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FOI'Obed S

When President Truman appointed Earl McGrath Commissioner of
Education in 1949 he told him: *Mr. Comimissioner, I never went to
college. 1 want every boy and girl in this cotintry to go just a. far
with his education as his abilities and desires will take him. That is
and will continue to be the educational policy of my administration.”
This attitude endured ard currently finds expression in the national
goal of achieving “equal educational opportunity.” However, the way
in which this concept of entiticment has been. implemented varies
greatly. In the mid 1970’s the goals of student financial aid revolve
around the idea of removing financial barriers to access-and reasan-
-able choice. Students should be able to choose an institution based on
rational decision making rather than monetary considerations. To this

..end the Feideral Government, the states, and other sources of student”
financial aid have developed a whole array of programs designed to
move us toward the goal of cqual educational opportunity. Yet the
formulas differ for distributing the funds under these programs, and
all too cften the funds appropriated fall far short of the program
puzrposes. This can only and often does lead to frustration and dis- -
illusionment on the part of the applicants and their parents. The
author suggests that for a more equitable system to be developed:
(1) a student and his family must be assured early in the student’s
formal education that financial aid will be available: (2) announce-
ment of the amount of aid should be made before the student has
to select an institution so that this decision is not dictated by purFly
financial considerations; (3) to achieve equal educanonal opportunity,
the determination of student need must be based on one method of
need analysis used. by all who grant student aid; and (4) sufficient

" funds should be provided to meet the financial need thus determined.
Only when these factors are taken into account can the goal of equal
educational opportunity through student financial aid programs be
achieved. Jonathan D. Fife is associat~ director of the ERIC Clear-
mghouse on Higher Education. . '

s Peter P. Muirhead, Director |
ERIC/Higher Education-
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iy an estimated ‘;8.3 hillion w.ulahle Scmml s a (Imnge in the de
livery-system of student awistance, Historically, students were
to aid offered by iddividual invtitutions. However, with the iflcreased
partitipation of pabliv-funded progrions, most ad now avadhble per
mity students to wke their aw. nd to amy Instirudion that has ac
cepted them.

T hes@ changes are a result of [hr&.e goaly established by fociety and
articulated through the various stady groups and comminifins examin.

~ing higher education. The first goal is that means should pe developed.

to provide for equal educational oppoertunity for.all citjzens who are
capahle of benefiting from a postsecondary eduiation. [This goal has
three obwmvon to pravide students access to a poststfondury educa
tion: 1o allow students reasonable chowee, that s, thef freedom o s
lect the source of this cédmnmm, and o petmit retegtion, that is, to
epable the student to puysue thiv edacation to its tonflmion, A second
goal is to increase the free. flow within the educatjonal .marketplace
by providing siudents with- ~ufficient financipl apsistance to allow
thent to base their edircational decisions on the Ibng-term economic
and academic benefits of that education, rather fhan the short-term
costs. ‘The third goal is to establish means to prétect the diversity of
American }nphez education by giving support jfto those mstmumns
that are contributing to the educational needs Hf society.
It is the premise of this paper that if student’ financial aidl is to act
as a viable means to help achieve these goals. there needs to be an
understanding of the various factors that.effect the achievement of

“these goals. Since without the achievement of the first two goals of
¥

equal educationat opportunity—access and choice—it is impossible to
achieve the other goals, this paper will focus on the recent studies
and research that have examied the various influences affecting a
student’s motivation and ability to achieve these goals in the pursuit
of a postsecondary education.

There are two ingredients in the artfinment of avcess: the motiva-
tion 1o attendl and the ability to attend. Reseaich on student motiva-

tion indicates that there are four major influences that affect a stu-
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“dermos dere o purare a further sduration: family support, academic
abilitv wnid aciieveanent, family Hnancial stxmgth and peer supporsy
These mfluences plav a part over the entire educational career of/a
student and inisvace with each other. For example, the amount/ot
family wapgort received by a student is- determined: in some parf
the family’s financial strength as ‘well as by the student's pas aca
demic acluevement, The ability of a student o pursue a postsecohdary
education iy determined by the institutions that acmit the studght and
the sundents ability to meet his edueational cost. Therefore! in the
promotion of access, financial aid has a kmg term -effect of en-
couraging Rtudents and their families by minimiziug finagcial con.
siderations so they ean base their educational decisions oy the over-
all benefits of a postsecondary education, and the more/ immediate  »
effect of prosiding sufficient assistance to ,:Iluw a4 studr: t 1o ajtend
some Ixpe of postsecondary institution,

The objective of ¢hoice is dependent upon access A student does

not have the opportunity o thoose a ‘particular instijution until ac..
cess is achieved. Like access, the factors affecting rhoife are both long
and short term, Research studies indicate that therg are four major
considerations that morivate a student to select a particular instim-
tion. the reputation of the institatipn, ihe cost of fhe institution, the

. wocial economic statub of the student, and the acafieynic ability of the

- - student. Immediate (actors affecting choice are the [same as those ‘af- v
fecting access: the ability of the student to J acdepted by the in-
stitution of his or her choice, and the ability to dinancially afford that /
institution, The degree of influence student Jaid will have on the <
long-range factors is dependent upon the stuglent’s understanding of
what aid is available and the amount of aid he.
ceive, ‘The impact of student aid on the actpal attainment of attend-
ing an institution of his ot her choice is dependent upon the amount
of funds available 1o that student. ‘

In the final analysis, the amount of afluence mxdcm assistance

has on the jchievement of access and ¢ljoice is dependent upon the
students’ and their familys' understandifig of the availability of aid
and the amount of aid offered the stydent. The amount of aid is .
dependent upon determination of student financial need. This need

is usually deterinined through a needl-analysis system. The amount

of need is determined by the variofts economic and philosophical
judgments that make. up need-analysis systems. Some systems have /
been designed to determine a student's absolute need, that is, the
amount of need a stu Jent has afger consxdcrmg Lhe amount of fl- /
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rured ()um reed anakudy ~stems detesmine relative need, that g5,
b amount of Bnancial reaurces a student shonld have avilable as
vompared with ghe ‘erage exprse” of a4 stuaimx mmdmg a post-.
‘wmm!an sostiention, A third leved of dﬂmmmm the size of studem

awistance b thuedfuh a rationing <o Unded dod spproach) a 5

randtal aid progoan attempts toofaximize rhe runiber of siidemts re

verving duards by offering anaulsy whoe ~ede bas been dee ey ot
e need bar by wonber of parie rans i the gxtrsgmm

it o the author's cous fosion ltm several facfe tory sust he cosadesed.
w the plannmg and development of a <udent aid program of siudent
cand programs are to et a4 a swable means W promoe aceesyy and

chowce For finanaad consider stions 1o be *mmmmd m A wzmkmfi
educanonal decivion, a Judenk and hix famly st $e made awore
very earle i the tudent’s vduwcntion that frmanesal mststanee will be
grardable For student wiel o hlve an imoace ob the student’s acvess
atud chowe, annnuncement ol the sise ol the asdvnee simzzlfi e
ity fvdute a slwshend fueps tor vofe. f un s Tanlias s thast n studdent
cin bar edneatsonal decrame o arademy amd cnor primantds fi
staneed compaedosations e~ author” ale iemdndis thar s achiew
rigual cdusstional ongea iy cadent need mm!;_,zk, Brograws mps
estabeende wtie aellposf of off ey vty v kol Fiseme i peted
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In a hude over tdursy sears sadent finaasial 2l s grows frim

rebative andgnificance e one ob the dominenr financal Torces alb (.
fecting higher wﬁhxm\ tealay Several importang dimensions and
changes in emphasis have fontuhutedi o this grmu}a amzmg which
arer \‘\,,\;
R 1 A staridimg and mouenienial morth m fids, snmbrers of s
- . de’réi mraleed. and pragiams From a base of virtually 210 before the
GL Billin PME e fpdersd goverinient huas budgeted over $6 billion
for student aid m fiscal sear 197 swate scholarship andSgrang <
/ agendies, Jareely nonexistent 20 mm ago, awarded nearly $200 -
Hou by 195970, which hurgroned to 8560 million b fistal vear !Q’Fﬁ
7 Tow! fuads avalable for somlent aid m bawad vear 195576 TR

~

mated ar pver 3K 3 bnllmn . e . ~'
- Pl 20A et b S o helaesFug pase z’;»r 0f s F by qeadergie

Mstre o athletac abils 1h mwiﬁuﬁm il weed-based woards "This .
represeats o shify §F M LONCerT Tt e titational needs to GE -a”?@ﬁﬁﬂi '
e oot anchy xdml ey ' . . :

3 Isareawd et phlis uppony Al private mttions FsmYaK .5
funds, Forh state and Sederal, me now flowang 1n Inge amounts e

o }')Tﬁ'»i!{' H;,]i(mg» and orus et < i the fovy of ﬂii?!ﬂﬁ “andd fﬂ*w ﬂkd
B ahie students with rheir aud funds
. A Nuelent tormesd atd g0t a4 mayar apdvemen of l?miis j‘ifxf?fﬂ*

and gorormenial podie Through the 1egulations of el programs,
govermment) polivs has ane ﬁppmi to momote the swocial gouls of
sl OPPOXHINItY e 3 aned Hhowe—thar weve cnunciated by presis
. dential anet natonal commbstons. Alw, srudent fhancdal ad has been
' - used o belp Gy oun a gueernmencd STACEL 1 EnLoraEe & i”rwr,"
How of stadents withns the fnggher eduoibm nn:’smphm v
T i dramuatie change 10 e puporomos of sidens qad. BRI s
- Ty means to acdneve speafic sorial goals sml e finance higher edea
. non has been relatively surdden In £t wih the exception of the
LBl o magonity of the aat progrioas did gor exiee 1en sears ago :
Uhe multipnde of aid programs eaablished in the dod decade haseallv 14
have hasd the ~ame goals. These goals were 1o ri; proside the f
axicislly doadvanraged with aes o some form of wam*mndcm
3 education; 2) allow thewe studess ~ome freedom 1o arénd the oollege
of their chotet (31 provade ail oy o preriad of sears o allow students
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te achieve rheir educational objectivey; («}3 provide< freer flow of stu.

[%*,' ;0 denty in the educational marketplace. antl ¢9 heln preerse the die
. versizy of higher education. For sume programs there, alvo hayvt been :
. two other goals: (15 to encourage more stclents 1o major Q4 certain ’

sociallvneeded oreupations. ex education, engineerigg s medicine, «
and (2} w dosure that stadents of higher artistic. athletie. and- aca
demiy whivvemens are able te tontinue their edocation. .
«  While all aid programs bisically have the same goals, t!wre has
‘ been very Hnla analsiy done o determine it stident afd i 4 viable
means to promote these goals. A these programs developed. ceriain
e DS questions remamned ynanswered. What cnditions act as bar :
Fiefrs: 10 access and ehmn = Will aid prograoes signifivantls alter o stwe
Cdent’s college-going decision® What effect. do the various needs - ‘
analvses and regulations of :ml programs have on the achievement of '
these ;lo.dv Now that aid pm;,ﬂmx have becomermore impertnt,
greater attendon s hcm;: given to amswering these questions. Many
organizations such as state; scehalarship offices. fegivlative committess,
and research centers ave hwvestigating the actual impact of aid: This
t ' _ report will review the results of these nvestigdtions and apalvre fimr ,

.

+

ﬁndmgs and recommendaiions The premize of this xeport & tha twa
maiar gm%w,me\s and choice—and the pmcm,nf determination of

v the amdunt of student peed are adtical in the achiovement of the'

: mam‘r goxds ~ét for aid program. Therefore, without maximizing the

impact of aid on_studeat access wnd choice, the other goals ot rew T

tenhon mereasing the dsiv anics of the educationu! marketplace, and '

f)rew;vmg the diversity of hinher cducation cannot ivf: maximized. I s

| addition. if the methods psedd to determine the ameunt of. frmancid

| eed of “the student sre nt adegaate, then the mhuwerment of the

| gtmﬁ#o{ access and choice wre tanbtinl. This paper, then, will foniy RL

Ii on the areas of access, chofcel and student neeil analysis. s

| To set.the stage there will be a_ brief r&uexs af e dmelopmem

| goals, and-availybility of smdfm aid prograts, Thiv will be.‘fclhmmi '

; b\ “anCexafnination of the various condirions that affecs \mdent« ACCESS

;_ _ and choice of a postsecondary institwion, snd the various systems

| of :ma}mng- student need. The wm‘?*tdmx section will offer <pecific

|

)

|

|

L

S

_sSuggestions the amhm believeswilt heln 1o ancreae zht* impaet of
' smdcm aid. CuT y .




-
“
-
-

Goals of Student Financlai Aid R

‘e
e T,

' Folk’f;vm‘r World War I there was a immgl\' egalitarian sentiment

about who hxghqr education should serve. This viewpoint was ex-

S , . pres)cd by the Presidefir’s Commission on Higher Education estab-

. lished by President Truman in July I‘Hﬁ. in iheu‘ ﬁnal report the

. ~ Commission smted

\‘v B ‘ . ‘ . ‘ ‘ A " .~ \v‘

) - . The swift movement of events and the gmwink complexity of our na-
cnonal Qe and of world affdiss makes it imperative, at the” eaxliest
possible m“c' o franstate our democratic adeal into g living realinv o
chminate the barriers (o qthl\ of cducational opportunity; and to
wgand ear colleges and: vniversities jo insure that the onlv factors which

St whith wonld limit eurallment are the ability and interest of the prnsptc

e oucms IS N ¢ ersxdenu Commissica [M7, wol, 2., p. 15

. Nearly 20 vears later. two ma}or study gmups. the Carnegie Com-

mission on Higher Education (1968, 1970b) and the Committeé for

‘ - Ecoromyu Development {1973), re-aﬁirmed the sentiments of the Tru-
man Report. As stated by the Carnegie (.qmmisswn‘ -

s the cquzrlux of opportuity hag Inng been promised tof alf of cnr
finzens Iecreasingls such equalitn meany equality of oppmmmu to
vhties o oofJege cducanion. This 1s a national promise. and the federal
meveren v a speaal *csrmn'ubﬂm to ad higher educauun in carning
ot nm vmise sFudl Text of | . December 13, l‘hl o

L)

.- %

)

b . W

veary o actomplish apd would involve a conddderable amount of ad-
sitional funding 4d noy Pacipe these commissiohs and study groups.
The Troman Report (U4 President's. Commission _1947) astutely
pointed owt that equat educaticnal opportunity (ould not be achieved
untl discriminatory amd economic barriers were eliminazed. They
Csaggestyd thias the eeanmomse barriess conld be ehminated or mini-
_ Cwmrzed By pens vdig fiancad woistande Joectly to dudents. This point
o was :e;f!irmm‘ by President Nixon in hiv March 1970 message on

hxgher edmation to the 1.5 Qongress: “No qu,xhﬁed student who

wanty 10 go ta college should be harred by lack of mohes. That has
fung i.ypm 4 great Amernan poal: X propose that we achieve it now”
s e Mpewe WL B A0 Thisrole for wtudent aid was defined by the

% That the achievement of equud educational opportunity would take .

wipl Task Force on Smdent Aud Problems (1973 “The pri-




mary purpose of student aid is to provide financizl resources ro stu-
dents who would otherwise be unable (6 begin and complete the type
of postsecondary education they wish to pursue” (p. 6). Ce

Another organization, the American College Testing Program, also

‘believes direct student financial aid helps to minimize economic con-
sideration from a student’s access to and choice of an institution.

.. They state in their Handbook for Finam,;[al Aid Administrators that
aid programs are intended to remove financial barriers to education
for those who were unable to pay, ease the financial barden for those
who were more able to pay, and manifest a spccral commrtment to
clhsadvantaged students (Handbook for Financial Aid . . . 1973 pp.
-2) . ’

- ~ r
. .
. )

Equal Educational Opportunity: Access, Choice and Retention’

Essentially, the amount.of financial aid must be sufficient to achieve
the three basic parts of equal educational opportunity; equal access,
reasonable choice, and continuous funding to promote. retention.
These elements will be discussed in turn. S

" For an individual to achieve equal educational opportunity, some
form of access to an institition of further education must be avail-
able (Carnegie Commission 1968). Student aid should eliminate the
financial barriers that prevent access (The National Commission
1973, p. 53). Equal access has heen interpreted to mean that all in-
dividuals should be encouraged to pursuie some form of further edu-
cation, regardless of intellect or motivation. However, the major
study commissions. have been quite clear in stating that equal ‘access
only means “equal clwce to further one’s education. As stated by
the Carnegie Commrsslon :

-
.

We do not bilieve that each young person should of neccessity attend col-
lege . . . we therefore oppose uriiversal attendance as a goal of Americar
higher educaticn and believe that noncollege alternatives should be made
more available and more attractive to young' people. We favor, on th-
other hand, ‘universa] access for ihose who ,want to enter institutions of
higher cducation, are able to make reasohable progrcss‘&cr enrollment,
and can benefit from attendance {1970a, p. 11).

The second part of eqrral educational opportunity, réasondble
choice, is_clgsely related to access. Not only shpuld a student have a

reasonatle chance to attend any institution, he should have a reason- ‘

able chance to attend an institution that wrll give himthe best educa-

4

7
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tion according to his academic qualificatibns and motivation (The |
National Commissjon 1973, p. 55). This means if two students with
equdl intellect and motivation but unequal finapcial resources qualify
for and want to atténd a particular institution, student aid should
be sufficient to alpw the financially disadvantaged student to have the
same opportunity for attendance as the financially advantaged stu- .
dent.

The third p. . that must be fulflled in order for equal educational
opportunity to be achieved is that-of retention. In other words, stu-
dents should have sufficicnt means to pursue their education as long
as they are qualified and motivated. If this does not occur, then the
aid program falls short of full equal educational opportunity. While
this point appears to be basic, many of the study commissions have
failed to articulate-it. In fact many of the student aid programs, in
an attempts to maximize the distribution of their resources, fail to
<. .give sufficient continuing support to insure the student’s ability to
' continue his education (National Task Force 1975).

Stimulating t‘he Academi‘c Marketplace .

= - A seconq major goal that has been most rommé)n]y proposed for
studert aid is the stimulation of competition ir the academic market- .
- place (Student Assistance . . . 1972; Leslie and Johnson 1974), which
is the supposed result of student aid that eliminates financial bar-
riers to higher educatj_pn. Without financial barriers, students would
select institutions not on the basis of costs but on the basis of -aca- S
demic excellence. The cost of room, board, and tuition, the avail-
ability of institutional based (as opposed to direct) student aid, or the
proximity of the institution to the student’s home will no longer be
the controlling factors in choice of college. Of higher priority will be
the quality of the academic program, the general educational goals
of the institution, the diversity of programs offered, and the general.

! niakeup of the student body.

\ As. students have more freedom of cl;oice, they will have more in-
L fluence .on the of)eration of their institution. The student will be-
come increasingly concerned about how much education is being re-
ceived for the dollar, and institutions "accordingly will have to be

~ more concerned about the efficiency and effectiveness of their opera-
.~ tion. Consequently, for ins.itutions to attract students they will have~
to become more responsive to their students’ educational needs. Those
institutions that do rnot respopd or cannot produce with as great
efficiency and effectiveness as others would not be patronized and
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would evemuallv fail (Krugoff 1969; Wiseman 1969; Owens 1970
\Roose 1970).1

\,-\\ B
Preservation of Diversity ' !
A third major goal of student,aid is that it should be a satisfactory
) delivery system for transfer of public funds to private institutions to
=preserve the diversity that has characterized higher education in this .
country. By indirect aid to private institutiens through student aid : -

programs the controversial issue of public funds dlrectly supporting
religiously affiliated and other private orgamzauons is minimized. It
also lessens thg criticism about public funds aiding private institu-
tions by allowing the consumer, i.e., the student, to decide on his own
how these public funds should be distributed. Thus, by promoting
free access and reasonable choice student aid also helps to support’
the diversity of higher education,

This goal has received support from many e/(lucauonal spokesmen,
Joseph Boyd, Executive Director of the Illinois State Scholarship
Commission, comments:

A common thread in all development [of aid programs] is to provide dol:
lars to permit the financially needy: studerit to attend the college of his
choice without designating a spccxhc vocational future. . . . State programs
. not orly permit college gomg to those who might be ﬁnancnally able to
. attend, bat also sxgmfcanlh affect college choice. Freedom of choice and
preservation of "diversity in higher education have motivated thc large and

+ comprehensive state programs (Bovd 1969, pp. 5-6).

.

The Task Force of the National Councit of Indepen\lem Co]leges f
and Universities has set forth “A National Policy for Private Higher ‘
Education.” In it the entire range of public support for private higher
education was elaborated. All of their positions encompass the gene-
ral principle that “the pnvate sector of hlgher "education is
enormouslv valuable to the American society and is an influential
complement to the publlc sector. Pollcymakers in both state and tcde-

i This market model for studcnts has been severely criticized as not’ reflecting
reality, in that manv conditions that exist now, and will likely exist in the future.
prevent this market model from being realized. These conditionsfare: (1) lack of

) insitutional articulatio.. of goals, objectives, and services makes it impossible for

| a student to make rational educational decisions; (2) the availability of student aid
is 'not now nor will be suificient enough to allow students to have, full access

and full choice; and (3) the orgahizational structure of an institution, especially

the process of decentralized decision makmg, prevents immediate institutional re-

sponse to the demands or desires of their student apphcants (Horobin, Smyth, and

Wiseman 1969; Johnstone 1972; “The New Depression . . .” April 16, 1973; Leslic

and johnson 1974).
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ral governments should give increasing attention to preserving and
strengthening private higher education” (A National Policy for Pri-
vate Higher Educwon 1974, p. 5). For [hxs reason the advocates of
public assistance for private higher education oppose program regu- -
lations that would prevent students from being able to attend a pri-
vate institution. . ‘ .

Many state master plans or reports of statewide coordinating,
agencies have also given support to private higher education through
goal statements on student aid programs. Typical of these state-
ments are the following two yuotations:

A

Resources and needs of the private sector of higher education are an
integral part of the: Board's activity in planning and coordinating the
Texas Fligher Edycation svstem, Tuitiony, cqualization grants program,
enacted by the sixty-second legislature, agthorized the issuance of state
N [undmg grants to ncedvy Texas students afending accredited independent
“colleges and universities in the state (Coordinating Board,  December
1973, p. 9.

hned ° " \\ R
SRS The states inlcr\\t in postsecondary education must be more pervasive.
than #n interest in malnt:umng public institutions. In providing that a
state schoiarslnp recipient may attend eithér a pubhc or private hlghcr
education iastitution in Minnesota, thé 1967 lcgulamrc alsc recognizes
< the fact that the state can appropriatelv provide postsecondary education
' opportunities for\lls residents in other ways (Minnesota Higher Education

Coordinating (‘ommlssmn ]anuan 1973, p. 45).
\

Recruiting Dewce \

While not’ as, prevalent now as in the past, institutional student
aid is still used as. a comp“tmve recruiting device (Handbook for
Financial Aid . ]973) The institutions have discovered that a

- minimal scholarshlp ¢an attract students away fiam institutions that
oﬂ_‘er little or no a‘ld,, A small investment of scholarshlp funds at-
tracts students who have to pay the major part-of their educational
expenses. This form of’ dLﬁcountmg the cost of higher education is
most generally practiced in times when there is underutilization of
college facilities and resources (Fife 1975).

Summary

Many obpecnves have been given by various study commissions for
the increased effort to fund aid programs. The goal mentioned most
frequently is the promotion of equal educational opportunity. To
achieve this go:l, three basic objectives must be met. The programs
should provide the financial means to achieve (1) equal access, (2)
reasonable choice, and (3) stable funding over time to permit the stu-
dent to pursue his education to the fullest. If the student is provided
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with sufficient funds to achieve these goals, the educational market- .
place is enhanced. The student now will base his educational de-
cisions not on finances but on academic considerations. With the free
fiow of students to the educational marketplace encouraged, the stu-
dent has sufficierit freedom to rationally chbose the institution he
feels will give him the best education, whether public or private. In
this way, private institutions gain additicnal ;support through student
aid systems. Furthermore, institutional aid programs can be used not

“only to provide additional aid to students but also can help the “near
needy” student who, although not qualifying for state or federal pro-
grams, with this help ~ay be able to attend the institution of his.
choice.
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The egalitarian goals set for student aid programs necessitated a -
new source and delivery system for these programs. It was appropriate

that the ingtution be the originator of the student funds when aid
was awarded with the intent of attracting the academically,
artistically or athletically superior student to enhancé an institution’s
reputation for having.such students. However, new sources of funds
had to be developed when the goal of student aid shifted from awards
that benefitted the institution to awards designed to help the finan-

cially needy student attend an institution of his choice. Since this,

impetus to change the use of financial aid sprang from society, it was

not surprising that the new source of aid should be from public tax -
funds. In the view of the Carnegie Commission, “Equality of oppor-
tunity-. . . is a nan’onnl promise and the federal government has a
special responsxhnllty to. aid higher education to carry out th-s
promise’’ (Full Text of . December 13, 1971, p. 6).

-

Fedzsral Effort ) :

Over the last decade the Mederal government has-become the smglc
largest source of student aid. In 1975 more than seven million stu-
dent awards were granted -totalling over $6 billion.2 These programs
can- be grouped into four categories, based.on the, type of student
they are intendec. to aid: (1) aid awarded to ‘individuals as partial
compensation for time spent in the armed services; (2) aid granted

~under the Social Security program; (3) aid based on stufjent financial

need; and (4) aid granted to stimulate student attendance in specifie
program areas.
Veteran Benefits—The largest federal student aid program both in

‘terms of dollars involved and students aided is the G.I. Bill, which

was funded at $3.0 billion for fiscal year 1975 and whiéh’aidéd,sqmc

cludes $4.1 billion for education and training benefits (“Higher Edu-
cation and National Affaizs,” Feb. 7, 1975, p. 12).3

21t should be noted that' the number of individuals aided is cc: