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of student financial aid shifted toward providing access to collece

for lovj“income students and av/ay from simply a mechanism for pro*

viding an educated work force in a particular vocational field. The

College \7ork/Study Program formula reflected part of this shift.

PxCpresentat i ve Brademas of Indiana expressed that concern by saying

that the . . use of the three factor formula for the distribution

of funds will permit on equitable distribution of funds across the

United States. The inclusion of a factor related to poverty . . .

will ensure a concentration of work/study programs in those colleges

and universities v-vhich enroll large numbers of students from low-in-

come families, whether or not these families or the institutions are

2
located in a poverty area.''

Although the research does not support Representative Brademas'

statement that this formula would ". . . permit an equitable distri-

bution of funds . . ."it does show that the Congress was becoming

more interested in supporting with funds the idea of access.

The next student financial aid program, the Educational Oppor-

tunity Grant Program, was passed roughly one year later and was pass-

ed with the education of low- income students foremost in the minds

of the bill's creators. The purpose of the program as stated in

the law was to ". . . provide, through institutions of higher educa-

tion, educational opportunity grants to assist in making available

the benefits of higher education to qualified high school graduates

^Congressional Record, Vol . 110, part 15 (August 6, 195^, P- ^8280



of exceptional financial need, who for lack of financial means of

their own ot of their families would be unable to obtain such bene-

fits without such aid,"^

The odd thing about this bill was not the intent, hut the

formula that was passed with it for the distribution of the author-

ized funds. I he formula has absolutely no financial need component

in it. The funds are al located to the states based on the number of

“. . . persons enrolled full-time and the full-time equivalent of

the number of persons enrolled part-time in institutions of higher

education in such state bears to the total number of such persons

k
in all states ."

The total accumulation of the several bills that were passed to

make up our financial aid package were developed by accretion. Each

program was passed at different times under different political cli-

mates for different reasons. Even though the programs are now aimed

at roughly the same student population, their allotment formulas

preclude an equitable distribution of the authorized funds from

taking place. These state allotment formulas should be examined by

Congress and changed to reflect the current Congressional intent for

the expenditures of student aid funds.

2 . The present state allocation process .

It has been the assumption from the beginning of this

^P.L. 89 - 329 ,
sec. kO] .

^Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives;

Compilat ion of Higher E du cati on Laws, 19 72 (\'ash i ngton ,
O.C.: U.S

Government Printing Office, 197^ » PP* 5o"59-
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study that student financial need is measured by the equation:

Budget - Family Contribution = Financial Need

It has also been assumed that the federal financial aid dollars

should be allocated in a v.'ay that assures that all needy students

are treated equitably in the distribution of these scarce resources.

There is no way one can escape the conclusion that the present sys-

tem does not distribute the available funds in an equitable manner.

In some of the programs a student, depending upon v/hich state in

which he attends college, could receive widely different financial

aid packages even though his/her need was the same in each case.

For example, in the College \/ork/Study Program the research

shows that a student in Louisiana would receive approximately

ninety-five percent of his/her demonstrated need while that same

student in Wyoming v^ould receive only forty-five percent of his/

her demonstrated need. In other words, students in one s-ate re-

ceive over twice as much of their demonstrated need as do students

in another simply because those students chose to attend colleges

in that state. This is not equitable. Similar conditions exist

in the other programs. The process does not insure that within

certain practical limits students with similar financial need

will be given similar financial aid.

3 . A1 ternat

i

ve dl str i

b

ution systems .

In Chapter Ml several alternative distribution systems

were examined. For each alternative a chart v;as constructed to

illustrate what the results would have been if that alternative
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had been used to distribute the student aid for the campus-based

programs. Joe L. McCormick, in a paper previously cited in this

study, makes the recommendation that the College V/ork/Study pro-

gram formula be used to distribute all of the funds for all of the

programs. This study clearly demonstrates that although this

formula has one component that tangentially deals with financial

need, the other more important parts of the College V/ork/Study

formula preclude an equitable distribution of funds from occurring.

The same conclusion can be reached about the national Direct

Student Loan Program formula and the Initial Year portion of the

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program formula. Any

formula that only uses enrollment figures as the basis for the dis-

tribution of financial aid funds can only lead to an unequitable

distribution of those funds.

However, the Continuing Year Supplemental Educational Oppor-

tunity Grant Program formula does have considerable merit and will

be focused on later in this chapter.

A. The political process and student financial aid .

Since V/orld War II, college enrollments have expanded In

leaps and bounds. In the ten year period between 1965 and 1975, the

population in college nearly doubled.^ This rapid expansion v;as the

result not only of the absolute increase in the college-age popula-

tion as a result of the post-war baby boom, but was also the result

of a v^hole new segment of our population attending college. In the

four year span between 1970 and 197 ^-, for example, there was a fifty-

^ Chronicle of Higher Education, September 19, 1977-



six percent increase in black student enrollments alone. \/hcn this

increase was combined with the increase in female enrol lees, other

minority enrol Ices, and a general increase in the percentage of

traditional students attending college, the resulting total in-

creases were staggering.
*

The reasons for these increases v;ere tv/o-fold. First, higher

education became a symbol of advancement in society. It became a

goal that may have been inflated a little beyond its real owrth as

a social equalizer, but none- the- 1 ess
, the perception was and still

is that education is one route of social change.

Secondly, a vyhole new way of financing post-secondary education

came into being. As was early chronicled, the federal government,

as a matter of national policy, poured literally billions of dollars

into making access to higher education a real possibility to able

students from the lov;est of income families.

Hov;ever, v/e are now facing a severe long-term recession in

higher education. Even with expanded life-long learning programs

several studies indicate that higher education in general is in for

3
a hard time for a long period of time.

Because v.'e are about to experience a decline in enrollments,

it is probably appropriate that a thorough review of the existing

^U. S. Bureau of the Census, "School Enrollment - Social and

Economic Characteristics of Students: October 197^', Current Pop-

ulation Report s, Series P-20, No. 286. V/ashington, D.C.: U. S.

Government Printing Office, 1975. PP- ^“6.

^Stephen P. Dresch, "Demography, Technology, and Higher Educa-

tion: Toward a Formal Model of Educational Adaptation", J_ourna_l_ of_

Political Economy , 1975. Vol . 83, Ho. 3. PP* 535"569*
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student financial aid programs be done now. \/e must make sure that

our public Investment in higher education Is made wisely and that

our funds do not go to shore up over the short run programs that

will soon be obsolete. Before v^e embark on any new programs of aic

we should understand as much as possible about what the future holds

for us.

Over the next few years the question of whether the colleges

serve the needs of the student or does the student serve the needs

of the college will come into sharper focus. Each Institution will

be struggling for survival. It is important that our aid programs

are structured in a way that insures as much as possible that the

students receive the best and most appropriate education for him or

her. Because our political process is so susceptible to pressure

groups, it is important that educators and legislators keep the best

interests of the students in mind. V/i th that idea as the motivating

factor, the institutions delivering the service will either adapt

or not survive.



RECOnMENOATIONS

The overriding purpose of this study was to determine whether

or not the campus-based financial aid presently being distributed

to the financially needy students in this country v.'as being done

so in an equitable manner. The conclusion v.'as reached that it v/as

not. The following three recommendations are intended to improve

that process.

1. The Continuing Year Supplemental Educational Opportunity

Grant Program formula presently being used represents the best

oractical alternative for the distribution of all of the campus-

based student financial aid.

At the present time there is no formula mandated by law to

cover the C.Y. S.E.O.G. Program. The previously cited current law

simply states that the appropriation . . for any fiscal year

shall be apportioned among the States in such manner as the

Commissioner determines will best achieve the purposes for which

such sums were appropriated.”

In the past the Commissioner has chosen to implement this

section of the law in the following manner. First, all of the

recommended funding levels of all of the post-secondary institu-

tions in the nation were added together. This sum v/as then divided

by the appropriation passed by Congress for this program. The re-

sulting percentage figure was v.^hat each institution was to receive

of its recommended funding level. For exa e, in the 1977"78
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award period that percentage was 53.360701. In other words, when

all of the need was added up and it was divided by the funds avail-

able, each college received 53 percent of its requested amount.

Chart lV-L-1 will give the reader the results if each State had

been awarded all of its funds using this process.

In the most simple of terms it is the recommendation of this

study that in a time of scarce resources, each state and each stu-

dent insofar as possible should have an equal chance at receiving

his/her fair share of those resources. If done in the manner sug-

gested above every student would receive an equal share of his/her

unmet need.

2. If the new legislation being written at this time is going

to be simply a rehasii of the present legislation, there are some

language modifications that could be done that would assure a

greater deal of equity in the programs. In that regard the read-

er is referred to Recommendations for Reauthori zati on of the

5
Higher E ducat i on Act Title I

V

- Studen t Ass i stance . Th i s docu-

ment was prepared by the National Association of Student Financial

Aid Administrators and submitted to the various legislative bodies.

It contains explicit language changes that the Association feels

v;ould help the legislation become more equitable.

3. The profession of financial aid has taken on increased

^National Association of Financial Aid Administrators,

Recommendations for Re auth o r i zat i

o

n rf the Highe r Education Act

TiTl e 1 V - Student Ass i stance ,
NASFA.k lionitor. Number 14,

(V/ash i ng ton : IIASFAA, February 15» 1979).
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importance over the last few years, f^ore and more colleges are coming

to the realization that a large percentage of their, funds are flov/Ing

into their coffers through student financial aid. Also, as the admis-

sions crunch becomes more pronounced, student financial aid will be

seen as a major tool for recruitment. However, because of the unique

way these programs of aid come into being they can appear to be a

bewildering morass to the student, guidance counselors, and others

trying to help the student gain access to a college education.

The California Student Aid Commission stated this problem quite

sued ntly

.

’’Tliere has been rapid, massive, and uncoordinated
growth in the number, kind, and value of student aid

programs provided by federal, state, institutional,
and private donors. Between IflG^* and 197^, the

amounts of money available for the direct support of

undergraduate students has increased by more than

1,000 percent. The number of major federal programs

has grown from one to six, with four different deliv-

ery agents responsible for distributing their funds

to students. The number of state funded programs has

grown from one to seven, with five administered by

the Student Aid Commission and tv/o by the Individual

segments

.

"There have been two major consequences of this

growth. First, and most important, there has been a

major and significant expansion of the support avail-

able to financially needy students seeking postsec-

ondary education. The goals of access, choice, and

retention have come much closer to being realized,

particularly by the State of California. Pvegardless

of any other outcomes, this expansion of student sup-

port can only be considered a major achievement.

"The second consequence of growth, however, is not

as positive. The uncontrolled and uncoordinated expan

slon of the purposes, sources, types and selection
^

cesses of aid has produced massive confusion in the minds

of students, parents, school counselors, policy makers.
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and if the truth v;ere known, in the minds of the program
administrators themselves. That confusion has grov^n to
the point where it is beginning to have a negative effect
on the continued realization of the goals of equality of
access, choice, and retention. Because of the compli-
cated processes, a large number of needy students are
failing to apply for and receive sufficient financial
support. Public funds, both for program and for pro-
gram administration, are not being used in the most
effective ways. Public confidence that aid is being
directed toward those who need it could be eroded un-
less better procedures for delivering aid are adopted."

It is obvious that the present system of distribution needs

to be re-examined to insure that the funds are being expended in

a manner that best meets the needs of the low and mi ddl e- i ncome

students of tliis country. It is hoped that this study has helped

in some small way to advance that goal.

^California Student Aid Commission, K£St^ Pj_^ the
^

Administration and Coordina tion of Publiclx I^Qil^l^jgili-i— —
Cal ifornTi~,~Trnal Report ,

Phase I l_, (Sacramento, California,

December \31^Y

t

P-
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