial Assistance
® Summary data of total enrollment by race, sex, and
national origin, broken down by students receiving and
not receiving financial assistance by race, sex, and
national origin '
B. Comparison of Average Size and Type of Financial
Assistance :
® Individual records or a list of all awards
® Race, sex, and/or national origin of each student
receiving financial assistance
® Source of each award
® Type of assistantship or employment performed
C. Analysis of Criteria to Determine Which Students Receive
Merit-Based Financial Assistance
e Criteria, guidelines, or standards used to determine
which students receive finaacial assistance
® Application of each student who applied or was
considered for financial assistance (test scores, grades,
recommendations)
® Any evaluation or rating used by the school, depart-
ment, or program for determining which students receive
financial assistance
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Table 9 (continued)

II. Need-Based Finarncial Assistance
A. Comparison of Students Receiving Financial Assistance
® See ‘A’ above.
B. Comparison of Average Size and Type of Financial
Assistance
® See ‘‘B" above.
C. Replication of the Process by Which Need Is Determined
® Guidelines or standards used by the school for deter-
mining a student’s need
® For each student in the sample, the completed Graduate
and Professional School Financial Aid Service form (or
form provided by other services)
® For each student in the sample, the actual award made
by the school, including the components (for example,
scholarships, grants, loans) of each award and the
source of eacli component
D. Comparison of the Elements by Which Need Is Deter-
mined and Met
® For each student in the sample, the parents’ contri-
bution, the student’s contribution, need, award, and ex-
tent of the student’s *‘self-help”’ contribution

An institution’s not maintaining data on students receiving

financial assistance by race, national origin, or sex is not a

violation of Title VI or Title IX. Institutions may be requested to

maintain such data, in accord with departmental requirements,

under 34 CFR 100.(6) and 34 CFR 106.71. It is not necessary to
_personally identify any student.

Source: U.S. Department of Education 1981, p 12.

enable financially disadvantaged students to attend post-
secondary institutions, ‘‘does not trigger institution-wide
coverage under Title IX. In purpose and effect, BEOGs
represent federal financial assistance to the College’s own
financial aid program, and it is that program that may prop-
erly be regulated under Title IX*’ (p. 1211). This decision
has inadvertently required federal and university officials

* to examine standards and expectations in helping women
finance postsecondary education, an issue about equitable

policy that has virtually been ignored. Congressional hear-

ings and heated debates intended to overturn this ruling
have not addressed the Supreme Court’s directive to
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review student aid. Further, initial interpretations have
emphasized only the ‘‘student aid office,’’ not the *‘student
aid program’’ mandated by the Supreme Court. This dis-
tinction is essential because many awards of student aid—
for example, athletic scholarships, graduate internships,
endowments, scholarships from the private sector—neither
filter through nor are reported by an institution’s student
aid office. ‘

To date, institutions have not been held accountable for
equitable distribution of scholarships, graduate fellow-
ships, state grants, or other forms of student assistance.
Much of the problem lies not only in lack of enforcing Title
IX but also in practices of distributing student aid—the
decentralization of distribution, the lack of available
reports detailing the distribution of student aid by gender,
and promises to maintain ‘‘confidentiality” in an effort to
acquire family financial information. Many students view
the matter of financial aid as a personal issue and are reluc-
tant to discuss the nature of their aid with others. As a
result, few students, administrators, or state and national
policy makers are aware of the way other students in simi-
lar financial circumstances are treated or the way male and
female students fare as distinct groups (Campbell et al.
1983). Federal judges are known to perceive Title IX cases
as frivolous and. looking for ways to clear their overloaded
dockeis, r. i <o hear Tit}e IX cases (Gladen 1983).

Foi iz~.. :«4 44uity in education other than student
financial assistancc—-admissions, intercollegiate athletics,
dress and appearance codes, sexual harassment, student
activities—Title IX has actually marked tremendous prog-
ress in achieving initial steps toward educational opportu-
nity. Title IX also reflects the social revolution taking place
throughout the country and substantial changes in attitudes
among both men and women about the provision of equity.
This federal legislation has been quite successful in launch-
ing the first major initiative in prohibiting discrimination
based on sex, thus enabling women to make substantial
strides in pursuing higher degrees, particularly in nontradi-
tional programs like science, engineering, law, and medi-
cine. It is no longer news that women are being admitted to
prestigious law schools, playing in college sports, and
enrolling in nontraditional career programs; the question
now is whether wonien will be able to pay for higher edu-
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cation, increasing their chances of earning salaries of com-
parable worth.

The Participation of Women in Developing Policy
Improving women’s receipt of student aid tends to be con-
tingent on women’s active involvement in and recognition
during policy deliberations. The very existence of Title IX,
for example, is attributed to the commitment, power, and
leadership of Edith Greene, who chaired the House Sub-
committee on Postsecondary Education during the passage
of the Education Amendments of 1972 (Gladieux ~nd
Wolanin 1976). Influential commissions and blue ribbon
task forces on higher education are more likely to recog-
nize the needs of women when women are involved. The
first and second Newman Task Forces are good examples.
The first Newman Task Force, established in the early
1970s by HEW Secretary Elliot Richardson, was com-
prised of one female and eight males; its final report
devoted a whole chapter to barriers to equity for women in
postsecondary education, concluding:

- The unique role of higher education gives it extraordi-
nary leverage to either help or hurt women’s chances for
equality of opportunity. When colleges and universities
deny women the chance to gain skills and credentials,
they increase the likelihood that women will not receive
equal opportunities in all other social institui ons for the
rest of their lives (Newman 1971, p. 51).

The second Newman Task Force, created to recommend
specific strategies for addressing the problems the first task
force had identified, included no females. And the final
report makes no mention of equity for women (Newman
1973).
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HOW ARE WOMEN PAYING FOR COLLEGE?

Nearly all of the debate, research, and lobbying on the dis-
tribution of student aid have concentrated on percentages
and amounts of funds received by type of institution—
four-year public, two-year public, independent, and propri-
etary (Andersen 1986; Breneman and Nelson 1981;
Congressional Research Service 1985; El-Khawas 1983;
Hyde 1979; National Institute of Independent Colleges and
Universities 1983; Stampen 1985; Wilms 1983). And some
of the more difficult questions have been overlooked: What
is the distribution of student aid among women? What is
the nature of their aid packages? How do women fare in
student employment programs? Do women receive equal
shares of institutionally funded and corporate-funded stu-
dent aid? What is the nature of their cumulative debt? With
over $21 billion invested each year in all forms of student
aid, these questions need to be addressed. Other financial
resources—for example, the student’s and the family’s
contributions from savings and summer earnings—also
need examination.

The definition of financial need in federsl programs is
‘‘the difference between a student’s cost of attendance and
his or her expected family contributions,”” yet what
appears to be a simple and straightforward way to assess
needs actually has created subtle barriers for women.
Women have a greater need for student aid, because they
are more likely to enroll as independent, unclassified, or
part-time students and because they are more likely to hold
primary responsibilities for child care. They are apt to
incur additional costs for enrolling in remedial math and
science courses as a result of societal biases frequently
encountered in elementary and secondary schools expect-
ing women not to excel in those subjects. Women consti-
tute a disproportionate number of transfer students, espe-
cially from community colleges to four-year institutions but
also as a consequence of moving with husbands whose jobs
are relocated. Postsecondary institutions frequently do not
accept all coursework completed at a previous school and
require additional courses for meeting departmental
requirements for graduation.

Despite evidence of greater need, women receive less
financial aid than comparable males, and their student aid
packages present greater financial burdens. Of immediate
concern are low-income women. Given that many aid pro-

Women have a
greater need
Jor student
aid, because
they are more
likely to enroll
as
independent,
unclassified,
or part-time
Students and
because [of]
chiid care.

Student Financial Aid and Women

60

43



grams are based on formulas, a necessary unit of analysis
then becomes the formula itself. While significant effort
has gone into developing federal statutes and regulations
intended to be fair and equitable, the ultimate factor guar-
anteeing women’s access to financial support is clearly the
commitment, leadership, and knowledge of officials at
postsecondary institutions. Actual practices many times
are not the same as written policies at all levels of govern-
ment, and subtle differences in women’s receipt of student
aid are not so subtle after taking a closer look at differ-
ences by income levels, investigating restrictive regulatory
policies and pragtices of lenders, and discovering how institu-
tions sometimes use discretionary authority inappropriately
in the distribution of financial aid. (Table 10, pp. 46-8, points
out a few trends in the distribution of financial aid by gender.)

Another troublesome point deserving consideration is
the fact that current data bases tend to be very limited and
simply do not provide answers to difficult problems. While
much progress has recently been made to assess the impact
of policy through research, much work is still needed. Few
data bases funded by private and federal sources have
emerged, yet the few that exist are frequently used for
congressional lobbying, thus many times emphasizing spe-
cial interests. The most significant question has been how
student aid is distributed among private, public, and pro-
prietary institutions.

Major databases receiving federal funds include The
High School and Beyond Survey and The Cooperative
Institutional Research Program. Private foundations and
higher education associations have additionally invested
significant funds in the Public School Recipient Files and
the Private School Recipient Files, and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education has funded a wide variety of studies
using several databases. Inconsistent and noncomparable
data, however, are ‘‘damaging to the accuracy and timeli-
ness of institutional and state-level planning and monitor-
ing efforts, and to the approprix:ness of public policies
promulgated on the basis of misl=ading, incomplete, or
contradictory data” (U.S. Department of Education 1984h, .
p. 20). More recently, the U.S. Department of Education
launched a multimillion dollar national survey of student
aid that will build on what was learned from previous stud-
ies and will be available during the next few years. .




Meanwhile, the particular financial concerns confronting
women are nowhere addressed in the popular research on
student aid. This chapter describes issues of gender by
type of program and reports research findings where they
do exist. Programs of particular interest to women include
the Guaranteed Student Loan program, College Work
Study, National Direct Student Loans, Pell Grants, Sup-
plemental Educational Opportunity Grants, state scholar-
ships and grants, and athletic and military scholarships.
Job training assistance programs are increasingly impor-
tant; they include cooperative education, the Job Training
Partnership Act, and—most rapidly growing—corporate
benefits that pay tuition.

Guaranteed Student Loans .

The Guaranteed Student Loan program assists students in
securing federally subsidized loans to help them finance
their postsecondary education. It is the largest ($3.7 billion
in FY 1985), most complex, fastest growing, and most con-
troversial of all federal student aid programs (Clohan 1985;
National Council of Higher Education Loan Programs
1984). The federal government does not actually make
loans; instead it pays insurance premiums and special
allowances to lenders—credit inions, multistate banks,
local savings and loan institutions, and community banks—
to encourage their participation and pays interest subsidies
on behalf of students until they begin repayment.

The GSL program is frequently portrayed as a financial
time bomb: Barkruptcy claims for recipients of GSLs were
estimated to have increased nearly $3 million from 1983 to
1984, from $21 million to $24 million. Further, the costs of
underwriting the bankruptcies continue to rise. In 1982, the
U.S. Department of Education paid out $14 million for
bankruptcy subsidies, compared to $9 million in 1978 (U.S.
Department of Education 1984i). Costs for defaults for FY
1984 were $793.9 million, an increase of about $308 million
over the previous year (Clohan 1985). And GSLs show the
highest rates of fraud and abuse (U.S. Department of Edu-
cation 1984i). :

Analysis of participation rates and average awards
Women’s participation in the GSL program does not reflect
their rates of enrollment and is disprogortignately low, par-
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TABLE 10
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID BY GENDER®

Public School ~ Private School ~ Top Twenty Freshman Norms
Recipient File ~ Recipient File  Academic Rank Leslie Fall 1985
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female  Male  Female

Own Savings/Earnings

Aid per recipient §390  §345  §665  $36 51,055 9680

Percent participating - - 154 9,7

Percent of total expenses 93 60 6.4 5.5

Support of Family/Friends

Aid per recipient 17 S §126 214

Percent participating - - 38 30.6

Percent of total expenses 30 16

Scholarships/Grants

Aid per recipient 1373 $1,036 §2,637 $182 3% %

Percent participating - -

~ Percent of total expenses 8 438

Total Loans

Aid per recipient 0961 87112 1,195 8 41 815

Percent participating - -

Percent of total expenses 167 144




USUIOAA PUD DIV JDIDUDUI.Y JUSDITIS

Pell Grant

Aid per recipient
Percent participating
Percent of cost covered

Guaranteed Student Loan
Aid per recipient
Percent participating
Percent of cost covered

College Work Study
Aid per recipient
Percent participating
Percent of cost covered

SEOG

Aid per recipient
Percent participating
Percent of cost covered

NDSLL

Aid per recipient
Percent participating
Percent of cost covered

State Scholarships/Grants

Aid per recipient
Percent participating
Percent of cost covered

T
-

§161  $111
By Wl
1428 13,65
$1.878  §1802
5 A8
N2 3536
825 §763
162 197
15,50 1464
5150 $676
13 1l
1408 1297
SLO% 81,14
103106
2061 2158
M5 $6%9
AL IVAY!
343 1341

b4

8.9

19.2

21

1.6

3.1

4.6

10.2

196

3

1.6

34
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Other
Aid per recipicnt
Percent participating

Total Resources

Percent participating
Percent of total expenses

Unmet Need
Balance
Percent of total expenses

‘Selected data from major studies:
records,

actual student aid records,

ERIC

Public Schoal
Recipient File

Aid per recipient §2,982

TABLE 10 CONTINUED

Private School Top Twenty
Recipient File ~ Academic Rank Leslie

Male ~ Female Male  Female  Male  Female

56938  $33.58
231l

52,521 96,723  §5,648 132 $942

%58 8164

(3446)  (§799)

-62 -124

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (1982): full-time freshmen only, Based on income levels of $20,000 to $30,000,
Leslie 1982: NIE Higher Education Indicators project; part-time students (NLS data for 1975-76).
Freshman Norms (1985): full-time freshmen only, entering 365 institutions (alltypes),

LA

Freshman Norms
Fall 1985
Male Female

1.6 0.7

Public School Recipient File (1982): independent students atending four-year and two-year public institutions. Survey of actual student aid

Private School Recipient File (1982): dependent, undergraduate students attending private institutions (income level under $6,000). Survey of



ticularly for low-income women (see table 11). Low-
income women tend to receive GSLs at nearly half the rate
of comparable males (9 percent versus 15.6 percent), while
high-income females have a higher participation rate than
comparable males (18 percent versus 16.9 percent) (U.S.
Department of Education 1983).

Throughout the history of the GSL program, charges
have been levied that certain students tend to be denied
loans—out-of-state students, students enrolling in less-
than-two-year programs, those with no previous relation-
ship with the lender, and students enrolling in proprietary
schools (National Commission on Student Financial Assis-
tance 1984).

High tuitions and the necessity of relying on one’s own
resources mean that the need for loans at many schools is
large and growing. Women tend to rely more on loans
because they have to. In the absence of sufficient grants
and work study programs, women increasingly must incur
large college debts if they want to complete school. More-
" over, more women are deciding to attend graduate school,
further increasing individual debt, and they may be bor-
rowing smaller amounts than needed from more costly
sources (credit cards, for example). Women may be unwill-
ing to commit themselves to student loans because they
anticipate low future income (Johnson 1983). This ‘‘hidden
demand”’ for student loans from those entering underpaid
professions raises important policy questions, and it may
petilly explain the differences between low-income and
kil income women’s participation.

Powcy issues
Mucth: attention has been focused on rising defaults and stu-
dent borrowers’ willingness to repay loans, but little atten-
tion has been given to ability to repay, a function of both
the size of the debt and the requirements for repayment in
relation to a borrower’s income over the term of the loan.
The average annual salary of women with GSLs to repay is
$17,040, while that for males is $23,093 (Boyd and Martin
1986, p. 22). Although women have lower participation
rates than males while in school, the participation rate of
women who are repaying loans is higher (57.6 percent),

- suggesting that males are able to repay loans sooner after
graduation. Women who are repaying loans say they wish
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TABLE11
PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPATION IN GSL PROGRAM, BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION: 1980-81 AND 1981-82¢

Public Two-Year Public Four-Year ~ Private Four-Year *  Vocational” All Institutions
1960-81  1981-62  1980-81  1981-82  1980-81 198182  1980-81 198I-82 1980-81 198182

Low

Income

Male 2.0 6.6 123 18.1 2.9 30.5 39 16,7 9.5 156 -
Female 1.5 21 44 9.8 10,7 24 3.7 6.5 44 9.0

Moderate

Income

Male 3.9 8.6 16,9 3.7 6.3 2.1 3.6 13.4 11.8 17.6
Female 83 8.9 3.3 15.3 19.3 240 14,7 19,1 1.7 15,0

High

Income

Male 6.8 §.2 160 4.3 3.8 30T 4} 9.6 16,6 169
Female 4.0 2.6 174 20.1 8.7 25,0 13.1 19,1 16.3 8.1

"The base for percentages is all low-income (less than $12,000), moderate-income ($12,000 to $19,000), and highincome (520,000 and above) 1980
high school seniors enrolled in postsecondary education in 1980-81 and 1951-82,
"Category includes all vocational and technical institutions as well as proprictary institutions.

Source: U.S. Department of Education 1983,
o N }
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they had borrowed less, while men wish they had bor-
rowed more.

Women occasionally face discrimination from lenders
and a disproportionate burden of repayment for single
women (National Commission on Student Financial Assis-
tance 1984). They also face several regulatory restrictions:

1. Eligibility is restricted to students who are attending
school at least half time. -

2. Veterans’ benefits may not be considered in calculat-
ing estimated financial assistance, yet other federal
grant programs, including AFDC and food stamps,
may be.

3. Ccsts of child care are not explicitly allowed in calcu-
lating the cost of attendance.

4. The required written statement from a commercial
lender that denies a loan does not have to state the
reason for the denial.

5. While schools are required to present prospective stu-
dents who are likely to obtain a GSL with complete
and accurate information about their academic pro-
grams, faculty, and facilities, they are not required to
provide information of particular concern to
women—number of female faculty and administra-
tors, whether or not the campus has child care facili-
ties, and so on (34 CFR 682.200) (Howe, Howard,
and Strauss 1982).

Work Study Programs
Women tend to rely more on work study aid than men, but
men get the higher-paying jobs. Significant differences are
apparent in full-time and part-time college work and sum- -
mer employment. Greater differences occur in institution-
ally funded and privately funded work programs than in the
federal College Work Study program, except. for summer
work study (Leslie 1977, 1982; Maxwell 1984; U.S. Depart-
ment of Education 1983; U.S. Department of Labor 1984).
The College Work Study program, originally part of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and the largest college
work program, provides jobs for students. Federal funds
‘pay 80 percent of students’ wages in jobs on campus and in
nonprofit institutions, thereby providing jobs that would
not otherwise exist. College Work Study is popular with

Veterans’
benefits may
not be
considered in
calculating
estimated
financial
assistance, yet
other federal
grant
programs,
including
AFDC and
food stamps,
may be.
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institutions because it provides not only student aid but
also a pool of subsidized labor. Students may work part
time on or off campus; in many instances, they work full
time during the summer. Wages, rates, work assignments,
supervision, and general management are the responsibility
of participating institutions, and, when employment is off
campus, work must be in a public or private nonprofit insti-
tution. Employment in the program is intended to comple-
ment students’ educational or vocational goals as much as
possible. A tetal of 3,448 institutions participate in the pro-
gram; they received approximately $590 million during
1985-56 and provided about 872,660 jobs (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education 1985a).

Analysis of participation rates and average awards
Tabulations on students who rank among the top 20 in their
hizh school graduating class indicate that while the per-
centage of women participating in College Work Study is
higher than that of men (16.5 percent versus 13.8 percent),
the average award women receive is less than that of com-
parable men ($753 versus $830). Further, this award covers '
less of total college costs than for men (13.7 versus 14.7
percent) (Cooperative Institutional Research Program
1982). Women rely on smaller percentages from total earn-
ings and savings (Cooperative Institutional Research Pro-
gram 1982; Leslie 1977; National Institute of Independent
Colleges and Universities 1983; U.S. Department of Edu-
cation 1983), and average awards for summer employment
differ significantly for men and women (Maxwell 1984).
Unemployment among youths is much higher than overall
unemployment, and the unemployment rates for blacks and
women are even higher. For young black women, the
unemployment rate may reach 50 percent (National Stu-
dent Aid Coalition 1985). Virtually no research on student
aid, however, has specifically addressed differences
between men and women in average earnings and hourly
wage rates.

Among teenagers, the female-to-male earnings ratio for
Sull-time workers was 87.6 percent—slightly higher than
that for 20- to 24-year-olds, and considerably higher
than that for other age groups. However, a large num-
ber of young workers have earnings at or near the pre-
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vailing minimum wage ($3.35 per hour in 1982, or $134
for a 40-hour work week). About one-third of the male
teenagers and nearly half of the female teenagers earned
under 3150 a week in 1982 (U.S. Department of Labor
1984, p. i8).

Policy issues
The requirement for ‘‘maintenance of effort’’ (46 CFR
675.20) provides an opportunity for institutions to increase
their own aid programs for women. To meet the require-
ment, an institution may include any expenditures of its
own funds for scholarships, grants, loans, tuition waivers,
fee waivers, and fee remissions, and it may iz:tude
employment of graduate and undergraduate students,
whether or not they are eligible for SEOGs or the CWS
program. The requirement may also be met by using any
_funds donated to the institution for financial aid if the insti.
tution chooses the recipients and the amounts of awzid::.-
Although students have to show financial need, s¢t: “us-
have broad discretion in allocating assistance, and they .o
not necessarily target it toward the lowest-income students
(Penner 1984). Furthermore, no regulatory provisions
require equal pay for equal work, one of the most signifi-
cant palicy issues affecting women’s participation in stu-
dent aid, particularly in summer employment. Because the
program is being proposed for expansion, it becomes
imperative to examine closely the issues of equity (U.S.
Department of Education 1983).

National Direct Student Loans
As an outgrowth of the National Defense Education Act of
1958, which provided student loans for expanding the pool
of technologically educated workers in response to the
launch of Sputnik, NDSLs now provide a ‘‘flexible,”
campus-based source of low-interest loans available to
graduate and undergraduate studaats based on financial
need. Because it is the only prizram that cancels part of
the loans for qualifying teachers and exterds provisions for
repayment for low-income individuals, it is among the most
beneficial loan programs for women.

Like other federal student aid programs, funds must be
used solely to meet educational and related expenses, and
students must be enrolled at least half time at an eligible
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school. Loans are made from an institution’s revolving
loan fund, which is comprised of a federal capital contribu-
tion, the institution’s contribution (10 percent of the federal
contribution), and collections from earlier loans. Funds
currently are loaned at 5 percent interest to students who
have difficulty obtaining other loans or who need additional
funds. Distribution of new federal capital is based on state
appropriations, regulatory criteria determining an institu-
tion’s need for funds, and the institution’s performance in
collecting debts. Federal appropriations for the NDSL pro-
gram in 1985-86 amounted to over $187 million; 3,250 insti-
tutions participated, benefiting an estimated 781,015 stu-
dents (U.S. Department of Educe.: -:n 1985a).

Analysis of participation rates and averare gwards

Students may borrow up to $3,000 for tée first two years of
an undergraduate program, up to a cumulative maximum of
$6,000 for an undergraduate course of study. Graduate stu-
dents may borrow a maximum of $12,000, minus any
amount borrowed as an undergraduate. Average award per
recipient, percentage of total costs covered, and percent-
age of students participating 2ve roughly equal for men and

- women (Cooperative Institutional Research Program 1982);

thus, the program is especially beneficial for women.

Funding for NDSLs has dropped by $107 million since
1980, however, thus serving 163,000 fewer low-income stu-
dents. Further, funding for the program has been cut off
for institutions whose default rate is above 25 percent,
many of which are proprietary institutions enrolling the
largest proportions of women (U.S. Department of Educa-
tion 1982). Unfortunately, students sometimes become
scapegoats for poor management by a few institutions and
consequently are frequently unable to obtain funds from
other sources.

The current practice of eliminating new capital contribu-
tions to institutions above the 25 percent benchmark
penalizes needy students and not the institutions. New
and continuing students who qualify for and need NDSL
awards to complete their educations are not the cause of
the past default rate problem. Yet they are the ones who
will pay the price when institutions are precluded from
receiving capital contributions under the program. Con-
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gress should not permit needy students to be forced to
.nay the price for what may heve been past institutional
deficiencies regarding collection efforts.*

Policy issues

The issues of loan burden, default, ae! bankruptcy have
not ‘been examined with relation to theii impact on women.
Default rates for }<DSLs are the most prevalent and persis-
tent problem plaguing most participating institutions.
Moreover, women are especially vulnerahle to ND51., reg-
ulations requiring that students be enrolled at least haif
time to receive an NDSL. This requirement impedes the
participation of women, especially at community colleges
and proprietary institutions where women are more likely
to be enrolled less than half time and the institutions are
more likely to deny requests for GSLs.

In the early history of the NDSL program, recipients
could cancel loans for teaching in nearly any type of educa-
tional institution, from kindergarten through graduate
school. This policy was rescinded during the 1970s (Moore
1983), however, and as more classroom teachers are
needed, it deserves to be reconsidered. '

Pell Grants

One of the most dramatic revolutions in student financial
assistance was the creation of Basic Educational Opportu-
nity Grants, later renamed Pell Grants after their sponsor,
Senator Claiborne Pell. The idea of such grants was origi-
nally greeted with skepticism, antagonism, and resistance
on the part of the higher education community. Senator
Pell, then virtually unknown to education lobbyists,
pushed with commitment and persistence the notion of a
student aid program that would be “‘direct, basic, and sim-
ple,” providing students with a “‘floor’’ of financial aid to
help defray the costs of postsecondary education {Gladieux
and Wolanin 1976, p. 86). Today it is the largest federal
student grant program based on need, both in terms of dol-
lars appropriated and number of students served.

*Earl Lazerson, president of Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville,
13 August 1982, in correspondence to Alex Lacey, president of Sangamon
State University. Background material for testimony on NDSL defaults
befior - l.e Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, U.S. House of
Representatives.
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Analysis of participation rates and average awards

An important measure of Pell Grants' effcctiveness is the
degree to which the award provides a *‘floor of support'’
for financing access to postsecondary education. Reflecting
their low-income profile, females participate at a higher
rate than males (64 percent), but they receive an average
award of $880, compared to an average award of $913 for
males. The average award tends to be even lower for
females in the top 20 of their high school class (Coopera-
tive Institutional Research Program 1982). For both sexes,
the award covers only about 16 percent of total costs; thus,
the lower average award for females indicates they are
attending lower-cost institutions.

The number of low- and moderate-income individuals
has declined noticeably since 1980. Females tend to partici-
pate at a higher rate in the Pell Grant program (25.5 per-
cent versus 22.8 percent), yet the decreased participation
of low-income females (13.3 percent) was about twice that
of low-income males (8.5 percent) (U.S. Department of
Education 1983). For minority students, the Pell Grant
program:

. .. seems to have contributed more to increasing
access than to increasing choice, since the great major-
ity of recipients are enrolled in lower-cost institutions.
Although the awards are higher for students who attend
higher-cost institutions, they cover a smaller proportion
of the total costs of such schools (Williams and Kent
1982, p. 36).

Policy issues

Current awards are limited to the least of: (1) the maximum
award ($1,800) minus the expected family contribution; or
(2) one-half of the cost; or (3) the cost minus the expected
family contribution. Consequently, some students whose
costs are the same but who receive different family contri-
butions receive the same amount. Financial aid administra-

tors do not actually determine eligibility and amounts of

Pell Grants; rather, the aid is based on estimates. Thus, the
current program results in unintended inequities, as low-
income students attending low-cost community colleges
are limited to one-half of that low cost; further, the grants
generally do not cover costs of transportation or child care.




Certain regulatory policies restrict females’ participation
in the program:

1. Eligibility is restricted to full-time undergradaate stu-
, dents (34 CFR 690.4).

2. Expenses for child care are not included as an allowa-
ble cost of attendance, nor is an adequate amount
authorized for miscellaneous expenses. Besides
tuition and fees and room and board, allowable costs
of attendance include $400 for books, supplies, and
miscellaneous expenses for an academic year (34
CFR 690.51).

3. Institutions are in no way required to account for
average awards or participation rates on the basis of
gender or race (34 CFR 690.85).

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants

The Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG)
program is especially important for students with higher
costs of attendance (those attending independent institu-
tions) and of particular concern to women (those who are
independent students with dependents). It is often used to
recruit top students. The program channels grants to stu-
dents through institutions, usually as part of a financial aid
package, to supplement students’ resources when their
financial needs are unmet by other sources of aid. During
1985-86, 4,261 institutions received $408 million in SEOG
funds, benefiting close to 659,000 students (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education 1985a). Yet women in some income lev-
els and in the top 20 of their classes receive lower average
awards, which cover iower percentages of total college
costs, than comparable males (see table 12) (Cooperative
Institutional Research Program 1982).

Federal funds are allocated by statutory formula, first to
states and then to institutions within the state. Institutions
qualify for funds based on past use of funds, current stu-
dents’ finances, and funds allotted to the state where the
institution is located. The state allotment is based in part
on its relative share of national part-time and full-time
undergraduate enrollment (34 CFR 676.3-.6).

A recognized advantage of SEOGs is that they have
been able to meet the special circumstances and needs of
individual students, and the program has been directed
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, TABLE 12

- AVERAGE SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT FOR DEPENDENT FRESHMEN"

| Annual Income

8 0-810.000  $10,000-20,000  $20,000-30,000  $30,000~40,000  $40.000+  Total
Male
Average per recipient §790 §702 $750 5971 $386 §155
Percent of cost covered 5.0 13.2 4.1 142 139 3.3
Percent participating 170 12,5 13 36 13 6.3
Female
Average rer recipient §787 §708 $676 $743 g0 6
Percent 7¢{ cost covered 15.7 13.9 13.0 13.7 138 13,3
Percent pa: ‘scipating 145 2.} 11 34 13 6.5
"Students in top 20 of class,
Source; Cooperative [nstitutional Research Program 1982,
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increasingly at students in high-cost institutions. Because
the program is campus based and financial aid officers can
design flexible student aid packages, it can be used as an
effective tool for recruitment. As a recruiting device, how-
ever, SEOGs may be recognizing high-achieving males
more than high-achieving females (Cooperative Institu-
tional Research Program 1982).

Analysis of participation rates and average awards
- The maximum grant authorized per student for a single
a;:tadc:lr.nic year is ¥2,000; ho.we:f:ar;.low-inco.me ;'emales HoweVer,
attending private four-year institutions receive fewer . ‘
awards than comparable males (24.7 percer " “ersus 35.6 low-income
percent of enrollments). Approximately 70, .rcent of f emales
recipients come from families with incomes below $15,000, attending
and over 80 percent also receive Pell Grants. Students at rivate
" independent institutions received over 40 percent of SEOG P
funds in 1981-82; only half of Pell Grant recipients in inde- four -year
*-pendent institutions and less than 20 percent of Pell Grant  jnstitutions
- recipients in public institutions received a SEOG. Moder- .
ate- and high-income females tend to receive equal or recervve f ewer
slightly higher awards than their male counterparts, awards than
although the participation of b.oth low:income males and comparable
females has dropped substantially while that of moderate- I
and high-income students appears to have stabilized (U.S. maies.
Department of Education 1983).

Policy issues
To be eligible, a student must be enrolled at least half time
"and must be an undergraduate. Although ar. institution may
use up to 10 percent of its allocation to avzard SEOGs to
eligible students who are enrolled as less than half-time -
students, less than | percent of participating institutions
take advantage of the option. Reporting requirements for
the institution cover over 20 pages and do not include any
. information by gender. Further, if an institution requests a
review of the amount of funds it is scheduled to receive,
the National Appeal Pancl does not consider any items in
cost of attendance of concern to women, such as child care
(34.CFR 676.7).
Institutions have considerable discretion in selecting
recipients of SEOGs. Although federal regulations require
that an institution’s selection procedures be ‘‘uniformly
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applied, in writing, and maintained in the files of the stu-
dent financial assistance office’" [34 CFR 676.9 (c) (3)], no
available evidence indicates that school officials pay close
attention to any issues of gender in selecting recipients.

State Scholarship and Grant Programs

Over the past decade, states quadrupled their financial sup-
port to postsecondary education, and that support is now
an integral part of the total picture (see table 13). The size,
type, and impact—as well as the rules governing eligibil-
ity—of the programs vary widely from state to state (Davis
1983; Nolfi 1983). In fact, states have consistently provided
primary support for all aspects of postsecondary educa-
tion, increasing from 62.7 percent of total institutional
funding in 1970 to 68.5 percent in 1982. State grant pro-
grams increased 27 percent since 1980, compared to a 19
percent decrease (in constant dollars) in total federal aid
(College Board 1985).

State governors are emerging as powerful leaders in
determining the direction of state aid programs, and they
have taken a lead in recognizing the financial needs of
women (National Governors Association 1985). Former
Governor Charles Robb, chair of the National Governors
Association’s Subcommittee on Education, recommended
five policies for states to act on to the 1985 annual confer-
ence of governors:

1. Identify and evaluate existing state policies and goals
on postsecondary education; '

2. Establish more detailed measures «f the adequacy of
financial aid to evaluate its capacity to ensure that all
qualified students have access to postsecondary edu-
cation and a broad choice of quality institutions;

3. Review and strengthen existing monitoring policies
and practices about state financial aid loan authori-
ties;

4, Develop along-range strategy for improving the allo-
cation of existing financial aid to better serve
expected demograpkic shifts, including more adult,
part-time, women, low-income, and minority stu-
dents;

5. Explore options for restructuring state appropriations
to meet projected future demands (National Gover- -
nors Association 1985, p. 35).
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TABLE 13

AID AWARDED TO POSTSECONDARY STUDENTS IN CONSTANT DOLLARS;
1980-81 THROUGH 1984-85
(INMILLIONS)

Estimated  Estimated  Estimated Percent Change

8081 198182 198283 pog3-a4 1984-85  1980-81 o 1984-85
Federally Supported Programs

D LUOAA p:}v PIV DI1DUDULIT IUSPIIIS

Generally Available Aid
Pell Grants 2660 23% 23w 26432509 ~ 37
SEOG 408 3 (3] 335 338 - 112
N (¢ O S n 51 69 - 188
CWS T4 640 619 664 60! ~ 181
NDSL .55 585 565 529 - 317
GSL and PLUS 694 744 6497 2400 7660 108
Subtotal | L6156 08 T T N
Specially Directed Aid
Social security 209 2041 7l 209 ) - 985
Veterans 138 13 1,003 751 - 604
Other grants 132 105 81 5 !/ -0
Other loans 68 %0 153 I8 253 .|
Subtoa WO W TR T - U0
Total Federal Atd B85 15060 178 3022 1 - 189
State Grant Programs o 0 Ly 273
Insitutionally Awarded Aid XK /X! 2,384 2,38 0.0

Total ederal, tate, and Insitutonal Aid 19,063 8489 16051 655 %3m - 144

Source: College Board 1985, p. 0.
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One significant federal program, State Student Incentive
Grants (SSIGs), encourages states to develop their own aid
systems for establishing and expanding scholarships.
Every federal dollar goes directly to the student, and fed-
eral funds are matched with state funds. The program has
created a nationwide delivery network of state agencies
and officials focusing on student assistance. The largest
such network, the National Association of State Scholar-
ship and Grant Programs, is a highly resourceful research,
information, and support group for many throughout the
financial aid community. A current Department of Educa-
tion priority for SSIG is to develop and expand state-
funded work study programs.* Most states solicit matching
corporate dollars, not only for work programs but also for
scholarship and grant programs.

Some states—Michigan, New Jersey, Washington, Mas-
sachusetts, California, and Oregon—have created special
programs for women, and several states recognize wom-
en’s needs for aid not only in public policy but also by
piloting creative initiatives to reduce further financial bar-
riers. Oregon, for example, developed a statewide dissemi-
nation system for information on student aid in conjunction
with the state’s public welfare computer system. Michigan
is one of the few states to prohibit explicitly sex discrimi-
nation in the distribution of scholarships by statutory lan-
guage (Michigan Higher Education 1985). The Massachu-
setts Higher Education Assistance Corporation targets
student loan programs for low-income women, in an effort
to remove them from public welfare programs. On thc
other hand, some state officials and agencies have been
defendants in bitter court battles to achieve equal opportu-
nity for women.

The SSIG program has been successful; in 1981, for
example, at least 26 states matched their incrcased SSIG
funding on about a six-to-one basis (Davis 1983). [n addi-
tion, SSIG funds contributed to the establishment of new
programs in 21 states and to the growth and expansion of
programs in seven of those states. Among the 25 states
with larger, older programs, SSIG funding has been associ-
ated with growth and expansion of programs, and, among

*Terrell H. '3«ii, 4 May 1983, correspondence to Chancellor John B. Duff,
Massachusetts ‘Board of Regents.
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five states with older, smaller programs, SSIG funding con-
tributed significantly to programs’ growth in threc states
(Davis 1983). SSIG has been less successful in inducing
increased state spending, however (Hansen 1983), largely
because federal expenditures fall short of matching many
states’ efforts. "*In fact, declining federal appropriations
threaten to erode SSIG’s influence on the expansion of
state programs altogether. . . . In a time of extreme bud-
getary pressures on state governments, encouraging the
continuation of current spending on state grants might be
an important new effect of SSIG”’ (p. 18).

Athletic Scholarships

University presidents and athletic coaches have been willing
to pay top dollar to recruit winning athletes, expecting the
investment to pay off in revenue from television contracts,
contributions from alumni, institutional publicity, and general
gate receipts. Football and basketball, in particular, generate
millions of dollars for several universities. Yet scandals in
college sports programs have been mounting, and many of
the best National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA)
universities have been plagued with infractions and scan-
dals involving student aid.

The picture is different for women’s sports, which gener-
ally fall under ‘‘expenditures’ in university budgets. Much
of the controversy surrounding Title IX regulations has
centered on intercollegiate athletics, an area of alleged sex
discrimination in higher education as well as the area that
provides the largest amounts of student financial assis-
tance. Where men are afforded opportunities for athletic
scholarships, women must also be provided similar oppor-
tunities. Specifically, ‘‘to the extent that a recipient [insti-
tution] awards athletic scholarships or grants-in-aid, it
must provide reasonable opportunities for such awards for
members of each sex in interscholastic or intercollegiate
athletics’’ [34 CFR 106.37 (c)].

The U.S. Department of Education has clarified the obli-
gations of recipients of federal aid under Title IX:

The Department will examine compliance with this pro-
vision of the regulation primarily by means of a financial
comparison to determine whether proportionately equal
amounts of financial assistance [scholarship aid] are
available to men’s and women’s athletics programs. The

-
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Departmen: will measure compliance with this standard
by dividing the amounts of aid available for members of
each sex by the numbers of male or female participants
in the athletics rrogram and comparing resudts. Institu-
tions may be found in compliznce if this comparison
results in substantially equal ariounts or if a resulting
disparity can be explained by adjustments to take into
account legitimate, nondiscriminatory factors (U.S.
Department of Education 1979, p. 2).

Various legal actions have been attempted to make Title
IX regulations invalid with respect to athietic scholarships
and other financial support for student athletes [NCAA v.
Califano, 622 F.2d 1382 (10th Cir. 1980)], although, since
the passage of Title IX, no university has been denied fed-
eral funds as a consequence of being found negligent by the
Office for Civil Rights in the award of athletic scholarships.
The university’s receipt of a Letter of Finding merely
requires remedial actions; nevertheless, an NCAA sanction
carries with it not only a loss of scholarships but also the
loss of significant revenue as the result of prohibitions
against competing in national championships.

Financing collegiate athletics clearly involves some under-

" lying problems pertaining to student financial assistance:

1. Intercollegiate athletics tends to be shrouded in
secrecy.

2. Providing equal opportunity for women would require
major expenditures for intercollegiate competition
and would lead to financial disaster for higher educa-
tion institutions with NCAA Division I programs.

3. Subsidized athletes, particularly in football and bas-
ketball, usually have all tuition, room and board, and
living expenses paid by the athletic program.

4, Financial aid is so expensive that relatively few insti-
tutions use their full quota of awards and many insti-
tutions severely restrict the award per student, pro-
viding only partial support to athletes skilled in sports
that do not produce revenue,

5. In the NCAA Division | institutions, the typical wom-
en’s program depends somewhat on the financial suc-
cess of men’s football for budgetary support, although
most of the funds for women’s programs come from
institutional sources rather than gate receipts.

-
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6. Academic scholarships are seldom as numerous or as
generous as athletic grants-in-aid.

7. Even though women account for only 30 percent of
the total population involved in collegiate athletics,
the costs of equalizing their status would be so high
that institutions would experience significant budget-
ary strains, especially private institutions with high
tuition costs.

8. Major institutions often provide lucrative and some-
limes undemanding summer jobs to recruits as a way
to beat the competition, and national rules and
enforcement for those jobs may be somewhat looser
than enforcement of rules on support during the aca-
demic year (Atwell, Grimes, and Lopiano 1980).

Ironically, despite extensive NCAA rules on student aid
and Title IX policies requiring sex equity in athletic finan-
cial aid, the only way of determining what benefits individ-
ual players receive has been to question individual athletes
(Chronicle of Higher Education 1984).* Power and influ-
ence in collegiate athletics are perhaps best illustrated in
the 1985 conference schedule of the National Collegiate
Athletic Association: The NCAA Women’s Round Table
met at the same time the NCAA Presidents’ Comrnission
was meeting in a closed-door session.

Military Scholarships and Veterans’ Benefits

Two inadvertent consequences of the Gl Bill were the
decreased proportion of females enrolled in universities
shortly after World War II and a current predominance of
males in top executive positions requiring college degrees.
The GI Bill, which marked the beginning of the federal role
as a provider of student assistance, is recognized as one of
the most fitting rewards for national service. Over 17 mil-
lion individuals have obtained educational benefits under
one of the GI bills since World War 11, almost all of them
‘male. Based on a fundamental belief that the national inter-
est required large numbers of highly trained individuals,
these education assistance programs were designed to help
veterans obtain an educational status they might normally

*John Toner, NCAA president, at a press conference during the 1985
NCAA convention, 13 January 1985,
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have aspired to and obtained had they not served their
country during war or national emergency. A secondary
objective was to prevent massive unemployment {Rash-
kow 1976).

Covering tuition costs and benefits is a top recruiting
mechanism for the U.S. armed services. "zograms like the
veterans’ cost-of-instruction payments to sastitutions of
higher education provide funds for veterans’ cdtszational
needs. Institutions may use this money to *‘establish znd
maintain a full-time Office of Veterans’ Affairs that pro-
vides outreach and recruitment activiies, counseling and
tutorial scrvices, and special program: {or ¢:ducaticnaliy
disadvantaged veterans’’ (34 CFR 629.f}. F¢w wome::,
even though their numbers arc increasing, participsi< in
the GI Bill's benefits, however. In 1982,. for examyis, 7.4
percent of women received bachelor’s ¢igrees in military
sciences, compared to 92.6 percent of sizen (1).S. Depart-
ment of Education 1984c).

More options for public service that providc aid for
woinen should be available, and various proposals have
suggested an expansion of opportunities for national ser-
vice by which individuais have a greater choice of ways fo
serve their country. Most notable is the *“G% Bill fer Teach-
ers,’”’ a proposal to recruit classroom teachess, as more
classroom teachers than military persc¢zinsl wre neecied
over the next 10 years.

Job Training Financial Aid Programs

Colleges play a vital role in promoiing ans improving
opportunities for careers through job training»rograms like
cooperative education, vocational educatior, and the Job
Training Partiiership Act. As salaries azid job placements
generally are considerably less for woinen, the financing of
job training programs is e:pecially important. Cooperative
education, authorized under Title VIII of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1980 and administered by the Cffice of Voca-
tional and Adult Education in the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, has provided over 1,054 grants totaling almost $35
million to postsecondary institutions to deveiop, imple-
ment, strengthen, or expand woik programs. These pro-
grams conisibute to a more direct relationship between col-
lege major and full-time employment after graduation. The
majority of participating students are compensated for their

i
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work; thus, the income is viewed as another form of -
dent financial assistance. Although cooperative education
holds considerable potential for improving job skills,
national statistics on the participation of women are not
collected.

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984
(P.L. 98-524), which amends the Vocational Education
Act of 1963, attempts to eliminate sex-role stereotyping in
occupational training by calling for the reduction of sex
biases in vocational education programs. Under the act,
interested parties may secure support for projects of
national significance to ensure sexual equity based on
needs and yearly initiatives of the Office of Vocational and
Adult Education. A designated priority is to include pro-
grams designed to attract women into nontraditional occu-
pations. Notable accomplishments include awarding credit
for previous work, addressing the vocational needs of
women offenders, facilitating employment of displaced
homemakers, and developing a support service system for
sex equity services in vocational education.

The recently enacted Job Training Partnership Act is
especially important to women who have lost jobs as a
result of industries’ closing down. JTPA provided funding
to a total of 800,000 people during its first year of oper-
ation—48 percent of whom were women—and placed 70
percent of participants. Because state and local govern-
ments have great discretion in distributing these funds,
however, it is not known how women fare compared to
men in terms of actual amount of money received.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL PRACTICES

While individuals in Congress, in federal agencies, «.izd in
the higher education community have spent significant
amounts of energy, time, and money to improve financial
aid, the ultimate factor that determines whether or not a
student receives adequate financial resources :. the com-
mitment, leadership, and knowledge of university officials.
Regardless of what Congress may enact, all is lost when
personnel in a student aid office do not know of laws or—
worse yet—do not care. And federal regulations for Title
IV programs of the Higher Education Act give institutions
considerable discretion over the administration of student
aid programs, particularly the campus-based College Work
Study, SEOG, and NDSL programs.

Institutional policies establish the manner and the extent
to which federal and nonfederal aid programs can be used
on campus. Universities, for exampie, may administer fel-
lowships and assistantships for women to comply with the
maintenance-of-effort requirements of the College Work
Study program. GSL regulations require institutions to
provide adequate information about curriculum, faculty,

- and so on in their recruiting students. The extent to which
this information includes items of particular concern to
women—the number ‘of women on the faculty and in
administrative positions, whether the campus provides
child care, or policies ensuring fairness to women—is com-
pletely at the discretion of the institution (Bogart, Flagle,
and Jung 1974; Howe, Howard, and Strauss 1982). Federal
regulations do not require an institution to target its infor-
mation toward women or minorities, and a review of the
1985 list of federally approved accreditation agencies
shows virtually no provisions to examine student aid prac-
tices on campus.

Improving students’ access to information and women’s
access to financial aid requires first an examination of poli-
cies and procedures related to partnerships between sec-
ondary and postsecondary institutions, institutional self-
assessments, student financial support services, practices
of financial aid offices, partnerships with the private sector,
and institutional leadz=rship.

Administrative Leadership
The level of commitment to equitable assistance for
women varies widely from campus to campus, depending

All is lost
when

personnelina

Student aid
office do not
know of laws
or-—worse
yet—do not
care.
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on the interest of the president and the trustees. Leader-
ship from college presidents, university administrators, and
boards of trustees is essential if student aid is to be divided
equitably. University boards of irustees in particular can
play a more useful role in shaping practices by restructur-
ing committee systems and reemphasizing the board’s role
in evaluating policy. Female members on boards of trust-
ees are an especially valuable resource for making sure
female students are provided with adequate financial sup-
port. Senior officizis should consistently and explicitly
express commitment to equalizing student aid for men and
women, best expressed in annual reports, statements of
policy and procedure, guidelines for recruitment, and pub-
lic addresses. The essential test of educational polity, sim-
ply put, is whether or not individuals are afforded every
opportunity to achieve their maximum academic, eco-
nomic, and personal potential.

Improving Partuerships between Schools and Colleges
Postsecondary institutions are incvitably connected to high
schools, high schools inevitably connected to colleges.
While recent national attention has focused on such part-
nerships, little has been done to nstitutionzlize a two-way
flow of information about student aid. It is rare to see a
college president attend a riational conference of the Amer-
ican Association of Schoot Administrators, the major orga-
nization representing sciioof superintendents, or to see a
superintendent participate in meetings of the American
Council on Education, the major organization representing
university presidents and other college administrators. Vir-
tually no college recruitment booths can be found among
AASA exhibits, while recruitnient booths from all four
branches of the U.S. armed services are quite extensive.
And while the Mational School Boards Association, one of
the most powsrfui groups influencing the policy of local
school districts, sets forth numerous resolutions on issues
like *‘state #u3 Jocal financing of education,’’ *‘the federal
role in education,’” ‘‘programs urging muitiagency action,”
and ‘“‘state and local policies and programs,’”’ it makes no
mention of student financial aid (National School Boards
Association 1986).

Leadersnip from school superintendents, school board
members, and university presidents is essential in dissemi-
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nating information about student aid and targeting the
information to those low-income students who would not
think of attending college becatise of their financial situa-
tion. To receive student aid, a student must first apply, and
school district officials are in pivotal positions to assist
with that process. Thus, district administrators must be-
come more knowledgeable about aid grograms and ways (¢
{arpet that information.

Groups like the National Association of Secondary
Schoot Principals, the National School Boards Associa-
tion, ard others should announce meeting dates, research
findings, and ne' publications on student aid by the higher
educatioin community to their members. Similarly, higher
education officials need to keep abreast of economic con-
cerns facing high school students. This flow of information
is vital in achieving equal educational opportunity.

Equal Pay in College Work Programs

Improving the balance in student aid programs necessitates a
review of pay schedules, practices, and benefits in college
work programs for both undergraduates and graduates.
Because women continue to confront inequitable pay sched-

. ules, opportunities for promotions, and benefits, a good start-
ing point for correcting differences is postsecondary institu-
tions. It is difficult to imagine that the job environment will
improve for women until graduate teaching assistants are
paid the same as research assistants and until off-campus
work sites provide more coraparable salaries.

Issues of concern involving pay include the distributizz
of men and women in part-time and full-time jobs, sala:7s
and benefits during summer employment, and type of work
on and. off campus. Recause women attend school primar-
i to acquire new job skills or to advance in a current job,
a Yogical place to learx practical as well as theoretical skills
is on campus. Job informatizit and recruiting services
should be reviewed to determine whether they encourage
women to obtain jobs in school and upon graduation that
relate to their interests and promote czual salaries and job
opportunities.

Although the days are gone when students could work
their way through college without much additional %nancial
stress, the variations of work study need to be reexamined.
Ironically, this program is one of the most important for
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women attending school, yet it also is where they confront
significant problems—Ilack of information on summer
employment, unequal pay, and priorities given to full-time
students, even when federal allowances are made for part-
time students. College work programs—cooperative edu-
cation, College Work Study, state work programs, the Job
Training Partnership, and off-campus employment—are
good starting points for women to obtain positive experi-
ences in the workplace.

Coordination with Public Assistance Offices
While the feminization of poverty affects women of all
income groups, it is particularly acute for those who
receive public welfare. Very few—if any—welfare offices
have information about student aid or college brochures
available in waiting rooms or near waiting lines. Further, a
coordinated review is necessary of conflicting regulatory
policies among public welfare and public housing programs
and opportunities for student aid. Perhaps an examination
of the issues could use a statutory mechanism already in
place, the Federal Interagency Committee on Education.

A recent study recominends six basic strategies for
resolving the Catch-22 situation between AFDC programs
and student aid rules:

1. Develop effective communication wit)> #:zencies
administering AFDC programs;

2. Assist recipients of AFDC in negotixtiveys i it
searches, work. and other requiremesnts i can con-
flict witlh =i 5% ze in postsecondary education;

student financial aid is treated in

; .ycome and resources;

4. Assist P 6 € *f AFDC to secure child care;

5. Help recirio=i: of AFDC understand the complexities
of studenr aevcial aid and AFDC programs, includ-
ing their rights and responsibilities as recipients;

6. Stay abreast of regulations and administrative proce-
dures in the AFDC program that might affect the way
recipients enrolled in postsecondary education are
treated (Hansen and Frankiin 1984).
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Provisions for Child Care

Improving the provision of child care is one of the greatest
challenges for postsecondary' institutions (Project on the
Status and Education of Women 1980). A review of provi-
sions should include the percentage of requests met and
the extent of state and local supplements. The data bank
on child care systems should be expanded. A woman's
ability to participate in class many times depends on the
availability of immediate child care. Institutions have a
responsibility to provide information about the type of ser-
vices available, which should include information about
services in the community as well as on-campus facilities,
and that information should be provided up front, in tables
of contents of university catalogs and on campus maps.
Credit for working in child care centers should be pro-
vided for university students interested in early childhood
education.

Outreach

Improving the dissemination of information is a critical
step toward improving women’s participation in student
aid programs. Nontraditional students in particular should
be targeted. Universities have at least an ethical obligation
" to provide sufficient information about student aid and
assistance with applications to those who receive public
welfare and unemployment benefits and to displaced home-
makers. Exemplary outreach programs should include spe-
cial scholarship programs for women, options for forgiving
some or all of a loan, on-campus banking and financial
counseling, student credit unions chartered by the Natinnal
Credit Union, and news about financial aid published revi-
‘larly in student newspapers. Other areas that could be
improved include fund raising for endowments, the avail-
zbility of weekend degree programs, and public service
radio and television announcements.

All campus publications—campus maps, class sched-
ules, university catalogs—need to be reviewed from the
perspective of whether or not they provide as much infor-
mation about student aid as possible. Workshops and infor-
mational seminars are especially worthwhile as students
apply to graduate school or law school; they should include
individualized assistance and information about applying
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for student aid, international internships, merit scholar-

ships, and available college work programs.

Transfer Students

Because women are more likely to be transfer students—
either from community colleges or because of a husband’s
job-related move—their costs of education are likely to be
higher. Often, credits from the previous institution are not
accepted, requiring coursework to be repeated. A related
issue is that student aid, particularly campus-based pro-
grams and institutionally awarded scholarships, generally
is not transferable.

Nondegree, Unclassified, and Remedial Coursework
Women are more likely than men to take courses to satisfy
their own interest or desire for knowledge, to upgrade job
skills, or simply to develop confidence to undertake a
degree program. Although financial assistance generally is
not available for such courses, some notablc pragrams to
assist these students frequently take the form of reduced
charges for tuition. At Southern Illinois University-
Edwardsville, for example, anyone not enrolled in courses
for credit may attend selected classes under the “EDU-
CARD"”’ program as space is available for a fee of $15.

On the other halid, women are alsc more likely to enroll
in remedial courses because they are the victim of biases
against girls’ taking math and science courses in elemen-
tary and secondary schools. In the climate of improving
educational excellence, the notion of granting credit
toward a degree for remedial coursework—or even provid-
ing remedial coursework at the university level—is
increasingly controversial. Yet some kind of credit is nec-
essary to enable students to qualify for student financial
aid, because most student aid is based upon credit hours
taken. Many times a remedial course can be the determin-
ing factor in whether a student is considered full time or
part time, with full-time students generally eligible to
receive larger amounts of aid. University officials need to
be careful'in reviewing policies regarding credit for reme-
dial coursework. Sometimes nondegree credit can be given
to assist in a student’s qualifying for financial aid. Classes
can then be figured in a student’s courscload but not
applied toward a degree program.
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Student Aid from the Private Sector

Given the reality of severe deficits in the federal budget,
financial constraints on institutions and states, and reduce
federal support for postsecondary education, one untapped
source of financial assistance for students is the private
sector (Moran 1983). School district officials, having more
discretion with private scholarships and being able to snip
the red tape associated with applications, can quickly tar-
get money for low-income students, especially those who
are not applying to college or *..lIking about college. Money
can be easily targeted to high schools with disproportion-
ately high dropout rates—those on Indian reservations, in
rural farm areas, and in inner city ghettos.

Sources of private student aid are virtually unlimited
(Johnson and Smith 1984; Renz 1985; Schlachter 1982), but
the systematic solicitation and targeting of funds must be
improved. While major sources currently include individual
philanthropy, corporate scholarships, trust funds, and college
endowment funds, other emerging trends deserve attention,
in particular the trend of congressional and presidential can-
didates’ setting up tax-exempt foundations as a way to
receive almost unlimited individual and corporate contribu-
tions for noncampaign purposes, thereby bypassing require-
ments for financial reporting of the Federal Election Commis-
sion. One model example is the Dole Foundation for
Employment of Persons with Disabilities, established by Sen-
ator Robert Dole to provide money to nonprofit programs to
help the disabled find training and jobs. In one evening fun-
draiser alone, the foundation received over $1 million.
Another example is Washingtcn’s farewell tribute to retiring
House Speaker Thomas P. O’Neill, in which one dinner
raised over $1 million in scholarship aid for Boston College,
O'Neill’s alma mater. Women are themselves generally in
positions to set up scholarship funds, as they frequently out-
live their husbands.

Review of Accrediting Agencies

One of the most powerful agents for improving and chang-
ing institutional practices is the accreditation agency, yet
virtually no accrediting group pays close attention to the
distribution, impact, or amount of financial assistance for
students in any given program. The U.S. Department of
Education recognizes over 100 acreditation agencies,
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among them the American Bar Association, the North
Central Association of Colleges and Schools, the American
Library Association, the American Optometric Associa-
tion, the American Medical Association, the National
Council on Accreditation for Teacher Education, and state
agencies like the Arkansas State Board for Vocational
Education, the Montana State Board of Nursing, and the
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education.

A typical accreditation review team is comprised of a
management specialist, an educational specialist, a subiect-
matter spccialist for each curriculum area, and a represen-
tative of the accrediting agency. Although postsecondary
institutions must be accredited by a recognized accrediting
group to be eligible to receive federal student aid, accredit-
ing groups generally do not consider student aid as a factor
in accreditation. And no institution has ever been denied
accreditation for not providing and ensuring women'’s edu-
cational equity.

Administrators of accreditation agencies need to seek
out student aid experts to participate on evaluation teams,
to provide consulting services for the evaluation and accred-
itation process, and to serve on policy-making boards.
Moreover, an institution’s commitment to educational
equity for women needs increased emphasis in required,
ongoing program evaluations. And having more individuals
who are expert in student aid on the Federal Advisory
Committee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility
would be beneficial. '

Loan Forgiveness

Women are most at risk for defaulting on a loan and declar-
ing bankruptcy. They may be the primary applicants for
loan consolidation, particularly as women’s salaries are
notoriously low upon graduation from college. Loan repay-
ment burdens in all major loan programs can be better cur-
tailed by i:nplementing repayment plans contingent upon
income and loan forgiveness options rather than through
the administratively complex and costly system of consoli-
dation. A plan similar to the IRS’s system for withholding
payments on borrowers who default can be set up by auto-
matically adjusting payments on the basis of an individual’s
annua! adjusted gross income. Using such a nationally uni-
form computer system would increase cost effectiveness.
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Options for loan forgiveness can readily be established
through universities, employers, government agencies,
school districts, and hospitals. A model example is the pro-
gram for teaching in targeted areas, established through the
NDSL program, and of particular merit is the implementa-
tion of a “‘GI Bill for Teachers’’ advocated by the Ameri-

- can Federation of Teachers. More teachers are needed in
the next few years; thus, expanding the available options
for forgiving loans is a viable strategy for recruiting teach-
ers and also for reducing women'’s burden of debt. For
example, 69 percent of nursing students could not continue
nursing school without financial assistance, and 67 percent
have said they would be willing to work in an underserved,
low-income area in return for having part of a federal loan
forgiven (National Student Nurses Association 1985).

Consolidating and refinancing loans present a financial
windfall for lending institutions and secondary markets
rather than contribute to the relief of individual borrowers.
Consolidation would decrease a borrower’s monthly pay-
ments but extend the repayment period of the loan, usually
up to 20 years rather than a maximum of 10 years under
current GSL and NDSL regulations. Because women rely
more on NDSLs than on GSLs, however, they tend to pay
higher interest rates under the most recent Sallie Mae con-
solidation program.2 That is, by weighted averaging of
interest rates to 7 percent, borrowers who consolidate .
NDSLs made at 3, 4, or 5 percent experience an increase
in interest rates, while those who consolidate a 9 percent
GSL experience a decrease. Although the monthly pay-
ment would decrease for individual borrowers, the pro-
Jjected costs to the federal government would increase sig-
nificantly, including the $50 minimura payment to original
lenders, increased special allowance, and allowances for
administrative costs. According to the U.S. General
Accounting Office, the increase on a consolidated loan vol-
ume of $100 million would be about $300,000 (about 4 per-
cent) in the first year and about $2.9 million (about 5 per-
cent) over the life of the loans. The debate during exten-

« 2. Sallie Mae (Student Loan Marketing Association) is a federally char-

. tered, stockholder-owned corporation that provides the nation’s largest
single source of financing for postsecondary education credit. It offers a
variety of financial services to all segments of the education credit market
and has provided loan consolidation.
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sive congressional hearings on loan consolidation has
narrowly centered on whether consolidation should be
administered by state guarantee agencies or by the national
secondary market (Sallie Mae). No information has been
presented, nor is any available, as to who has been apply-
ing to Sallie Mae’s Options program. In fact, it is unknown
how many students qualify for loan consolidation (U.>.
Congress 1984b, p. 33).

Corporate Benefit Programs That Pay Tuition

Immediate attention should address the needs for educa-
tion and staff development of the growing number of work-
ing women, a significant portion of them n thers working
full time and regular hours. More research and recruitment
are needed to improve the - articipation of women in cor-

. porate programs paying tuition benefits. Partnerships

between corporations and universities could include direct
billings to the corporation, an increase in on-site training
programs, the provision of child care whether an individual
is at school or at work, and an expansion of public service
instructional television programs.

Corporation managers need to improve the systematic
dissemination of information about available programs that
pay tuition and should release annual reports of the partici-
pation of males and females in the programs as well as
their average costs. The income tax deduction for educa-
tion expenses should also include expenses for child care.

Title IX Self-Assessment

One constructive outgrowth of Title IX was the develop-
ment of guides for institutional self-assessment (Bogart
1981; Caliendo and Curtice 1977; Mathews and McCune
1974). Besides being a diagnostic tool for identifying and
eliminating barriers to sexual equity, a guide functions as a
data base containing specific trend analyses about the con-
dition, policies, and practices of an institution. As a devel-
opment tool, a guide can stimulate discussion and familiar-
ize faculty, staff, and students with aspects of their own
behavior and the behavior of others that may subtly and
unintentionally present barriers against women (Bogart,
Flagle, and Jung 1974). As a consequence of such guides,
most universities have improved their commitment to
equal educational opportunity for women.
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Self-assessment guides are not without their problems,
however.

A self-assessment guide, no matter how well intended,
inclusive, systematic, or in-depth, cannot assure that sex
discrimination is eliminated from policies and practices
Sfound in those offices responsible for disseminating
campus-based student aid programs. The document can
only guide institutions toward points of awareness of real
or potential acts of discrimination, no matter how uninten-
tional. The attitude of those responsible for self-evaluation
efforts is of the greatest importance. The law and the
attendant regulations are shrouded with ambiguities in
intent and interpretation. It is easy to gloss over the
requirement to search out policies and practices [that] may
be discriminaroiy. Administrators responsible for self-eval-
uation efforts as well as administrators of programs to be
assessed must, in good faith, enter into this key initial task-
with sincere intentions and with a receptivity to the princi-
ple at stake (Caliendo and Curtice 1977, p. 35).

Ironically, Title IX occasionally exposes a new and com-
plex version of discrimination—that of passive resistance
and official decisions made on non-sex-discriminatory
bases rather than outright blockage of women’s educa-
tional ascent (Sandler 1986). Some university administra-
tors have become sophisticated at hiding discriminatory
practices, even in civil rights assurances filed with federal
agencies for funding. Although postsecondary institutions
frequently have Title IX coordinators on their staffs, such
individuals generally have no background in student aid,
are not involved in mainstream decision making, and gen-
erally do not report directly to the president. Conse-
quently, compliance with Title IX frequently means reluc-
tantly submitting to the letter of the law and ignoring the
spirit of Title iX. Virtually no Title IX coordinator reports
issues related tc student aid. And Title IX reports are gen-
erally classified as *‘confidential.””

Grove City v. Bell appears also to be a sophisticated
case, pernlitting continuation of discriminatory practices in
some colleges by applying legal logic to peripheral issues
likc whether or not studerit aid should be considered as
federal aid to the institution. The issue of possible discrimi-
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natory practices by plaintiff universities is not mentioned
in court briefs when, in fact, evidence suggests that the
very unijversities involved in federal litigation are far below
national averages in percentages of women represented on
the faculty and in administrative positions. Legal bricfs
filed in federal courts not only do not describe the distribu-
tion of student aid on the basis of sex within the universi-
ties involved; they also do not mention any progress in
sexual equity that might have been made in admissions,
faculty appointments, or women administrators. Substan-
tial evidence suggests that the very universities that are
plaintiffs in federal courts arguing that they do not have to
comply with Title IX are no models of excellence for edu-
cational equity (U.S. Department of Education 1984e). The
issue of student aid needs to be examined closely. When
asked about the distribution of :*; | Grants by gender
among Grove City students, {o: crample, the attorney rep-
resenting the university before the U.S. Supreme Court
during oral arguments replied, ‘‘There is . . . nothing in the
record [that] indicates the proportion by which those stu-
dents were divided, whether by sex, by minority, by race,
by religion, [or] by anything else’’ (U.S. Supreme Court
1983, p. 11).
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CONCLUSION

Resources for Research and Information

An unfortunate obstacle to providing needed student aid
for women is the insufficient (generally nonexistent), non-
comparable data that can be used to improve policies and
programs. Typically, data collected by the federal govern-
ment, higher education associations, and institutional stu-
dent aid offices include no information broken down by
gender. And of over 100 computerized databases contain-
ing a wide variety of information on student aid in place
throughout the U.S. Department of Education or under
contract, virtually none include information on gender.

Postsecondary institutions themselves have extensive
technological capacity for collecting, storing, merging, and
retrieving a wide range of information on student finances.

~ With increasingly sophisticated computer technology, cam-
pus systems now can link all departments throughout the
university as well as outside agencies like the College
Scholarship Service, loan collection agencies, the Pell
Grant processing center, and state higher education execu-
tive officers.

Issues of equity at all levels of postsecondary education
require ongoing reviews, yet detailed information on the
distribution of aid by gender is severely lacking. Because
applications for student aid do not request information on
gender or race, policy makers have great difficulty assess-
ing whether dollars are indeed reaching minorities and
women as Congress intended. Compounding the problem,
major research efforts to assess the economic concerns of

_ students have ignored issues of gender (Butler-Nalin,
Sanderson, and Redman 1983; Flamer, Horch, and
Davis 1982).

The Balance of Power

An ultimate issue determining the impact of student aid
policy on women is simply the extent to which women par-
ticipate substantively in decision making and hold positions
of leadership invested with authority and responsibility.
The development of federal policy for student aid is an
elaborate and multifacet maze involving congressional
committees, the Council of Economic Advisors, several

of ices throughout the U.S. Department of Education, state
guarantee agencies, Sallie Mae, the Office of Management
and Budget, the U.S. Treasury, the Internal Revenue Ser-

An ultimate
issue . . . is
simply the
extent to
which women
participate
substantively
in decision
making and
hold positions
of leadership
invested with
authority and
responsibility.
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vice, the Federal Reserve, and national higher education
organizations, among many others. The decision-making
processes within these powerful institutions include few
women, if any. Student aid formulas, available funds, cri-
teria for eligibility, and application procedures tend to
change each year as new economic, political, and educa-
tional forces struggle for control of student aid policy. And
each year, major changes have been made without the rec-
ognition of potential adverse effects on women.

An overlooked—but perhaps most important—recom-
mendation of the National Commission on Excellence in
Education was to stress *‘the distinction between leader-
ship skills involving persuasiosi, setting goals and develop-
ing community consensus behind them, and managerial
and supervisory skills.”’ Although managerial and supervi-
sory skills are necessary, it is important to consciously
develop persuasive leadership skills if reforms are to be
successful. Persuasive leadership requires a commanding
understanding of and proficiency in fundamental organiza-
tion skills—networking, negotiating, building teams and
coalitions, risk taking, and developing group processes.
At the same time, effective use of these skills depends on
a high degree of knowledge of and commitment o a par-
ticular cause.
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APPENDIX A

‘ . A-1
PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN COLLEGE REVENUES: FY 1979-FY 1982
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COLLEGE ENROLLMENT BY SEX, AGE, AND RACE: 1970-1982
(INTHOUSANDS, EXCEPT PERCENT)

Percent
0 1m 9 w5 w9 979 1980 181 198 190 195 1R

Total T 915 9851 10880 1119 11546 11,140 1380 11387 12120 1230 1000 1000 100.0
Male 4B SUB SHSOILSTBS SEB SR SN0 50 SRS 5K 6 43 49
l6-Uyers 3,13 3534 341 30 34 SIZ 36 358 36M 38D 38 @8 %9 312
D-dyers %55 LB 13150 (518 L6 13% 1356 135 140 1460 130 40 119

Byarsmd 18 X5 4% S 4 0 4 B 405 48 M 24 52 40
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‘ UIWIOAA PUD P1V JDIDUDUI.T JUIPNIS

Female 385 38 4M9 4969 534 567 5SH o 591 6303 6410 414 457 52
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D-Myers 40 %1 B w9 L35 LI 1319 13 1485 158 59 87 14

Syersmd 1B 48 M8 64 M K9 us M W W25 56 13
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Black and
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Male N 86 @ M M ™ e 6 e s R 42 60 67
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While it s difficult to draw statistical conclusions relative t0 these data that could capture the mumerous variables alfecting the increase in college enrollwent during |
this 12-year period, some assumptions can be made, The establishment of the State Student Incentive Grants program in 1972 and the Basic Educational Cpportunity
Grant program (renamed Pell Grant in 1980), awarded in 197374 may accountin partfor the marked increase in enrollment from 1970 to 1972 and 1974, Further, -

population s projected to increase by 9.7 percent belween 1980 and 1990 and by 7.3 percent between 1990 and 2000, This increase will directly affect college
enrollment and hence the need for student ai,

Source: National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators 19853, p 12,
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ENROLLMENT IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, BY CONTROL AND TYPE OF INSTlTUTION AND SEX OF
STUDENT: 50 STATES AND D.C., FALL 1979°TO FALL 1982
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A-3 (continued)

ENROLLMENT IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, BY CONTROL AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION AND SEX OF
STUDENT: 50 STATES AND D.C., FALL 1979 TO FALL 1982
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Private, Proprietary .................. e M
Men ........ e 32,20
Women .oovvvvvvriniiinerininriinnn,s 39,094
Doctoral . vve e, 0
MEN o) 0
L0 0
Comprehensive ovvvvvvrveisvrvnninsns 0
. 0
LU 0
General baccalaureate ..., vovvvernin, 5,038
L 2,33
LU 2,10
Specialized ..vvvvirvveirirnrieiienn, 13,345
CMen s 10,550
L 2,99
TWOYER 1o vvvvvivrreveienree oo, 32,101
MEN oo, 19,324
1L R 33N
NEW oo, 0
Men oo 0
Women ...ooviviiniiniinnns e {

Source: U.S. Departeis of Educalion 1984,

A3 conlin

11,714
3,135
55,3M9

0

0
0
0
0

0
5123
2,295
1828
18,290
13,302
4,988

36978
19,254

INVLS

31,323
21,284
10,039

104

152,235
82,830
63,40

0

0
0
0
0

0
5,15
2319
2,83

21,106
15,54l
5,365
62,695
201
40,684
63,279
42959
2030

176,954
106,469
70,485

0

0
0
0
0

0
4803
2,149
2,004
22,666
17,299
3,367
11,142
26,835
44887
3

60,166
(1557

+567

743
+41

+0.0
+0.0
+0.0
+0.0
0.0
+0.0
+13
-18
139
+350
+26,]
+66.5
8.1
-04
130
+0.0
+0.
+0.0

+36.3
+41.6
+24.9

+00
+00
00
100

00

+0.
+0.6
410
+0.3
+154

- +168

+116
+100
143

+18
+102
+101§
+1024

HED
+285
+1.6

+0.0
100
+00
+0.0
+0.0
+0.0 -
~6.4
-13
<51
14
1.3
-36
1144
122
103
08
40,1
-13.6
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A4
AID PER RECIPIENT AND NUMBERS OF RECIPIENTS
(RECIPIENTS IN THOUSANDS)
Eimated  Estimated  Estimated Percent Change
| 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 - 198384 198485 1980-81 to 1984-85
Pell Grant Program
Recipients 2,806 2,14 157 2,781 2,584 -19
Aid per recipient—current dollars $851 §838 §941 §1,001 $1,073 26!
Aid per recipient—constant dollars $948 §859 §925 $950 §971 24
SEQG Program o
Recipients m 659 636 48 686 ~43
Aid per recipient~current dollars §513 §549 §540 §545 §545 6.2
Aid per recipient~constant dollars §51 §563 §531 $51 §493 -138
CWS Program -
Recipients 819 ™ nl 80 759 =13
Aid per recipient—current dollars $806 §844 §674 §815 §875 8.6
Aid per recipient—constant dollars §898 $566 §859 $830 §192 -118
NDSL Program ,
Recipients 813 684 674 672 661 -8
Aid per recipient—current dollars §853 $848 §882 $885 §885 38
Aid per recipient—constant dollars §951 - $810 §867 $840 $801 -158
GSL and PLUS Programs
Recipients 2916 3N 3015 3,12 3,672 259
Aid per recipient—current dollars §2,18 §2,304 §2,192 §2,495 §2,06 84
Aid per recipient—constant dollars §2,311 §2,363 §2,155 §2,368 §2,087 -120
State Grant and SSIG Programs | |
Recipients [,140 1,448 493 1,5 1,56 313
Ald per recipient—current dollars me 0 . 18 852 158
Aid per recipient—constant dollars §820 $708 il 18 | §771 -6

Source:Cbllegc Board 1985, p. 6, - . 1 o
S L
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4 - AS ]
R RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES FOR DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT AID-1 AND AID- RECIPIENTS, BY SEX*
b »
R Male Female B
i Dependent Independent Dependent Independent
§ AID-I  AID2 AID-l  AlD2 AD-L AID2 AlD-| AlD-Z
5| Resources -
; Grants |
3 1981 1260 § 75 $1357 § 95 SL20  §.151 §1320 § 318
1 1983 133 106 1234 %5 1314 83 1,21 W
3| Loans . o
5 1981 239 L33 2,98 M8 2359 669 259
0 1983 866 2061 L9 230 150 . 2,08 8 2109
§ Work
N 1981 309 107 il 0 - I 137 408 10
1983 M 54 536 195 30 2l 486 118
Other | |
1981 126 Iy, 13 61 85 4 07 118
1983 4 2 80 83 4 3% 30 i .
Total .
1981 258 2500 36 3 2397 269 2504 313
1983 2600 2 204 289 2500 2,20 2,005 2,589
Expenditures
Tuition
1981 1056 1,19 86 109 %6 1,089 ™ 861
1983 LI 1343 95 1,165 LIS 1417 L4
Total
1981 4076 4310 5848 580 3878 406 6,209 6,064
1983 4280 468 5961 5963 41443 6,208 6,78
*AID-1 recipients include students who receive aid from a least one federal, state, or insttutional program accarding o the most. stringent standards of needs
analysis (that i, the standards for Pell Grants or uniform methodology). Roughly three out of four public colege students whose aid is recorded in the files of campus
Student aid offices fall into this category, ;
AID-L students also receiveaid onthe bass o need, butthe standards for themare less stringent than for AID-1 recipients, Such students may also receive other
forms of aid, but none from programs in the AID-] category, e
Source: Stampen 1985,
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DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID BY GENDER AT INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS: 1981-82"
Total  Expected Totd  Tol T Towl
Student  Parental Need-Based  Student  Sudent  Student |
Adjusted Gross fncome Tuition  Expenses Contributions Grant® Employment  Loans  Resources’  Balancet -
Under $6,000 |
Male (N = 38,697) ‘ |
Average dollar amount OB S0 S ST K65 L5 T8 -5 d600
Percent of total expenses S0 100 30 38 9.3 67 %4 -6.2
Female (N = 47,427) |
Average dollar amount B %4 S s BB s s8-8 1000
Percent of total expenses %3 1000 6 48 6.0 44 818 -124
$18,000 to $24,000
Male (N = 58, 697) \ -
Average dollar amount 4 OB Sae M B8 §la9 85 -5 3B
Percent of total expenses 56 100 124 3T 19 0.2 95,0 50
Female (N = 62,241) .
Average dollar amount LU VAE TR I A U R v IO/ [ Y
~ Percent of total expenses 583 100.0 129 3.1 8.5 18.3 8.3 ~-10.7.
$36,000 or More
Male (N = 59,819) |
Average dolar amount Wi B sy S M s 865 SR
Percent of total expensts 881000 w4 M) 58 0o 197 19.7
Female (N = 65,107 -
Average dollar amount He% %6 W S M8 g 908 SLIBM
Percent of total expenses 3831000 5.1 144 53 n1 o 1142 42
"Sample is based on undergraduate dependent students only.
"Need-based grants include Pell Grants, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants,state grants, and institutional grapts,
’Totall‘studcnl resources include expected student contributions and other id in addition to expested parental contrbution, tota grants, total employment, and
total loans, '
Total resources minus total expenscs,
« a r
Source: National Institute of Independent Colleges and Universities 1983, 1 '. 7
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CIRP FIRST-TIME, FULL-TIME STUDENT FINANCING SOURCES, BY SEX AND MAJOR CATEGORIES:
1973-14 THROUGH 1979-60

14 s 96 W TR Ry )
W F M F M F M F MW F N F N F

Number fn Samplet 18310 mm1wmmm|mmmm1mmwx9mmnwmmmnmnmmlwm
Finance Category R 8 % 8 % 8 % s % g

Ownsavingsleamings M 64642 32 6438 317 59003 288 638 8BS 61H 13 Mo 06 69N 0§
F 8Ly B4 46033 U2 408 27 M8 20 85 IS J5.46 178 S03.36 1

uaiqu PUD pPIVy DIDUDUIJ IUIPDITIS

Spportoffamily/ M. L8 30 1964 09 80SI 97 8955 BT IS 91,4804 467 138116 453 :
friends FW3 90 9379 488 402 484 g8 456 101546 452 1,584 503 1469.02 98

Scholarshipsrents M 1.8 165 38141 190 4155 206 4m4 AL SG 06 S4B 187 60136 197
F298 146 35008 181 4050 207 40 207 5W8 07 8.2 186 00338 205

Lo M54 100 1090 70 1635 80 WA A B 00 MB 98 W 0o
P40 16 1000 78 1838 83 09 95 MM 93 W 01 M s

&
1 r

Other MO 32 M8 21 66 29 A 16 4508 19 B4 21 68 13
FOous 14 000 10 120 09 6 12 %% 13 N8 12 BB 1L

Total MLY6.30 1000 20029 1000 20710 1000 24103 1000 237554 100.0 3100111000 3,48.31 100.0‘.:
FLUS80 1000 193200 1000 203292 1000 2,135.25 1000 224675 1000 3097.54 1000 295118 100.0-

"Representsa 20 percent sample of the national firstime, fullime igher education envoliment, Data are weighted values,

Source; Leslie 1982,
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A-§
EXPENSES AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT FOR INDEPENDENT RECIPIENTS OF NEED-BASED AID: 1981-82
Independent Institutions Public Institutions Proprietary Institutions
Average Percent of Average Percent of Average Percent of
Dollars* Total Costs Dollars* Total Costs Dollars* Total costs
Student Expenses
Tuition, fees §3,326 § 1M .83
Other 4% 340 A58
Total, expenses §8,24 0% $6,125 100% §1.410 100%
Student Resources
Parental contribution § 136 2 § 1 0% § 0 0%
Grants (need-based)
Pell $1,169 14% § 8 4% §1,101 15%
SEOG 16 I 146 2 26 !
State (including SSIG) 1,013 12 158 2 54 |
Institutional o ) 3 _1 _0 i
Total, grants §2,632 32% 31,168 9% 51,281 7%
Student employment '
College Work Study § % 276 4% § 3 1%
State/institutional _% _ _m 3 _H A
Total, employment § 36 % § 41 % § W %
Loans
NDSL § 18 2% § 161 Y% § 263 4%
GSLIFISL ™ 9 534 9 1,221 16
Institutional _“ 0 _ A B 0
Total, loans § 9l [1% $ 712 12% §1,497 0%
Student contribution §2,0% 26% $1,959 3% §,070 8%
Other aid § 667 8% §39 6% § 29 4%
Total, all resources s6,111 8% $4,036 6% §5,049 N%
Belance: Remaining Need §1.47 18% $1,488 4% §2,160 29%
*Each dollar figure is an average; individual averages do not add precisely to subtotal and total averages,

Q yree: ‘ i (
«urce. El-Khawas 1983, 1 J



s A |
Eg EXPENSES AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT FOR DEPENDENT RECIPIENTS OF NEED-BASED AID: 1981-82
X
;1 Independent Institutioris Public Insfitutions Proprietary Institutions
) Average Percent of Average Percent of Average Percent of
; Dollars* Total Costs Dollars* Total Costs Dollars* Total Casts
3] Student Expenses
R Taition, fes 4,19 ) 2815
| Other 309 291 AT
g Total, expenses §7.19 100% £3,833 100% 5,548 100%
N
| Student Resources
§|  Patentalcontribuin §1,3 18% § 469 1% § 40 .
|  Grans (need-based)
3 Pel § 59 1% §14 19% § om0 18%
SEOG ‘ m 3o 117 3 12§ 2
State (including SSIG) 6l 9 159 4 128 /)
Institutional _m Al 48 _ 2 0
Total, grants 52,185 0% $1,033 2% 51,208 2%
Student employment |
College Work Study § 48 6% § 252 1% 5 66 1%
Statefinstitutional 1y g _N 2 % _l_
Total, employment § 51 8% § 46 %% 5 14 2%
Loans - |
NDSL § 3 5% 5 156 4% § 25 4%
GSLJFISL LI 1§ 559 1§ 1,235 )
Institutional A 0 _ 8 __Q 8 0
Total, loans §1470 1% § 719 9% §1,468 26%
Student contribution § 8 12% § 540 14% § 40 8%
Other aid § 569 8% LY % § 193 %
Total, all resources §6,972 % 53,390 8% §3.807 0%
Badance: Remaining Need § 2 Yo § 43 12% 1,651 0%
“Each dollar figure is an average: individual averages donot add precisely o sublotal and tota averages,
Source: El-Khawas 1983,
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A-10
LABOR FORCE STATUS OF WOMEN, AGE 25 TO ¢4, BY YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED: MARCH 1984
(NUMBERS IN THOUSANDS)
Percent Percent
of of -
Total Total Women Women
Civilian Noninstitutional Population 113,893 100.0 33901 106.0
Elementary
8 years or less 10,618 9.3 3,059 8.6
High school ‘
I t0 3 years 13,197 116 7,064 120
~ 4years only 46,209 40.6 26,310 M.
College
{103 years 19,636 1.2 10,100 (A
4 years or more 2423 23 10,368 176
Civilian Labor Force 86,001 160.0 3134 1000
Elementary
8 years or less 5818 6.8 1917 5
High school
1103 years 8,545 99 34T 93
4 years only 34,603 40.2 16,109 49
College
1103 years 15812 18.4 7,050 189
4 years or more A3 U1 8,086 1.7
Labor Force Participation Rate 75.5 63.2
Elementary '
8 years or less 54.8 IR
High school
1103 years 64.7 9.1
4 years only 9 63.5
College |
1103 years 80.5 ‘ 1 : 1 9.8
4 years or more | §1.6 | 3 8.0

ERIC
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Employed
Elementary

8 years or less
High school

1 to 3 years

4 years only
College

1to3 years

4 years or more

Unemployed
Elementary

8 years orless
High school

1to 3 years

4 years only
College

1 to 3 years

4 years or more

Unemployment Rate
Elementary

8 years orless
High school

1to 3 years

4 years only
College

1to 3 years

4 years or more

Source: U,S. Depariment of Labor 1985.

Total
80,365
5,144

7,488
32,097

14,980
20,655

5,635
675

1,056
2,505

831
568

6.6
11.6
12.4

A-10 (continued) -

\

Percent

112

of
Total

100.0
6.4

9.3
39.9

18.6
257

100.0
12.0

18.7
4.5

14.7
10.1

Women
34,953
1,691

3,070
15,646

6,678
7,868

2,280
226

401
1,061

372
218

Percent
of
Women
100.0

4.8

8.8
44.8

19.1
225

100.0
9.9

17.6
46.5

16.3
9.6
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PERSONS 22 YEARS OLD AND OVER BELOW POVERTY LEVEL, BY AGE GROUP,
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, SEX, AND RACE: 1981

Years of School Completed
Total

§ years or less

6108 years

910 I1 years

12 years

I or more years of college

Male

5 years or Jess

6108 years

910 1] years

[2 years

I or more years of college

Female

3 years or less

6108 years

910 11 years

12 years

1 or more years of college

)

Number below Poverty Level'

(000) Poverty Rate
2-4 35-64 65 Years -4 35-64 65 Years
Total  YearsOld  YearsOld  OldandOver Total  YearsOld  YearsOld  Old and Qver
16732 6,074 6,805 3,853 113 1.8 9.5 153
2013 19 869 952 3.2 333 3.5 359
3,480 348 431 482 216 339 2.2 2.3
3,622 1413 1,517 632 18.6 2.8 154 15.2
5049 2,465 2,43 54 8.8 114 10 8.3
2,368 1,453 81l S 3.2 6.5 38 34
6,001 2,361 2,359 1,080 8.6 9.] 14 10.5
839 §3 m 364 2.1 0.1 29.3 289
[,144 23 36! 310 15.5 214 5.4 124
[,140 471 300 169 131 19.6 0.7 104
1,136 915 109 1y 11 9.0 5.9 4.8
1,140 679 398 65 43 58 3 3.
10,731 33 4,46 2,113 137 4.2 114 18.6
174 112 473 588 414 41. 40.3 2.3
2,336 336 889 [,112 269 40.1 AN AR
2482 04 1,076 6 . B0 3.2 19.4 18.2
3313 1,550 334 429 10,1 3.5 19 10.2
1,427 T4 473 1.2 4] 13

- 18113 6.l



@ A-11 (confinued), | -

5;‘ Number below Poverty Level

% (000) Poverty Rate

:'

S| White 06 43 4 29 93 9] 17 1l

&1 5 years orless 1,267 160 550 558 309 29 308 304

X 608 year X TR OB b S Y N Y B 85

?, 910 M years 2,39 876 1,004 52 4.8 21.8 12.] 134

g- 12 years 36 1L 1,383 49 14 9. 6.0 19

g. lormoreyearsof collge 2,06 1,088 MW 4.5 5.6 33 49

3| Bk LTI moom % w 10

Y| 3 yearsorless 655 16 7l 368 923 b 46.6 519

3| 6108 years 19 {16 410 0 83 415 354 16
91011 years 14 49% 59 105 e 5L 30.7 35
12 years | I,116 635 43 4§ 216 U5 8.3 21,0
| or more years of college Ml 306 108 2 2.3 143 8.3 173

*Income for 1981 as reported in March 1982,
"Base lessthan 75,000,

Source: U.S. Department of Education 1984,
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PERCENTAGE OF SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE TEST SC(9);1ES OVER 600 IN MATHEMATICS, BY GENDER:
1973-1981

19 1974 1975 1976 97 1978 199 1980 191
W F M F M F M F MW F M F M F M F M F

me 4 1 6 1 6 1 61 61 61 51 41 4 |

-6% 17 9 w0 19 9% 19 169 16 8§ 16 9 16 8§

Source: Gordon and Addison 1985, p. 72,
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APPENDIX B

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE SOURCES FOR WOMEN

The following list of publications and oOrganizations is designed toaid
women seeking financial assistance for higher education. All prices are
subject to change; please check with the Organization listed for current
price. More information can be obtained by writing to the publishers and
organizations listed below. (This list was adapted from Financial Aid: A
Partial List of Resources for Women, listed below.)

Publications

Better Late Than Never: Financial Aid for Older Women Seeking
Education and Training, Women's Equity Action League. 805
15th Street NW, Suite 822, Washington DC 20005: 1986. $8.00

Directory of Financial Aid for Women, 3d edition, Gail Ann
Schlachter. ABC-Clio, 2040 A.P.S. Box 4397, Santa Barbara
CA 93103: 1984. $35.00

The Directory of Special Opportunities for Women, Matha Merrill
Doxx, ed. Garrett Park Press, Garrett Park MD 20896: 1981.
$19.00

Educational Financial Aids, American Association of University
Women. 2401 Virginia Avenue NW, Washington DC 20037:
1981. $5.00

Financial Aid: A Partial List of Resources for Women, Project on
the Status and Education of WOMEN, Association of Ameri-
can Colleges. 1818 R Street NW, Washington DC 20009: 1984,
$2.50

Higher Education Opportunities for Minorities and Women, U.S.
Department of Education. U.S. Government Printing Office,

" Washington DC 20402: 1985. $2.50

How to Get Money for Research, Mary Rubin. The Feminist
Press, P.O. Box 1654, Hagerstown, MD 21741: 1983. $5.95

Professional Women's Groups, American Association of Univer-
sity Women. 2401 Virginia Avenue NW, Washington DC
20037. $3.00

Resources for Women in Science, Association for Women in Sci-
ence. 1346 Connecticut Avenue NW, Room 1122, Washington
DC 20036: 1980. Free (SASE)

Organizations

American Association of University Women Educational Foun-
dation, 2401 Virginia Avenue NW, Washington DC 20037.

Business and Professional Women's Foundation, 2012 Massachu-
setts Avenue NW, Washington DC 20036.

Center for Continuing Education for Women, University of Mich-
igan, Ann Arbor MI 48109.

General Federation of Women's Clubs, 1734 N Street NW,
Washington DC 20036.

. Student Financial Aid and Women

116

101



Jewish Foundation for the Education of Women, 330 W. 58th
Street, New York NY 10019. .

National Federation of Press Women, Professional Education
Scholarships, Box 99, Blue Springs MO 64015.

National Society of the Daughters of the American Revolution,
Office of the Committees, 1776 D Street NW, Washington DC
20006.

Office of Women in Higher Education, American Council on
Education, One Dupont Circle, Suite 800, Washington DC
20036.

Saciety of Women Engineers, United Engineering Center, Room
305, 345 E. 47th Street, New York NY 10017,

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Student and
Institutional Assistance Branch, Division of Student Assis-
tance, Parklawn Building, Room 8-44, Rockville MD 20857.
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Transportation costs, 31, 56
Travel subsidy, 28
Trends
distribution in financial aid by gender, 44, 46-48
economic, 9-11
Trust funds, 75
Trustee responsibility, 70
Tuition
corporate benefits, 29-30, 78
costs, 1
reduced fee, 74
waivers, 53
Two-year colleges (see Community colleges)

130

145,




U
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ASHE-ERIC HIGHER EDUCATION REPORTS

Starting in 1983, the Association for the Study of Higher Education
assumed cosponsorship of the Higher Education Reports with the ERIC
Clearinghouse on Higher Education. For the previous 11 years, ERIC and
the American Association for Higher Education prepared and published
the reports.

Each report is the definitive analysis of a tough higher education prob-
lem, based on a thorough research of pertinent literature and institutional
experiences. Report topics, identificd by a national survey, are written by
noted practitioners and scholars with prepublication manuscript reviews
by experts.

Eight monographs (10 monographs before 1985) in the ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Report series are published each year, available indi-
vidually or by subscription. Subscription to eight issues is $60 regular; $50
for members of AERA, AAHE, and AIR; $40 for members of ASHE.
(Add $7.50 outside the United States.)

Prices for single copies, including 4th class postage and handling, are
$10.00 regular and $7.50 for members of AERA, AAHE, AIR, and ASHE
($7.50 regular and $6.00 for members for 1983 and 1984 reports, $6.50
regular and $5.00 for members for reports published before 1983). If faster
1st class postage is desired for U.S. and Canadian orders, add $.75 for
each publication ordered; overseas, add $4.50. For VISA and MasterCard
payments, include card number, expiration date, and signature. Orders
under $25 must be prepaid. Bulk discounts are available on orders of 15 or
more reports (not applicable to subscriptions). Order from the Publica-
tions Department, Association for the Study of Higher Education, One
Dupont Circle, Suite 630, Washington, D.C. 20036, 202/296-2597. Write
for a publication list of all the Higher Education Reports available,

1986 Higher Education Reports

1. Post-tenure Faculty Evaluation: Threat or Oppor-unity?
Christine M. Licata

2. Blue Ribbon Commissions and Higher Education: Changing Acad~r-,
from the Outside
Janet R. Johnson and Laurence R. Marcus

3. Responsive Professional Education: Balancing Outcomes and
Opportunities
Joan S. Stark, Malcolm A. Lowther, and Bonnie M. K. Hagerty

4. Increasing Students’ Learning: A Faculty Guide to Reducing Stress
among Students :
Neal A. Whitman, David C. Spendlove, and Claire H. Clark

5. Student Financial Aid and Women: Equity Dilemma?
Mary Moran

1985 Higher Education Reports
1. Flexibility in Academic Staffing: Effective Policies and Practices
Kenneth P. Mortimer, Marque Bagshaw, and Andrew T. Masland

2. Associations in Action: The Washington, D.C., Higher
, Education Community
- Harland G. Bloland
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. And on the Seventh Day: Faculty Consulting and Supplemental

Income
Carol M. Boyer and Darrell R, Lewis

. Faculty Research Performance: Lessons from the Sciences and

Social Sciences
John W. Creswell

. Academic Program Reviews: Institutional Approaches, Expectations,

and Controversies
Clifton F. Conrad and Richard F. Wilson

. Students in Urban Settings: Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree

Richard C. Richardson, Jr., and Louis W. Bender

. Serving More Than Students: A Critical Need for College Student

Personnel Services
Peter H. Garland

. Faculty.Participation_in Decision Making: Necessity or Luxury?

Carol E. Floyd

1984 Higher Education Reports

L.

2.
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Adult Learning: State Policies and Institutional Practices
K. Patricia Cross and Anne-Marie McCartan

Student Stress: Effects and Solutions
Neal A. Whitman, David C. Spendlove, and Claire H. Clark

. Part-time Faculty: Higher Education at a Crossroads

Judith M. Gappa

. Sex Discrimination Law in Higher Education: The Lessons of the

Past Decade
J. Ralph Lindgren, Patti T. Ota, Perry A. Zirkel, and
Nan Van Gieson

. Faculty Freedoms and Institutional Accountability: Interactions and

Conflicts
Steven G. Olswang and Barbara A. Lee

. The High-Technology Connection: Academic/Industrial Cooperation

for Economic Growth
Lynn G. Johnson

. Employee Educational Programs: Implications for Industry and

Higher Education
Suzanne W. Morse

. Academic Libraries: The Changing Knowledge Centers of Colleges

and Universities
Barbara B. Moran

. Futures Research and the Strategic Planning Process: Implications for

Higher Education
James L. Morrison, William L. Renfro, and Wayne 1. Boucher

Faculty Workload: Research, Theory, and Interpretation
Harold E. Yuker
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1983 Higher Education Reports

10.

The Path to Excellence: Quality Assurance in Higher Education
Laurence R. Marcus, Anita O. Leone, and Edward D. Goldbery

. Faculty Recruitment, Retention, and Fair Employment: Obligations

and Opportunities
John S. Waggaman

. Meeting the Challenges: Developing Faculty Careers

Michael C. T. Brookes and Katherine L. German

- Raising Academic Standards: A Guide to Learning Improvement

Ruth Talbott Keimig

. Serving Learners at a Distance: A Guide to Program Practices

Charles E. Feasley

. Competence, Admissions, and Articulation: Returning to the Basics

in Higher Education
Jean L. Preer

. Public Service in Higher Education: Practices and Priorities

Patricia H. Crosson

. Academic Employment and Retrenchment: Judicial Review and

Administrative Action
Robert M. Hendrickson and Barbara A. Lee

. Burnout: The New Academic Disease

Winifred Albizu Meléndez and Rafael M. de Guzmdn

Academic Workplace: New Demands, Heightened Tensions
Ann E, Austin and Zelda F. Gamson
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