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Discrimination in the admission of college students because of an indi-
vidual's race, creed, color, sex, national origin or ancestrv is an anti-
democratic practice which creates sevious inequalities in the opportunity
for higher education. The Commission is opposed to discrimination and

.- believes that it should be abandoned (President’s Commission 1947,v, 2,

p. 25). .
We conclade that in the field of public education the doctrine of “separate
but equal” has no place. Sgparate educ‘ational@ilities are inhetently
unequal. Therefore, we hold that the plaintiff's and other similar situated

o for whom the actions have been brought are, by reason of segregation
complained of, deprived of the equal protection of the laws guaranteed by
the Fourteenth Amendment (Bron'n versyis Board of Education 347 U.S.
483 (1954)). ,

The Truman Commission Report and the Brown decision clearly estab-
lished the social goal of promoting equal educational opportunity; how-
ever, the means to achieve this goal as well as conditions affedting it varied
widely. While the civil rights movement of the 1960’s created a more
positive, public attitude, today’s financial problems at both'institutional

. . 1 .
and government levels have created new.concerns about the promotion -

of access and choice for minority students. .

Because the U.S. Constitution leaves®the respdnsibility for edycation |

to the states, the federal government has resorted to a carrot- stick ap-
proach. With the creation of the need-based student aid programs, coupled
with fedgral regulations prohibiting minority discrimination, the federal
gowrnmcnt has been able to dramatically, increase minority participa-

- tion.” However, as the nation faces a $2 billion deficit in EY 1983, the
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ability of the federal government to continye its level of commitment is
threatened. .

State commitment to equal educational opportunity has cgme in sev-,
eral forms: offering education with low or no tuition; increasing student
financial aid levels; and providing additional support programs for stu-
dents needing furtheracademic preparation. State institutions have been
able o steadily and significantly increase minority partlmpatlon How-
ever, state revenues have fallen in the economic recession of thejearly
1980s, at the same time that states have had to assume more responsibility
for existing social programs. As a result of these factors, in add|t|0n to
rising educational costs, many states are being forced to réexanine the
tuition structure and curriculum offerings of their institutions. .

The current trend has been to- increase tuition and cutback or discon-
tinue basic education programs The formcn step is an effort to mcreas;.

K}

2

*The progress was examined in the AAHE- ERIC Higher Education Research Report
by Lafry L. Leslie, Higher [:ducatum Opportmut\ A Decade ofPregress. Report No.

3,1977. , -
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revenues. The latter-aims to cut costs, It is based on the philosophical
position that only students of high academic achicvement should be eli-
gible®to attend higher education institutions, that it is not the responsi-
bility of academe to provide educational programs that should have been
obtained at the elementary/secondary level. This position argties that in
order to maintain a quality higher education svstem, only students of a
certain level of proven academic standing should be admijted and there-

_fore remedial or other special counseling services are unnecessary. Cutting

out these programs obviously decreases institutional expenses.

These conditions threaten minority students’ access and their ability
to succeed in higher education. The questions ‘that need to be faced by
higher education institutions include: How far have we come in promoting
equal educational opportunity? Are the new barriers to equal educational
opportunity so great that further improvements will not be made? In what
ways can the states and their institutions continue to promote equal ed-
ucational opportunity and still maintain a financially viable education
system?

In this report, Kenneth C. Green, rescarch associdte at the Higher
Education Research Institute, University of California, Los Angeles, re-
views current levels of federal and state support for educational oppor-
tunity and the barriers now being faced. This Research Report is based

on a report prepared by the Higher Education Research Institute for the
Commission on the nghcg Education of Minorities and was funded by
the Ford Foundation, Green's review provides a firm foundation for an
institution to review its present and future efforts to promote participation
by minorities in higher education.

Jonathan D. Fife

Director

@’ Clearingouse on Higher Education
The George Washington University
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Overview -

SIS P o S

Since 1965, btacks, American Indians, and later Mexican-Americans and
Puerto Ricans have been the implicit if not specific beneficiaries of a range

_of federal and state programs intended to promote participation by mi-

norities in higher education. This report reviews the goals and substance
ot government efforts to aid and assist minorities in American higher
education. It examines the extent fo which government effort®-largely
government policies and categorical programs—have promoted part|C|-
pation in and attainment of highey education. .

The transition from elite to mass to universal higher education in the
United Stat8s in thé years followmg World War II is a direct result of an
expanded governmental presence in higher education. This transition has
been marked by major shifts, in government’s Tole in higher education,
particularly at the federal'level. The federal government has evolved from
a consumer of educational goods and services to an underwriter of access
as a vehicle to larger policy goals. Similarly, the evolution and expansion
of public higher education since 1945 has dramatically changed the state’
role, forcing the states to think in terms of public systems of higher ed-
ucation instead of |nd|V|dual (and often unrelated) publlc colleges and
universities. ‘

Because the Constitution designated education as the responsibility of
the-states and not the federal government, federal forays into educational
policy were generally linked to policy objectives in other areas, such as
land settlement (the Morrill Act) or national defense (the National- ‘Defense
Education Act). Individual states indéntified and implemented higher ed-
ucation policy as they saw {it, often"with little concern for the issues of
equality and equity that are currently a major concern of higher education
policy makers and government officials.

Beginning in the 1960s, however, federal policy makers began to de-
velop a new conceptual framework for the government’s role in higher
education. Education became an important policy priority as part of the
larger federal éffort to expand employment opportunities and promote
equality. The link between education and economic opportunity initially
established by Lyndon Yohnson's Great Society programs subsequently
established the federal government as a major benefactor of both colleges
and college students. Minority groups in particular were often the intended
if not the explicit beneficiaries of. these new government programs.

Federal legislation funding categorical programs has tgnded to over-

‘shadow the traditional state role in and responsibility for hlgher educa-

tion. The states traditionally supported “‘brick and mortar” approaches
to hlgher education, funding new campuses and programs often without
regard for largerissues of access and equity. Although the states contribute
more to the continuing operation of ‘Postsecondary education, the federal
government has “‘assumed major responsibility for the’cducatlonal equity
issues often overlooked by state and local governments” (Commission on
the Higher Education of Minorities 1982, p. 39). Despite some bitter battles
between state and federal policy makers over issues of equity (e.g., the
Adams case), state policy makers have shown growing concern in recent

Minorit/y Participation® |
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yczu"‘s for issues of participation by minoritics. In some sm?c's; such as
California and New York, state-funded vategorical programs often parallel
the extensive array of ‘existing f:‘%%ﬁ?al programs, previding additional

* millions for financial aid and support services. In other states, however,
appropriations for acedss support programs are but a small fraction of
the federal funds annually allocated o public colleges in the state.

The underlyinglconceptual basts for federal and state higher education
policy rests on the link betwieh education and economic opportunity.
Higher education has become the chosen vehicle for domestic social policy:
increased educational attainment and greatdy participation by minorities,
leading to increased participation by minorifies in the Amerigan oceu-
pational’structure and the mainstream of American life. Roughly 15 gears
into the great social and educational experiment that gave birth und di-
rection to gor€rngrent programs, we confrornit a seemingly simple vet op-
eratiot@lly complex question: Do the prograrms work? A nuinberof national
evaluation Qudies and other research clearly show that government pro-
grams have had a major and significant impact on participation by mi-

* norities ip higher education.+However, those programs were given a set
vol broad, ambitious, and often unrealistic goals; it is now clear that not
all intervention and support programs hav® accomplished their goals.

What then of the government’s support for higher education dusimg
the 1980s? The Reagan Revolution begun in January 1981 will have a
major impact on governrment social programs and the various roles of
state and federal government in higher education: The proposed and al-

‘ready implemented cuts in federal programs come at a time when most
states cannot afford to assume the costs of additional social programs.
Moreover, these program reductions occur during a period of major dem-
ographic shifts: Although the number of minority youths in the college-
agdd cohort will remain relatively stable, the decline in the number of
college-aged whites will increase the minority proportion from 14 percent
to roughly 20 pereent.

Participation by minorities has been and will remain a major concern
of government policy makers. The principle of government support for
education as part of larger policy coucerns for equity and equality is lirmly
established, The task confronting educators and policy makers during the
1980s will be to enhance the effectiveness of government programs and
at the same time to realize the limitations of government intervention in
postsecondary education. The context and the effectiveness of previous
efforts will shape future etforts to turther expand and promote minority
access to and participation in American higher education.
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A Contextual and Hlstonc?fl Perspectlve

The transition from clite to jmass to universal hzghel cducation in []'QQ\
United States during the vears following World War 11 is the resuit of an
expanded governmental presence in the higher education arena. This tran-
sition has been marked by a major shift in the federal role: from purchaser
and consumer of university research to supporter and underwriter of*ex-
panded access to and participation’in postsecondary education. Simiiarly,
thc state role in public higher education has Lbangcd dramatically: Public
higher educatiod, in part because of the expansion of two-year colleges,
has evolved from a’limited, low-cost, meritocratic system to one.of open
and potentially unlimited acéess to all citizens rcgardlcss of thelr ability
to pay or their previous educational achievement. ’
The postwar cc.acern for access to and equality of educational oppor-
tunity has been expressed in a number of government policy statements,
judicial decisions, and legislative acts. The first ytrong expression was the
1947 report of the President’s Commission on Higher Education. Another.
was the historic Brown decision, based upgn case law, that evolved from
judicial challenges to the doctrine of “‘separate but Lqual as practiced in
higher education (Kluger 1975; Preer 1982). The great social upheavals

“stimulated by the civil rights movement and the subsequent policy link-

age forged between education and employment had a tremendous impact
on state and federal higher educaijpn policy.

At the federal level, the Great :tv legislation engineered by Lyndon
Johnson alteréd the course of American higher education by emphasizing
federal support for college access and by directing federalaid to students
rather then to institutions. Before 1965, “the federal role had been defined
in terms of meeting national needs rather than advancing individual cit-

.izen’s rights to an education” (Frances 1980b, p. 27). This change in federal

pylicyv-—from the “all who are able’ focus of the National Defense-Edu-
cation Act of 1958 to thc "all who can benefit” concerns of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 rentually to the entitlement provisions of the *
Pell Grant program (formul\ Basic Educational Opportump Grant pro-
gram) established by the Education Amendments of 1972.

The changing federal rolc in-higher education has. been reflectgd i
the rapid expansion of student aid and related support programs LOL‘I}‘\‘(}
with the feveling off of constant dollar funding for federal research and
development (R&D) projects in the period from 1965 to 1977. These two
trends resulted in dramatic shifts in the allocation of federal higher ed-
ucation expenditures. Thus, in 1967, 65 percent of those expenditures went
for institutipnal support, largely in the form of R&D funding, and allo:
cations for student aid amounted to only 35 percent of the total. By 1975,
student aid totaled 72 percent of federal outlays for higher education, and
suppor’t for institutions dropped to 28 percent (Carlson 1978; see'also Sloan
Commission 1980). In the 1976+77 academic year*, federal outlays for

- . i
*Here and elsewhere in the report the reader may find the data somewhat ditted.
One cagualty of recent federal budget cuts has been collection of data and educa-

ll()ndl statistics. - < * : . -
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student aid accounted for almost one-fourth of total (federal, state, local)
government expenditures for higher education (Table 1) and for just over
80 perceny of total government outlays for student aid (Table 2).
Although the rapid growth of fedgral higher education programs since
1965 has tended to overshddow the historic state role and responsibility
for higher education, state expenditures for higher education have none-
theless exceeded those of the federal government (Table 1). In the years
following World Way I1, state governments carried the major burden of
Broadening college access for the population at large by providing the
bulk 0]% resources'required for institutional expansion and systemwide
growt uring the 25 vears beginning in 1950, the number of publjc
colleges and universities, including two-year institutions and branch cam-
puses, increased 228 percent. Public institutions, which enrolled roughly
one-half of all college students in 1950, accounted for better than three-

“fourths of all college enrollments by 1975, and this growth in the public

sector occurred at the same time that total degree enrollments were in-
creasing just over 400 percent (Finn 1978, Table 2.1).

Since 1965, first blacks and American Indians, and later Mexican-
Americans, Puerto Ricans, and some Asian groups, have been the implicit -
if not the specific beneficiaries of a‘range of government programs in-
tohded to help “the disadvantaged” participate in higher education (see
Fuller and McNamara 1978). :

These posgwar changes in state and federal policy define the broad
context of government concern for equality of opportunity and greater
participation by minoritics in Anerican higher education. The academic
community, “enthusiastically sharing in thenational fervor for equal op-,
portunity and social mobility through’education” (Finn 1978, p, 23), re- -
sponded to a combination 6f government directives and incentives designed:
to promote participation by minorities+ higher education and to increase
their participation in the American occupational structure and in the

nrainstream of American tife. e

T »
Government Responsibility for Higher Fducation "«‘\
The nature of current government support for equal opportunity and for T~
participation by minoriti®s in higher edication is best understood in th# -
context of the overall nature of goyernment responsibility for education. »

RIC
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The federal/state division. Both by coggtitutional design and by conscious
political choice, education is prim_arily?hc responsibility of the individual ‘
states. While the federal presence may in some instances be more visible ' ‘
than that of the states, the federal government remains the junior part-
ner—albeit an increasifigly influential one—in the education enterprise ‘
(Keppel 1980). The federal role in education is both limited and special- ‘
ized, usually takes the form of categorical grants, and aims at supple- ' -
menting state and local efforts ““to solve particularly urgent problems or
provide various kinds of assistance and leadership to help . . .improve the
quality of education” (Evans 1979, p. 1). In sum, national higher education

4 & Minoritv Participation




Academic Year 1976--77 .
Amount

Table 1: Total Government Outlays for Higher Education in ‘

Source (in millions) Percentage

Total government outlay $27,378.2 100.0

Federal government
Research ' 2,717.0 99
Student aid 6,482.0 23.7
Other : ~ 2,5324 9.2

4”State governments :

Institutional support 13,426.0 490 |
Student aid 589.3 22 S

Local governments : 1,631.5 S 6.0

Source: Chrnegie Council 1980, Table A-6.

Table 2: Total Government Outlays for Student Aid in
- -Academic Year 1976-77

Amount
Source (in millions) Percentage <
Total outlays for student aid . $8,081.0 1000 T
Federal programs 6,482.0 80.2
State programs ‘ 589.3 ‘ 7.3
Institutional funds?® : 659.7 8.2
Private sources® ‘ 350.0 4.3

*Institutional expenditures for student aid, which may originate from both public
and private sources.

bEstimated. _
Source: Carnegie Council 1980, Table A-6. ¢

?
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policy is based on two tactors: state support tor “brick and mortar” issuc;;/
such as public education and federal “carrot and stick” program incentives
that emphasize research and public policy priorites. ’
The primacy of the state role in education and the. constitutionally
dictated balanee of power among levels and branches of goverament in-
variablv-lead to contlict over priorities and programs. ’

The conventional wisdom acquired during the 1960s and 1970s suggests
that the federal goverimment has set the right agenda on such issues as
civil rights, po®y, and policies for minority groups and the handi-
capped—issues which state guwmm‘nts have generally neglected (Keppel
1980, p. 1491,

Observing that the history ol the past two decades shows an “uncasy
relationship between federal purpose and state performance” on.such
educational issues as equal opportunity and desegregation, Keppel notes
that policy makers and educators often forget that “the state’s willingness
_to administer a program effectively is the key to success of the federal
programs” (Keppel 1980, p. 149). ~
The tensions implicit in the gap between federal priorities and state
performance are not new. They have characterized the federal/state re-
fationship in the area of education since the enactment of the Morrill Act
of 1862, which gave lite{o the land-grant college movement. The growing
significance of the tederaNrole in higher education, however, adds to the
current tensions and highlghts once aggin the distinct nature of federal
and state roles. Thest tensiyns are not likely to be reduced so long as a
wide gap exists between fedg al priorities and state and loeal performance
‘and so long as litigation rémains the primary form of redress for any
perceived failure to meet #spois#d domestic priorites in the areas of ed-
ucation. opportunity, and equality. :

The speZial federal responsibility for Indian education. The federal gov-
ernment has had a special historic responsibility and obligation for the
education of American Indians. Education was a major part of almost all
treaties negotiated between Indian nations and the federal government
during the 19th century (Chavers 1974). s )
Before 1934, the fedtral government discharged its responsibilities by
establishing schools for Indian children; the”curricula of these schools
wete primarily vocational: The Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 set the
precedent of federal support for Indian higher edueation by authorizing
federal loans for Indian students attending vocational and trade schools,
high schools, and colleges. The loan program ended in 1952, but by then
the Bureau of Indian Affairs was providing some scholarship support for

college students under a small program begun in 1948 (McNamara 1980).

This program has since been expanded, and others have also been devel-
oped? tribal self-sufficiency is the espoused. goal of most of these efforts.

The recently authorized Tribally Controlled Community College As-

-
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sistance Acf of 1978 is the latest conlirmation of the “federal role in Indixn
postsecondary education based on the legal responsibility Whit.h exists
between the Indian copmunity and the deL‘ldl govclnmcnl "(U.S. Con-
gress, 1978, p. 6).

.
-

The F.vqution of the Fedetal Role - .
~Because the states have vonstitutional jurisdiction over education, the
history of the federal presence and role in higher education can best be
.described as erratic, uncoordinated, and often peripheral to higher edu-
‘cation itself. Yet dcs'pit.c the piecemeal history of federal legislation, fed--
eral policies have had a, major impact on the development of Americdn -
higher education. Before 1964, fediral legislation on higher education was
often tied to policy objectives in areassfar removed from traditional ed-
ycational concerns, such as land settlement and postwar recovery. The
‘constijutiona] and hlstorlu responsibilities of the states, congressional re-
luctance tp‘.ad\ ance the federal presence in education, and an unresolved
controversy over federal money for church-related and other private in-
stitutions all contributed to the delayed entry of the federal government
into the higher education aréna. Additionally, the absence of a national

" consensus regarding the potential role of the federal government in post-

secondary education inhibited the federal pircscncc. Only when national
: pOIIL\ could be linked to educational activities=first in the interest of
natiorfal defense and later as part’of a federal drive to expand opportunity
and promote Cqudlll_\—dld the federal government begin to develop a
congeptual framework for its growing presence in higher education.

-

Pre-1964: national mters;d;nd national, defense. The occasional federal
forays into higher education before 1964 were generally linked to various
national concerns in areas often marglnallv related to higher education,

leading to the hap'halard evolution of whagnngh&—bu&alled_&cswl_y_
defined "quality/equality cycle” in federal higher education policy. Spe-

cific concerns about quality were explicit in the legislation; underlying
principles of Lgalltarlanlsm were often implicit, howwcr, and would in

*time become domln‘mt : g

.

The Land-Grant College Movement. The Morrill Act of 1862 provided
federal incentives for the growth, development, and curricular focus of
public colleges and universities,’ thereby altering the development of
Ainerican higher education. State colleges and universities—at that time
floundering and often neglected ‘institutions—were given new life and
direction by the landwgrant college movement {Rudolph 1962). The prac- .
tical and agﬁuultural curricula stipulated by the legislation reflecied egal-
itarian interests in an era marked by more aristocratic educational priorities.

Nothing in the first Morrill Act (1862) spc(:lflcally prohibited blacks
from participating in the land- -grant college movement, nor did the leg-
islation specifically require the establishment of special colleges for blacks,
although four states did use some of their Morrill money for that purpose.
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Indeed, President Lificoln sigued the lcgislation five-months before issuing
the Emancipation Proclamation. However, “education was recognized as
fundamental to the uplift of the freedman, and Black colleges were estab-
lished 10 meet what were: pcrcuvcd as his particular educationa eds"
" (Preer 1982, p.182). Congressional and Lducatlonalsupportcrsofthc ¢gro
cause sought to extend educational opportunities for blacks by making
legislative provisions that would guarantee Negroes' participation in the
land-grant movement. The second Morrill Act (1890) denied funds to those -
states whose land-grant colleges practiced.racial discrimination in ad-
missions, although it did permit compliance through the provision of
“separate-but-equal” facilities, provided that funds$ were dIVIde in a just .
and equitable manner (Preer 1982).

. The second Morrill Act forced the states to take some action ‘on the
_education of Negroes. Not until the peak of the Civil Rights movement .
some 75 vears Fater would Congress again take such a stance: Title VI of
- the Civil Rights Act of 1964 used federal funding as a weapon to enforge,
state compliance in the area of dlscrlmlnatlon whila Title I of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 prowdcd some direct federal assistance to the na-

“ tion's historically black colleges. ) - oo

>

S - » The GI Bill. More than two million vct’uans'of World War II used the

_educational benefits authorized by the Serviceman’s Readjystment Act of
Jo44 (the GI Bill) to pursue some form of postsecondary education (Axt .°
4952). The GI Bill was the first layge-scale federal program.to provide '
direct assistance to individuals'secking education or training beyond high .
school. As amended in December 1945, the legislation authorized a max-

" imum of 48 months of education benefits, in¢luding both tuition support
and a living subsidy for returning veterans.

By accident or intent, the GI Bill was largely rcsponmblc for the post-
war surge in enrollments; it brought to the nation’s campuses thousands
of former servicemen who otherwise would nothave attended college, and
thus contributed to a tremendous increase in upward social mobility. Tt
is not clear that Congress had such cgalltarlan goals in mind when it first

++ authorized the legislation”in 1943; Veterans’ benefits were initially in-
tended to assist disabled servicemen to gbtain postwar jobs. The scope of
the legislation was expanded in 1944 as much to reward returning ser-
vicemen as to assist in postwar economic recovery. Yet regardless of
congressional intent, the legislation did provide educational benefits to
many ex-GlIs for whom a college education had been a goal for their chll-
dren ,not an aspiration deemed personally attainable. '

Among the potential Beneficiaries of the GI Bill were thousands of -

. minority citizens who served in the armed forces durlng World War 1II.
Yet it is difficult to determine the extent to which blacks and Indians—
at that time the nation’s most read:ly identifiable minorites—made use
of the benefits of the GI Bill. Even though individuals.were eligible for
federal suport, the discriminatory admissions practices common to many
public and private institutions may have served to restrict cducatlu&l

*
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“access and opportunlt\ The egalitarian benefits of the legislation were

not enjoyed equally by all returning veterans because of other conditions
in postwar America.

. The Truman Report. Harry Truméan was the first of the postwar pres-

. idents to encourage federal support for equal educational gpportunity.

ERI!

o Conscious of the traditional educational responsibilities of the states (and
of cangressional, opposifion to a féderal role in education), Truman ad-
vocated using federal funds to reduce inequalities in state educational
expenditures. He expréssed his views on the issue in his first State of the
Uniogaddress in 1946: :

. > The Federal government has not sought and will not seek to dominate
: education in the states. It should ¢ontinue,its historic role of leadership
and advice and, for the purpose of equalizing educhtional opportunity, it
should extend further financial support to the cause of education where
this is desirable (Truman 1962, p. 635).

{ July 1946, President Truman appointed the first federal commission
charged to examine the goals and functions of higher education in Amer-
ican society. Truman asked the commission to “examine our system, of
higher education in terms of its objectives, methods, and facilities, and in
light of the social role it has to play” in American society. The commission
was also directed to help défine a role for the fcderal government in higher

. education (Axt 1952). .
The six-volume report of the President’s Commission on ngher Ed-
ucation (1947) espoused a broad set of egalitarian goals and policy objec-
tives, not all of which were warmly received by the higher education

community or Congress. The commission called for an end to racial and

religious discrimination in higher education: ,

iscrimination in the admission of college students because of an indi-
vidual’s race, creed, color, sex, national origin, or ancestry is an antidem-
ocratic practice which creates serious inequalities in the opportunity for
higher education. The Commiission is opposed to discrimination and be-
lieves it should be abam«)ned (Prestdem s Commission 1947, vol. 2; p.
25). . :

. .
It also advocated the expansion of public colleges and universities espe-
cially for two-vear institutions, as an effective way to expand and equalize

educational opportunities for all citizens. Many of the commission’s rec-’

ommendations assumed a greatly increased federal role in higher edu-
cation, specifically, the use of federal dollars to underwrite a national
policv of low or no tuition for the first two vears of postsecondary edu-

, cation, including vocational training in the community colleges (Axt 1952).
Truman's statements and the commission’s recommendations under-
scored growing federal concern for nondiscrimination and for the exten-
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sion of educational opportunity in American life. As visualized by Truman
and the commission, an expanding public sector would serve national
interests and would address egalitarian concerns.

’

The National Defeirse Education Act of 1958. The academic community’s
lukewarm response to the Truman report and congressional opposition to,
an expanded federal presence in education served to restrict the federal
role in higher education for the next 10 years. During this period, Congress
providgd some funds for the construction of dormitories on college cam-
_puses. The establishment of the National Science Foundation in 1950 sig-
"naled federal interest in the research and development capacity of the
nation’s universities. Congress also reauthorized the GI Bill, extending
benefits to veterans of the Koredn conflict. During this same period, lit-
igation initiated by the NAACP, culminating in the historic 1954 Brown
decision, firmly established the educational rights of blacks to equal and
quality education.

Russian technological advances during thc 1950s, culminating in the
launching of Sputnik I in October 1957, stimulated renewed federal in-
terest in education, in this instance to serve the interests of “national
detense.” The following vear, in the wake of heated public debate and
with great fanfare, Congress passed and President Eisenhower signed Pub-
lic Law 84-864, the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) of 1958.

The NDEA firmly established a federal presence at all levels of edu-
cation vet generally left to the states the management of funded programs,
including science curriculum projects, low-interest undergraduate loans,
languagg training, and media dc\clopmcnt programs. The legislation au-
thorized:

programs that will give assurance that no student of ability will be denied
an opportunity for higher education because of financial need. . . . Con-
gress reaffirms the principle and declares that the States and local com-
munities have and must retain primary control over and primary
responsibility for public education. The national interest requiires, how-

#ever, that the Federal Government give assistancesto education for pro- .
grams which are important to national defense (P.L. 84-864, sec. 101,
. .emphuasis added). ) -

.
~

NDEA programs marked a new phase in federal concern for higher
education. The ancillary concerns about domestic policy tied to previous , ‘
federal legislation on higher education were raised to a new level of se- ‘ 4‘
riousness by Sputmf The 1958 legislation ¢xtended and expanded the ]
“federal presence and-fgrmally linked it to issues of national defense and }
security” So strong was the prevailing sense of crisis, so political were the |
issues involved, and so pronounced and widespread was the support for |
seme sort of federal action that Congressman Adam Clayton Powell of |

- Harlem, then powerful chairman of the House Education and Labor Com- ,""5
mittee, declined to attach his standard antisegregation amendment to the |
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House bill, claiming it would be “inappropriate” (Babbidge and Rosen-
zweig 1962, p. 172).

NDEA programs were offered as a temporary measure—federal assis-
tance to resolve a short-term crisis. Nonetheless, the legislation firmly
established a federal interest and presence in higher education, one that
provided too many dollars to be permitted to withdraw quietly. The prec-
edent set by the legislation paved the way for a set of broader, more ‘
ambitious social goals for higher edueation that would be proposed by
the Johnson administratiqn onlv six years later. 1

" |

The Higher Education Faultttes Act of 1963. Although the Truman re- |
port espoused an ambitious set of edueational and social goals for the- |
growing number of public two-year colleges, it was not until 1963 that
: these institutions Jwere spcuflcduv identified and supported by federal

lcglslatwn Two- vcar colleges were allecated 22 pereent of the federal
construction assistance funds authorized by Title I of the Higher Education
Facilities Act of 1963. Before 1963, these institutions had been neither
specifically ineluded nor specifically excluded from federal,education pro- <
grums. The postwar growth-and expansion of two- -year colleges remained .
“the domain of the, states and local communities. |
: Post-1964: the Great Society and beyond. If the federal presence in higher
education had little or no conceptual ratioriale through the end of the
1950s, subsequent events would serve to define a federal role and respon-
sibility linked to domestic policy initiatives, specifically ip the area of civil
rights. Beginning_in 1964, Lyndon Johnson challenged the American peo-
ple and the Congress to rally around a broad and ambitious set of objee-
_ s tives and programs designed to reduce poverty, assure civil rights and -
nondiscrimination, expand edueational opportunity, improve the'quality
. of education, eradicate urban problems, and promote the welfare of mi-
norities and other disadvantaged groups in American socicty. .
President Kegnedy had identified the close relationship between ed-
ucation and e¢onomic or OLLupatlonal opportunltv in a message to Con-
gress on June 19, 1963: .
. . - .
This Nalion is in critical need of,a massive upgrading in its educational .
and trajning effort for all its. citizens. In an age of rapidly changing
sechnology, that effort is failing millions of our youth. It is espécially
failing Negro vouth in segregated schools and crowded slums. If we are
ever 1o lift them from the morass of social and economic degradation, it
will be through the strengthening of our education and training services—
by improving the quality of instruction fand] by increasing opportunities
and incentives for all individuals to complete their education and to con-
tinue their selfldevelopmenl during adulthood (Kennedy ! 9(?4, p. 489). ‘

Kennedy's aides were working on policy proposals at the time of his
death. Lyndon Johnson took those programs and made them his own,
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expanding, allcrmg, and adjusting them to fit his particular vision (Tev-
itan 1969). Johnson's top priorities were civil rights legislation and anti-
poverty prugrams. Announcing the War on Poverty in his 1964 State of
the Union’ address, Jahngon explicitly described the goals and the com-
mitments of his administration:
-
Let me make one priviciple of this administration abundantly cleax: All of
these intreased opportunities [I propose]—in emplovmenl in educatpon,
in housing, and in every field—mnust be open to Americans of every golor.
. As far as the writ of Federal law will run, we must abo{y!h not some, bm\ ?
all racial discriminasion. For this is not merely an economic issue, or a
social, political, or international issue. It is a moral issue . . . (Johnson
1965, p. 116). '

O

2

.

: ¢

A number of factors and political forces made it rclaﬁmy casy to link
the civil rights issue with the war against poverty and federal aid for
education. Firsy, the statistical argument:

. . ,
The increasing amount of slalis‘lz‘cs [particularly the 1960 census data]
- generated on the "Negro question’ made' it transpareatly clear thata
disproportionate muonber of Negroes were to be found in the raitks ?I l)ze
unskilled, the unemployed, and the poverty stricken (Levitan 1969, p. 15).

Sccond, political leaders—Democrats in general and Lvndon Johnson in
particular—were responsive to the growing presence and political influ-
ence of the civil rights movement. And finally: .

spokesmien for federal funding for education argued . . . that anti-poverty
program/[s] provided an excellent opportunity 1o bypass the church-state
controversy and provide federal aid . .. for education (Levitan 1969, p.
21). ’

All the picces and all the actors were in plage. With three sweeping
picces of legislation—the Economic Opportunity~Act of 4964, the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, and the Higher Education Act of 1965—Johnson rad-
ically transformed the federal role and présence idf higher education. The
Economic Opportunity Act, oriented toward disadvantaged youthy, au-
thorized two programs intended to promote access to college: Upward
Bound was designed to help the disadvantaged gain entry into colleges
and universities, while the Collc.gc Work-Study program provided subsi-
dized, on-campus, part-time ¢mployment for peedystudents. The Civil
Rights Act prohibited discriminatory practices in federally supported pro-
grams; like the second Morrill Act of some 70 years carlier, it used federal
funding as a "carrot and stick” to enforce Lon‘pllance And the Higher
Education Act espoused a broad set of egalitarian objectives for American
higher education, providing federally funded undergraduate scholarships -
based on need, an expanded work-study program, and federal funds to
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assist ""struggling colleges .. . removed from the main currents of académic -

life” (P.L. 89-329, sec. 301) X’n
In the years following 1965, these programs were expanded and others

with complementary objectives were developed. In 1968, President John-

son requested and received congressional suppprt for programs to address
the nonlinancial barriers to college attendence and completion encoun-
tered by disadvantaged students (the TRIO programs).* Federal financial
support to promote universal access to postsecondary education was es-
tablished as natjonal policy by the Education Amendments of 1972; the
provisions of t‘he legislation for Basic Educational Opportunity Grants
created an entitlement program of financial assistance to lew-income col-
lege students. Clgarly the focus of federal higher education policy in the
years since 1965 has been the promotion of incréased access to and par-

ticipation in higher éducation—a broad set of egalitarian goals supported

by a variety of federal prograis intended to address the financial and
nonfinancial difficulties affecting the matriculation and completion of
degrees by disadvantaged students.

Summary . ' .

The postwar transition from clite to mass to universal higher education
has been accompanied by major changes in state and federal support er
highgr education. State governments have assumed a “brick and mortar”
agproach to expanding access, providing funds to supportﬂle growth and
expansion of public systems of pestsecondary education—expanding the
capiacity of postsecondary educational systems. ¥n contrast, federal policy
has focused on removing the financial and nonfinancial barriers to college
adcess wd degree attainment, in part linked to larger domestic policy
objectives in such areas as social equality and job opportunity.

Federal and to a lesser extent state policies have identified minority
students and minority institutions as specific beneficiaries of many cat-
egorical programs. Since 1965, blacks, and American Indians, and later
Mexican-Americans and Puerto Ricans have been the implicit if not spe-
cific beneficiaries of a range of federal and statc. programs intended to
promote participation by minorities in American higher education and,
through education, in the mainstream of American economic and social

< life. .
2 ’ N e

-t
-
v

*The TRIO programs are Upward Bound, Talent Seauh and Special Services for.
Disadvantaged Students. s . .
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The Role of the States , : V
The rapid growth of tederal programs for higher education since 196% has
a tendency to overshadow the state presence’in higher education.\The
states—not the federal government—assumed thesmajor costs and bur-
dens of expanding public higher education in the years following Warld
War IL. Currently the states “contribute more to the total higher education
budget than cither the federal government, or students and their familic‘g"
(Sloan Commission 1980, p. 14). In the 1976-77 academic year, state goy-

" ernments contributed more than 40 per'cent of the $32 + billion spent for
educational and general purposes in American higher education (see Table
3). In 1978, the states spent $2.42 for every dollar supplied by the federal|
government for general institutional support (National Center for Edu-
cation Statistics 1980, p. 162). Comsistent with constitutional intent, the |
states rémain the senior partner in the relationship among the three levels !
of government in the higher education arena. v \ 1

Issues of Access an Educational Opi)onuniiy -

State support for “'brick and mortar” isgues during the postwar years

implicitly addressed the issue of access and educational opportunity before

those concerns rose to the federal polidy agenda: i !

' The primary legal and fihancial responsibility for meeting the educational

needs of the American people resides with the states. For the last two )
decades state energies and resources in higher education have focused on .
the expansion of ppportunity in response to rapid growth;o/' the college-
age population, higher proportions of high school graduates, and in-
creased participation rates. Since the 1960 Cal*fornia Master Plan for
Higher Eduicatiod, the first formal state commitment to provide education
after high school 1o all who had the desire and motivation to benefit, the
states hqve been at the forefront of the national movement to improve
aceess. The state master plans developed during the sixties and early sevy-
enties were essentially blueprints for increasing access, and they led 10
dramatic increases in the numbers of programs and institutions of post-
secondary education. The approaches used by the states have varied but
generally have included some combination of ensuring geographic prox-
imity, enlarging institutions, developing new institutions and programs
(most notably community colleges and vocational prograwis), providing
student financial assistance, and increasing institiitional support (Callan
1978, pp. 54-55). . .

Callan adds that while the federal role has become increasingly im-
portant and financially significant, the states are primarily responsible
for “the task for linking factors related to access—student aid, vdrious
forms of institutional support, and articulation between high schools and
gollcgés, ... ideally working \in collaboration with campuses” (p. 55). He
notes that although the-goal of equal access and opportuhity has yet to
be fully realized, the progress of the past two decade® has indeed been
significant. N :
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Table 3: Sources of Income for Educational and General Expenditures in Higher Education
in Academic Year 19/6-77

Percentage of Educdﬁ‘onal and General Income

*Includes tuition, fees, and student aid program funds (a.g., Pell Grants). ¢
Source: Carnegie Council l980 Supplemem A, Tables A-1, A-2, A-3.

; : _ Total
: Federal State Local  « Private Expenditures
Institutional Type Government  Governments  Governments - Sgurces® (in millions)
All institutions : 164 416 L 51 . 369 * $32,208.7
. | Public institutions - ~ 157 57.4 66, 203 23,879.5
) - . ’ ' '\- “ v p
-+ | Privat¢ institutions : 17.1 32 2 - 719 9,408

-
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- Notall observers wou?d agree with lhls asscssmcnl howcvcr Although
state higher education agencies are concgrned about acces$ and educa-
-tional opportunity, a number of other issues appear to have higher priority.
at least as indicated in annuat agency reports (Millard 1976, p. 59). And
althéugh the states did create the structures needed to accommodate in-

+ cregsing nu;nbcls of students, mafy critics argue that they have not been
as successful in dealing with the real heat of the issue, i.c., increasing the
rates of entry and retention of nonlmdl;mndl students in all SegmMeRLs of

. ~. cpublic higher education. Federal initiafives and incentives, parllculdrlv
tinancial aid programs, have been responsible for much of the movement
ol minority students lngo ublic colléges. Yet minority enrollments are
greatest in those public ins&gutions with the fewest educational resources,
the tto-vear colleges (Olivagy1979). And the Adamis case, Which addresses
the resources, role, and mission of historically black public colleges in
sate systems ol higher education, servesas a lingering ‘remtnder of the
impacts of previous state policies and practicgs.* .

Public poticy generally has focused on the issue of access to any post-
sceondary institution, dsaummg approximately equivalent impacts and
Benetits of college attendance,, an assumption not supported by nearly
three decades of research on college students and institutional impacts
(see Feldman and Newcomb 1969, (hapler 11; Astin 1977b, Chapter 9;
Astin 1982, Chapter 5). The meritocragic criteria frequently found in state
master plans, criteria that link institutional and program quality with
student attributes (e.g., grades, test scores) can serve to réstrict student
aceess (see Astin 1982, pp. 154-69). The 1960 California Master Plan for
Higher Education cxcmpllhcs the tendencey to use student attgibytes as
attributes of |nsmuuondl quality: .

» . o Y
v

\'Q. "

The quality of an 'inslilulimz and that of a system o/'highcr education are
determined to a considerable extent by the abilities of those it admits and
retains @s students. This applies dt all levels—bnver division, upper, di-
vision, and graduate. It is also tnie for all segments, but the emphases
are different. The junior colleges ard required by law to accept all highe
school graduates (and even some nongraduates under some circtanstan-
ces); therefore, the junior colleges must protect their quality hv applving
retention standards rigid enough to-guarantee that taxpayers’ money. is
not wasted by indiv iduals who lack the capacity ar the Will to succeed in
their studies. If the state college and the university have rcal.dt//erwues
of function between them, they should be exacting (in conlrasl 16 public ,
education in most other states) because the jumior colleges relievie them
of the burden of doing remedial work. Both have the heavy obligation to
thé state to restrict the privilege of entering and remaining to those who
are well above average in the college-uge group (California Slalc Depart-
ment of Education 1960, p. 66).

"-\a’amx v. Richardson, 369P8upp 92 (D.C. 1973) modified for 480 E.2d 1159 (DC.

Cir. 1973).

-

-
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As this statc;?{cm makes clear, the 1960 California master plan was based
on a meritocgatic model of program and institutional excellence that pro-
vides greater resources and educational opportunities for a selected
subgroup. ’ : ) a :

.. The'impacts of this meritocrdtic perspective on access are clearly re-
flected in expenditure patterns across the three levels of public higher

-education. Governmental appropriations favor universities over-four-year

and two-year colleges (Table' 4). State appropriations (which now also
include some financial aid funds), the major source.of revenue for public
higher education, increase by vne-third at each level of the educational
hierarchy. And although the two-year colleges receive significant funding
from local governments, reflecting the community orientation of these
institutions, their mean total governmentai appropriation is still less than
that of the fourfear colleges. Mean expenditure figures reveal pronouhced
differences in resourceg among the three levels of public higher education
(Table 5). Mean expenditures per FTE (full-timepequivalent) stadent—
perhaps the best available index of an institution’s Investment in its stu-
dents—are higher at cach level of the hieyarchy. The difference between
tvso-vear and four-year colleges is roughly 11 percent, while the differences
octween universities and two-year and four-year colleges are 59 amy 43
percent, respectively. This range in expenditures is found in other areas.
as well: instruction, libraries, financial aid, and subsidy. The amounts for
subsidy arg significant because they measure the net instigtional support
{or subsidy) above student charges. University students receive a mean
subsidy of $4,074 over and above tuition charges, compared to a mean
subsidy of $2,753 in the four:year colleges and $2,474 in the two-year.
colleges, a 65 percent differénce between the university student and his
or her counterpart in a two-year college. These figures suggest that one
significant® aspect of the issuesrelated to access is the distribution of
educational resources—and the concentration of those resource’s in the
“least accessible” institutions (see Astin 1977b; Astin 1982, Chapter 7).
The figures for eppenditures reflect, in part, perceptions of the differing
costs of access (at two- apd four-year colleges).and excellence {at uni-
versities). Clark Kerr (1963)was among the first to describe the access- «
versus-excellence debate front.the standpoint of the states, warning that
state governments would find it difficult to satisfy the academic tom-
munity’s heightened expectations for expanded programs and improved
quality at the same time they were accommodating the increasing num-

_ bers of hiéh school graduates'secking a dcgrc'c. Indeed, the states’ interest

in and responsibility for educational access and opportunity at all degree
levels and for all citizens—not just recent high school graduates—may
well conflict with traditional notions of academic quality. In many states,

" howeyer, perceptions about the attritwtes of quality are expanding to
" include issues of educational process and characteristics of input from

Q
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students and faculty. This shift in perspective is largely a response to the
demands from a number of constituencies for an accounting of the re-
sources allocated to public postsecondary education and the availability
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Table 4: Mean Government Appropriations for Public Higher Education in Academic Year 1977-78
(Appropriation per FTE Student, by Institutional Type?)

Federal State Local
Appropriations -Appropriations Appropriations ,
Institutional Type Number (in millions) (in millions) (in millions)
14 All public institutions 1,142 £ 72 $1,734 $387
Is5 Universities 119 137 2,538 18
16 Four-vear colleges ' 379 42 . 2,046 88
17 Two-vear colleges 923 76 1,502 557

*The greater cost of gradua.tc and professional education was discounted by weighting each graduate student by a factor of 3.0.

Source: Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Depar tment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
1978). Unpublished data, analvsis by the author
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. the student from the government.

\:
, \ : .
Table S: Mean FTE Expenditures for Public Higher Education in Academic Year 1977-78

(Expenditure per FTE Student, by Institutional Type?) _ *
Educational \ o
and Funded Financial
Institutional Type Number General Instructional Research Library Aidb Subsidy*©
3 expenditures in mullions of dollars

Al{l-'public institutions 1,142 $3,145 $1,495 $105 $125 $100 $2,682
" Universities - 119 4,638 1,761 924 166 160 . 4,074
" Four-year colleges 379 3251 1,487 90 150 149 2,753

. Two-vear colleges 923 2,909 1,464 6 110 71 . 2,474
aThe greater cost ¢! graduate and 'professional education was discounted by weighting each graduate student by a factor of 3.0. ™

bIncludes those financial aid funds, both restricted and unrestricted, awarded by the institution to the individual student, including
certain federal and state funds (e.g., work-study, NDSL funds), but not including Pell Grants or other similar aids awarded directly to

*Subsidy measures the extent to which institutions subsjéize students’ educational costs. It is calculated using the following formula:
FTE Subsidy = FTE E&G + FTE Financial Aid — FTE Wition.

Source: Higher Education General Information Survey, National Center for Education Statistics, 1978. Unpublished data, analysis by
the author.
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and distribution of edusational opportunitites to various clientele (Callan

1978). State program reviews, with their focus on accountability” for re-

sources, equality of educational opportunity, and quality in education: .
programs, also contribute to a new awareness of the nature of the states”
responsibility tor higher education (Green 1981b).

Recent court decisions could also affect the traditional state perspec-
tive on equal access, equal opportunity, and quality in public higher ed-
ucatiod. In the Adants case, as in other desegregation litigation, the concern
is for tull and.equal participation in public education: The state has,‘a
responsibiligy to ensure that institutions charged with similar missions .
have similar resources (i.c., that they operate programs and have facilities
0[ compar able quality). States affected by the Adams decision are gequired

“define the mission of cach [higher education] institution within the
stalc on a basis other than race (e.g., level, range, and scope of degree
[programs))”’ (Fedéral Register 1978, p. 6661). ‘

A growing body of evidence suggests, however, that the notion of spe-
ctalized institutional mission may conflict with the concdpt of equal €d-
ucational opportunity, at least in those instances and in those states where
the institutional mission is defined in terms of the spccm“l—-lhough non-
racial - characteristics (e.g., high school grades, test scores) of a potential
client population, as is the case in California. Somc obscr'vcrs sugg"csl that
educational opporlunll\—and aceess o e based on
meritocratic criteria is not real educational opportunlly (see Aslln 19771%
Astin 1982, Chapter 7; Commission on the Higher Education-of Mingrities
1982, pp. 29-30; Olivas 1979). Although educators and fawyers differ in
their perceptions and defiuitions of equal educational opportunity (Preer '
1982), the precedents established by Adams could have a profound impact
on those states that operate highly stratified systeris of igher education
where students’ access to quality highér education (and its subgsequent .
benelits in the areas of personal, academie, and carcer development) is
restricted by the mission of the particular institutions in which students
of differing achievemgnt are cllglblc to cq.roll .

The amended Adams criteria for the desegregation of public higher
education issued by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
tare in 1977 (Federal Register 1978) exténded the notion of access beyond
the racial head counting that stimulated the original litigation. The revised
criteria focus on parity of both students and institutions: student parity as
measuréd by thHe proportional participation of blacks based on rates of -
graduation from high school and patterns of college matriculation and
persistence, and institutional parity as measured by |n<,rmscd participation
by blacks in goverance, on faculties, and across programs, as well as among
students (Preer 1982). ' : ) ; :

<

State Programs for the Dlsadvantaged
The size of and funding for state programs for the disadvantaged are small
“compared to the federal programs. Some states operate sizable programs
of tlnancml ‘ud and support while®others have only recently begun to
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. the Adams llivlgatmn) will continue to affect states’ decisi

develop such programs. Several fns,tors appcar to affect the states’ per-
spective on this issue: the size and poh,tu.al influence of the state’s minority
population leglslatlvc and gubernatorial interest (in part perhaps a re-
flection of minorities’ political |nﬂuencc) the size of and diversity in public
and private higher education in the state, competition in.and among public
and private institutions, and, of course, litigation and court orders. In
recent years, state govcrnmcnts have exhibited growing interest in and
financial support for special minority programs. This trend may continue,
if only at modest levels and in spite of growing financial pressures at the
state level, as minorities become a growing proportion of the college-age
cohort in the 1980s-(Breneman and Nelson 1980): In their quest to maintain
enrollments during the coming period of decline in the traditional college-
age population, publi itulons are likely to increase their efforts to
recruit and retain minority den{s (see Frances 198023 Federal incen-

formance, programs, and funding. The lmpact of a stagnant or declining
economy on state and federal budget priorities—affecting overall expen-
ditures for: education as well as expenditures for specific education pro-
grams—could adversely affect those programs, however. Indeed, California’s

.post-Proposition 13 budget problems have led to some reductjons in the

state’s Cal-Grants program (similar to the Pell Grant programjbefore the
Reagan administration’s efforts to initiate major changes in federal stu-
dent aid programs in 1982.

Like the federal government, the state$ have foctlsed most of thelr
programmatic efforts in -the area of financial assistance, in part because
of federal incentives, namely the State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG)
program. Although the federal government has shouldered the major costs

“of student aid since the National Defense Education Act.of 1958 (Carnegice

Council 1980, Supplement A), state contributions to student financial as-
sistance are significant, totaling nearly $750 million in academic year (AY)
1977-78 (including $44 million or 5.8 percent federal SSIG funds) (see
Table 6). Furthermore, while such state findncial aid has traditionally
been based on merit and/or achi¢vémein (cg New' York State regents

scholarships), of late these funds have also been used to a\s\sisﬁow—muzm‘g\

students, regardless of previous academic achievement.
Federal funds have indeed played an important role in stimulating the

development arid expansion of state programs for student financial assis-

tance. In the two years following con‘gressioqal authorization of the SSIG_
program, the number of states and territories of;fcring such programs
increased mgre than one-third, from 31 to 48, while the dollar value of
those state awards, not including the federal matching funds, increased
26 percent (29 percent if the $20 million in AY 1975-76 SSIG federal
dollars are included; see Table 6). Although SSIG funds are 50-50 matching
grants, the $76.8 million federal appropriation in AY 1980-81 accounted
for only 8 percent of the total award money. Moreover, SSIG funds com-
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Table 6: State-Funded Need Based Undergnduate Gnnt/Scholanhip Programs

. SSIG Funding® No. of Statcs/ _ Total Awards® - Tdtal Awards®
Academic Ye'ar - (in miflions) . Territories (No. of Students) (in millions) e
1969-70 None 19 470,000 $199.9
1970-71 ..+ None 21 53%,200 236.6 ‘
1971-72 , None 23 - 604,000 . 2686
1972-73 *None .29 661,700 3155
1973-74 None 3t 733,300 - 3642 \
1974-75 " . ' 19.0 37 ) -813,100 o 440.8 T
1975-76 200 .48 901,900 , 510.2
197677 - 440 . 55 1,104,400 651.4
1977-78 . b 60.0 o %6 ' - 1,190,300 7370
1978-79 Y 63.8 57 o 1,217,400 789.2
1979-80 . 76.8 ) 57 1,278,7(50 " - 864.5
1980-81 76.8 57 1,319,800¢ 9120
*The SSIG program was first authorized as part of the Education Amendments of 1972; funds were not appropriated until 1974.
"Rounded. ) -
“Rounded dollars, mdudmg federal SSIG dollars
dEstimated. ‘ ' .
Source U. S Office of Education 1979, pp. 253, 255; U.S. Department of Education 1981, p. 379. "
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posed no more than 20 percent of state aid dollars in 21 states, and only
14 states made the minimum 50 percent contribution to the program (U.S.
Office of Education 1979).

" The variation in state support for student financial aid programs ap-
pears to be a function of the size of the private sector of education in the
mdlndual states. SSIG funds are concentrated-in thos&®states with a large
priv. ate’ sector, in part because many of those states had developed their
own-aid ptograms independent of or concurrent with the authorjzation
of the SSIG program in 1972 (Carlson 1978). In the early years of the SSIG
program, over 50 pcru:nt of the state scholarship funds went to students
attending private institutions (Hartman 1978, p. 252). Many of the states
took advantage of the “wide latitude” they had to manage SSIG funds in
the first years of the program and specifically limited cllglblllty tostudents
at gither public or private institutions; however, “in spite of its modest
size and other idiosyncracies, [the SSIG] program has considerable sig-
nificance as the one federal student aid program that attempts purpose-
fully to mesh national and state efforts” (Finn 1978, p. 80). And even with

~ these restrictions and limitations, data from the early years of the program
suggest that low-income students have been the primary beneficiaries: In

AY 1975-76, students from families with annual incomes under $12,000
received 72.3 percent of all SSIG aid funds and accounted for 71 3 percent
of all SSIG recipients (U.S. Office of Education 1979).

In addition to the SSIG program, a number of states (e.g., California,
Illinois, New York, New Jersey, and Wisconsin) have appropriated funds
for campus-based affirmative action grant programs and recruitment at
the graduate and/or professional levels. Although the terms and provisions
vary from state to state, these programs, like other affirmative action
programs, scek to encourage minority access to public institutions, gen-
erally four-vear colleges and universities with traditionally low minority
enrollments. In the southern states affected by the Adams litigation, such
eftorts and programs are often part of state compliance plans (sec Haynes
1979).

Among the individual states, New York opcratcs one of the most ex-
tensive and expensive cfforts to extend educational opportunities to the
disadvantaged. The New York Board of Regents coordinates a legislatively
funded educational opportunity program in the state system (SUNY) and
New York City svstem (CUNY) and also among New York State’s 200-plus
independent colleges and universities. In AY 1978-79, the legislature ap-
propriated $27 million for direct support of educational opportunity pro-
grams in postsccondary institutions in the state: $7.97 million for the
independent sector, $7.31 million for the SUNY system, and $11.77 million
for the CUNY system (State University of New York 1979).. Total expen-
ditures (from all sources, including federal, state, local, and private funds)
tor educational opportunity programs in New York’s private institutions
exceeded $40 million in AY 1978-79, 80 percent of which was allocated
for student financial aid and the balance used for supfort services (State
Universitv of New York 1979, p. 52). In addition to its campus-based

>
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_ programs, the SUNY system also operates Educational Opportiinity Cen-
ters, which assist disadvantaged students to bridge the gap between high
s¢hool and college. Supported by a state appropriation of $11.8 million
in AY 1978-79, the centers offer services and programs in the following
areas: (1) basic education; (2) college preparation; (3) vocational and oc-
cupational preparation; and (4) related support services (State University
of New York 1978).

~California is another state with a large minority populatlon and ex-
tensive ctate-funded educational outreach and academic support pro-
grams. Total expenditures for these programs in California’s public
postsecoridary institutions exceeded $40 million in AY 1980-81; nearly 75

~ pereent of those tunds were provided by the state. Alihough the federal

government funded approximately one-balf of the outreach activities in
California public institutions in' 1980-81 (with a total expenditure of $14.8
million), the state provided 88.3 ‘percent of the $25.6 million spent on
campus-based academic support programs (California Postsecondary Ed-
ucation Commission 1981). In addition to outreach and support services,
the state of California also operates an extensive array of student financial
assistance programs that supplement and complement federal financial
aid programs: Funding for those programs exceeded $74 million in AY
197980 (California Postsecondary Education Commission 1981).

California officials have also explicitly acknowledged the role and sig-
nificance of local officials and institutions in these outreach and support
programs. The recently authorized €AL-SOAP (California Student Op-
portunitv and Aceess Program) legislation provides state funds for con-
sortium prujects involving school districts and postsecondary institutions.

egional consortiums identify, their own set of goals and activities, and
cach consortium partner has an equal financial responsibility, generally
tulfilled with hard budget dollars rather than soft, short-term grant funds.
Tnitial reports indicate that the consortium efforts are successful and that
these kinds of partnerships—between schools and two-year and four-year
colleges—promote institutional commitment to participation by minor-
ities as well as increased access to postsecondary education.
. .

‘Summary
The states have shouldcrcd the major responsibility for increasing and
expanding educational access and opportunity during the postwar era.
The rapid expansion of public higher education since 1945 and the exten-
sive federal financial aid programs since 1974 have in theory created open
access to public higher education. Yet the variation in allocation of re-
sources and the concentration of educational resources in the “least ac-
cessible” public institutions challenge the general notion that open-access
education is equal education. And it was federal programs, not state policy,
that initially stimulated most outreach and support activities in most
public institutions during the 1960s and 1970s. .

“Individual states have developed various programs of aid and assis-
tance. Increased emphasis on program review has focused new attention
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on the nature ol the states’ rcsponubllltv for higher education and hasls

forced both the states and individual public institutions™to assess the
degree to which they must be accountable for resources, provide equal

educational opportunity, and offer high quality academic programs. ..

Although the vast majority of public two- and four-year institutions
currently offer some type of special programs for disadvantaged students
(Roueche and Snow 1977), state support for such programs seems more
likely to be found as part of the general budgetary appropriation for higher

-education rather than as a special categorical program. Presidents of pub-

lic senior colleges report that gubernatorial and legislative interests and
initiatives can and do affect institutional priorities in this area:

One reason often given by state political leaders for assuming authority
over public institutions is that higher education fails to respond to the

needs of students and society without prodding, p. nning, and initiative -

from the state level. Indeed, increased authority for the governor nd to
a lesser extent the Iegtslature) has a greater positive relationship to\ new
programs for ethnic minorities (Glenny et al. 1976, p. 79). ’

At the same time, constituency polltlcs can affect the course and the

form of various legislative initiatives as members of a minority caucus
. use their influence and votes to amend bills in ways perceived to be ben-

eficial to minority consitutents (see Berdahl 1978, pp. 328 29). The demo-
graphic shifts of the next decade W|ll likely increase legislative interest in
these issues.

The changing demography of the traditional college-age cohort and
changing attitudes toward government spending creaté¢ new challenges
for both the states and for public higher education. The needs of both

clients and constituencies will expand the traditional state role and re--

sponsibility in higher education. ' : .
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L...pacts of Policies and Programs

Policies imply theories. Whether slaled explicitly or not, policies point to

a chain of causation between initial conditions and future consequences. )
If'X, then Y. Policies become programs when, by authoritative action, the

initial conditions are created. Programs make their theories operational

by forging the llrsl link in the causal chain connecting actions to objec-,

tives. Given X, we act to obwain Y. Implementation then, is the ability to

forgo subsequent links in the causal chain to obtain the desired results

(Pressman and Wildavsky 1973, p. xv).

Federal programs that contribute to minorities’ participation in higher
education can be grouped into four major categories: student financial-
assistance, special (categorical) assistance t6 promote access and persis-
tence, institutional aid, and support for professlonal training and human e
resource development (Table 7). Since 1964, presidents, educational lead- !
ers, and government policy makers have cspouscd a broad and ambitious
set of goals tor a range of government programs to assist and support,
minorities’ participation in higher education. Six complementary. federal / '
programs attempt to eliminate the financial batriers to callege attendance. -
Four major intervention programs, a series of implicitly linked and dy-
namic support programs that address the nonfindncial barriers to access
) and persistence, begin in the junior and senior high schools and carry ~,
through the undergraduate degree program. One major institutional aid,
program assists colleges that have a history of service to low-income -and
disadvantaged students; participants in this program include many of the e
historically black institutions and some tribal community colleges, among
others. Other special federal programs assist and facilitate human resource
development in various fields and specializations. '
Manv of these programs, particularly those that provide-categorical
assistance and support for professional training and human resource de-
velopment, are by statute directed at minorities, In some instances—e.g.,
-financial aid programs—minority students are ‘not the statutory benefi-
. ciaries, vet disproportionately high participation by mmoutus in these
- programs clearly shows their significanice to minority groups’ goals and
interests. Both the numbcr and funding levels of these programs have
increased rapidly, durlng the period from 1965 to 1981 (see Astin 1982,
Chapter 6, lor a fuller explanation of this typology).
« The underlying concept of current federal policy on higher education
rests on the link between education and economic opportunity. American
higher e<ducation policy—the expansion of college access and the elimi-
nation of financial and nonfinancial barriers that impede matriculation
and degree completion—is tied to a theory of social mobility and economic
opportunity. Higher education has become the chosen vehicle of American
social policy: Increased educational attainment by minorities yields in-
creased participation by minorities in the American occupational 'struc-
ture, the rewards of the American economic_ system, and the mainstream
of American life. :
Fifteen vears into the great social and cdumtlonal cxpcrlmcm that
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Table T:A Typology of Federal Higher Education Programs
to Assist Minorities

. 1981

|
1
A Funding: ‘
Program - } . (in miltions) |
Student financial aid programs ’ i
Pell Grants - : $2,346.0 |
Supplemental Educational 0pp0rtun|ty Grants 3700 |
College Work-Study Program (federal share) . 550.0 |
\ National Direct Student Loan Program 186.0 ‘
Guarantw{l Student Loan Program (loan volume) 7,735.0 i
State Student Incentive Grants - 76.8 |
»  Special programs (access and persistence) J:
Educational Opportunity Centers . " : 8.0 |
Talent Search 17.0 |
Upward Bound - 67.0 |
Special Services for Disadvantaged Students 64.0 }
- College Assistance Migrant Programs w.Z |
Institutional aid programs
Land-Grant College Appropriations (Dept. of Education) = 2.9
Land-Grant College Appropriations (Dept. of Agriculture) 18.0
Tribally Controlled Commupity Colleges ' 25.0%
Strengthening Developing Institutions 120.0
Professional training and human resource development
Minority Access to Résearch Careers 4.5
Minority Biomedical Research Support ) 18.7
Legal Training for the Disadvantaged ‘ 10 .,
Bilingual Education Programs 157.0 N
Indian Education—Fellowships for Indian Studf‘nts 2
(Dept. of Education) 15
Indian Education—Higher Education Grants
. (Dept. of Interior) 269
Health Professions Recruitment Program for lndlans 1.1%
Health Professions Preparatory Scholarship Prozram °0.8*
for Indians ‘ ' 3.6* -
Prefreshman and Cooperative Educatlon for Minoritics
and Indians 1.0
Staff Trdining for Special Programs Leadership Personncl 038
Graduate and Professional Opportunities Fellowship »
Program 10.0
Minority lnstltutlons Science lmprovcmt,nt Program 5.0
*Estimated. ) *

Source: Green 1981a, updated by author. -
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gave birth and direction to these federal programs, we confront seemingly
simple vet operationally complex questions: Do these programs work?.,
How well do they do what we hoped they would do? Have these programs
been able to meet our.gbjectives and expectations? These are not casy
questions.
. The following sections review the forcmost of these federal programs: . ‘
financial aid, |ntc‘ncnt|0ns for access and persistence, and institutional .
assistance. - . :

Federal Financial Aid Programs
The Higher Education Act of 1965 authorized several financial aid pro-

grams that subsequéntly altered the course of federal higher education

policy: Washington would underwrite programs to remove the financial

barriers to college attendance. Currently five federal programs attempt to

assist access to higher education and promote choice of institution. A sixth

provides federal incentives €or the states to develop or expand financial

aid programs to assist partuularly needy students.

Several sources document the importance of federal aid programs in
sytaining the gqals of educational equity, equality of educational oppor>
tunity, and” increased participation by minorities in higher education.

“Perhaps as muchyas or more than equity by family income, considerations -

of racial equity weye the driving forces behind the student aid programs :
of the late 1960s dnd carly 1970s” (Leslie 1977, p. 29). Grants and related R
financial assistance cover a significant portion of minority students’ col- - ‘ |
lege costs. Indetd, the dramatic increases in_minority enrollments during
the past decade have bgen both encouraged and underwritten by federal
policies and financial aid programs (Leslie 1977). -~ '

Federal aid_policy has attempted to rcducc the overall ¢ost of LOlngC
attendance by reducing the ““net cost” (i.¢., out-of-pocket dollars) on thc
basis of family income and ability to pay. Minority, students, with the ™
exception of American Indians, encounter lower net costs for higher ed-
ucation than'do their white counterparts. Income differentials among and
between the various groups explain much of the differences in net costs: |, '

Basic grants serve as the primary.mechanism for equalizing and/or re-
ducing net costs. It is difficult to question the overall suecess of these
policies for encouraging and underwriting minority access to postsecond-
ary educgtion: Minority enrollments increased dramatically during the |
past decad®(Leslie 1977; ‘Frances 1980a; Preer 1982). . ‘

The issue of‘the impact of aid is larger than the question of access— o }
whether a student attends college; it also encompasses the issue of choice— |
where a student attends. Years of research on the impact of college on |
students (e.g., Feldman and Newcomb 1969; Astin 1977b; Solmon and |
Taubman 1973; Bowen 1978; -Pace 1979) document a range of different |
and significant institutional impacts on persistence, satisfaction, personal ‘
development, and prospects for employment. The public policies that guided -
federal financjal aid programs during their early years focused almost . J
exclusively (if somewhat.simplistically) on the issue of access, generally
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without regard for the larger consequences of choice and institutional -

impact (Astin 1977a; Astin 1982). Given different impacts by institutions,
the discussion of financial aid and institutional choice is ag impdrtant
one. Typically an offer of financial aid is a package of various forms of
aid—e gMPell Grant funds plus perhaps some work-study money and
maybe some loan money—particularly for minority students. Institutions
do use discretion in their offers of campus-based aid programs, because

. the way financial-aid offérs are packaged can be a potent recruiting tool

for institutions secking to increase minority enrollments. Students-are
sensitive to the different costs of various aid packages, for example, the
difference between a package offering a low grant and a hlgh loan and
one offering a high grant and little or no loan.

~ The results of one major study commissioned by the U. S. Office of
Education on the impacts of financial aid programs on choice and access
indicate that students, and minority students in particular,are very con-
scious of college costs (Astin, Henson, and Christian 1978). Although mi-
nority students like other students may initially prefer to attend expensive

“universities and private institutions, they are generally less successful in

deing so, partly because the student’s self-assessment of His or her family’s
financial resources can restrict the student’s perceived choices. Distance
from the student’s home to preferred institution(s) also works against the
low-income and minority student: The greater the distance, the more likely
it is that the student will enter a low-cost public institution eloser to home.
And students are sensitive to the size of grants and the overall amount of
aid offered: The larger the grant-or amount of overall aid, the greater the
likelihood the student will matricutate at the |nst|tu‘t|0n making the larger
offer. ‘

Financial aid policies also affect persistence. The size of a studcnt s
loan obligation is hegatively related to persistence: The larger the loan,
the less likely the student.is to ®main in school. The form of the aid is”
very important for minority studehts: Work-study jobs, part-time on-cam- .
pus employment, large grant support, and sinall loan obligations all con-

tribute to increased persistence among minority students, across all minofity

groups (Astin, Cross, and Porter 1979; Astin 1977b; Astin 1982). The'ithpact

of financial aid on minority students’ persistence is so pronounced that

despite the extent to which government financial aid policies are designed
to aid disadvantaged students, "‘these programs have still fallen short of
their goal” (Astin 1982, p. 94; se¢ also Commission on the Higher Education
of Minoritiés 1982, pp. 30—‘31). . . -
Interventions for Access and. Persistence ‘ B

Four major federal programs constitute a series of implicitly llnk(.d in-
ferventions designed to address the nonfinancial barriers to college at-
tendance: Educational Opporunity Cepters (EOCs) provide financial and

-academic counseling and related servicgs in low-income areas to assist

potential college students; Talent Search (TS) outreach programs attempt
to identify financially and/or culturally disadvantaged f'high‘\potential"
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students, and Ll‘IL()LII:.lgL them to complete high school.and enter college;
Upward Bound tUB) programs for junior high and high schog) students
seek to build and further develop academic skills and motivation to over-

" come the effects of prior inaauquatc schooling; and Special Services for

Disadvantaged Students (SSDS) programs prowdc personal and academic
counseling, tutoring, and other related services to disadvantaged and
handicapped college students to improve academic performance and en-
courage persistence. Although they share commuon goals, these programs
are mot marked by the use of a'specific or particular uniform approach.
These educational intervention programs have four common features:
* v
- - .
1. Implied deficit mocl: Differences in attainment and achievement
are explained by an implicit deficit model. The absence of role models
and educational and cultural opportunities, and the presence of fi-
nancial disadvantage explain differences in achicvcmcnt and attain-
mcnt
2. Support for educational services: Programs prowdc a similar sct of
interventions, generally tutoring, counseling, and cultural enrichment.
3. Assistance for the disadvantaged: Intended program participants are
the ““disadvantaged,” generally a euphemism for minority students.
4. Focus oh the development of academic skills: The major thrust of
these programs is the development of academic skills, particularly
basic skills. These programs address both remedial skills and enrich-
ment and attempt toimprove academic skills so as to facilitate future
educational attainment (Tinto nd Sherman 1974), 4

A fifth common feature of these intervention programs—like many
college programs—is their uncertain technology (Cohen and March 1973).
They often lack a clear and tested concept upon which a strategy of in-
tervention might be based and instead operate on a trial-and-crror basis.
lntcrvcntions encompass a range of activities and purposes. The “soft-
ware”’ may not be well developed; some approaches are context- or pop-
ulation-specific. The deficit model lnhc rent in the conceptualization of
these programs defines certain programmatic ruponscs generally depen-
dent on the mobilization of resources and enrichment.

In the past 10svears, federal, state, and institutional campus-based
assistance and outreach programs for disadvantaged or “high-risk” stu-
dents have proliferated. Eighty-six percent of the nation’s public insti-
tutions offer some sort of special services or programs for disadvantaged
students: *

Specifically, 95 percent of the [public] community colleges and 77 percent

of the [public] senior colleges are providing a special service such as

tutoring, courseling, andlor financial aid. In only four years [since the

Davis et al. (1973) survey of special programs] we find a nearly 40 percent

increase in special services for the academically disadvantaged student in

higher education (Roueche and Snow 1977, p. 19). -

t
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A large but undetermined number of private- institutions also offer such:

programs.

Regardless of. thclr sourcé of funds (federal, state, institution, or pri-

vate), special programs for the disadvantaged are closely identified with
minority interests and the goal of increased participation by minorities
in higher education. Thésé programs have ambitious goals and objectives:
increased rates of college access, improved academic performance, and
better rates of persistence and degree completion. They generally are ef:
fective. ;
Access to higher education, One common Ob_]e(.[IVC of the Upward Bound
and Talent Scarch programs and of EOCs is to encourage disadvantaged
students to complete high school and to assist students to enter postsec-
ondary- training and educational programs. The setvices that might fas
cilitate access are broadly defined, for example, personal and academic
counseling, enrichment and remediation programs, financial aid coun-
scling, and college counseling and placement assistance. While the quality
of evaluation materials is very erratic, ranging from program reports to
commissioned longitudinal studies, in general the literature suggests that
these programs and other similar nonfederally funded efforts do indeed
positively affect minority students’ access to higher education.

The most encouraging and seemingly reliable reports of positive im-
pacts are found in the comparative Jongitudinal studies of the Upward
Bound program commissioned by USOE and begunin 1973 by Burkheimer
and his associates (1976; 1977; 1980). These studies reveal a number of
positive impacts of the UB programs on college access:

o UB participants enter postsecondary education at significantly higher
rates than nonparticipants. Roughly 20 percent more partiéipants en-
ter some form of postsecondary education.

® Former UB participants are more likely to enter four-year colleges
and universities than their nonparticipating counterparts. Two-thirds
of the former group versus one-half of the latter group matriculated
at four-year institutions.

® Proportionately more participants apply for financial aid; addition-
allv, the aid packages offered former participants contained larger
grants and were perceived by the students to be more adcquate than
the offers of aid received by nonparticipants.

¢ UB participants who do not matriculate immediately following high
school graduation are more likely to do so at a later date than are
comparable nonparticipants.

¢ UB minority participants are more likely to attend college than are
their nonparticipating peers.

® Increased participation in the program is associated with greater
access to postsecondary education. One year of program participation
has a slight impact on access, while two or more years has a significant
positivé impact.
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e Although UB projects datfer in range of project activities and tvpes
of clientele, these ditferences do not atteet the ovgrall effectiveness of -
the project, provided clients’ characteristics have been controlled for

n the analvses.

The resudts of these studies document an impressive set of achieve-
ments for the Upward Bound program. In their most recent evaluation,
Burkheimer and his colleagues conclude that Upward Bound does have a
significant positive impact on smdcnt.s' aceess to poslsccondary education:

The results . .. offer vathér consistent stipport for the gem'ral conclusion
“thut the [U puunl Bound] progrgm is effectively meeting its mandated
objectives to provide participants with the skills and motivations necessary
“tor'entry and success in education bevond high school. Program impact
ts greatest on short-term ottcomes, and evidence that {Upward Bound]
s providing the skills, motivation, und assistunce necessary for entry into
[postsecondury education] is substantial. . .. While it is mzposszhle to f
. state definitively that the greater aspzralmns [edm ational] expec talwns“
and [postsecondary education] entry rates [reported in our studies] were
> brought about (or caused) by [students’] exposure to the program, this
appears to be the most likely conclusion. The pattern of results obtained
is closely aligned with what would be expected in view of the common
areus of program emiphasis and intervention strategies (Biwrkheimer et al.
1980, p. 133).

The USOE summary of program reports submitted by various EOCs
and Talent Search projects suggests that these programs also have positive .
impacts on aceess to college, but the evidence is not as dramatic or as
reliable as the evidence gathered tor the Upward Bound program. Reports
submitted to USOE for project vear 197677 indicate that EOCs seryed
some 50,000 clients, nearly half of them minorities. As the centers offer
services to ciiizens in low-income commtunities, eligibility is tied to res-
idence, not to personal‘characteristics of individual clients. USOE does
not report data regarding the percentagp of clients placed in postsecondary
training or educational institutions, although it does indicate that in proj-
ect vear 1976-77 some 16,000 clients were placed in postsecondary or
other tvpes of training programs and {hat another 5,000-plus clients had
been accepted by postsecondary institutions but had vet to bcgin their
studies.
Because of its broad legislative charge, the Talent Search program can S
draw upon a potential client population of over 4 mitlion people: all people
aged 14-27 whose highest academic grade is between grades 6 and 12 and - R
whose family income is below poverty level, as well as \oulhs from other
than low-income families, provided their numbers do not exceed one-third
ot project participants (USOE 1979). Given the ambiguity of the author-
izing legislation, it is difficult to determine \\hclhu program objectives
are being realized: :
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“The anthoricing legislation for the Talent Search Program, and the pro-
" gram regulations, use several terms to describe the target populalxon and
goals for the program. Such critical terms or phrases as “cultural need,”

“exceptional potential,” and "demonstrated aptitude’ are difficilt to de-

tine. Inadequate definition may cause wide and conflicting interpretation
of the target population, and the lack of specificity makes it difficult to
measure the attainment of program objectives (USOE 1979, p. 294).

In the same report, USOE presents some summary data from project
reports and from one national study that suggest that Talent Search pro-
grams do have positive impacts on students’ aceess to higher education.
However, the single commissioned. study of the Talent Search program
was a descriptive one based on interviews with students, site visits, and
a review of program files and did not include @ comparison or Lontrol
group. Consequently:

an assessment uf the programt’s impact on high school retention.and
college entrance cannot be done. Consequently, it cannot be assertgd, based
on the [one descriptive] study [Pycha et-al. 1975], that the program does
or does not place students in college who would have enrolled in college
without the progrant’s services (USOE 1979, p. 299). '

Additionally, the Pycha study observed some other problems with the
Talent Search program. It was impossible to identify a common or typical
project, given the range of program foci and &cnwus in the individual
projects; projects occasionally supplanted rather than supplemented the
counseling services offered in local high schools; and the programs were
more successful servicing the néeds of the motivated who might seck out
counseling and assistance than tapping the unmotivated but capable who
might benefit from the project’s services.

In sum, it appears that the TRIO programs do contribute to improved
access for minorities to postsecondary education and that the Upward
Bound program has been a particularly effective program.

»
-

Persistence The UB and SSDS programs dttcmpl to encourage persistence
in postsecondary education. Upward Bound attempts to generate the skills
and motivation necessary for success in postsecondary education; SSDS
programs provide a range of services for eligible students to help them
continue their studies and eventually to complete a degree program, The
results of external evaluations of both these programs suggest thht thc
do contribute to increased persistence among program participants.

The longitudinal studies of UB participantsteport rates of persistence
wint terms of students’ educational goals. Persistence is assessed in terms
of the individual student’s progress “as a percentage of the total progress
necessary toreach the individual’sgeported educational aspirations” (Burk-
heimer et al. 1980, p. 51). The UB follow-up study indicates that former
UB participants make more progress toward their rgportcd educational
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goals (i.c., the level of degree sought, not necessarily in the specific field)
than do nonparticiparits, although the differences are not consistently

- statistically significant. The same study reports that among students who
initiallv matriculated at two-vear lpstltuuons former UB participants are
slightly tbut not significantlv) maére likely to transfer into a four-year
institution. Additionally, former UB participants are much more likely
than nouparticipants to attend posisecondary institutions that serve as
UB and or $SDS host institutions. This factor of itself could contribute to
increased rates of persistence, especially if the student has had some ex-
perience on a particular.college campus as a UB student, is somewhat
tamiliar with it, and perceives the institution to be a hospitable place
interested in his ot her experiences and overall educational and personal
development. ‘

Davis et al. (1975) report that “'there is no clear and consistent evidence
that the availability and/or use of [SSDS] is related to the [college] success
or satisfaction of the disadvantaged student” (p. vi). The results of.their
studv, the tirst major assessment of $SDS programs, suggest that the
presence of S5DS programs on individual college campuses appears to be
associated with changing attitudes on campus; these programs contribute |
1o the general acceptance of disadvantaged students by faculty and ad-
ministrators, thus contributing to the development of a more receptive
campus environment. Although these changes may not be directly linked
to performance and persistence, campus ambiance is certainly a factor
that does affect those outcomes. Similar results are reported in the pre-
liminarv Lmal’\sn of a more current SSDS evaluatiort (System Develop-
ment Corporaiion 1981).

Academic impacts. Ofic specific objective of the TRIO programs is to
amprove academic performance. Early reviews of the literature suggested
that this goal might b the most difficult to fullill:

{One] should not expect nriracles from compensatory education and muust
learn to support it for what it can do—it can reditce the penalties of
*disadvantaged background and evhance social justice, but it cannot, by
itself. secure it (Etzioni 1969, p. 15). ‘
No piece of evidence with which I am familiar supports the notion that
by putting disadvantaged students through a few courses, seminars, week-
end workshops, or summer sessions, one can remedy the effects of . . . the
four or five vears that separate disudvantaged students from their [imore]
academieally prepared classmates The main conclusion from the samwe
body of literature points to the need for reaching the disadvantaged stiident
as early in his career as possible. (Etzioni 1971, p. 115).

Subsequent reviews and evaluations are no more encouraging. Aca-
demic performance is «dentitied as a major disappointment or Lulmg of
the UB and $SDS programs. Remediation and special programming are
not the quick fix for the academic difficulties and poor academic prepa-
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ration of many minority students. This is not to say, howevet, that UB,
SSDS, and the other efforts do nbt have positive impacts on program
participants and their access to or persistence in higher education. Indeed,
improved persistence is one aspect of improved academic performance.

Rather, it is to sav that these efforts alone cannot close the gap in college-
level umdcmu skills and performance that often separ: ate minority stu-
dents trom their peers. »

The evaluations of UB and SSDS programs commissioned by the U.S.
Office ol Education indicate that these programs generally have little
impact on academic performance and long-term academic achievement
(Tinto and Sherman 1974; Davis et al. 1975; Burkheimer et al. 1977; Burk-
heimer et-al. 1980). Wiith regard to the SSDS programs, “there is no
evidence that the [participating] institutions or any support services avail-
zble are providing disadv dnlagc&}sludcms experiences lhat would help
thenm raise their prior levels of {academir] performance” (Davis et al. 1975,
p. 10), and “there is no clear and consistent evidence that the availability
and or wse of Special Senvices programs is related to the suceess or satisfaction
of the disadvantaged student” (p. vi). While SDSS programs are indeed
eftective in other areas, they do not appear to improve academic perfor-
mance. ) .

X
Although substantial positive changes occurred among recipients of these
services i attitides, values, and motivation, there was little indication
of impact of the services on the academic achievement of the target pop-
tlarion: ‘Disadvantaged students did not reduce the gap in college grade
point average between themselves and the regularly admitted (modal) stu-
dents, differenices between high school and college grades for the two
groups remaining approximately the same. The college environment, while
not tc;gjmg to magnify previous differences in academic achievement,
dovs not appear to be compensating for such differences. Overall, the
academic success of disadvantaged students at institutions with Special

-Services Programs was no greater, and no less, than at colleges without

such programs. This outcome was not affected by the differential eviphasis

“upon: specific progranmmatic elements, such as tutoring or counseling.

“Theve was no evidence that Yhe “colleges these students were in, or any

support services avaitable (o them, were helping the students to exceed the

level of [acadentic] performance that would be expected of thew in college,

given their level of perfortnance in high school (USOE 1979, pp. 306-7)

The preliminary results of a more recent assessment of the SSDS program
reveabsunilar findings, te., little it any impact on academic achievement

although generally positive effects on persistence, a secondary measure of

achievement (System Developmient Corporation 1981).

Similar results are reported for the academic impacts of the Upward
Bound program, which is legislatively charged “to generate skills and
motivation necessary for success in education bevond high'school” (Higher
Education Act of 1965, as amended, 417B(b)2) ). An early study of the
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Upward Bound Program (Hunt and Hardt 1967, cited by Levitan 1969)
concluded that the program did appear to increase students’ motivation
to attend and complete college but offered a cautious uall[\mg statement
about the as-vet undetermined long-term academi acts of partici-
pation in the program. Impact of the program was oftdf
overstated, particularly in the arca ot educational progress and pcrsis‘lcncc
(U.S. General Accounting Oftice l974) Studies commissioned by USOE

" of the impacts of the UB program reveal a number of significant impacts
but tail to document positive etfects on cognitive academic achievement
{Burkheimer et al. 1977). The most recent evaluation,.a comparative lon-
gitudinal assessment of program participants and nonparticipants coen-
cludes that Upward Bound has little impact on academic development,
although it does improve various skills needed for persistence:

There is no evidence that academic skills acerie to any greater extent by
participation in [Upward Bound], since no differential change in high

school GPA as a function of program participation was found [in the

hase vear studv] and livle, iy, svstematic wiique relationship benveen
tvpicul measures of [postsecondary] progress, persistence, and perfor-
mutnce and extent or pattern of [ Upnward Bound] participation is indicated
[ the nwo follow-up studies]. Given the limited instructional time avail-
able to projects, clear-cut impact on academicoskills may be an unrealistic
expectation. On the other hand, the vesults do suggest that program par-
ticipants benefit from shavpened coping or survival skills (Burkheimer et

al. 1980, p. 134).
v

In sum, the UB and SSDS programs, while syccesstul in the arcas of

access and persistence; generaily have not been successtul in closing the
gap in academic performance that often separates disadvantaged studetits
trom their college classmates. Perhaps improved academic performance
is an unrealistic goal for these programs, espoused in earlier, possibly
more mitive or optimistic, times when educators and_policy makers as-
“sumed that anv domestic problem could be resolved by the application
of monev. Too, perhaps the software and the interventions used in these
programs’are not adequajély developed; the absence of a theoretical model
tor these programs and tfieir trial-and-error evaluation perhaps has impéded
the development of intervention strategies that might positively affect the
academic performance of program participants. Or perhaps it is time to
lav to rest the expectation that compensatory education and special pro-
grams can provide the quick fix for the cumulative effects of poor schooling
and inadequate academic preparation.

Institutional Support: The Title III Program

The Title HI program of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended is
the largest institutional aid program in the federal higher education budget.
The program is closely allied to and identificd with minority interests,
particularly those of the nation’s historically black colleges. The program
L

i
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hasbeen embroiled in controversy for a number of years, in part because
several evaluations have guestioned both its purpose and cffectiveness.
The history of the Title III program embodics probably the best and
the worst aspects of any federal program—strong on aspirations and shor
an administration and implementation. The program is an “object lLsson
in the perils of direct federal entanglement with institutional support®
(Brcyncman and Nelson 1980, p. 243). Others are more critical:

. ‘
The Strengthening Developing Institutions Program is beset with many
problems. Basic to each problem is that the program lacks. direction.
Neither the, Congress [by means of legislation] nor HEW [by means of
administrative rules] has defined the intent of the program in such a way
that its progress in meeting its goals can be measured. After 12 yeirs and
more thawn $728 million in grant awards, fundamental questions are largely
wunanswered (U.S. General Accounting Offic 2 1979, p, 8):

And Congress has addressed the coritroversy about Title III:

NJ other higher education program has received ajmm:h attention re-
garding its intent as has Title I11. The controversy dirrounding this pro-
gramt focuses not only on the ‘question of purpose but on the manner in
which the Office of Education has administered it. . .. No one argues
with the fact that the program lac I\s purpose and dLreclzon and that no
administration in fie past fourteert vears has been successful in dealing
with the management problems that have resulted in arbitrary methods
of awarding grants and poor accounting procedures by both grantees and
the Office of Education (U.S. Congress 1979, p. 12).

Despite the problems associated with Title 111, it remains a popular
program and a politically sensitive one as well. From its inception, the
program hasdbeen closely linked to the nation’s historically black colleges
{Cobb 1977; Kahn 1977; National Advisory Committee 1979b; Player 1967).
Five administrations—from Johnson to,Reagan—have supported and ex-
panded the prograim, in part perhaps because it is a visible way to dem-
onstrate presidential .support for the education of blacks. Legislative
amendments in carly vears of the program linked Title IIT to the interests
of Hispanics and American Indians as well.

The Title HI program suffers from a number of problems and displays
the characteristics of an organizational anarchy (see Cohen and March
1973). Those specific characteristics include problems in defining goals,
uncertain technology, and fluid boundaries. »

® Unclear goals: The legislation offers a variety of ill-defined and un-

clear preferences. Congressional intent has been masked behind vague

and ambiguous language that does not clearly define either specific
program activities or the potential or intended program participants.

Specific details regarding program management have been delegated
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o an administrative agency lhal is often no' more spcu[lc about pro-
gram participation and activities than is thc authorizing legislation.
The ambiguous language and unclear intent lead to disputes among
evaluators and program olfficials and \arlous groups.of program con-
stituencies and participants. /
@ ["ncertain technology: The program and consequently, institutional
activities often lack a clear and tested concept upon which to base a
strategy of intervention, The individual/ programs operate on a trial-
and-error basis. The “software” is nuﬂur well developed nor casily
sl\\t\\Cd ’
o Flhdd boundaries: Participants vary [rom one \c.dr to the next, and
the boundaries of the program appcat 1o be uncertain and chadpging.
Svimbols and politics aftect participation in the program, and secitic
*jssues are determined by a range of internal and external dimen§ions.

Several isstes dominate any discussion about the Title IIT program:
What are the goals ofrthe program, and how did these goals evolve? Is it
an important program, and if so tow l;om’ Has it been a successtul pro-
gram, and it so how?

Godals of the Program. For 15 vears, until the Education Amendments
of 1980, the legislation never cleatly defined the specific goals of the Title
I1 program other than to sav llml it exists to “strengthen the academic
quality ot developing institutions” (sec. 301). The criteria for cligibility
neaer clearly detined the intended benceiciaries of the program. Instead,
acoreditation was used as the primary atiribute of potentially eligible
institutions. The much-criticized administrative criteria for eligibility “have
created an illusidn of precision” in determining which institutions are
eligible (Kahn 1977, p. 2).

Most authorities agree, however, that the nation’s historically black
colleges were the primary intended benceficiaries of the program (Player
1967; Finn 1978; Cobb 1977; Fincher 1980; Breneman and Nelson 1980;
National Advisory Committee 1979b).%A combination of events —including
but not limited to Earl McGrath’s 1965 study of historically black colleges,
the House Education Subcommittee Chair Edith Greet's interests in both
black colleges and in consortia arrangements, and the growing civil rights
movément—all helped to bring the program to the fore. McGrath in par-
ticular is emphatic and unambiguous in his reccommendation that black
institutions should get some sort of federal aid:

. the Federal Government mtist asstone @ mdajor and inescapable role
[in providing finuncial support to these institiaions], for the Negro colleges
are chicfly located in the most economically disadvantaged states of the
rnion. As the President of the United States has made abiodamtly clear,
cducation is a national problem and henee a Federal responsibility. Poor
ediccation is « reflection on owr national values. The provision of equal
opportuaities for higher education on a national basis will vequive massive
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Federal action and support, and the [black colleges] must be its earliest

and relatively largest beneficiaries if the present racial inequities are to -

be forever eradicated from-our ngtional life (McGrath 1965, p. 168).

It seems clear that Congress somewhat simplistically intended this
program to end once participating institutions entered the mainstream of
academic life. This view is further supported by the subsequent division
of the program into two project areas, basic grants and advanced grants,
the latter a one-time, five-Year award. The five-vear limit on the duration
ol the now discontinued advanced grants program scemed to imply that
mstitutions would “graduate” from the program. Unfortunately, Congress
never spevified the graduation requirements, and the issue was never
seriously discussed until the first recipients of advanced grants ap-
proached their final year of funding. Although the legislation probably
was not intended to provide a continuing source of institutional support
many participating institutions have come to depend on Title III funds as
an important source of operating revenue, in a manner perhaps analogous
to vesearch universities” dependence on the overhead generated by federal
rescarch grants (Breneman and Nelson 1980; Finn 1978).

Importanee of the Program. The signilicance of any federal program is

determined by §ymbols and substance, rhetoric and dollars. The growth

of the Title III Pfogram is one indication of its importance: No federal
program experiences a 400-percent increase in annual appropriations over
the course of a-decade without at least one influential and active constit=
uency. The direction of Title IIT aid toward “a group of institutions which
in the past had little or no chance of receiving support from federal or
trom private benefactors of higher education” (Player 1967, p. 7) helps to
explain the popularity of the program among black and white institutions,
particularly small private’colleges. The number of institutions potentially
eligible to participate in the Title III program under the former “struggling
and developing” criteria approaches nearly one-third of all colleges and
universities (Kahn 1977). For those potentially eligible institutions that
do receive Title III funding, the program is indeed important. Annual
reports from Title III assisting agencies stress the importance of these
grants and their contribution to institutional management and planning
(sce, for example, McMannis Associates 1978). The “program has been a
tremendous boost to developing institutions in helping to overcome hand-
icaps and develop programs and services necessary to provide a quality
education tostheir student bodies” (National Advisory Committee 1979b,
p. 61). The presidents of black colleges that receive Title III funds report
program benefits in the areas of planning and curriculum development
(Fincher 1980). In sum, the beneficiaries as well as observers report that
the program is indeed important.

Success of the Program. Assessing the program’s effectiveness remains
a more difficult task. A serics of reports and evaluations have questioned
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the cftectiveness of the Title 11T program. Studies by the U.S. General
Auounling. y Office (1974; 1979) focus on administrative problems centered
in the U.S. Office of Education and on managerial problems involving

. some Title Ill grantees and their assisting agencies. The GAO studies chas-

tise USOE ofticials on a number of counts for poor program management
and leadership, an opinion echoed in a USOE-commissioned review of the
program {Cobb 1977). Evaluations conducted for USOE raise questions
about the overall impact of Title I -grants on institutional development
and improvement (Miller et al. 1969; Hodgklnson and Schenkel 1974;
Weathersby et al. 1977).

While the GAO reports and commissioned studies qucsllon the overall

eftectiveness of the Title I program, grant recipients, their representa- -

tives, and their supporters are unequivocal in their support for this pro-
gram; participating and potentially eligible institutions want, and perhaps
more importantly feel they need, Title IIE assistance to help sustain their
institutions, to improve curricula and administration, and to continue
serving their often low-income, disadvantaged, and poorly prepared stu-
dents. Recipients’ perceptions and assessments of the impact and effec-
tiveness of grants unfortunately are not the kind of dafa that lend themselves
to the much desired vet seemingly elusive “quantitative data” that might
document msmuu()ndl admmcmcm " “development,” and " qualitative
improv ement.’

Good reasons exist for retiring the whole concept of institutional de-
velopment, at least as it has been applied to th¢ Title I program. For
one, patterns of funding suggest that a number of “developed” institutions
_have received Title I aid in recent vears. Additionally, the concept is
dlttuull to define, let alone assess. Elaborate rationales have been pro-
puscd to support and document developmental schemes for postsecondary

institutions (sce Hodgkinson and Schenkel 1974; St. John and.Weathersby

1977; Weathersby et al. 1977). Yet a close reading of the legislative history

“of the Title HI program, and particularly the statemgests of officials of the
~ Johnson administration, suggests that these rationales have been ex post

facto attempts to legitimize a legislative compromise (see Gruson 1978,
pp. 32-37; Jacobs and Tingley 1977; Cobb 1977; Fincher 1980). Gruson
{1973) ofters a candid explanation for the congressional linguistic com-
promise that eventually substituted the notion of “developing institution”
into the 1965 legislation even though ample evidence documented the
Johnson administration’s intent to aid historically black colleges. Admin-
istration ofticials were concerned that any specific reference to black col-
leges as intended beneficiaries would run afoul of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, a contention recently resolved by the U.S. Supreme Court’s 1980
Fidlilove decision* and by provisions of the Education Amendments of
1980, which establish a funding base tor the hislorigally black college.

*In Fulllove v. Klutznick (100 S.C. 2758) the Supreme Court found that it was not
unconstitutional for the Public Werks Employment Act to include a 10 percent
setaside for minoritv-owned small businesses
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Title III can help black institutions attain “a baseline of excellenc
and viability” (National Advisory Commit® 1979b, pp. 62—63) becaus,
the limited resources of black institutions make it difficult for them “t

compete for funds and grants with mainstream institutions” (p. 64). Com-

parative data about revenues and expenditures reveal that federal (and
no doubt significant prlvate) aid does help black institutions malntaln
their “baseline of viability.”*

Table 8 presents data on mean resources and expenditures per FTE
student for AY 1977-78. The black colleges generally receive more gov-
ernment appropriations than similar white colleges located in the same
regiom {according to their Carncglc type). The significance of federal aid
to black colleges is reflected in their greater federal appropriations (e.g.,
Title III funds and student financial aid),.although the black four-year
colleges.also receive more state aid per student than other colleges in.the
southern states. Public black four-year colleges averaged roughly 8 percent
more government revenues during AY 1977-78, while private black four-
vear colleges averaged roughly 500 percent more government dollars than
their regional counterparts. Clearly, federal dollars are an important source
of "baseline” revenue for black colleges, more so than for other similar

institutions. State aid, both general appropriation dollars and student:

financial assistance, is also important for these institutions. Of coursg,
government funds help offset the generally lower tuition charges i in black
colleges (see rhe reported values for subsidy in Table 8).

The data on expenditures in Table 8 also reveal that black colleges are
holding their own when compared to S|\[n|lar institutions. Educational
and general (E&G) expenditures, generally acknowledged to be the best
measure of an institution’s investment in its students, are greater in the
black four-year colleges. To some degree, the higher E&G expenditures
reflect the additional, if often hidden, costs of remedial programs and

instruction more common in black institutions. Public four-year black -

colleges repert E&G expenditures much higher than the regional and the
national means, 324 and 11.5 percent respectively; private black four-
vear colleges also report the highest E&G expenditure for institutions in
the same category. The black two-vear colleges, both public and private,
report E&G expenditures slightly below the regional and national means.

The traditional low-income clientele of black colleges is reflected in
the figures for financial aid and educational subsidy. Per student financial
aid is much greater in the black colleges: Public black colleges award
more than three times the aid per student than do other similar colleges
in the South. In the private four-year colleges, the mean-difference in
financial aid is $297, or 58 percent. Educational subsidy is also much

*One reviewer expressed concern about the reference to private aid in this section
of the manuscript. Although the black colleges generally receive little financial
. support from their alumni (compgred to otner institutions), these institutions (as
a group) do receive substantial financial support from prnate foundations, business,
and industry. ©
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Table 8: Educational Resources by Type of lnstitutlon in Academic Year 1977-78
(Mgn Dollars per FTE Student¥)

Puhlic Four Year Colleges Private Four-Year Colleges Puhlic Two-Year Colleges

Private Two-Year Colleges

S White Black® White Black® White BlackP White Blackb
' All Southern  Southern All Southern  Southern All Southern  Southern All Southern  Southern
Colleges ™ Colleges  Colleges Colleges  Colleges  Colleges . Colleges Colleges  Colleges Colleges  Colleges  Colleges
Resource 379N (88 2s (381 (158) 39 (113 (209) ) (244) (56 (12

Government appropriations

Federal $ d42 ;4 $ 10t § .68 $ 20 $ 132 3 76 § 33 $ 56

Sl;ﬂc 2,46 ’1,870 1,923 32 oM 39 1,502 1,810 1,435

Lacal 87 o] 4 ! 0 0 - 0 557 133 . 146
Total 2,175 . 1 880 2,028 100 34 171 2,135 1,976 1,637

Expenditures Con

Educational -

and general . : '

purposes 3,250 2737 3625 4,160. 3,978 4,327 ] 2,909 2,682 2,624

lustiuchon 1436 1,321 1400 1.492 1,37), 1,338 1463, 1.349 1,191

Libraries 150 ' o M2, . lod 177 141 110 s ? 1o

Funded - .

tescarch _ 90 59 172 72 1 52 6 4 28.

Frnanaad ud 49 7 89 - 313 456 4157 712 71 61 100

Student - ’ =

SCTVECes 227 177 ~ ) 255 358 359 391 , 233 211 N 223"

Subsidy - 2782 2267 !LWS 2,197 2296 3,329 2473 2,337 2,351

Endowment 129 107 22 3,570 4,572 2,029 87 6 0

5 17 $ I5 $ 76

3 53 - 0

3 © 0 0

© 51 68 76
2,900 2,971 2,782
979 998 734
105 111 135
4 3
183 242 125
286 298 304
1,319 1,684 1,948
1,399 2,896 187

J.
*The grealer cost of graduate and professional education was ¥<C
PBlack colleges are those institutions classified as heing histof

*Includes government aid awarded by the institution (e.g., N
Pell Granls)

+d by weighting each graduate or professional student by a factor of 3.0.
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higher in black tour-year colleges: The overall mean difference in subsidy
is 33 percent in the publidsectar and 31 percent, or $1,033, in the private
sector. These figures reveal the impartance of federal aid to the black
colleges, the largest Title I copstituency. The data document the role of
government funding, which helps to maintain the basclmc of viability and
institutional resources .

If Title I} is to bc a program of continuing institutional assistance—
as manyv.argue it has been and should be—then the legislation should
describe explicitly the intended beneticiaries, goals, and objectives of the
program. The legislative amendments of 1980 are a first step in this di-
rection in that they cite minority institutions generally and black colleges
specifically as intended beneficiaries. Yet the lggislation is still full of
ambiguous eligibility requirements and uncertain intent, in part reflecting
the diverse constituency of the program, perhaps as large as one-third of
the nation’s colleges and universities. Institutional aid may well be an
appropriate part of the federal policy agenda, particularly if tied to the
issue of access and educational opportunity; if so, then it should be clear
and unambiguous.

‘S’ . »

Summary and Conclustons I
The empirical evidence suggests that the major federal categorical pro-
grams designed to assist minority students and minority institutions.do
have generally positive impacts and benefits. The evidence also suggesis,
however, that many of these programs have fallen far short of their es-
poused goals and objectives. Financial aid programs improve aceess, but
the issue of choice—perhaps more important in determining impacts and
outcomes—is not fullv resolved. Moreover, given the lower rates of per-
sistence of students receiving financial aid, it is clear that these programs
do not completely eliminate the obstacles low-income students experience
in pursuit of a college degree. Special programs for access and persistence
do improve access to higher educationand appear to have some positive -
impacts on persistence. Yet these programs fall short of their stated goal
ot improving academic performance. Institutional aid remains controver-
sial, subject to competing claims and pressures from interest groups, and
accompanied by a series of evaluations identifving organizational prob-
lems in the program. The need for such assistance is evident, however,
and five presidents have publicly pledged support for this program.
These programs and others have had a~major effect on minorities’
access to and patticipation in higher educatipn over the past decade.
Clearly, federal leadership and funding have affédeted a wide range of state
and institutional practices and policies. It is clear, however, that many of
these programs, while experiencing some important successes, have fallen
far short of their espoused goals and objectives. The challenge for federal
and state policy makers in the coming decade will be to regognize the
limits of government programs and then to identify programs and dev clqp~
interventions that are long on lmdel and short on rhetoric.

.
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1Folicy lssues for the 19805 | ’ N .

In broad terms, the state and federal legislative agendas for the postwar
development of American. higher education are essentially complete
{Breneman and Nelson 1980). The state agenda, reflected in the level of
state support for the expansion of public colleges and universities during
tht past three decades, has placed postsecondary education within geo-
graphic access of virtually all citizens. The ambitious federal agenda, first
articulated in.the Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended, has empha.
sized reducing the financial and nonfimdncial barriers affecting college

attendance. State and federatefforts have created a system of higher ed-
ucation unrivaled among the nations of the world and marked by an array
of institutional diversity and the highest levels of citizen participation in
pustsecondary edtication. The existing range of state and federal programs
addresses the diverse national objectives for American higher education
tirst identitied a decade ago:

Csupport for research in areas of national interest; equal access (o
postsecondary education for low income and other educationally disad-
vartuged students; strengthening collegiate institutions in certain func-
tions;” work-force training to invre((se the supply of skilled persons in
critical vecupations and to expand exployment opportunities for unskilled
persons; and special benefits for certain classes of persons, such as vet-
erans, sturvivors of Social Security beneficiaries, and the handuappcd and
disabled persons (Na[mnul Conumission 1973, p. 106).

The past 15 vears have also seen the states and the federal government
develop distinct roles in postsecondary education. “The states have fre-
guently functioned as educational entreprencurs, financiers, and planners,
[while] the federal government has primarily been 2 purchaser of services
~tfor example, research) and, through its student aid program, has en-
couraged others te become consumers of higher education” (Carnegic
Commission 1972, p. 39). Although the states and the federal government
share a common goal pt increasing access to and participation in post-
secondary education, they have taken different routes in their efforts to
address these, issues. The states have focused on the general capacity for
aceess ang participation, assming a brick and mortar approach that has
vielded more institutions and'more degree programs. In contrast, the
tederal government has focused on participatio 1 by individuals; since
1965, federal poljcies have been increasingly concerned with underwriting
the individual's costs of access and participation. *

" Despite the espoused similarity of goals, underlying tensions are ap-
parent in the relationship between Washington and the state governments:
Disputes have often centered on state polic.ics programs, or practices
perceived. to be detrimental to minority groups’ interests. The history of
minorities’ quest for equal educational opportunity has ‘often led to con-
frontation between the states and the federal governiment. The history of
the past two decades shows “an uneasy relationship between federal pur-
pose and state performance” (Keppel 1980, p. 149). Litigation is a frequent
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torm of redress. In simplistic terms, the drama has often played a benev-

“olent tederal government against recalcitrant states: Washington has been
the entorcer, wiclding both carrot and stick to ensure states’ compliance
with court orders and legislative ¢dicts.

The Reagan Revolution

What then of the government’s support for higher education during the
1980s? The Reagan Revolution begun in January 1981 will have a major
impact on government social programs and the various roles of state and
federal government in higher education. The proposed and already im-
plemented cuts in federal programs come at a time when most states
cannot afford to assume the costs of additional social programs. Morcover,
these reductions occur during a period of major demographic shifts: Al-
though the number of minority vouths in the college-aged cohort will
remain relatively stable, the proportion of minorities inthe age cohort will

orise from 14 percent to roughly 20 percent (see Fr7’nccs 1980a, p. 52;

' Baldudgc Kemerer, and Green 1982, Chapter 2).

“Since assuming ottuc in January 1981, the Reagan administration has
initiated dramatic cuts in the federal budget, largely in social programs.
The president’s budget proposals, if fully enacted by Congress, would
reduce constant dollar federal expenditures for edueation by nearly 60
percent between FY 1981 and FY 1985, frotn $17.4 billion to $7.3 billion.
Proposed reductions for postsecondary programs during the same period
would total $6.3 billion (again, nearly 60 percent) (see Aaron et al. 1982,
p. 137). Although federal funding for postsecondary education through the
U.S. Department of Education was not marked by the array offcategorical
programs that lent themselves to reductions and reorganization into block
grants (as was the case for elementary and secondary edueation programs),

the administration has identified a number of postsecondary programs -

tor major reductions or elimination. Consistent with their efforts to control
all entitlement programs, the Reagan forces focused on the student fi-
nancial aid programs, establishing an agenda that if fully lmplcmcntcd

would effectively repeal the Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978

(MISSA) and significantly cut other financial aid programs.

Some of these budget cuts are probably long overdue, the most obvious
being financial aid to middle-income students. The generous aidrextended
to middle-income families by the 1978 MISSA was the result of a political
compromise, not a bold new policy initiative. The Carter administration
struck a bargain with the growing number af supporters of tuition tax
credits. Consequently, large numbers of middle- and upper-income stu-

dents were eligible for aid previously restricted to low-income families. -

The Carter administration’s last budget proposals included recommen-
dations to reduce aid for middle-income students; seen in this context,
the Reagan cuts in financial aid programs are in one sense a continuation
of a policy initiated by a departing administration concerned about con-
trolling the budget.

There is no doubt, however, that the Reagan administration has its
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own pehoy agenda tor postsecondary education, which extends far bevond |
the budget cuts mtally proposed duning the closing davs ot the Carter
admimstration (Table 95, The admmistranon’saccommendations tor the
19583 budpet would vut the number and the size of Pell Grants, eliminate
I gampus-based aad programs, ternmmate some categorical and inter-
ventwon programns, and eliminate tederal fellowship funds tor women and
miottes isee Executive Otfice ol the President 1932, pp. 5-112 5114,
Aaran and Associates 1982, pp. 142 dor. Despite the tact that mamy of
these prograns serve special groups iolten mwinorities), the administration
leels that these cuts pose no major threat to access and participation as
totmer participants Care clignble lor assistance under other higher edu-
cation programs TsExeautive Oltice of the President 19232, p. S-115),

The mupact ot the admimpsteaton’s cuts i the himancial aid program
s quite clear: Desprte its argunienits to the contrary, these cuts will have
itor mnpact on students” aceess to postsecondary education. Cuts in
the Pell Grant program will reduce the nunmiber of students aided from 2.7
mulbon m 1987 o LR midlion i 1983 ¢Table 9 Gramted, as the admin:
Istration argaes, mam ol the students no longer cligible for these grants
will be o nnddle icome tamilios with incomes over $20,000, Students
trom the poorest taribes, however, will tind their grants reduced, as the
niavmum grant dechmes rom 31800 m 1920 10 $1,000 in 1983 to perhaps
as fow as 2000 in Lter cears tO'Nedland Simins 1982, p. 3351 Morcover,
the teal dollar value of these grants will ave declined by approsimatels
S0 pereent sinee the tinst Pell Granes tthen called Basic Educational Op-
portuniy Grantsi were awarded L1 1974

. ‘ .

o When e [Pl Granat] prograni was st created D1 1972, the maxinuom
crnns was N 00 ater adpesoorent for mplation, the value of the 81,600
mavonion wward propased for 1953 1y hadf that inaial award. With the

. o dvendie costof colloge covenidy at 83,500, even the maxinuon Pell grant
\;u dvatlable v the necdrest stidents covers less than 30 peveent of [the] direct
costs Cor adtennding colleged (Aavan cral 1982, p. 1440
The prostananatic impacts of these changes 1 policv and programs,
hicher education and celsewhere, retlect a “retreat trom egalitaran
values that had attracted growmg and olten bipartisan support over the
past taeniy vears” (Palmer and Sawhill 1982, p. 20). Moreover, human
resource programs  those mtended o develop and enhance individual
shalls and ngtional talent such as the Graduate and Protesstonal Oppaor-
tunities Progtaan have sulfered extensive budget cuts during the carly
ve s of the Reagan adimmistiation, turther allecting minority students’
participation m postsecondary edudation.
Although most postsecondary programs have suttered or been targets
ol extensive cutbacks under the Reagan budgets, one program actually
-recened additional tunding. The admimisaation’s 1983 budget proposes
an increase of 310 million tor institutional support, noting that “the ad-
mimstration has been particularly concerned with the level of [govern-
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Table 9: Federal Budget Authority for Higher Education in Constant
1981 Dollars and Number of Students Aided in Selected Fiscal Years,

1981-1985
ltem 1981 1982 1983 1985
Rudget atthorey (billtons of dollars)
Pell Grants 23 2.1 1.2, 0.8
Supplementary Educational
Opportunity Grants 04 0.3 0.0 0.0
National Detense Student Loans 0.2 02 00 0.0
College Work-Study Program 06 0.5 04 . 0.3
. State Student Incentive Grants 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
- Guaranteed student loans 2.5 2,6 2.2 2.0
- Health training - 0.7 04 0.3 0.3
General msftutional assistance and
othet 0.6 0.5 0.4 04
Soaal Securiny 1.9 13 0.7 0.1
; GI Bill benetrts 1.5 1.1 0.9 0.5
“ Total* 107 9.1 6.0 44
Students aided (thousands) _
Pell Grants 2,770 2,400 1,800 *
Supplemeniary Educational
Opportunity Grants 615 463 0 0
National Detense Student Loans 266 256 0 0
College Work-Study Program 916 880 666 *
State Student Incentive Grants 300 296 0 0
Guaranteed student loans 3,500 2,900 2,800 #
Parent loans 0 943 1,400
Social Security 590 610 316 50
GI Bill benetits 681 585 492 33]
*Not applicable.
Source” Aaron et al. 1982, Table 4.8,
t
»
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mental] support provided tor traditionally black colleges” (Exeeutive Ottice
ot the President 1982, pS-115). This is one bright spot in an otherwise
. somber budget docunieni, as it represents new tunds for a program ori-
cuted toward miinorities, bne that has lung svmbolic links to the minority
Oty |
T'he admimstration JLU has wtated other policy changes that are
likely to a ect partweipation by nunorities. Major changes in various reg-
ulatory activities seent certain to reduce govermnental support fog atfir-
mative action and equal opportunity programs.
Conclusion:
The vreat sodial pohiey lllllldll\L\ ol the past two decades were based on
the premse that wany problesms allutmg_ minority students (and minority
imstitutions) were the result of inadequate linancial resources. Conse-
quently, new and or supplemental resources would overcome thg financial
amd nontiancial barriers to minorities” aceess to and participation in
hirher educatron and would vield better educational outcomes and insti-
s tunonal practices. Nearly two decades later it is clear that many of these
prograins have contributed to impraved access to and participation in
higher educatton [or nunorities. It is also evident that many of these pro-
prams. while etlective insome ard s, havt not been a panacea ftor all the
problens alfecting minorities’ partivipation. Many initial hopes and ex-
pectations were unrealistic; many of the proposed remedies involved sim-
plistic solutions to complex problems.

The constituency polities and incremental funding that led to expanded
programs 1 the past will not vield new resources in the future, Granted,
in the current tiscal and political climate, program evaluation can be a
two-edged sword. Even under the best circumstances, program evaluation
has pohitical consequences. Yet evaluation does contribute to the devel-
apment and improvenient ol programs. Objective evidence on the efficacy
of programs mav help protect the most cllective programs during periods
ot austere budgets.

The challenges ol the 1930s will be tor state, tederal, local, and insti-
tttonal otticials to cooperate in developing better programs that promote
participation by minorities. Too often, lederal programs seem to function
i an nstitutional or state policy vacuum, unacknowledged or unsup-
ported by state and institutional policy makers (and state or institutional
tunding). Greater vooperation and better planning antong federal agencics,
state oftivials, and institutional representatives could do much to integrate
activities imvolving minority outreach and support into the mainstream
ot academic institutions and niove the nation toward fuller participation
by minorities in American higher education.

-
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