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Ana1y21ng FY 74 GI B111 data seems to conflrm that a
1etman veteran's chances.of using the GI Bill' turn on.what state he’ )
s from.- Geography cohtrols opportun1t1es because the fozmula “of
oday's GI Bill, unlike that of World War II's Bill, ignores state N
ifferences in educatlonal costs. This 1eglsbat1ve formula
nadvertently minimizes veterans' . use of their deferred compensatlon
or military service, im Eastern and Hldwestern states. Under the .
ormula of today's GI Ball all. veterans get the same flat monthly . 4
um--$220--to pay for education and living costs. iThe Worid War II GI . ‘
i1l provided a susStenance payment of. %75 pér month and .8 separate
ayment §or tuition,- books. and supplles of up to $500 per year - _
irected to the educatlonal Ainstitution. In additjon, current . - 7
enefits 1eye1s are interpreted by the Veterans Administriation to-
how that veterans today have more, adjusted dollars than did Wotld
ar II\veterans., However, this computation is based on Consumer Price
ndex data, which treated-the 19u48. dpllars as being worth $2.00 in

R < e . v ' oY . : : . . Yo l
ED-114 035 e o : oo ’ “HE 00dﬂ980 p . J
"AUTHOR anwa,:mmFeldman, Stuart F. e |
TITLE . . Geography COntrols GI Blll 0pp§ltunities.~ . o |
INSTITUTION -National League of 01t1es, Washington, D.C. 2o . ‘
- PUB DATE - 11 Nov 74 » . . L :

NOTE 34p. . e D . _ ‘
N ' TN . | ' |
EDRS ‘PRICE = HF $0.76 HC 1. 95 Plus Postage . g . _ |

DESCRIPTORS *Equal Edugation;* ¥Financial Support; Government >
) s ‘ '’ Role; *Higher Education; State Action; State |
; N Colleges- State Un1vers1t1es- StatlStICS' *Student |

° " - i .Costs; Tables’ (Data)v Tu1t10n° Tuatlon Grants; .’/
LS. *Veterans ¢ . : : ' 1
~ABSTRACT Yol . - a I

verage monthly earnings have increased three to five times. the1r . o>
948 levels. Federal or state corrective action is needed to give all, . ‘v

veterans equal*educatldna; buying power and to,give. them the, needed
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I i GEOGRAPHV CONT X0LS VIETN&&/ﬁéh GI BILL USE. - Summafy-'[ :

LN

5/;'A Vletnam veterans are a major Cencérn: of the natlon sfMayors.;
o _’,Some 7,000,000 men: Served the nation Quring the Vietnam era, and . -
they have returned to cltles i} large numbers seeklng employment e .
and education. This paper makes-a number. of sugniflcant flndlncs;,~ LT
."&mwwhlch can be summarlfed as followss :’ " o

l.\EGeoqraphy controls GI Bill use.’ Under the’.tormula or o -t
C : "today's GI Blll,'aTl‘veterans get the same flat. monthly sum =- . C
Wwwamgwmwm 220 += to pav for education and llVlng cOsts.. The World War' II

GI Bill provided a subsistence- payment of $75 per ‘month and a .sep-y

?arate payment for, tuition, bdoks and supplies oFf up to $500 per "f"

Eyearp diréct to the education insti ution, Because differencesd 4n A
- @state tuition chargés go unrecognlz d, veterans in Eastern and e.'"

! ;western hlgh ~tuition states have a harder  time taking education and

‘drainindg than veterans in loyer- ~cost Western' amd Southern states., '
'Veterans were taken under . uniform national draft criteria; yet whether
r not they can use their  GI Bill depends upon “the. structure of e
‘helr state s secondary educatlon system: i ¥

A_veteran can attend San Franc1sco State .and spend only 19.2%

,of his GI Bill for educatlon. He's left with- $1,600 for subslstenCe,

for $178 per month. A veteran ftom the same company may have rer

[turned to.Buffalo, New York, where he will ‘have to, spend 51,116 for
jeducation dests. or 56. 4% of his GI Blll leav1ng him with $96 per .
,month for subsistence. . Largely, ‘as a -result, 41.4% of California's LR
| yeterans have used the GI: Bill to attend college or junlor college, - - -
gand only 22.3% of New: York a,vets have done so. , o

]

g

.4 KBY GI BILL STATISTICS IN LARGE STATES (FY 68~ 74) N :
) 5. © e Public 2 &4 Yr. Col. . :

: §tatfs Ramked GI Bill Pmts. ~College GI Bill - Per Capita Viet Vet
.‘by'V:t, Pop. FY‘1968—74u Tuition Use Rate - Pmts., 68-74 .Population
califérnia  $1,726,090,000 $165 4l.2% - . $27106, . 820,000
New'ﬁork $ 634,000,000 §750~ 900% - 23.2% $1,236 r 513,000+«
Pennsylvania § .483,600,000 $960-1050  17.5% . $1,253 % 386,000
Texas < * $ 656,740,000 $284-322 29.1% _ o $1,703 . 386,000;

‘oOhig - ., $ 432,000,000 .$780-840, 18.¢%k = $1,199 361,000
Michigan - - $- 403,000, OOO $730-904 - 25,2% I ~$l'412 .« 286,000
Ind‘ana .. -$ 195,000, OOO $722 -750 15.2% - $1,082 - 181,000 k

), M * e Flgures for SUNY. CUNY is free except fee of §$70. N

- A} GI Bill based on- ;average tuition costs is -like ‘Congress giving, a vet
airline ticket from Vietnam' when he lands in Callfornla ‘with the ticket pay: ent

" based on average cost of airline tlckets in the ”XS Only half the vets would
make 1t home. - ‘ ' o

2., ,GI Bill- beneflts for ‘all veterans are inadequate, compared

with what World War II vetérans received. Current benefits levels .
%are 1nterpreted by the Veterans Administration,to show that veter-

ans today.have more adjusted deollars than &id Wor d War II veterans.
However, this computation is, based on Consumer Prlce Ijex data, =~ -
which treat the 1948 dollar as being worth $2.11 in betoher. 1974
dollars. But 1n éctuallty, figures like e minimum wege ani” aver—-'--
age monthly earnlngs have increased three to five times theif 1948

4

- levels, ' ! , . : L -

. 3. “Federal or state corrective action is ‘needed to give all.
veterans equal educational buying®power and to.gi%e.them the needed
income base.. Safeguards against abuses must be built into any actior.

N . o A B I - L
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IR GEOGRAPHY QONTROLS GI BILL OPPORTUNITLES- v v - ‘
b . "“v‘ n. ..’J, .o X ) - ‘ ', ., ’ . - . . B " - \ - "
W T e - ' ¥ o (O
. T Eastern and Mldwestern Vietnam Veterans, -

Face Contlnued Loss of Hundgeds of Millions cof Dollars o Co
ln GI Blll Scholarshrp QpportunltLES‘ ‘ T

.,'_ . T «
P o

. Analyzrng FY 74 -GI Blll data seems to conflrm that a Vletnam A
* veteran's, chances of using the' GI Bill turn on what state he is
- from. Geography controls, because the formula of today s’ GI Blll,_
unlike that of Woerld War I%s Bill, 1gnores state dlfferences Ain - _f T
educational ‘costs.- ThlS leglslatlve formula 1nadvertently mlnlmazes .

. veterans' use of their &eferred compensation for mllltary serv1ce Ly
RN _ 1n Eastern and Mldwestern states. _ R _ : <y . .
. " .  wWhile tﬁe draft‘ignored state lines, for many veterans the GI

Bill stops at thelrs} Every unmarried World@ War Ii veps had the same

' federal' GI Bill bene its for subsistence ~- $75 per month This was

s because a separate ‘payment was made dlrectly to ‘the veteran s educa-

e ti®nal 1nstitutlon to cover his costs.of tultlon, books a@nd sup- © Ve

‘< plies, with a maximum of $500. “ Under foday's’ GI Blll, .ach vet must .
meet all costs, dingluding educatlon costs and living costs, out of -

a single payment of $220 per' month.. This ‘figure -is an 1ncrease from
Nthe $lOO per.month figure set when the GISPlll was reenacted- in’,

1966 -- a figure 1ldwer than the $§110 per month pald to a Korean War
, - veteran in. 1955. ot

. .a
. . : B

b}
3

S Pending legkiatfon,which haﬁ\passed Congress and awaits
President Ford's signature,‘would raise these henefigs_to $?70 per
month for a ‘single veteran. ) . . '
L e . I
. ¢ State tuition variances, *fas well. as:particular states' reli-
o .ancé on public' versus private egucatlonal systems, which made no
' _ difference to™the World War\l; vet, make all the dlfference to,
ce today's vet.. For example, eteran- attendlng the State Un1vers1ty
. " *» College. of New York at Buffalo would. have to pay $900 for tdigion. |,
' A veteran attending San Francisco State University would only have
to pay $165. When coupled with expendftures for average‘book and
suypply costs, this means- that the Califernia vet,” who may have served .
in the .same company with the- New York vet, has to _spenhd only 19% N
of his. yearly GI Bill benefits for: education costs -- while the e ‘
-JBuffalo vet spends 56% of. his bepefits. The California vet has $82 - -
more.per month to‘épply to his livﬁng expenses (see pie ohart). s o
M . The des1re for educatlon, actordlng to studles, is uniformly.
% high across the nation. A l974 study done by Daniel ¥ankelovich. \

| . ) . > < } N
. . ) .




(Changlnq Youﬁhavalucs ih the 70's), and a'study~by’the Trans- .

- . --Century Corporathn for the OMB show thaty the desire for- educatlonf <o
- is uniformly, high among veteran PO Ben Wat nberg, in hlS book X

S The Real America, cites a study'w ich asked adult Amer1cans>what~ R
. Ty j they would do dlfferently if theyyhad their lives to live gver agaln, -
. '43% of the adults interviéwed gaid they woyld get more - educatldn =
_ l" "~ far and away the largest categ TY- o i - ¢

The World War. If.GI 3&}1 overed effectlvely tuition, .wherever
_the vet's desire and ability, tpok. him. All_publlc ~colleges’/, and S

'89% of private colleges" fuitjion was cowvered. Harvard charged - ¥
_ only. $600 a year in 1949; - Unused portidns of the 48-months'| en= =
. tltlement cOuld be used to;cover costs in .eXcess of .the $500 per

& year tuition allowed. Private] colleges today charge an average of
_ $2 000 per year,'and are thus wompletely outﬁof reach for Vretnam .
e _ vets lacking: famlly resources.vaubllc college costs range from
© _. .California's free junior. colféfes and $165-per-year State Unlversrty
. - to between $750 and.: gl 050 .in fcpess1ble publlc collegesalnemany
. states of ‘thé East and Midwest{' ' ‘ L . . .

\A

S ',. > ' J l/ . ‘ 'v . ' . o; A;
' C Geographic lefenences Discussed ° L

P«-

) The ﬁesult of the change ; GI BiIl formula from the World ‘
War I1 system of two payments tg: the Korean and Vietnam system of "
v one payment did not. become appa ent or 1mportant until the, Vietnam
’ SO Waf‘flgures were. examingd on 3 s-ate-by-state basis, andrgeographlc
! use patternms percelved ‘ e R f Ve

v .

re - Untll the last 10 years, pddllc:college costs were, on the |
. averayge, very low- while private college costs had begun /their rise, -+ - |
: which outpated the general 1nflat§on. Pennsylvanla and %exas, “with
' ' .exactly the same number of Viet véets .-~ 386,000 =-'and Ghio, with
‘. .361,00 presumably would use rougtly the same number of GI Bxll ',
' dollars° Yet’ there has been enormous variation. The veterans in
"~ these three states, in FY 74 alone, .used $181,000, OOO“ $ll7 000,000
_and” $113, 000, 000 -respectlvely. Cdillege and junior collége GI Bill
partlclpatlon rates through Aprll&l 74 were 29,1% in Texasy,  17. 5%
in Pennsylvanla and 18. 6%, 1ng0hlo,\ ompared Wlth a 41.%% rate in

R Callfornla -= the highest in the ngt'on. o v
) -, The dlssrepancles in. GI Bill se prompted “Saul Frledman, of
‘-rthe Knight Newspapers, to write t '%f you're a veteran in — j

_ ’Pennsylvanla' Mlchlgan or Ohio and you want an éeducation, you'd ,

e - better move to Texas\or Callfornla. e continued, "Bhe populous

o Eastern and Mldwestern states aj gettlng ‘the . short end of thHe GI .
Blll oL d : _
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.i The flgures 1llustrat1ng GI Blkl use . in the seveﬁ states ) )
. w1th 43% of the Vlet vet pppulatlon follow, . o ~" ' B
) .+ 'LARGE STATES' ar- BILL PAYMENTS AND VETERAN POBULATIONS e
. L “- COMPARED TO CALIFORNIA (FY 74) L ‘ '
T - ’ N ' B .o ‘ * "" . ' ]
e RS -State\GI'Blll-Pmts. State Vet Pop. State .
oL . GI Bill Pmts. as % of Galif. “ as % of Califi, Viet Vet
w FY 1974 , «GI,&"J.I Pmt.. . Vet Pop. -+ .. DPOpP." )
L T AR o : - b BEERES
- . California . .$456,620;000 —_ ° L 1820,000. " ="
New York . ' $162,280,000" 35.5%° - 62.6% 513,000 -
Pennsyivania = $117,680,000 " 25.8% - 47.1% . 386,000
Pexas ° ., $181,360, 000 . U L39.T% -, 4AT1%  F L 386,000 .
Ohio = - $I12,980,000 LR 24.7% - A4.0% 361,000 '
Illinois . $132,350,000 L .29.0% -, 4272% . ~,346,00Q T
Michigan _ ‘$108,750,ooo' D 23.8% . =7 34.9%.v . 286,000 . .

. ¢ . .

On a cumulatlve bas1s, the results are magnlfled New ¥York's

513 000 vets” haveﬂused $1,°100,000, OOO *less in benefiks than the
' 820,000 VeEs in California have used o -$634.,280,000" to $1,726,620,000.
. -—These figures, dwarf/HEW s. scholarshlp spendlng for all’ students, : .
"’ yet they have g¢ne unnotlced by the educatlon communlty generallyc .-
' probably because the money goes directly to the veterah. Following '

are the sevhn—state flgures for the cumulat1Ve perlod 1968 74'- Y e
' . -~

 m——

;,\" "LARGE STATES’ GI BILL RAYMENTS AND = VETERAN POPULATIONS T .
| .+ _-- . COMPARED TG CALIFORNIA (FY 68-74) - B
- o ’ . -.0\.
o L . State Ppts. State Vet. Pop.. Add'l State GI -

\ . ' L e

L 3

. , Congress ch01ce ‘of formulae undgr federal- programs determlnes
_ what amount of money gées to each ‘stdte. There is often a state al-
' ; locatlon“formulaa whlch can be one of the most closely debated ,
items' in the drafting’ ¢f'authorizing legislation by Congress. - Fot f;
D exampley under HEW's Spe01al Educatlonal Opportunity Grant program
Note. The source of, dollar payments is fpr FY 68- -73, the annual publlcatybn,

"Pederal Outlays" complled for the Exegutive Office of ‘the President by thé. =~
7§ ice of Economlc'epportunlty - For F¥ 74 unpﬁbllshed VA data prepared fo%w

'[}{J:t study is the source.Data on ‘the GI Bill partlclpatlon rates and ‘state

wmmumulatlon data is® taken from VA Department of Veterans Beneflts. Informatlon
bullbtin 20- 74-3 {April, 1974) . . e = .

8. . .

L o~ . .GI Bill Pmts. &as % of. as % of Callf)\.Brf}\Pmts. if Used )
- B¥ 68-74 ¢ "Calif.,Pmt..'Vet Pop. . . -at Calif. Rate -

‘california” “7$1,726,620,000 " S T

. New York - $ 634,280,000 - 36.7% - _62.6% . . $446,580,000°"

' pennsylvanit $ -483,680,000 ~ -~ 28.0% - 47.1% . _  $329,560,000
Texas $ 657,360,000 ° 8g.1% - 47.i% - \_ $155,880,000
Ohio ,’* ~ - ¢ 482,980,000 * v25.1% =- 44.0% - . . $326,730,000
Illinois . $ 527,350,000 - ' - 30.5% - 42§2% $201, 280,000
'Michigan'(‘- $-. 403,750, ooo T .23,4%' - 34.9%" ' $198,84Q,ooo

. n ‘.-,' . < N




R ( EO:}” a Eyplcal state allocatlon says that each state shall're- _
.7 - <ekivel that. percentage of .the appropriations” that‘represents the . SR
v | ot patio between the’ state s full-tlme college enrollment and the na=’ \ . -
- o tional total This ratio represents the propensity of the state's .' .
ST o 1es1dents to’ attend college arnd junlor college, and the capa01ty RN
of the state to supply places. S e e

- . - v R RS “ -
. : < RN - -
. °
* d .

ta .
" J_; - - ynder that prpgvam, in FY 74 TeXas, Pennsylvanla and Oth re-
o ‘ .ceived $9,600,000; $9 400,000; and $8, 900, 000, .respectively --
ot ~amounts,v;nc1dentally, which very neatly ¢oincide with ‘their- res-
b pective veteran populiations. Yet unden the GI Bill, those same ° .

states' payments varied by‘SO%, with Texas vets using $63, 800, 000 _; ‘;

_ - more than Pennbylvanla vets — $181 OOO 000 to $118%000 000,
g COMPARATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF HEW "FORMULA GRANT SCHOLARSHIP
g} . . AND GI BILL FUNDS IN STATES WITH MANY VETS - 74 ‘ g‘
1".' "‘ k«. " .'_‘ “"'- ) - ‘ . "b',- ) ~ )
T o= " State GI Bill State SEOG Pmts. s
o T GI Blll ‘pmts. .'Prmits. ‘as % 6f as %-of Stae SEOG
’ FY 74 < ,Callf Pmt, Calif. SEOG Pmt, Pmts. FY 74
. . g ’ A o C . ./xsi;v
S California $455,6g;,000 R 55;3 . ‘ . $23,200,000
: , Rew York .t §162,280,000 35.5%: == J2.4% -, $16,800,000
..Penasylvania , $117,680,000 - - 25.8% -- 40.9% & 93400,000 -
‘Texas ~ "$181,360,000 39 77.‘;7 41,3% N $ 9,600, 000
; ohio  s112,980,000 - 24.7% Z-'38.3% + o § 6,900,000
- Illinois $132, 350 OOQ@ .. 29,0% ---  44.3% . "s10, 300 000
Michigan . .$108, 750 000 . ,f2328% -=, 36.3%“/ B $ 8, 500 OOO
o o - B ' " < ’
f‘ ~ © In the case of the GI alll, it ‘seems_ safe to assume that no§“ .
' - one thought .that¥ the continued.use of the *Korean War .GI Billjren .
w' single payment formula wouldglead to an inequitable dlstrlhptlon o h

: C T of bemefltSvfor veterans 'in different- states. . No one would want/
o * veterans Who were called to.federal service who came from a state -
", with the "wrong" structure of pOst-seconaary educatlon to have

- — difficulty in making any use of their GI Bill, -while their fellow
' soldiers from other states were jquucly better. off. But the follow1ng
bar4chart illustrates . the 1nequ1ta e dlstrlbutlon of opportunitiecs
. and funds that’.did in fact occur§as a result of the s1ngle payment
formula- ’ e SN &

g ~ ) . -t \‘
. - .




o LARGE STATE "VIETNAM VETERAN PQPULATIDNS AND CUMULATIVE (68L74) GI BIL
e + " :COMBARED TO CALIFORNIA T'o IL“LUSTRATE GEOGRAPHIG D,ISCRIMINATION OF LE
o . ) 1 ] I. % . 3 . P . 4. . vo 5 . 6 .- ; 7 .

‘:v..”..“j oy

SR

7">@ _, R ‘.l'.— . N v/ -
) (573,000 VELS < 62.6% (of Calif.) '
N.Y. IS . - : e — ;
: . o S $634’,‘280ﬂ'ooo = 36.7% ,
. S *
° ' &
PA, : See : e ' = ﬁ* '
. ' . e . '$483,680,000 ] = 28.0%
) ; s e, ! N o RN A ‘ X » . <§.. n
R L l 4 : . ~/P ) " o, - » . . i ) : : N
o = : — L e
S 386,000 VETS § = 47..1% - .
TEXAS S e e : ' A ' —
L . 3 | o - .$657,360,000|= 38.1%
—t ’ . . . - ] . e o
t H + - , - . D . .
' 44.0% -
L, $432,980,000 | = 25:1% - . ‘
PR 346,000 VETS | = 42, 2% . e - ‘.
_ .. $527,350,000|= 30.5% '
: - “.f"‘ 2 - _ e
S ¢ T < lon
ozsg 000 -VETSI 34.,9% ' o " |one
g e A - M ] ' v ) . . N . _./ ) 4
s ‘ L »$403,756,ooo F23.4% w'
+ —— = ‘i‘ ‘} - 'y - 4

Somc statezs' Vletnan{ veterans can wwy the GI Blll better< the;’n other
Pe_nnsylvanna have 386,000 vets* each and Ohio 3%\1 000, Yet cumulati
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FullTxt Provided by ERIC.

WYor}c s 513,000 quts
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LTt is because of educatlon costs andlthe avallablllty of low-"
"cost 1unlor coIleges as»controll;ng.factors that GI Blll pértlclpa—.
leon rates are so ‘much higher” in the ‘West ahd South The South has
”5mhny -good low—cost area technical.’ schools:that offer courses thatf'
-1n bshe West® would be offered by juniox colléges° High pant1c1patlon

rates ,in'these schools explaln the high- overall GIL Blll use in. ,
;jstates‘ﬁlke North and South Carollna., j ) _ ;-- L,

Y. The fact that the cost of llVlng, Wthh is dlrectly related o

to personal 1ncoﬂe,«can be much”lower in- Southern states also makes

‘d’ Veterans GI Bild payments go much- farther there. Personal incomes,

in Mew York nd New Jersey for '73 were $5,705.and $5J845 respec-.
N t;LVelyo Nor &t Carollna s was $46282 and Te%%? $4 571 ‘Ja
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vdrh\-. Some argue that a system that gives, more moneyoto ‘some veterans

is unfalro, Yet the Congreéess frequently adds Dayis-Bacon provisions
xﬁto federal legislation that treatsgthe reality of dlfferent con- "~
f‘stqyctlon and wage costs 1n~dxfferent,parts of the cpuﬁtry. Ceﬁv
' give: the VA the sane dollar amounts te
A ﬁ@l in Ngw York City ahd déne in’ rural Alabama.
et tth is what it:&88es for Vietnam veterans in dlfferent states ”
Wmth dlfrerent tultionbstrugtures* } . - . :
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Prlvate colleges were charged Wlth the fewest abuses of the
War II GI Bill, but 1ron1cally it.is- those" prlvate colleges -

pa‘ﬁ5cularly the less famous -- whith have the greatest need of, ¢+ -~ _.

stidents and.whidh today's GI Billwstructure -- designed to correct
abuses by propsietary schoolg and public colleges =- now punlshes.g
aas veterans comprlsed om 40% to 87% of male students .on

chkE‘son 1n\New Jersey, and Fordham in New York, as’ well as other
lessffamous colleges, - come@to mind., Yet the high tuition of these
schOolS, which prov1de up to 64% of the educational capaclty in

Massachusetts, dlose the schools to veterans. In Callfornla, prl—

3

ome up with a-.part-time job, "or w1th a bank loan to carr\

-
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™ use is inverse to need. The poorer you are, the harder
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‘,A rar1es’w1thout mllltary serv1ce. Only 16% of those veteransv" Co e
._ thought” they had'the right amouiit of educatién, versus 26% of their

»convth&hg gne 1948 doﬁlar to $2. Ii“October l974édollars, on the _ by

. . taken 1948's

¢« job on the’ mlnlmum‘wage.. 'Today's veteran has $122 less than that

you througﬁ untll a late cheCk from the VA can get to you. In o, T
the 1974 Yankelov1ch survey of veterans who had served in Vletnam ‘.
“and had not. attended college, the veterans showed less satlsfac—" ¥
tidén with the educatlon they 'had received- than did thelr contempo—v N

non—Veterﬁn peers. And only«52%»of all vetergns surveyed thought
.. they had the r;ght klnd of educatlon, compared to 69% of non— N .
veterans. Ll IR v .o , o L
. \J . : e ] ’ ot - :
.Because of Johnson Admlnfstratlon res1stance,vthe or1g1nal ; . s
attempt to enact a Vietnam-era GI Bill was dropped in;1965. - In’ X
Qrder tq avold a Pres1dentlal veto, ongress in 1966 he&d beneflts
down to $400 a month ($10 a month less than the Korean. War\flgure)
is decision)has been the baln;of vetefans ever s1nce, in that v
Qy,ﬂncrease looks llke an ‘enormous jump from thlS Ainitial low base. Tl

v N . } " ? . -

A, 1n juptwfylng ‘the’ present level of benefits, argues ’ '
_fe average, she Vietham veteran has more dollars than dld .
& world War II veteran. ‘*Fhe VA Bases its computatlons N

Consum.q Prloe Index.* This is a ;defenslble bas1s, but when other’
‘ st are examined -- such as the minimum Wage and the actual }i,
‘this $2. ll flgure clearly understates the value of

nlckel Coca,@ola, Today suhway fare ‘is 35¢ /and a Coke costs a - .l
guarter. Yat “the VA argues that & veteran who nets $1351-xn today S ﬂ'.‘
dollars, after“paylng tultlon, books and fees, is better off than ."Q

the Wotrld Warkgapveteran w1th $675 l948\dollars ($75 X 9tmonths)

today s’ minimum wage-shogld be, 1t would have
~hour- flgure anderalsed it,to $. 84 ah* hour!
hough!, Congrese is 1967 ;nereased the~m1n1mum Cen
war, and thl% year to '§2.0Q, w1th increases to

in- determlnl

wage to §1. 69 an

$2.30. leglslate ‘Ih other words, ‘the mlnamum wage. has already Yoo
increased by;frve tlmes s1nce-l948 S = L
s ‘-: ‘_'f mi', , . ' . o ~— V
In 1948, a vet recelved for subs1stence every monéh a sum; ‘ -

$8 less than*he would have earned.lf he had hel&a #48-hour- a-week .

1 St s
. P . r ..
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= ' figlre before paying tuition. In 1948, the married. vete%an with
a.child received $£120 a month, Whlch was $37 1948- dollars more

“than the minimum wage. ‘Today's married vet ‘with 'a child, after .-
- Paying the average cost of tuitidn at public colleges, has $50 _
less than the mlnlmum wage when he goes to- look for a part*tlme C -
JOb ' S _ . ’ e
~ The VA says that V1etnam veterans on the'average are rece1v1ng .
more education benefits than World Wa; I veterans received. ..Even
o, i if this statement were based on more’ realistic computatlons, it e
: 'still ignores the fact that all veferans -~ not just the average - ° ﬂk
; '~ _veteran' -- were glven an adequate level of subsistence in 1948.
If the "average vetelan"‘approach were .taken’ in, giving veterans
‘airline tigkets home from San Franc1sco .upon the1r dlscharge,’and
they were -given average air fare to fly home w1th half ‘of them
s wouldn 't make its V. . e T -~f . .

i

\

The Educatlonal Testlng Serv1ce surveyed veterans and other i
students"’ actual costs of llVlng'and found that they,_ were far in
excess of their GI Bill beneflts, -without haV1ng deducted any edu-

‘ .catlonal costs, The" average. expense for a marrled veteran ‘with a

, . child, eXClUSlVe of edueatlon costs and adjustedufor 1nflatlon,

1% < comes to $600-a month ‘The GI Bill after the 23% 1ncrease, would

3 _ _ prov1de $366 -- just ore than half of the subsistente costs alone.‘
- And if the vet is from a. hxgh-tultlon ‘state, he would pay from $60
S ‘ta $100 per month for education. following chart Getails the
average subslstence needs pf Veterahz(attendlng.school in, 1974:

™

AL oae ‘ AVERAGE MONTHLY LIVING EXPENSES FIOR VIETNAM~ERA- VETERANS
e . ATTENDING. SCHOOL, SEP}’I‘EMBER 1974 '

,@vMarried’: -Married Vet
Veteran with a Child.

L

$170 . $200 - -
- : 140 - 200 -
Clothlng, cleanlng & laundry - - - | 22 40 ;; . 48
.. Transportation - = - - = ===~ | 5O 52 - .. 55
i Medical —Vﬁ-- - e = e - =~ 10 ' 28 A 35
Chlld CAreim = = = - - ——-— - - ) ‘ . . . ©27
Miscellaneous -~ - - 1-—.&*—~— - - “ ' 1) o —49 :
Total Monthly EXpenses' ' 5‘ - $485 v ~ $594 -~ -
. Total monthly GI Bil"subsistaﬁce .
: pmt.~H.R. 12628 (1ncludes 23% - . ‘ SR
SRR lncrease) ------ e = - 8321 . §$366.
Supplemental income needed to o f o Lt e
! meet-mOntHly living eﬁpenses - - { 2 $l64, _ .$228' -

-SOURCE.»wETS report {exc¢luding educat/onal expenses and adjusted.
) to "‘August 1974 consumer prlc 'index) 14 e




.. have been Ward to ge:, because’ the gover nt's economic game’ plan

serve fewer months, the fact that thelr benefits were

. attdal cost of private. educatlon was covered out of the tultlon - ,'

\ v . v '-—lO-. 7“ F‘

<

¢
‘o

Whlle most veterans are eager to work - 1n<part ~time Yobs, those -

in 1969 was designed+4o slow inflation by creating unemployment
A heavy burden-fell on Vletnam veterans Who were being dlscharged .t
at the rate of one mllllonspe year. 400 000 vets were unemployed - ot
at one tlmen Because theéy are the las® hlred many will be the flr‘t
fired in the case of recession, Stlll bearlﬂg the same burden.‘

o
Throughout the history of the GI Blll° late checks ‘have been ,

a’ chronlc complaint of the veteran. To one who counts on Hrs GI , ';‘
"Bill check its late arrival ik a serlous setbacK.’ The fact that . ‘

Vrgtnam vets know that the VA has a reputatlon for gettlng its chee¢ks:
out lat® has meant that many veterans have never s1gned for thelr
benef:&s at. all - AR . : T e T
‘)The most ‘recent of the five levels of GI Bill payments since
its reenactment in 1966 will obv1ously help veterans. But for many
in hlgh -tuition states, the’ 1n1t1al _years provided benefits so 1léw ,
that they could not afford to go *to school full-time. For: example,‘
a vet’ enrolling in éenn State in the fall of 1969 had $52 a month
to’live on after ‘paying -for fhition and books. The World ‘War I

¥

' vet at Penn- State had $75 1948 dollars to live on'__

i . _
Prov1s1on\ in thls GI Blll would extend the vete*an s beneflts

-from 36 to 45 months.' World War II vets with-sufficient service

o low pre—'
vented tHem from g01ng to school full- ~time.. The extension provision
would merely allow vets ‘to complete thelr undergraduate 'schooling

é;gkmake up For the low benefits.

One last note on the 1nadequac1es of today s »GI B¥Il. In - ‘
economics, one looks at both the supply and demand side when con-

could get 48 montns of benefits. Although Vietnam vetzians may.

‘sidering the avaifability of goods and serv1ces. We have d1scussed

the attractivengss of the GI Bill from the polnt of v1ew of the. .
veteran demandlng-the services. * From the . point of view of the edu- .

“cation- 1nst1tut10ns that offer the supply, the current GI Blll pro-

v1des few 1ncentaves° : . o . :
. ° . o ;,_‘ - N "y .
Many of the nation's public  and private .colleges and junior
colleges were 'able to  expand thelg facilities as a résult of the
fact that the World War II GI Blll paid out-of-state tuition rates
for in-state vets at public colleges. Thase out-of-state charges
are $2,000 in some states today, but the veteran brings only the*

$600 to $1,000 in-state tuition rate. A hlgher percentage of the

payments made dlrectly by the federal government on behalf of vet-

eran: students than has been the case -since; “that time. Yet those
private colleges are closed to most veterans by high cultlons.‘
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.  Today's colleqes‘recelve a $4.00 per vete¥%an payment peyx year!
o from the VA for paper processing, increased from $3.00 in 1972. 1In’
‘ addition, HEW lras made funds available at the" rate of $55 per vet
per year to colleges which.increase their veteran enrollments by -

- 106 since June of 1973. However, the National Assoc1atlon of Con-

cerned Veterans had- to sue the Commissioner of Education to get >
those funds released But a $55 payment is nothlng like the vast .
-, sﬁms made ayailable after World War II.

¢
v ) n
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The Means to Provide an Adequate GI~Bill for Veterans

, If the GI'Bill is to provide equal opportunltles for all o
veterans in all states, a mechanism will have to. be ‘found to recog-
nize that the present system does not cover costs of- veterans in*.

- - . high states..‘ . . : ‘o

x * . ? 2

e

_ Not only is an adequate basic payment needed but elther a
state or‘a federal: tultlon equalizer payment as well. A tuition
equalization provision was contained in the Senate-passed GI Bill.

Under that formula, the veteran dssumed the first $100 of tuition
e costs and the federal government picked up 80% of the next $900
for a maximum payment of $720 per school year. ~ S ﬁ

The tuition equalizer would ﬁelp but-veterans from all states
at moxe or less the same place on the starting line. Since the
federal government declared the war and called the men ihto”serx
vice,. it should logically be a federal obligation to see that all
veterans who served have equal educational opportunities =- not

. just "equal" dollars. However, some states passed GI Bills,;and
F . others could do the same. But the,state GI Bills in places like
Illinois and Massachusetts have not been totally effective in their
operations,,K for thew do not cover private colleges, nor are they"
e§tensively‘advertised.‘_Both states rely heavily on private edu--
r catioh, with 32.3% of Illinois students and 64% of Massachusetts
.. students in private colleges. As a result of all this,:it”seems
that many'veterans‘are'unaware of thejr states' efforts.

.

B

LI *  NIn likg fashion, jin 1973 Pennsylvania began to treat veterans
as emancipated s;udents, and made them unlversally eilglble for \

. .the state educatlon program. But that program is currently out of

funds, and little advert1s1ng is dlrecged toward~veterans.

. : - . b

.

e,

‘zéx prOV1sﬂPn would ball out states which do little. But an
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ifornia will spend $1.3

rk will-spend-$1.1 billion
r. The state tax effort
ifornia than it is in
st-of=educatlon states, 1n
because of thé states’
through prlvate,colleges,
lege student pay a higher
states where public edu-

$

t * .
. . examination of the fig%res shows (that
e -hiliion on publié education; -whilg New
and Texas $450,000,000 in this fiscal
is higher in the East and Mldwest and
~ Southern. ,States. Yet veterans in hlgh
the East and Midwest are belng ‘penaliz
historical rellance on private initiat
A\yand. because of the tradition that the
< : percentage°of his educatlon costs tha
.cation is moge suledlzf

o ‘<:'-_oa g8 gy

. . N . '. ,
N . /
or federal, to equalize

vy opponents of such a ‘pro-

In the case of action, elther st t
tuition, the’very real p roblems raise

‘

the form of an educatlon
most efficient, since it
by individual veterans.

£ B 1:" If the funds were given out|i
’ voucher, that would seem to/ b¢
Jvould avoid probl:

2. A'price freeze co‘ld be annotinced to Help ensure .that
prices were not raised Sl ply to obtain more dollars from
the federal gover, ment K eLerans would pay. no dlfferent

-

" 3. An income test could be pplied, similar to that psed!forv

. «wthe Basic Opportunity Grant program of HEW, and like that
applied to veterans wunder the World War II GI Bill. But

any income limitation t&s§t should recognize the difficult
situation of married vets with children, who appear to be
maklng far less.use of the GI Blll than s1ngle veterans.

ﬂa - s 4, "Perhaps a limitation to 'veterans who have been discharged
since the Vietnam era began on August 4; 1964, might also
“Dbe appropriate, with a s1m11ar‘i§m1tatlon sto those g01ng

to school 3/4 time or more. . R
, “ | 5. In order to allow vetépansdyg’attend private codleges, a
’ o . §liding scale of federal pdrticipation might be adopted,
( - with the vet paying the first $300 in tpltlon and the

)

federal government picking up 80% of the next $7OO 60%
. : of ‘the next $1,000 and 40% of the next $1,000, for a
e total federal contribution of %1,560. o -

[ [
. Thh VA has argued that veﬁerans caq,obtaln benefits from other
federal programs to Eﬁet ‘the 1nadequac1es of their GI Bill funds.
But the 1973 ETS study done.for the VA showed that veterans Wwere

. LIS ' : -~
° . o | * .1’.( * < . -
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vision must be dealt with, both legigla ively and administratively:
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excluded from part1c1patlon in most other federal student aid pro-

grams. The ﬁeteran was caught in. a vicious cycle: Because he had.

the GI Bill; he could not use other federal programs, but because
the GI Blll wa; so inadequate, he’ could not use thdt either.
Close questlonlng by Congressman Neal Smlth before the House
Appropriations Céommittee showed. that, desplte the fact ‘that, Con-
gress had thought it was making veterans eligible for the Basic
Opporcunlty Gradnt program, the regulatlons in fact émcluded them
.frﬁm:part1c1patlono . - . o

o
. ° <®

The vetefan must look for hisﬁsalvation to .the GI Bill.

[
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1974 Vlet Vet

Jr.

_ & 4—Yr.
. College GI .

Q

Tetal GI Bill

*

N

College Part1c1patlon ’lte Populatlon Bill Use Rate . Use Rate,
. A -- Rank , Rank

1. California vf;f R 820,000 1) 41.4% 5 56.7%

2. Arizona - .7 70,000 2i 39.3% ., 3 61.7%

3. .North Dakot 4., + 16,000 2 » 3| 39.3% 1 73.1% -

4. New Mexico jjf,/ 35,000 . 4y 33.3% 4! 61.1%

‘5, Oregon ° /S T/ 87,000 . 5| 33.1% 16] 49.0%
6. °* Colorddo///' RS . 93,000 .! 6 32.6% 6l 55.0%
7. Washington DA 152,000 ' 7] 32.5% 10 52.8%
8. Hawaii - ° EV'*,//. 31,000 8] 32.2% 7] .55.0% °

" 9. Utah =~ 7 43,000 9‘482'1% 21 48.1%

. 10. Idaho .?f/' 24,000 . 10§731.7% 114 52.7%
11. South Dakgt 16,0Q0 - 11| 30.6% 2] 62.3%
12. Wyomlng .%w;m 12,000 . 12 29.7% ~ 15! 49.1%
'13. , Oklahoma: * 1. - \* _ 97,000 13] 29.5% 14] 49.6%
14, ' Texas i 386,000 . 14} 29.1% 251 47.3%
15. Morida 250,000, - 15| 28.0%" Sel 47.13
16. Kansass ~ 74,000 « 18] 28,085 19] 48.2%
17. Nokth Carolina. 153, 0004% 17} 27.6%, 12] 51.¢%
18. Montana ., g . 26,0004 18] 27.0%" 17} 48.° %
19. Nebraska + = . ¢ . 48, 000% 19| 26.8% 9 53.7%

- 20. ' Alabama ~100,000 20f 26.2%5 . 8l 53. 3
21. Rhode Island T 37,000 , 211 25.4% 35] 42. S
22. Michigan 286,000 ~ 221 25.2% .28} 45.. %
23. Missouri 50,000 23] 24.4% - 30" 45+ 4%
24.° kllinois 346,000 24] 23.9% . 341 43.2%
25, Maryland ) 151 000 . 25) 23.4% 40 40.4%

26, rMississippi J -~ °50,000° . - 26] 23.4% 31N 44.6%
< 27. i’ Tennessee ;- "128 000 ' 27] 23.4% 18} 48.6%
28.% New York " 513,000 28] 23.2% 36] 42.2%
29.% 'South Carolina ® 85,000. 29] 23.1% 13! 50.8%

¢ 30.: Wisconsin C. 142,000 , 301 23.1% 27 46.0%

".31,  Louisiana - -« 106,000 31} 22.7% 20§ 48.2%
32, Virginia e 169,000 32] 22.5% 391 40.8%
33. ‘Minnesota 145,000 33] 22.0% 23] 47.5%

.34,  Délawarer 22,000 34 21.8% 43 38,1%
35.  Massachusetts 203,000 . 35} 21.8% . 48} 36.5%.

' 36. Alaska ' 13,000" 36f 21.5% 46) 37.1%
37. Arkansas - 57,000 37| 21.3% 22] 47.(%

38, Nevada 122,000 . 38ff21.18 . - 38j 41.(%

.39, TIowa *,89,000 391 20.7% * . 33f 43.¢%
40, Connecticu .103 , 000 40] 20.5% 421 39 _7%

41, .West Virgin o 50,000 . 414.19.8% 290 45.6% .

T @2, Georgla \\ _‘16%,000 ‘ 421 19.8% 24f 47.4%
43. Maine 33,000 . 43} 19.3% 32) 44:0% -
44. ZKentuck \M- 93,000 441 19.1% 331 41.6%
45, obio 361.000 45§ 18.6% 44} 38.1%"
46. New. Hampshlre 30,000 . - 46( 18.5% 451 37.4%
‘47. “New JerSey 226,000 7471 18.4% 49] 3%.18
.48. Pennsylyania: . 386,000 48{ 17.5% 41} 40.3%
*49.  Indiana s ~ 181,000 _49] 15.2% =470 36.8%

.~ 50. Vermont . 16,000 . w50p 14.3% 50§ 32.8% -

o Total P Average - Aver:zge
6,923,000 18 - s25m 46.3%

A
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Gr: BILL DPYIV'ENTS BY STATE, GIVING TOTALS

e o s ran

% N
AND PAVEENTS ON 3 PER GARITA. BASIS (FY 68~ -74)" '
.. (/“\\ ’ , R
¢ s “.Pmts., on rer
~ 3tates Ranked by =« Viet Vet . Sta‘te GI Bill. ¢. Capdta Basis
. Viec Vét Po*pulatﬁon ‘Population Pmts, (FV 68—74) o (FY 68~ 74) _
‘ - Rank ' " " Rank -
. 1 caliSornia . 820,000, 1,726,620,000 Z $2110
) 2 New York 513,000, 3" 634,280,000 41) 1240
3 Pennsylvania 386,000 . 5 483,680,000 ° 39] 1250
4 Pexas ‘- 386,000 * 2 657,360,000 17{ 1700
'5 Ohio . 361,000° 7| 432,980,000 44| 1200
. 6 illinois ~ 346,000 4 . 527,350,000 28| 1520
' 7 Michigan 286 000 .8 403,750,000 32] 1440
& Florida . 250,000 6| 3} 435,860,000 14] 1740 )
9 New Jersey 226,000 13| 241,680,000 49{ = 1070 .
10 Massachusetts 203,000 11i 252,970,000 40§ 1250 -
11 Indian:iw 181,000 20,y 195,820,000 48] 1080 o
12 Virginix . 169,000 . 21} - 188,930,000 470 1120 B
13 Geoxrgia ("163,000 16| 267,180,000 '\\: 10] 1960. =&
14 Missouxi . 159,000 ~14{* 234,250,000 - 31} 1470 % 4
15 North Caroilina ° 153,000 12 .250,290,000 .20} 1640
16 Washington 152,000 - 9 278,020,000 - .12 1830
17, Maryland 151,000° 22 182,590,000 - 43} 1210 * _ "
4 1B mMinnesota 145,000 15/ 224,810,000 25| 1550 . '
19 wigconsin 142,000 16| 214,709,000 29| 1510 . - % fﬁ
20 Tenpessee 128,000 18/ 209,690,000 21} .x640. Wji
21 Louisiana 106,000 24} 175,420,000 19} 1659 -
22 Connectlcurt 104,000 ' 27| *137,160,000 - 36] 1330 ”,
23 Alabama , -+100,000. ~ 19f "~ 199,220,000 tof 1990 o .
- 24 Oklahoma °. . . 97,000° 23} 181,950,000 11§ 1880 .
‘25 Colorado ~ ) 93,000 17{ 211,220,000 5{ 2270
26 Kentucky , 93,000 .30] 123,440,000 - 37{ 1330 .
. 27 Iowa ‘ '§'89,000 29 23,750,000 - 331 13%0°
28 Origon : §7,000° 26} .. 154,150,000 . 13 :
29 South Carolina 85,000 28; 129 190,000 V. 24 63
30 Kansas 74,000 31| 120,350,000 23 30
31 Arizona 70,000 25| 167,540,000 > O
32 'Arkangas ' 57,000 " 32| ..95,410,000 . 18] 1670-
33 Mississippi .. :50,000 36 . 76,890,000. . 26] 1540
34 West Virginia © - 5Q,000 - 38. 67,070,000 35| 1340
35 Nebraska " 48,000 34 83,360,000 -15{ 1740
36 Utah 43,000 33 90,180,000 ' - 8| -2100
' 37 Rhode Island - - 37,000, 39 55,020,000 ~ ' 30| 1490
- 38 New Mexico © 35,000 35 79,960,000 4| 2280
39 Maine = 33,000 , 43 42,210,000 38{ - 1280
40 Hawaii =~ 31,000 37 ' 69,010,000 6] 2230
41 New Hampshire - ~.30,000 43| . 35,980,000 451 1200 ,
' 42 Montana " 26,000 41} . 42,560,000 = 221 1640 .
43 Idaho 24,000 42| - 41,440,000 Yol <1730
44 pelaware ., ° 22,000 47| . 25,220,000 . 46| 1150 .
45 Nevada , 22,000 46} - -30,680,000 34] 1390
46 North Dakota. - ° 16,000 40, 42,740,000 % 1} 2670
47 South Dakota 16,000 44 - 37,270,000/ 3] 2330 -
O 48 Vermont. - 16,000, 50 15,110,000 . 50 940 " JE |
ERIC49 alaska’ ' 13,000 49 15,970,000 - 42 1220 {
=50 wyoming . . 12,000 ~ 48] 18,490,000 27 1540




Left with .
$1564,
$175/mo.*

Left with \.
?$1600 RV
 © $189/m0.

; Left'wiéh
k| -$J484 :
$165/mo. _
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SOUTHERN ILLINOIS 'UNIV,
State GI Bill pays. _‘
tuition. Vet
pays $200 in
fees.

»
" SAN FRANGISCO STATéﬁé

 TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY
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»
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CONTRASTINC;TUITION COSTS AMD SUBSISTENCE MONIES

OF VETERANS AT PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES —- 1974 . ' .

- . -«
I

SHADED AREA = portlon of n1ne~month ‘GI Bill ($l980) used for tultlon,
;.. ., fees, bqpks ‘and supplies: (average book & supply costs, = $216 included
}.; “- in tuition figure). . ‘ ’

WHITE AREA funds left for sub51stence for nlﬁe months.l o T

Left with . A
$912 -0
$lOl/mo, ‘

Left with °
$939
'$104/mo.,

Left with .
$954 ...

>$lQ§/mo°
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tuition. Vet
Pays- $200 in
- fees. -
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‘G TﬁITLON CO§IS AND SUBSISTENCE MONIES
RANS AT PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES -- 1974

TEXAS A & M'UNIVEEélTY‘
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, \
on. of\nlne-month GI Blll ($l980) used

p 1es (average book & supply costs =S

lLft fo /éubzlstence for nlne monf%s.

'.s;gte U’of'New-qu;”

S O

Left with'
$939 -
—$104/mo.

for’ tuition, ¢ o
216 1nclude§J)1

d

feft with -
$714

- g
,_Lef‘t with A
s812 : -
~ $101/mo. . _ !
&
o
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WSTENCE FUNDS AVAILABLE TO VETERANS
SIBLE STATE 'COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
TER”PAYMENT OF TUITION AND BOOKS

EARs“1969~7o, 1971-72, 1972 73 1973 74 .

j1969 1970
Living Funds

1971 1972;u1
L1v1ng FundS\

1972~ I973'
LlVlng Funds

197341974
Living Funds\~
or One Month for One Month for Oné Month for ‘Qne Month

CaI;fﬁwnla I
‘Cal.”'State &
New York o

-

$112 55

o

Oth
. Miami U
\ Tllinois ;

7$"4é¢89

e,

3130 per month
175 per month

$101.88

*$L52;2% ;

:{$ gé;éd'

l$&l&.8§

$ 65 561'
s 68, 89;
'li-$'§9:33£:

» : SEER
‘=$118.89

$148.11.
-.‘ 5
$154, 44 <
$.97. 22

‘I$;§7.f7'i:~ﬁ3“

‘e

$161.11

'_T$ 87;77x

- gslol 1f

";$l6l 11 -

| ;5142;7v..‘

in $133,33

= $L%? 11"
*$198°33

$1l5*55“1ﬂ

$11a 11

‘$l78;llﬂ

\ o

'$ll6 11l

¥ %

: $206,I;~”

. $128,77

e

”$206.11,

alls of IllanlS and Massachusetts pr'v1de free tultlon
'ﬁh’se states at publlc educatlonal 1nst1 utlons.

$163.55

. $109,33

.

$101.33

$132.66

LI

$115,44

$l96 00"

. $ 96'.00'~ ..0,:,/

-

$196.00 . -

-




P

.’ IS A DESPERATELY NEEDED GI BILL INCREASE'INFLATIONARY?

-
b §

$800 - T $800
LT P B f
$700 RE S } 700
'~ The Veterans Administration, - o
in its calculations, uses the '1,
= Consumer Price Index to determine
_ the levels at which the GI Bill o o
- $600 7 should be funded Whlle this , " $600
, 'is one measure, thlS chart shows o
' _ two additional fiscal Mmeasuresgy
» which point up the total inade~
- quacy of the GI Bill, especially _ ‘
$500 «considering ‘the fact.that tuition, .} $500,
U and. other eduqahlonal expenses ' -
\ must .come out of the $220 per .
month presented allotted per o
, - single veteran. (All subsistence
$40‘0" - . figures are for a single veteran:) | $400
‘ - $346 :
- (417¢ of 1o48) .o
" $30C - ) . Fs300
T . ~ . ] ‘%
. ‘ |
tamn v et $200 s f $168 o - $200
- Lzz4% of 1948) |
.$100 4
1948 1974 - 1948 1974 L
e .., .AVERAGE MONTHLY MO. EARNINGS; VETERANS MO. ‘SUBSISTENCE
‘ ]:MC “ EARNINGS .UNDER MIN. WAGE FUNDS. AFTER PAYMENT OF
, - R 28 AVERAGE TUITION AT ABQVE

¢
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. : . FIGURES SHOWING STATE TAX EFFORTS
* : GEN IE‘.RALLY’»AND FOR HIGHER EDUCATION '
THURSDAY. OCTOBER 31, 1974 T L
' ) ‘ . . ¢
State and Local Per Capita Tax Burden in Fissal 1972-.73
L)
. ‘ .
1
f
" K.
o -
4
K : ) . N . " U
° ' o ‘, ; \‘@1;974.'CommerceClearingHouse,lnc.
Stdte Approcgrlatlons Per. Caplta — State, Local
HI GHER EEUCAT?FI,ZOCN o o .
o . C rCa I
S PRSI L RgLme “Taxes Rose i
. i prlnﬂon priation ) - .
* | Alobama . .9 44. 20" 37 Montana °. . . ... $ 5204 22 | 7 s ‘
* {Alaska . ... 10704 1  Nebraska 2. .. .. 8535 19 T $55 In 1973?; :
. . | Arzona ... ... . 70.85 3, nevaad i 5; % gg T o
- Arkansas .. ... 39.97 45, ew Hampshire . 22. i : oIy N
California . o . 6533 '8 New Jersey ... 39.50 - 46 In cz*;’;““;zu"yl’;:?n,t o )
&, . . .
Colorado . .. . 06.97 6 \ New Mexico ... 5471 21 ticed, your state and local
Connecticut . °*- "43.80 38 NewYark ... , 64.04 12 S '
’ Delaware - .- 64.93 9 North Carolina .. 6285 14 . ) tax payments zoomed wup
. | Floridz_: e 50.96 25 No_l'th Dakota . . . 4981 28 { ‘vnrd last vear, Comme}c.
e ﬁeurgna T N 28;: . 32 g::oh ........ . 22?2 Zg ‘ Clearing House reports. _ o :
await’ . .. . 9. : ahoma . .. . : “ -
. ‘ldaho . . .. 6288 13 -Oregon . - ' 57.32 16 The national . pub? tshm ,
’ iflinois X . 95.03 20 Pennsylvania®* == 41.00 - 44 : company, examining  Jensus
.o indiana . .' 46.36 35 Rhode Island . 5020 27 ~~ a Burefu data, said the aver-
. fowa ... . . - 5176 24 South Cz:ro!ma - 6486 10 . * age Americar.  paic Son.e
, : Kansas .. ¢ §5.73 18 South Dakota .= 47.24 34 $577 in income, pioperty.
' 4 ' Kentucky . .. 5052 26  Tennessee . . . 41.13 43 gagoline, liquor, sal*s and
° .. lLouisiana .’ . . 49.29 32 Texas ........ . 4226 41 - other taxes last year, 333
. Maine . ... . 43.65 39 Utah - ... 6457 .11 . more. than the . Previous
’ Maryland ... 4438 36 Vermont . . . 4281 40 year. )
L Massachusetts" 3324 ?g wrgihn_lagt ,,,,, o gggg 39 i © Altosether, the state dnd
- Michjgan .. . ... 57.61 ashington .. .- ©0. local take was $121.1 billie
Minnesota . o = 49.33 31  West Virginia . = 49.71 29 local take was Si2l. L DRl
Mississippi .. .. 56.25 17 Wisconsin®. ... . 71.69 2 $305 billion national sudget
Missouri . . 4‘1.2-4 42  -Wyoming REE 67.70 5 projected for the year ended
* Estim Y ion’ Total US. . 51.86 June 30, 1973. )
1 * Estimated appropriation ‘ ) As has*been usual- for the
e . . Estimates of the 1974 population of the states, reported last « past eight vears, New® *York-
9 week by the U.S. Cénsus Bureau, have been used to calculate the 3 O ers paid the most in taxes—
E \I‘C * . " per-capita appropriations for higher education for 1974-75 and the. . an average of $895 per tan
! K : state fankings shown above. Appropriations figures used were pro- - ]P(;'*'i‘;“" compared to 3789 .} .
: . vided by M. M. Chambers of lllinois State University. = N - 972, _‘ ‘
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‘ "HOW GOOD IS TODAY'S 6L BILL? ,
. N\ . . | »‘:m " ' A '
GI B111 Equality for all "WW II Vets: Every WW II veteran cou]d go to hi:
state college or univérsity and have $75 for subsistence free and clear of

tuition,«books, and supply costs (unless he earned more per month ‘than the
average US worker) o

, Tution Charges Control Subsistence for Vietnam Vets: On]y some Vietnam
‘ ~— veterans who Tive in low tuition states have sums for subsistence that equal
’ ‘those which WW I vets veceived. Awhual tuition charges for.a four-year public
college range from $165 in California, to $266 to-$378 per year ip Texas,

»y =

to up to $1,050 in Pennys]Van1a and $1,088 at. the Un1vers1ty of Vdrmont. e
: X r
N\ . ’ : EquaT Educat1ona] Opportunity and Equal M1ﬂ1tary‘éerv1ce ' The VA gust1f1es

- today's combined subsistence and tuition payment system by sayifg that on

. the average the Vietnam veteran has more constant dollars for h1s subsistence
than di¥ the WW II veteran. The: VA says that to give some veterdns more ‘
dollavs than other veterans receive, results in providing some veterans more
benefits, rather than equal- beneflts for equal military serv1ce

But we are not La]k1ng ‘about g1v1ng peop]e do]]ars, we are talking about

. educational opportun1t)es Therefore, if some states charge so much more

. tuition than others and the djfference amounts.to $900 per year, then some
' veterans may be unable to use their benefits. Today's system is in.fact un-,

equal., Because of a factor over which the veteran lacks control, the tui-
tion structure of his state, some will in practical effect have no GI Bill .
benefits. Because of this- varying cost and the fact that some states relied, .
after WW II, mostly on pr1vate coTTeges, separate subsistence and tuition T
N , payments were used. Today s system would have meant that Wu I{ veterans o B
in many states would never get to college. . . , . '

The Fa]]acy of the Average “Advocates of the system of g1v1ng veterans , '
equal dollars despite varying state charges for tu1t1on§~ou1d certainly not s
|
|

have advocated that such a system be applied to giving soldiers airline fares,
‘homer when they returned from Vietnam to California. If an average ha# beem -
-used to pay for vets airline.tickets, then the funds g1ven the veteran would -
have. been based on ‘the cost of all air]ine tickets sold in thé United States. o
. Those veterans 1iving in California would have far more dbllars to get home ‘ |
~ than they needed while those,veterans 1iving in New York would h&ve had (o |
. enough money to reach Chicago but no further. By using an average GI Bjll ! |
payment, we are penalizing veterans for living in New York, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania, .Indiana, Michigan and the New England states Just as we would if we
~ used that average to pay for their a1r]1ne tickets. ) . '

“Across-the- Board Increases are Wasteful: Across the board, &I B11] increasas
do not solve this problem and are wasteful of‘the axpayer s ‘money, - If, in
order to get the New; York veteran hwme from California, we gave.all veterans:
1% or. 20% more dollars, the New YorK veteran would st1]1 not get home but -

the Califdirnia veteran would have add1t1onaT dollars to get there.

-.“\ ) | . 30' |

.
¢ o




S S

Some Are Moré7Than Average The Vagargues that on the average veterans\bave_ -
- : " more money than WW II veterans. But by definition, ha}f ‘the peopte will be .
R less than average and théreby worse off The point isjthat all World War II :
' veterans, rather than judt those whose states charge average tuition or less
had an adequate amount of subs1sﬁ\nce funds to attend four year co11eges .
, S
Average Tu1t1on Charges Conceal ‘Differénces: In reaching its statistics for
average. public college costs, the VA Tumps together the costs at two and
four year colleges. Junior colleges,. for “the most part, charge significantly
less than do four year colleges, br1ng1ng¢down the average. But even-more
important, public colleges and universities in the large states containing .
- the majority of .veterans are-lumped together without the charges be1ng Ty
we1ghted to reflect "the numbey of veterans -those states conta1n - :

P -The Constant Dollar is-a Bad Measure The’ tape measure the VA uses to con-
‘ vert 1948 do11ars into 1974 dollars, ‘the consuper pricg index suggests that.
. a 1948 ‘dollar is worth $2.06 in 1974 dollars. "This drast1ca11y undevstates  .s
I the changes in the value of the dollar, as.is shown in other-items. If the ;
: : consumer price index measure was used to set the minimum wage as the VA .
* ‘would have Congress do for theé GI'Bill, then the 40¢ 1948 minimum wage would
' " be set at 82¢ per hour rather than the $2.20 per hour Congress des1gnated in
1974 and the $1 60 fgiure reachedin 1967 . -

b

‘ Average MontHﬂy Earn1ngs Related to the GI Bill: In-like fashion average
.monthly earnings in 1948 as sét by the Bureau of Labor Stat1st1cs were $212 N
. per monthly. In February that\f1gure reached $637 per month, three times wha .
. it was in 1948. For today's veterans to have the same re]at1ve amount for
subsistence that the WW II vets $75 per month equaled,:after payment of )
m tuition, books and fees, $212 per months a figure unavailable to veterans in .
: v ,%a;ge states with high cost public universities, even after an 1ncrease to L
A - $2 . . . ) . ¥y n\ R -

The Minimum Wage Test: Another measure is the monthly earnings avperson vt
would receive if paid at the minimum wage. Again, the WW II veteran's sub-
‘sistence based,on a fourty hour week exceeded the minimum wage” of 40¢ an
hour or $64 per month. The married veteran with a child receivéd almost -
twice as much. as the minimum wage through the GI Bill. Today's veteran re-
ceives s1gn1f1cant1y 1ess than ‘the m1n1mum wage, be he s1ng1e or marrr1ed
9 4
Personal Income Peérsonal income was the measure se]ected by Sar Levitan
who said in his 1973 book, 01d Wars Remain Unfinished, that "comparing pay-
ments to the three sets of veterans should also thake into consideration the
overall incregse in productivity and standard of- 1iving ‘and not only. cost
~ of 1iving". Comparing the 191% increase in per capita. disposable income .
- __~— . compared to that available to WW-IT veterans he -found that net subs1stence
: benef1ts shou]d have tr1p1ed e - :

\ %onc1us1on AN of these d1fferent 1nd1cators suggest that rather than the .
: : 0% of the veterans being better offf than WW II veterans as-is claimed, and .
that' these weterans would have to give up dollars were we to return 40 the .
WW II system; that if any. other measure tharr the Consumer Price Index were
" used, the veteram would receive substantial additional subsistence Ssums, even
to- these contemp]ated An a $270 per month GI Bil ,

o . . . : ’ ) 30(1 | : v .




