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COLLEGL/ OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 1978 °

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1978.

e )
U.S. SENATE,
LY .
Commirree oN Hyman RESQURCES, AND N
‘ ._ v ' Housg oF REPRESENTATIVES,
" CommiTTiE ON EPUCATION AND LABOR
D ) . Washington, D.C.

"> The -commit met in joint session at 10:05 a.m., in' room 1202,
'Dirksen Senate Office Budding, -Senator Harrison A: Williams, .Jr.
chairman, Senate Committée on Humgn Resources), and Hon.
- Cadl D. Perkins (chairman, House Committes on Educstion . and.
- Labor), presiding. . =~ - ‘ : g : - _
Smnt: Senators Williams, Pell, “ﬁ‘aglet,on, Riegle, ‘Javits, and -~ L
orda. ' :
*__ Also présent: (Representatives Perkins, “ord,‘ Brademas, Biaggi,
Buchanan, Shuster, and Le Fante. ' :
Senatdr WiLLiams. We will come to order, please. v )
- We are pleased to open this joint hearing, out initial hearing on .’
‘college assistance for. middle-income families. There has been no' -
more pressing issue of interest to citizens in all walks of life than their "o
‘concern to provide higher education opportunities for their children: =
‘While these committees and the- Congress have achieved significait
gains in providing financial sassistance to Americans for educational
purposes since the enactmengaof the Higher Edufcation Act it 1965,
- thissh#aring - marks & new depyrture. That departure is-underpinneéi——
by the policy that Americans Who want and who are able to quality - -
for postsecondary education shal not be deprived of that opportunit
no matter what their financial s8ptus. This is & commitmentr we will
pursue In the days.shead. It/1s & commitment to families of all in-
come brackets. . S S
The first step in implementing this. pledge is to examine the alter- N
‘natives before the Congress in order to.arrive at the best possible
college opportunity grants program for middle-income Americans.
The committees whicl have legislative jurisdiction for this gubject
have joined together on this matter whicgl will have immediate, en-
during bearing ‘on the Nation. The Committee on Human Resouraes
in the Senate is joined in this undertaking by the House Education
and Labor Committee. We are very pleased to sit again with the
chairman of the Education and Labor Committee, Carl Perkins.
It is most fitting that the committees of the Senate and House of

~

» Re['%resentatives' initiate the deliberations on this matter together.

he text of S: 2539 and S. 2473 follows#
: L : (1)
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b ~ IN THE SENATE 03 THE UNITED STATES
Frsguary 10 (legislative day, Fxsrvany 6), 1978
. Mr. Prec (for himself, Mr. Winiams, MrAJavits, and Mr. Starrorn) intro-
’ duced the following bill; which was réad twice and mferrod‘to;ém Com-
mittee on Human Resources :
. ~ R *
~ o A BILL ’
. N . - ] T
o~ . 1 . - i . . ) . .
. To amend the ITigher Education Act of 1965 to improve the
o > basie ednv:ﬁ_fﬁﬁai opportnnity | grantsy program, and for
C—~— other purposes. y |
-y . , . . ’ ‘
y 1 ~ Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
L, . 2 kves of the United States of 1,1merzca in Cong; 88 assembled,
e ) e

.. 3 That thls Act ‘may be cited as the “C{?@ge Opportumtv
T 4 Actof 1978 |
K - 5. Sec.. 2. "(a) Section 411(n) (3) (B) -of the Higher

6 Edueation Act of 1965 is amended by adding at the end

Ts thereof the fullmvmg new dnmon,

- B -
’

.08 “EY) Bbgmnmg thh the academw _yesr, 1‘)49—1‘)80

.9 zmd thereafter in determmmg the e\peoted fmme con-

RN

‘ II‘ * o -

6




. S8

10

1

12

13

14

15
16
17 .

18

18
20

21

22
23
24

&

25

. 4 . -
A z e
r‘,

- tribution under this subparagraph no rate in excess of 14
- R 4 . . r :

per centnm shall be applied to parental discretionary in-

L]
-

come.”’, o )
© (1) Section™411(h) (5) of that Act is amended hy
striking  out “8237,400,000" in 'sulq’mmgmph‘ ,(B) wthd
ins,ertin.g in lieu thereof “”‘GQ0,000,()OO’f. o ‘<
Sece 3. (a) Seetior

428 (2) (2) TA) of that Act is

amended to réad as ioll |
3 -
2y (A) Each student qualifying for a portion of an

interest payment under paragraph (1) shall have pro-
wjided to tl;e lendeg a"st\atement from the eligible institution,
at which the stude‘nt has been acceptéd for enrollment, or -
at which he i¥ in attendance in good standing (as deter-
mined by such institution), which— ~. ;
“(i) sets forth such student’s estimated .cost of

attén‘dmc}e, and® | |

“(i1) sets forth shs:h student’s estimatevd financial
-5ssismnce‘.”. o |
-(b) SBection 428 (a) (2) (B) of that Act is repealed.

(¢) Subparagraphs ((’3) and (D) of scetion 428 (a)
‘(‘9&3‘ t}{at Aect, mx‘d all eross ref'ereuces thereto, are redes-
‘igrliltg;d asll:.siiﬁ';iggsfg}ajhs (B) and (C), respectively,

(d) Seetion 428(&%2 of Fhat‘ Act (as redes-

ignated by subsection (c) of, this section) ™§ amended by

striking out the semicolon at the end of claum\(‘i‘x"i')/f:;(l

M



1 inserting in lieu thereof § period, and by striking out clause

.

2 (iv) of such section, v : N
3 () Section 428 (a) (9) of that Act is repealed.
4. (f) Section 428 (b) (1) (A) (i) of that Act 1s amended

“ . f . , } : .
5 by striking out “se¢
6 in lien thereof

- =
~
|
. \
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Frarrvary 1 (legislative day, JnL Ary 30), 1978 ..

Prir (for himself, Mr, Winnians, My, Wavers, and Mr. \ru—mhn) intro-
‘duced the following bill; which was read twice and e ferred to the (‘mu-

- mittee on Human Resources
. -~

* A BILL

» *

L4

N

To amend the Higher Lducauun Act uf I‘)(;.) to improve the

(1]

- \

10

11

]: lC ARFUETIISIENYE. Bl
/ K . [
PR A .17 Provided by Enic

el

* basie educational oppmtumtv 0’1 ants prograim.
. . , A
Le it enacted by the Senate and i[mzsc of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

.That th

¢ Act may be cited-as the “College Opportunlity Act
of 1978\ |

o+

S, 2. Scctmn 411 (a) (3) (B) of the Highgr _Educa—

ot

tion Act of 1965 is amended badding at™he end thereof

" the following new division: —-

**(iv) Beginning with the academic year 1979-1980 -
and thereafter, in detenmnmg the e‘\pt‘cted family contribu-
tion under this suhpumfrraph 1o rate in excess-of 10.5 per

centum shall bg applied to parental discretiouary income.”.

II {
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Senator WirLLiams.-I look forward to continued collaboration with
Chairman Perkins and the House Committee. I know the members of
both bodies share the comyﬂing need to expedite the college assist-
ance legislation. B R ' |

Senator Pell, chairman of our Subcommittee on Education, is khown
to thousands as an advocate and initiator 6f college assistance for our
citizens. He is a revered leader in education policy. He has introduced

“a bill, and I have joined him. I know there is & bill on the House side.

We this morning will receive a message from the Secretary of HEW,
Secretary Califano, and the administration’s ideas will here be pre-

sented. A bill will be intraduced, and we will have before us all we
‘need to pre%t(;:s}y consider the subject matter.
th

It will, af 1is joint hearing on opening day, then go to our
respective subcdmmittees for further hearings. We should hear from
the cochairman this committee, Congressman Carl Perkins. I

am sure those who have introduced legislation will want to have .

opening words ‘also.
Mr. Perkivs. Thank you, Senator Williams. -

‘T want to welcome Secretary Califano. I would be remiss if 1 did
nbt at the outset pay the highest compliment to you fo%:m‘ leader-
ship in focusing attention on the needs of working class {amilies who
are struggling to meet the cost of higher education. You have done

an gutstanding job. .
l&%'ant to pay tribute also to my. colleaguc¥ from the House side
who have been deeply involved: the chairman of our $Ubcommittee
on Postsecondary Education, Bill Ford, who has done a great job as

" chairman of this subcommittee: John Brademas and Frank Thempson,

who have both been active in higher education’and all areas of educa-
tion; and Congressman Biaget. .

Likewise, I want to compliment the distinguished chairman of. the
Human Resources Committee of the Senate and the chairman of the
Senate Subcommittee on Education. But for these two gentlemen, in
my honest judgment, we would have never enacted the Pell grants
back/in 1972, Wé had to run that conference day and night-—one of

the most lengthy conferences in the history of this Congress—in order.

. 'to establish the Pell grants.

I think jthat the adinistration’s propesal guite properly places

the bulk of the increase in~Pell grants. It was because of Senator
Pelld leadershib that the BEQG program was enacted. That program
h&;‘?ﬂ‘oven to Be most effective in aiding financially needy stwdents.

ow, we are going to build on that success. It is a well<sstablished
principie that financial need is the proper basis for allocating Federal
moneys for postsecondary education, '

Since the establishment of the first student ald program of 1958, the
finaneial need of students has been the fundamental criteria. In 1972,
when we designed the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program,
-we intended that it reach sll financiaily needy college students and
their parents. Unfortunately, however, ultraconservative administra-
tion of the program in combination with spiraling college costs have ~
left many needy and deserving studen\s:rom working-class families—

\

i
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: partibulaﬂy?rom }‘amilias owhing small farms and businesses—withoit

the resources to meet “college expenses. The result has been. that
middle<incomé enrollment rates have been declining sharply in recent
years. - o

Middle-income youth have been caught between rising tuition.and

‘ingbility of parents to meet these higher costs. They have been forced

to make up a larger portion of their college costs than yvouth of either

* low- or high-income families. In response, there have been numerous

cls for tax credits or tax deductions for postsecondary education
expenses. . : | :
n effect, we are being asked to ignore need as the basis for dis-

-tributing Federal moneys. The ‘sums involved are considerable with

the estimates ranging in billions of dollars. Because financial need is
ngfconsidered, gﬁ 1s not targeted. A little bit is promised for everyone

regirdless of income and regardles$ .of the cost which must be met. -

- Lower-middle-income and middle-income families are today faced with

educational costs in the thousands of dollars and the much-heralded

$250 tax credit would make very little differcfice. B
What is being propesed by the administration is a balanced program

which will allow the concentration of moneys and for contii!nuation of

-need as the criteria for allocating moneys.

Under the package proposal, a $250 floor is provided to families

~ with incomes of $25,000 or less. The floor is $250, but for those families
‘'who have greater need, those in the $10,000 to $20,000 category, .

assistance will be provided in amounts that can and will make the
difference in whether a student does or does not go to college.

Most of thé increase will be channeled- through an expanded BOG
program which has proven to be the most effective and equitable way
of providing student aid. The number of BOG recipients will increase
from 2 million to 5 million. ‘ .

L

-

"L

In addition, we will be 'Fropo‘sing* inereased funding for the collegqﬁ'

administered programs o Sugslemental Grants and Work-Study.
More imimrtantly, aid for middle-income students will be provided
without detracting from the assistance now being provided low-income

- students. To tise contrary, unlike the tax )I‘OJ)OSMS, the package

proposal we advocate provides additional funds
upward into the upper-income brackets. ‘
For families above the $25,000 income bracket, there clearly is need

ownward instead of

also, but of a different type. Students from families in the upper -

middle-income category are today unable to produce the necessary
cash to meet current college bills. The need for cash can be met through
the léss expensive mechanism of the Insured Loan program, and we sre
proposing amendments to that program which wiﬁ make loans readily
available to students from families with incomes of up to $40,000.

I sm- confident that this well-designed package will be enthusiss-
tically supported by the entire educational community. I am confident
also that it will be warmly received by the Congress and approved
without delay. S :

This package provides s solid, well-balanced a;g)roach to helping
middle-income families meet the costs of higher education. And the
Carter administration is to be highly commended for committing the
$1.2 billion which will'be necessary to implement the package,

.

i1
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S The only concern I have, though, is that the administration must ’

S not lose sight of the fact that tax credits are being proposed not only

- for higher education but also for elementary and secandary education. . - -
And 1 would hope that the administration, in responding to those
proposals, will make the same kind of commitment to ¢éxpanding

; ;elementary afid secondary programs focused on the disadvantaged = -

s " that it is making today in the area of higher education.
Y Mr. Chairman, this is all I have to say until we get to questioning -
the witnesses. ST ' o :

-1 want to thank you again for.chairing, this hearing today and for.
the great contributions you have made, not only in the higher ‘¢duca- * -
tion ares; bus in all levels of education in the past. e
. Senator Wijrriams. You are very gracious indeed, Congressm
Perkins. I appreciate that. We both know that our. Members haye -
been most créative here, those who have introduced legislation, and. -
Senator Pell has certainly started the framework thit will be used ™ -
in this effort concerning middle-income families. | o

€

~

. Senator Pell. . ‘ . T . o
"+ Senator Prrn. Thank~you; Chrirman 'nglimns,‘ and Ch“t#rman
‘ Perkins, for your very nice words. - a o7 o
. The purpose of today’s hearing is to see how we can help middle-

" income America, which pays its taxes and does.the wofk and gets . -

. sclint thanks for it—and 1s suffering at this time. -~ -
. 1-think that we all hawe perhaps somewhat -different ich
A 'proaclies. The administration has one thought; the House, as I under- "~
.. stand it, has & thought concerning supplemental grants. think, in
o my own case, the basic grants should be reexamined and the formula .
shpuld be changed. I aga willing: to aceept the same total amount ok
money that is proposed by the President to be spent under his bill.

1 look forward to questions and answers when we can -develor)@s .

information further. B : U :

Mr. Pegxins. Mr. Ford is recognized for a statement.

Mr, Fosp. Thank you, Mr. CHairman, and Chairman Williams. It isa .
pleasure to be here.- -~ ‘

I am anticipating the testimony of Secretag;y, Califano. He 15 ac-
companied, I believe, by Commissioner Boyer. Yesterday was a pretty
exciting day for anyone who cares about the future of education in
_this eountry. People all across the country. had d4n opportunity to turn .

~on their telovision set and see their Président propose the largedt single
" initjative to provide acchsy t0'college education for middle-mncome .
families and their offspring in this cotintry since enactment of/the GI

bill at the end of W‘m'll(})'b‘ ar 11, It is quite apparent that many peoplg

across the country haveCaught the excitement of this kind of initiative.

1t is long overdue. Many of us have talked for years about the ‘need to

make that the next,big venture of the Federal Government in meeting

its obligation of education. - .~ - . . '

) But 1t took the initiative of President Carter and the leadership of
' . Secretary Califano to fmalllg sake yesterday’s very bold step and make
1

S\p\ .
¥

- " ad

it now believable on this Hill that we can very soon sucgeeg in doing
something that many peoplehad thought was still far off in:t#b future of
. education. e \ﬂf% ‘ o
The shape of educition and, in fact, té shape of this country for - -
decades to come, will reflect very directly the impact of what we doass
- result of the challenge the President presénted to us yesterday.

1

. . . . §
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_ Chairman Williams, Chairman Perkins, and Chairman Pell, T hope
- 'we-can all work together to move the administration’s legislation as
-rapidly as possible so that it franslates from talk about the future into
-+ practicein the fdture'for higher education. ‘ N

} Thank you.‘; : : <
Senator -WitrLiams. Ranking member of this Senate Human' Re-
: source Committee, Senator Javits, who, as we all know, has been vitally
‘ interested in all of our educational programgs over the last decade or
“ © more. S . ) e - o <
- Sengtor Javits. Mr. Chairman, our ranking.member on the Isjduca—. :
“ tion Subcommittee is Senator Stafford, who is here with me, and he hgs -
. yielded to' me fot the purpose of making s brief statement on the part
‘ ~ of the mmority. * . S T
’ The minority will not necessarily be unanimous on this issue, but ¥
Yor one, and I believe other members of the minority welcome the initia- * -

tuition. .

[ ]

:‘W . tive which prodices an alternative ‘to the tgx dedugtion for college /_M‘

‘- I have c‘ns.is‘tently voted agrinst itbecause I believe it would impair
B our ability to reward these who would permit, notwithstanding: their
economig status, seek and deserve higher education. That has béen the
L ‘position of Senator Pell, my colleague, who is chairman of the sub- -
a * committee. He came up with an alternative which both the chairmgn |
and I promptly embraced ap, February 1. We know that these activiti
-#  have to be collaborative. We have worked out in other fields, namely in+’
the labor field and i the mgnpower field, problems with the administra-
tion, so that all knew when a bill was passed that it would be worked out
and that the President would sign it. o
I like the total direction we are taking. I think the.President’s
initiative apd that of Secretary Califano will be-extremely helpful and
constryetiye. I think we have to give all credit to thosa—to our mem- .

 bers, Jgke Penator Pell, whayhave felt this way and have worked along *
this line, 4s well as Congressman Perkins’ committee and h@Fmembers
' - who hae worked along the same line. I think we are finally’at & point
wh e have an idéa-and g policy whose time has come. .. «

~ I'must say it is a welcome relief to me, and I think, to many others in
% - -“the Senite that the pressure which has come from the tax-deductible
idea, which i very simplistic but very wrong, has mounted to the point——
A {[I))'ere 1t-was practically irresistible. I think you are here just in the
**¥nick of time, and it will be our duty creatively to see that this alter-
native becomes a.law as it deserves to be. '
I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. . ‘
Mr. Perkins. We will hear now from Mr. Brademas, a member of
the Subcommittee on Postseeondary Edwyeation. Mr. Brademas was
o a member of that famous conference of 1972 between the House and
- the Senate. I do not know of any individual who contributed more
thanh Congressman Brademas. a
We want to hear from you, Mr. Brademas.
Mr. Brapemas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T will be very brief.
Let me just make three observations. I think shat the legislation
under consideration and the fact that it is supported strongly by
Democrats and Republicans in Congress reflects the history of Federal
assiStance to higher education, namely “that there has been strong
bipartisan support for such legislation. )

+
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The legislation, however, marks, a significant change from past
history in that the White House and Congress are now working
together. In the preceding 8 years in-the last administrations, there
was strong hostility in the%Vhite House to the efforts of both Democrats
and Republicans in Congress to provide adequate support to college
students and to the universities tﬁat they attend. ‘

So I think that is the most significant historical development that
chamcteri:ﬁ"s this legislation.

Ohviously, the second point is that we are now responding in this

legislation to the needs of middle-income farilies without doing

“violence or damage to the needs of low-income families who want-to

send their sons and daxﬁzht’ers to colleges or universities. .
A third point I woyld iake, Mr. Chairman, is that this legislation,
in my view, holds out hope for maintaining, and indeed, strengthening

" the existing pluralism of\American higher education, namely public as

well as private colleges and universities. So I am very delighted to see"
the leadership of President Carter and Secretary Califano, Senator
Pell and Congressman Ford have given. I believe this is a very happy

| ‘dagefor the future of our country. -

nator Williams. I am sure you .are getting a lot of confidence,

Mr. Secretary, in all of this early support. You are not going-to get out
of character, aré you, Senator {{ie ﬁe? :

‘Senator RixeLE. No; I sm.not. I, like Congressman Brademsas, will

_ be quite brjef.

Lot me first congratulate Senator Pell and others here in the room
who have really, I think, given the early leadership to bringing this
issue to a head. I also want to congratulate the administration. I
think the President, by his initiative at this time, and your initiative,
Secretary Califano, show a sensitivity and awareness of this problem
that I thigk is encouraging, not just in this area, but I think it spreads

_oyt wider than that. :

4

LY.

/

7'Our young people that can and need to attend college are very
much in need. Their families are in need, and this approach, I think,
is an exceptionally sound approach, It certainly is much better than
the tax’credit idpa thut others have been advaneing. ~

I think we may have to think very carefully how we scale the
program, however. I think some of the suggestions Senator Pell and
others have made about scaling of the dollars makes more sense to,
me, but that is something we can thrash out. I think the basic thrust
of what you have brought today is really right on the mark in terms
of the concept and the approach. .

With that I congratulate you and I prepared to help you get
thig done. ‘ : o

Mr. Perxins. Mr. Biaggi, who has been Wery active on edueation
legislation. . ' '

r. Biager. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. -

Secretary Califano, 1 was privileged to be at the White Houso
yesterday whep the announcement was made. I thought it was &
very significant step in the educational field, es ecially in relation
to responding to the needs of the middle class. I thought there mi rht
be some degree of unanimity scross the face of the Nation. But this
morning I %;amed b opposition from a significant community now
in the Nation, and I think it is somethifig that the Secretary should be
meade aware of. I think it requires some clarification so. that we can
proceed with the kind of unanimity which we anticipated at the outset.

PV
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. I received ‘a c¢hll from Monsignor Dénald T, Pryor, directer of

edueation, Archdiocese of New York. He issued a rather harwistate-
ment. I think one of your assistants hias a copy, I will read it to YOuR
- I goés as follows: -~ : . ‘

v The Catholic Community is deeply shocked By President Carter's reversal
- of his open promise to assist tuition paying parents of elementary and high school
students. While he was runaing for office, oyf Qctoher 19, 1976, Mr. Carter com-
mitted himself ethat‘iga’}ly to such aid when he said, “Therefore I am firmly
ecommitted to finding constitutionally  sccepted methods of proyiding aid to

H
parents whose ghildren attend parochiad'schools. f am firmly committed to seeing .

) that children attending pasochial sckﬁmls benefit fdly from’ Federal educhtion
programs.”” Now that he has achieved office. in his first important message on
‘education, he has ignored that pledge, Ce . o

" President- Curter glso promised that as President he would never i‘;‘j}. Millions

- of parents relied on both his promises and voted for him because of tNetn. Where
is the truth now, in his.campaign pledge or his present message.’
That is all, Mr. Chairnran. o, T/

Senator WiLLiams. Senator Stafford. .

Senator Srarrorp. Thank you very muck, Mr Chairman. 1 shall
be very brief. o

Educational programs have always been very important in my
opinion and have the highest priority for domestic spending in any.
decisions that I have made as-a-Mbmber of the House or the Senate.

- I think 1t is well that bipartisan support of education has sjready
. been noted this morning, because that is important, too. That may

have been overlooked by the White Iouse in the launching eerémonies
yesterday. But I am glad to see that we are here from both Houses and
both parties today. L .

I think the case for these hearings has been well made, and I look
forward to the testimony of Secretary Califane. ‘

Mr. Prrrins, I have always followed the policy on the House side
Senator Willian® is nowz¥llowing, rotating befween mujority and
minority. I am going togallWw Mr, Buchanan who is minority ranking
member in the absencé&ol Mr. Quigipm Minnesota.

Go ahead, Mr. Buchanan, E ,

Mr. Bucaanan. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. .
"You, the President -and I are all good Baptists, and beheve
repentance. You néed nene this morning. I do not know how many
prayer meetings were required or for whom or with whom or by what
processes the President has come to this kind of initiative, but T cer-
tainly welcomo it. 1t 1s long past due. . .

The ranking Republican on,our full committee, Governor Quie of
Minnesota, and ‘I n$ ranking on Bill Ford's subcommittee, are ¢o-
sponsers of this legislation. I am just delighted to sece this initiative
from the Secretary. [ would like to join in complimenting my col-
leagues, Bill Ford and John Brademas, for their leadership in this area.

'fimnk you. . ’ :

Senator WirLiams. Senator Eagleton.

Senator KagrLrtoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will ask Zecretary Califano at the appropriate time for any addi-
tional .comm®nts he might have beyond the present bill relating to
elementary and secondary education, specifically nily comments he
might have dn the Packwood-Moynihan bill that includes both higher
education and elementary and secondary, and gven more particularly,

]
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Federsl legislation in the elementary and secondary area as it wou’ld_’: -
be ' considered in light of the Nyquist case. : o ‘
© Mr. Perxkins. Mr. Lie Fante has also been active in education,

legislation. : ‘
~ Mr. Le FaNtr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . '
1 agree with everything that has been said here this Worning. 1 for L
- -one can tell you, Mr. Secretary, that when I was ca ening—and 1
.« . JFopresent a middle income district—this was the nimber one request

of my constituents. As a result, one of the very first bills I introduced
'~ in the House was & bill to grant tuition relief to this class. As the saying
- goes, 1t-is sorely needed, and I just hope, Mr. Secretary, the spirit of
cooperation that has been .displayed here this morning will become /
- confagious it both Houses and we will see very speedy action with
regard to this legislation. I just hope that it can spread into other areas .
because we are one of the very few nations in existence that does have
a middle class $ociety. I think you and everyone else who serves or
purports to serve should dedicate themselves to preserving and aidmg  *
‘the middle class. . ' ' '
I hope this is a first 'step of many things to come.
Mr. Perkins. Mr. Shuster. o '
- Mz, Sxuster.. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ‘ .
. - After hearing 12 members speak glowingly in favor of this proposal,
perniit me to be one small voice with the temerity to raise the question -
of how we are going to pay for it. We are talking about $1.2 billion
in new spending approximately. This will add to the deficit.
The President told the Nation not too manyweeks ago there would _
- be no new major programs. I have heard this described as the most
significant new educational program since the GI bill. I am concerned
. about the middle class, very much so, but T do not think the middle -
- class wants a now form of welfare, which is what I believe this is. [
think the middle class wants Jower taxes. The middle class wants less
~ Government. The middle class wants to get Government off our backs.
-, Ifind a great.incongruity, I confess, in what appears to be Government
‘ first laying on taxes and burdens and inflation and regulation and
+ - control, on the lives of the middle class, and now Government coming,
along and saying we are going to try to ease the burden.
The question 15 who put the burden there in the first place?
‘v For that reason, I have great difficulty with this proposal.
- Thank you, , . : S
" Sepator WirLiams, With that one dissent, we now turn to the indi-
vidual who is in the lead in censervijng and developing the human
resources of our Nation. We have ac]lmimtion for ah you are doing
~.and, certainly, as we havesll said, save one, we are grateful indeed.
. - Mr. Secretary, the forum is now yours. ok

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH A. CALIFANO, JR., SECRETARY, DE-

- PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOM-

PANIED BY ERNEST BOYER, COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF EDUCA-

TION, AND MICHAEL O'KEEFE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR PLANNING AND EVALUATION FOR EDUCATION -

AN

Secretary -CaviFano. Thank you very much, Chairman Williams,
Chairman Perkins, Chairman Pell, Chairman Ford, ntembers of the
committees,; let me, if 1 t the outset express the appreciation of
the President who has asked mY to begin my testimony by noting how

-
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deeply he appreciates. the fahhat; the House and the Senate have
agreed to have joint hearings, something that yoir, Senator, called
yesterday 8 very extraordinary step and agstep that reflects the kind

" of cooperationand ¢omity and working together that has characterized

this proposal from the béginning between the White House and the
sgiministration and the leaders here on Capitol Hill. 1 bring that mes-

sage, the President deeply feels it, and wanted me to transfer it to

you and Chailman Perkins and the members of these committees.

Also at the-outset | would like to note my own personal ap{)reci&‘s'

tion, Mr. ‘Chairman, fm' all the work that you and Senator Pell have
done 1n this area; for all the work Chairman Perkins, that you and
Congressman Ford and Congressman Brademas’ and Qungressman
Thompson, who is not here, over the past séveral weeks hive done in
terms of trying to put together a proposal that makes sense ang that
will'truly help the middle-class American who, as you haveinoted, do

gy work,pnfr the taxes, and are go desperately pressed m--tei"ms of the
' highex education of their c-hildk)n R A

Yepu have given years and years of effort, with al.h;f"%fi'e mMembers

of this committee, to the higher education fisld, 1t is as a result of that
tremendous effort. that we axe able to work with you and build yet

« another tremendous block on this array of programs that th¥Congress

has enacted. . . ' . ‘
" There would be no higher e'&fucx}tlon statute in this country had it
not been for the;work owgr.the pastweveral years of the committees

that are holding this hearing today: The American-people should and

do recognize that. . ‘

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to read most of my statement, out-
lining the program if I may. . o

Senator WinLiams. Please.

Secretary CALIFaNo. Accorhpanying nie, I should note, are Com-
mi8sioner Boyer, the Commussioner of KEducation, and Michael

O’Keefe, who 1s Dept‘xty Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evalua-
tion for Education in my own immedigte office, .

President farter is committed to increasing student fingncial aid
for middleficome families with children in college, _

Toward this end, the administration is requesting a $1.46 ilion
package of grants, work study, angloans in fiscal year 1979 toprovide
additional student assistance withM the framework of existing Federal
programs. Of this total, $250 million was requested for these purposes
in the President’s builget, and the adddional $1.21 billion request will
come from the allowance for contingencies. .

" These proposals constitute an unprecedented increase in student
aid programs. for higher education from $3.8 billion in fiscal year 1978
to $5.2 billien {n fiscal year 1979, & growth of almost 4(-percent. Tts,
as Chairmap Byl Ford said yesterday, “the biggest single infusion of
funding for iniddle-income college students since the adoption of the
GI bill at the éntl of World War I1.” '

a

There should b¥& no mistake that s President sits in the White House,

toduy who cares deeply about the qualitvyf education in America,
aril cares deeply about the bedrock middle class of this country.
Moreover, if one considers the actual amount pf grants, work, and
loan funds thatewill be available to students as p result of these pro-
prams; the total is much greater— more than $€ billion in fiscal year
1979 will be available to help students in the/higher education area,

27
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This higher amount takes ‘into sccount State and institutiortal

- matching, relending from institutional revolving funds, and loan

funds generated by the private sector for hich the Federal budget

~ pays only subsidy and default costs.

3 -

e are grateful for the advice and counsel whxch ‘: on '.arid‘other

7. education leaders in the Cangress have given to us. Wifh yeur sup-.

%.

e
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port, I beliéve we can make this historic proposal a reality.

In the last decade, the costs of sending ajon or daughter to college

- have risen sharply. Between 1967 and 1976, average college costs in-

creased by 77 percent to levels so high that many middle income
parents have real fears in America today that when the time comes
they either will be unable to afford to give their children the benefits
they received from s college education or will have to make extraor-
dinary sacrifices to do so. .

For pbor {amilies, the hope of having their children lifted out of

- poverty through the educational opportunities which they themselves

may not have enjoyed 1s likewise threatened.

- Today, wwerage costs for tuition, room, and beard at a private

college are over $4,800 per year, a total of $19,200 for the 4 years

. required to obtain aghachelor’s degkee. At'some colleges, these yearly

vcosts have risen to $6,000 or 87,000 or even more. And- it is not just
costs at private schools whichthave skyrocketed. At many public
universities today, a student can be expected to pay over $2,500 per

~ year to cover education-related expenses.

" For a family earning $25,000—the 90th percentile of income in this

. country—8§5,000-$7,000 a year is obviously & great burden. It 1s, of

.. course, an even greater burden for a family €arning the'median income
of $15,000 per year—then such & cost becomes almost overwhelming.
And if families have two or three children in postsecondary schools,

. gher educstion costs can be prohibitive without financial assistance,
~ The, participation rate of the poor in postsecondary education has

risen dramatically and s fast approaching that cl}ymiddle-income
families. We must continue and expand this cominitment to students
from poor families. But the time has-also comme t& provide assistance
to familids who do not now receive benefits but who =lso need them.
We must now also recognize, as s matter of statute, that many
middlelincome famiilies- are finding the educational opportunities of
their children limited by lack of financial resources. And we must
act to ease the burden middle-income families bear i paying for
higher education. < L -
he proposal: To meet the urgent needs of middls-income families
who must shoulder the costs 'o% higher education, we propose the

following measures, which will require new budget authority for fistal |

1979 or legislative changes or both. .

In the basic educational opportunity grant- program, a program

which we affectionately and rightfully call the Pell grant program,

which provides Federal assistance to students based on family income
. %nd tg;-cost of college attendance, we will request sn additional $1
1

er the $2.1 billion appropriated in fiscal 1978. With these
*. funds, we will: Provide Pell grants to 3.1 million additional students,
- raising the total from 2.2 to-5.3 million awards;

Guarantee a $250 grant to 2.8 million students from families with

an annual income of up to $25,000, including assistance to at least 2

. s~ | - ﬂ*‘*
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* million students in the $16,000 to $25,000 range who had not pre-
viously participated in the BEOG's program;
Increase the maximum gramt for low-income students from $1,600

r

" to $1,800 for families with income up to $7,500;

Increase the amount of the average-grant by $200 to‘students in

- families with i.zx:omes between $8,000 &pd $16,000 (from $850 to

§1050). " x .
Eliminate inequities in the treatment offeelf-supporting students,

particularly those who have dependents.

*

"+~ Nearly $700 million of the $1 billion increase we will seek ih the Pell

ant program will be concentrated on families with annual incomes

tween $16,000 and $25,000. In the past, as you know, Pell grants
have concentrated heavily on lower income families. This new money
in Pell grants recognizes tﬁe past effort, and seeks to meet a new need.

In the college work/study program, which provides 80 percent of
the salary for a student’s part-time job, we wiﬁ request an additional
$165 million over the $435 millién appropriated in fiscal 1978.

With these funds we will help provide work opportunities. for as
many as 280,000 new students to%’nng the program total to more than
1 million students. Of this 1 million, approximately 380,000 will be
from families with incomes above $16,000 and more than two-thirds
‘of the additional $165 million will benefit 180,000 new students in the
- over $16,000 category. ' ‘ .

- In the guamnwefiy student loan program, which guaranfees loan
repayments.and subsidizes intergst costs, we will request an additional
$291 million over the $530 mjlfon apprepriated in fiscal 1978. Throu&}} ,
technical amendments we will address a major problem with the GSL -
program—the availability of capital--by making participation more
attractive to banks. We will also make families with incomes, up to
approximately $45,000 eligible for an interest subsidy worth a¥ much
as $250 per year—the persent income ceiling is approximately $30,000.

In fiscal year 1979, these changes in the GSL program will support,
an estimated 403,000 new loans to students with family income over
$16,000. In fiscal 1978, we estimate that more than 1 mfllion students
will have had loans, with about 300,000 loans going to students with
family incomes above $16,000. =

In fiscal year 1979, 640,000 students clearly in middle-class areas
with incomes above $16,000 will be eligible for those loans. :

; With these steps in BEOG's, college, work/study, and the guarariteed -
student loan program, we estimate that the number of awards in
- Fedenal student assistance programs will more than double from ap- -
proximately 3.2 million in gscal 1978 to mare than 7 million in fiscal

" 1979. Because some students receive awards under more than one pro- -

gram, we estimate that more than 5 million college students nationwide
will receive financial assistance from the Federal Government in fiscal
1979, an increase of at least, 2 million students over last year.

As you know, most of the Federal student assistance programs are up
for reauthorization next year. At that time, we may wish to present
more detailed changes not just{ in BEOGs and college work study, but
also in other student assistance programs—supplemental educational
opportunity grants, State student incentive grants and national direct
student loans. - . L

: .
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But we believe that the middle income problem is sb urgent that
we need to offer a solution that can sécure swift congressional enact-
ment. The President’s proposals will go & long way toward easing
the toll that the costs of higher education now exact from America’s
lower- middle-income families. And they will provide an excellent
base upen which to build as Congress and the administration consider -
o ~ reguthorization next year. : S
~ - . Mr Chairman, I would like to briefly discuss the tuition tax credit

\ - issue. o . C
President. Carter’s balanced t, lo{a.n, and work study program
is & far fairer and far more sensj%lignway to provide financial assitance
* to middle-income families with heav¥ college expenses than, as some
have proposed, through a tuition tax credit. ' : -
ition tax credits, to put it bluntly, make neither educational nor'
fiscal sense. o _ -
Tuition tax credits indiscriminately provide financial assistance
+ . regardless of either family incogne or the actual costs of higher educa- e
tion. We should not provide direct relief for educational costs to the
very rich; rather we should base Federal financial asgistance on real
need to the extent PHossible. . ’7 . L
Tuition tax credits can be inordinatély expensive. The postsecondary
elﬁllpent of one proposal could cost as tuch as approximately $4.4
ion. : :
Tuition tax credjts will unnecessarily fragment educational policy
among different congressionad committees. >
Tuition tax eredits do not meet the needs of some families, especially

_those with higher than the median income, the. group above $15;000,

who would prefer loans to grants in order to spread a larger sharg of

educational costs over time rather than receive a smaller finandial

boost in the short term. , ) .

Tuition tax credits are a blunt instrument which make it difficudd’
to base educational financing decisions on the changing circumsta

of college attendance and college costs, family incoms. C

" The student assistance package proposed by. the President is the .:

‘best method of meeting the legitimate needs of middle-income families

who bear the costs of higher education, while at the same time pro-

viding needed assistance to low-income families' who rely -largely, or

~ wholly on student aid to'defray college expenses. L,

Finally; I would underscore that if éongress decides to add & tuition .
tax credit to the administration’s proposed tax package, then the
~ President will oppose substantial incresses in appropriations for -
. Federal student assistance programs. He feels strongly—as'I know ..
you do too—that Congress must choosd between tuition tax credits: .
/ snd the historic increases in Federal student assitance that the
Administration is "pro rosing. This Nation cannot afford both.

With the joint eagership of Congress and the administration, we
can make great strides in solving a problem that has bedeviled the
‘middle income families of America. The proposals announced by the
President—and supported in broad outline by you, the education
leadership of the Congress—promise to relieve ‘the burdens borne
by those. parents with children in institutions of higher learning.

This goal is one that has widespread support across this Nation.
g h:-&e that Congress can act swi?tly to ¥nact the President’s pro-
ROS&S. |
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ~

I have u chart there.*Would you like for-me to explain it now? It
illustrates how the Pell Smnt portion of the President’s program would
work. ‘ . ' . .

~Senator WirLiauMs. Surely. .

Secretary CaLIFANO. The present {iscal 1978 limit on the maximum
grant that an individual can receive 1s $1,600, as-you can see. That
maximum Erant is presently available for individuals n families out
to.the $6,300 annual income range. Then this drops down on this curve
‘with the $50 minimum available for individuals roughly between
$13,000 and $14,0Q0.. Generally, an individual’s families with incomes
above $13,000 to $14,000 are not eligible for this program today.
. Under the President’s proposal and the legislation introduced yester-
" day in ¢he House by Congressman Ford and Congressman Brademas,

' Perkins, and Quie and others, the maximum grant for an individual
in a family would go to $1,080. That is as high as prgsent suthoriza- ¥ »»
tion permits. That grant would be available %or families with annual
incomes out to $7,500. S &

* Then this would decline, as you can see, down to the point of about
$16,100, where a grant of $250 would be available through the $25,000

. range. At the $25,000 annual income range the family would not be

‘ avallable for a BEQG’s grant. Theso famﬁics, it 18 our strong feeling,
will be helped by the grant, but they need as well the additional loan
funds that we are proposing, and the changes in the loan program that -
we are prowsing, because their problem 1s often a liquidity problem.
- Senator WiLuiams. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
The program as you described it Kas been introduced in the House
and of course has not been or will be considered for introduction here = -

in the Senate and certainly addregses itsell in a most comprehensive -
’ way to the financial needs of all that we are directing our attention to,

lower and middle income families of this country. In arriving at the
grants program for students I am left with-some reservation that the
approaches might be so thin that those who are hardest pressed will not
realige the amount of grant that will make them truly a candidate for
college. It flattens out from $16,000, as 1 understand it, to $25,000 -
flat $250; und the other program has a graduation, and I know Senator
Pell will want to discuss this' with you in some depth. o

So just with that bit of a caveat on that one aspect, I will turn to
our subcommittee chairman, the creator of the BOEG program,
Senator Pell. ‘

Senator PeLL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. «

One of my major concerns with the tax credit proposal is that it
would encourage colleges to increase their tuitions by a flat $250,
thereby. providing no real relief to middle 1mmcome taxpayers. Cour

. present proposal for a flat $250 grant in the $15,000 to $25,000 mcome
//“i‘innge would have, I would think, the same effect to a considerable
, egree, : :
" Secretary Carirano. Mr. Chairman, we do not think that. There
_will be testimony from several college presidents this afternoon before
the House subcommittee, I think 5 or 6 are testifying, and they can
deal with that issue directly. I do not think that. I might elaborate

on why we came up with this kind of proposal. Fhere were several

© reasons. The two most important, I suppose, or one, the individuals
in that income range in our judgment are much more in need of loans.

8
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‘the increases we are proposing in the loan program, and‘the setond
problem is that $1,800 maximum obviously over a time will. hgve tq
rise, as Congress has mandated rises in it in the past,

If you go with the President’s program the way it is, for every $100
increase in the $1,800 maximum limit for the poor families, you will™ "%
have an inergase of $100 million in the program. If you take that line
straight down in a diagonal way, you wiﬁl have a whopping half billion

~ dollar increase in the program every time youswant to give addMional

$100 baenefit to the poorest people, and we think that would hurt the.
poorer families. - - o '

. We have tried to devise a program that hélps the middle income
families without hurting poor Farmlies. . Lo ' -

_ Those are the two central-reasons why we drew the line that way
-ingtead of straight diagonal line, . , -

- Senator PeLL. You do not feel a flat $250 increase will be.a tempta- —

tion to use just that figure by many boards of trustees who are thinking
about a raise in tuition, and would say, well, maybe $250, maybe
$125, $1507 S | O |
- Secretary Carirano. I would think no,-§gtitor, to be hanest with
you.-I think if there be a temptation for a college president to raise
the tuition, it would have been th&#automatic mandated increases the
Congress hus gt thg maximum end more than. what is down at the
minimum end, namely going from $1,400 to $1,600 to $1,800 each

- year; which I know you have been concerned about as well. But I
think that is our best judgment, and I think that is & question that
should be addressed to the college presidents themselves this afternoon
in the testimony. : o

Sehator PxLL. From the viewpoint of grants, your proposal treats
all families between $15,000 and $25,000 exactly alike. Do you think
this really reflects families’ relative ability to bear the cost?

Secretary CaLirano. No, because it does treat them exactly alike,
and it does not—it is not designed to reflect their relative ability to
bear the cost. We think it is a fair amount to say they should all get
that same kind of grant benefit, that we should provide to them other

. programs, the work study program, which will now be available to .
almost half s million stisdents in that range above $16,000, and a loan
program which we think deals more appropriately and less expensively .
with the liquidity Problems that most of those families have. . .

Senator PeLr. The proposal with this flat $250 eredit for grant to
all families between $16,000 and $25,000 appears rather similar, at
least in effect, to the tuition tax credit. Where do you see the difference?

Secretary Carirano. I think there is a substantial difference ”
“between this and the tax credit proposal.

Senator Perr. For this range of people? ‘ _

Secretary Cavirano. This range of people, I would say that _the
major differences are, one, these benefits under the Pell grant program
are benefits that can be adjusted depending on differences in needs,
differences in the cost of the college, and diffetences in’terms of family

- allowance and family contribution schedules. That kind of flexibility,
which is what makes this program such an attractive one for colleges,
families with students in college, is just denied by totally inflexible

‘kinds of tax credit that can never be adjusted along the way.
Senator PeLL. The impact on the individual will be the same?

-
«‘.4
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Secretary ('avirano. In 1 yepr, if in 1 year you had the same—well, .
sure, he would get $250, if in 1 ygar you would have it. There is one
difference; he will get $250 a lot earlier in the year this way than he
will under a tax credit when people get it sometime the following year.

" Senator PerL. 1 think, if T could simplify this whole picture, that
" basically what you are proposing is $990 million in the grants, $150
~million for work study, and $70 million for guaranteed student loans.
This adds up to the same amount of money, $1.2 billion that our bill
put in on the Sendte side a week or 0 ago adds up to, but with different
divisions. : B ' . '

In addition to that, the House has added to it supplemental grants

of $450 million not to take effect until 1980. I think we see the four
basic components to the bi]l that the Housd has before it. We did not
(f'et, 8 copy of your bill yet today; we tried repeatedly, and only the

Touse was fortunate enough to get it. Do you see any great damage
- or what would your feeling be in the basic gratits if we changed the
~ torque around g little bit to try to help, have a steady graph there, and
- spend ex#ctly the same.amount of money.

L3

For example, 14-percent assessment rate, do you understand what I
- mean by assessment rate? : .
Secretary Capirano. What would be the tax rate on that charge———
‘Senator PrrL. Assessmemt rate is on dispoSable incdme. It 1s now 20
percent on the _first $5,000 and 30 percent of the income above that.
That sum is taken away from the sum or the amount of grants that is
‘authorized under the law, $1,800. If it is more than that, no grant. If
it is less, the student gets the difference, which I trust som&body at
'HEW must thoroughly understand, becausg it is the guts of the whole
program. o : : —

What I am suggesting is to change that assessment rate to 14
percent. Congressman Ford had an excellent proposal, 16.5, 16 percent,
that was not accepted at-the time by the a(f‘minism"ation. .

. I am wondering what your views would he if it were 14-percent

assessment rate, which would take no more money than your proposal
does, but would have a graph like this that was a steadier graph than
_ this rather abrupt stretc%ﬂng out between $15,000 and $25,000.

Secretary Cavnirano. It would take $990 million? >
Senator Prry. Exactly, to the penny.

Secretary CarLirano. To the penny. It would go t0.$1,8(10 maximum?
Senator PeLL. It would go to $1,800 maximum, ,

Secretary (Cavnirano. I would like to look at it and would certainly
submit a comment for the record on it. - ' : ) .
" Senator Prrr. But in principle, because we are really talkihg this
thing out now, there is nothing new in this concept. You may want to
consult with your people, but would this not be acceptable to you?
- T 'would hope 1t WOUI(E. ’

Secretary Cavirano. I think the pmposa@m&de 1s the right way
to do this, What I would like to do, Mr. ChaisfiTan, if I may, is examine
that and submit a response to you for the record.

Obviously we are talking about matters that are not, as you said,
issues of principle, just issues of a better way of doing these things.
‘.. Senator PeLL. What I would like to do in connection with the "
administration bill=-and by the way, do we have it yet? Anyway,
- whenwe do get a draft from you
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Secretary CALirano. I am surprised you do not have it.

Senator Pxprr. We tried to get it yesterday. J ,

At any rafe, when we d€yet it, if we put in 14-perdent assessment
rate and wofked from tha
you? Same amount of money, not another nickel more.

Secretary Carirano. Mr. Chairman, I would like to look at it to

see what future cost implieations are, give you detailed response as to o

how much it costs in thie future to make changes. The one thing that
concerns us, a8 I mentioned, one of the things that concerns us 1s the
cost of increasing the ‘maximum depending on how you draw that
line. And we db not in the future want to inhibit or put restraints
that would in effeat hurt{low-income families at the expense of having
them pay for it for middle-income families. We in a couple of days

- will give you an analysis of that. We will give you our comments.

Senator Pxrr. This approach is more aimed at middle-income stu-
dents, which is really what the President is talking about here. The
low-income student is helped by the fact thegpaximum grant goes
from $1,600 to $1,800, which is something négj In any case, So the
low-income student will not be hurt by it, although the proportion
will change from the administration proposal. The f&ger amount will
go to middle-income America; which is that portion of America that
18 feally squeezed at this point, having such a difficult time. Seo that
is my own intention, and I would hope very much that House Members
original proposal, with no more money spent.

Now, another question that bothered me. . .

In connection with your thought of an additional 3.1 million students
who will receive grants, we have tried to work out those fizures and
we? cannot figure out where you got the additional 3.1. Can you tell
us T B

Secre Cavrraxo, Yes; I catt tell you how we spewed this pro-
gram and how we got it and submit it for the record.

Senator Pern. There is nobody who can tell me now?

Secretary Cavirano. We spewed those 3.1 million students out of
our computer progran. ‘ o

Senator PeLL. Maybe your assistant can tell you how he got this.

Mr. O’Keefe. According to our estimates as the Secretary indicated
from our computer model for estimating the cost of this program and
the number of participants, number of grafits that will be made, we

" estimate that in 1978, 2,398,000 grants will be given. In the 1979

earlier budget request, submitted by the administration, we estimated

that 2,193,000 grants would be given. In the 1979 proposal-that you

now have before you, our estimate that there will be 5250 grants

awarded. Between 1979 and 1978
#Senator PuLr. 5 million; you mean.

Mr. O KeErE: 5 million. Thank you, =~ . -

Between 1979 and 1978 that is an incresse of 2,850,000. Between
1979, the proposal that you see before you today, and the earlier pro-
posej in the budget, that is an increase of 3,056,000, . -

Senator PeLL. We will study those figures and we will work those
out, . ‘

Another question of general .palicP': If the tax credit is passed, and
ds you know, there was something like & 65 to 12 vote in the Senate

‘last year, it is-going to be very hard to derail it. It has to be done very

<4

would that be reasonably acceptable t,o“

might bear with me on this because it is very much in line with their .

»e
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simply, and by somethin muql({)etter. That is why we on t,htrS%{ate
side put in our simple biﬁ——wxu it ba-the President’s intention to veto
the tax credit bill or will you recothmend he veto 1t?

~ Secretary Cartranxo. 1 think the President indicated “yesterday
~he did not think the country could afford both of these programs.
There has never beg}?fan alternative presented to Congress, serious,
viable, thoughtful, flexible appropriate. alternative. And I myself
am confident that if this legislation passes Congress on a timely basis,
and these joint heatings I think reflect the opportunity to pass it on
a timely basis, that the tax credit will not pass the Congress, that
Congress will recognize that tax ctedit for higher education is not
‘necessary or appropriate and cannot stand muster in terms of sound
public policy when mesasured against this proposal. &

Senator PerL. A final question: How do you propose that we help
private institutions? I come from a State with the highest Roman
Catholic population in the country, and the highest percentage of
private schools, and parochial schools. While realizing tax credits
may not be the approach to it, what approach is there that we can
hold out to our people in line with the bresident’s preelection state-

ts to which they can look forward? |

Secretary Carirano. Senator, with respect to higher ,education
( which is what we are talking. about here, and what this proposal is
' directed at, we estimate that about 27 percent of the money for higher -
education assistahce in the fiscal 1979 Carter budget, including this
proposal, will go to private schools of higher education. *

The student bodies bresk precisely that way. There are roughly
27 percent of the students in higher education in private schools. )
So~ve think they are getting their fair share of these funds.

This proposai ‘does not pretend to deal with the problem of ele- -
mentary and secondary education. I do not know whether you are
referring to that problein. ‘

Senator PrLL. The Moynihan-Packwood bill covers both institutions
of higher learning and schools as well, This is a real problem we have
to face. ~
- Secrdtary- Cavirano. As far as elementary and secondary education
are concerned, [ guess I shoild make some general comments.

Senator PeLL. They desperately need help.

Secretary ('avirano. The President indicated that he would seek,
as the quotation read, constitutionally sound ways to assist private
education. Whether a tak credit is a constitutionally sound way is
certainly subject to question under the Nyquist case that Senator
Eagletor, mentioned. For one, 1 have asked the Attorney General to
look at that question. There certainly are serious constitutional
questions sbout a tax credit for elementary and secondary schools.

Second, in terms of policy, I think distinction has to be made
among different kinds of elementary and secondary schools. 1 myself
send my children to Georgetown Prep and Stone Ridge. T choose to
do that. I pay the bill for that. I do not think the Government should

ay me anything, give me a tax deduction for doing that. That is one

ind of school. ,

There is another school, local parish school, that may not charge
$10 or $15 a month for someone to do that, Presently that church
gets a tax deduction, ‘there is & tax deduction for money provided in
the church collection by individuals who contribute to the church of

£ r;
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-their choice. Much of that money in the ’pa.rdchié.l schoo'ls, much of
- the money collected in the church that is adjacent to those s¢hools

is used. So thers is a tax deduction sitting there already. ‘.

Third, on a per s%is,’ ‘the funds that we provide in qur’

budget, in the Federal t, for public school children} averages

out per student and-fiot per title I student, avexigss' out to about

$128 (i)er student in public 8chools. The Moynihan-Bkkwood proposal
would provide §500 per student to parochial scliools for those students.
I think that certainly raises a serious qyestion of public poliey.

So I have great reservations about it. I would note one other thing,
as the Mensignor noted in the statement that Congressman Biaggi
read, the President has taken steps administratively to try and mske
sure” that the parochial schools get the funds lgo
titled. I might say, incidentally, that our esti
providing through Federal programs somewhere bgtween $55 and $70

- per student in privatq schools, in elementary and secondary Schools,

in terms of equipment and other things that are in the elementary
and secondary legislation Congress has passed. '
B\ one of the problems has been the fact tﬁa&hequipment,.books;

and what have you is not delivered to thwse schools on a timely gasis.

The legiélation rovides autharity where, 'if that is happening, the

Commissioner of Education can move in and bypass the State super-
intendent- and State structure. That authority has never been used
until this year when.we used it. Commissioner Bo ‘\: used it ip the
fulfillment of the President’s pledge. When Abe Besme was mayor
of New York, I talked to.him%iﬁqut it, and I am sure Mr. Biaggi is
fagatliar with this; New York City has that problem, and I talked to

 Cardinal Cook about it.

"~ We are trying to make sure that the city.and State get that equip-

- ment through in New York. If it does not get through in New York

fast enough, we will not hesitate to use autﬁority Congress has given
us.

‘. But, finally, I.think the issue of elementary and secondary assist-
ance at parochial schools has been an‘incredibly difficult one from the
time of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act. It is the
most treacherous part of that legislation, as Chairman Perkins well
knows, and as you know, Senstor Williams, when we were trying to
negotiate that out, pluck that out, and 1 believe in the State of New
York, if 1 am correct, gyst last week the Federal district cgurt
declared unconstitutional a tax credit scheme thatgssigigprivateschools.
I think that is a long complicated subject that needs 81 of attention
and thought. It just popped up in this manner this y

It is apples asid oranges compared with the'subject we

.with today. .

I think the subject we. are dealing with today is one which we are
able to move swiftly, largely because of the work that you have done,

~ that Chairman Ford has done, over the years in working with all the

puances of the higher education programs, Congressman Brademas
and others.

I think we ought to deal with higher education problems because we
know what we are ‘doing, and I think we know gow to deal with it.

Senator WiLriams. Before we turn té Chairman Perkins, just one
clarification for my benefit. ,

b3
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which they are en- .
ate 1s that we are now.
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Senator Pell indicated that if the assessment, BEOG’s assessment
rate were changed to 14 percent, which again would.give us the grad-
uated grant between the incomes of $10,000 and $20,000, the cost of
that part of the program would be the same as the program submitted
by th;afSecretar , flat grant from $15,000 to $25,000, is that what you
stated| , . . .

‘ Senator PrrLe. That is correct. o
. Senator WiLLiams. To say that the cost would be the same, that
must Test og the data base that is the same, the numbers of applicants,
the numbers eligible. Now, I understood that the computer gave you
these numbers, and I think it should be understood that we are working

.. from a common base for the application of the two.
Secretary Cavrirano. That 1s right. It is very important we make
- sure we are working from a common base. We will run those numbers -
, and make sure your staff has them, ,

Senator PuLL. These figures came from the Library of Congress,
which used the Office of Education figures as their base.

Senator WiLLiams. Congressmsn Perkins.

Mr. Perxins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ‘

4 personally like your packsge. I have never yet seen a proposal of

‘this magnitude come before the Senate Subcommittee on Education
- and-the House Committee on Education and Labor where there was a
meeting of minds, and that has been the problem, of course. There is
nothing sacrosanct when we go to conference, and I have neyer seen

' a situation yet* wheré we have not been able to work something out

) with Senator Pell,* S ' ‘

a I personally like the approach that you have proposed here. Most |

of the money % in the area of the basic educational opportunity

- grants, where it should be targeted. The additionil money for wori

- study, the $150 million, is also very desirable.

s .~ I have always believed that when we let a student pay part of his

way through college by working 20 hours a week, that student is

- + obtaining much experience that will be useful to him throughout his

life. I mentioned that there may be some small changes'in the package.
I am certain we will be able to work them out in committee and con-
ference. But, by and large, I feel that you are to be complimented for:
‘ bringin%t}xjs package. I have just a Jew questions, and then I will call
. on Mr. Ford.® L ‘ , ‘
~ We have made great progress in simplifying the application forms .
which students and parents must fill out for basic grants. Nevertheless,
the forms are still lengthy and complicated. It would be my hope that
4 simplified form ¢can be made available to students who will qualify’
. . for the $250 BEOG grant. | '

Will this be the case? Are you planning to work out a procedure
which will be as simple as it possibly can for paying the guardnteed
minimum grants? g : '

- - Secretary (’aLtraNo. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Part of this program

%4, contemplates there will be a short form, 1 hope one page, for those

( who would be entitled to minimum graé{s. ¢, also hope to further
‘siml\g}if the existing BEOG forms and work is 6iigoing on that.

- Mr. Perkins. I have correspongdence in my office that demonstrates

the great need for this. Students have actually become discouraged

.~ and [ailed to make applications because of the tremendous paperwork

that has been involved in the runaround to get into some institutions.

1 . -
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Am I correct that with proposed changes in the insured loan pro-
Y - - gram students from families with adjusted family income of $40,000
*or less will be able to obtain loans and interest subsidy with minimum
e amount of paper_work on the part of the students and their parents?
They, too, will not be required to fill ous the complicated forms?
~ - This is the ares in the commercial loans where we are confronted -
1 with this situation. T : s S
' , Secretary CarLirano. Yes, Mr. Chairman. '
. Commissioner Boyer has already eliminate\about 2% million forms
, by changing and consolidating some of the forms. Our ultimate ob-
o _%ectifre, which T hope we can reach in a couple of years, is to have one
orm, and it will take care of everything. So you will not.plague stu-
dents and parents with filling these out. )
. We are going to simplify this loan form as well.

Mr. Perxins. We have talked about this so long in the past. I
think you are going to.be the' individual that is going to move in:
this direction and da this job. But a very, very important part of this .
proposal is the proposed liberalizatign of the insured student loan
program. ) ‘ -~ :

iddle income students will be able to obtain loans with relative
ease of $1,000 or more to meet currént bills. We have observed that

: the insured loan program is most effective m States where there are
\. State insured loan sgencies.

‘ The 1976 smendments encouraged the establishment of these
agencies. ‘ L
Mr. Secretary, could yau tell us what })mgr&s is being made along
these lines? Are an increasing number of States moving to establish
State agencies? - : ‘ .
.Secretary CaLirano. I think an inereasing number of students are
’ . moving to establish those agencies, and I think we could provide a
list of the States and agencies for the record if we may.
[The following material was subsequently supplied for the record.]
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State wState Private Private Date
Guarantee Guarantee Nonprofit  Nonprofit of
Agency. Agency | Agency Agency . Qperdt i
Algbama ). S
??ska X FLI8
riZona X )
Arkansas | X [ i A
Lxlifornia X i ) : il E]
tolorado . X " FY 73
nacticut X :
Delaware X N
strict of Columbia X :
Florida’ X FY 73~
Gegrqia X . .
. ?LN_QS X . FY 79
daho- X i : i FY 80
1 inois X : :
ndigna X N
owa . X . FY 78
Kansas - . X
Xentucky X ‘ FY 78
Toufsiana X
-Haine X -
g:ryhnd X
Hassachusetts X
K’c_?ﬁgsn‘ . X
Minnesota . . X o
Kississippl X FY 78
Wissourd X FY 79
Montana X . - FY 78
Nebraska X ~_FY 80
Nevada X
New Hampshire N X A
New Jersey X _ -
Rew Mexico X £Y 78
Few York X i
North Carolina X . i
Rorth Dakota . X FY 79
) X . i
kTahoma X
Opegon X
Pannsylvania X
Rhode Island X S
th Carolina X ¢ : [y
South Dakota ‘ X : _ B 7
~ Jennessee X o
Yexas X < FY
‘ 1
G 7
,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Existing Cons{dering Existing Considering .Ant!ci;
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- " ExYsting Considering Existing Considering Anticipate

- State State ‘ Privale Private "ats
. Guarantee  Guarantee Nonprofit  HNonprofit of ‘

\ Agency Agency Agency- Agency Operation

- tah X
Yermont X
Yirginia, A
Yashinnton Y o
Hest Yirninia o - X FY 79
Nisconsin RN

. Nyoming ‘ . ‘ X - FY 79
¥ American Samod N\ ; 5
*FTrust territories N\ -

- * Guan 1 ¢ -
Puerto Rico X . FY 70
Yirqin Islands X TY 79

e TOTAL 26 & 21 4
* ‘No program being considered at the present time,
1. Existing State guarantee agencies: . !

" Alaska ’ New York
Arkansas - . « North Carolina
Connelticut o Chio
Delaware - ‘ Oklahoma
Georgia Oregon
IN1inois o ' Pennsylvania
Indfana Rhode Island
Louisfana : © Tennessee
Haine ¢ Utah
Maryland . Yermont
Kichigan : Virginfa
Nevada Kisconsin ~

. Kew Jersey :

O

ERIC

N A .11 7ot Provided by ERic:

2. Existing Private Horprofit Agencies:

#+{igher Education Assistance Foundition
Massachusetts N
New Hampshire -

Unfted Student Aid Funds, Inc.

[

#** The Higher Education Assistance Foundation fs the guarantee agency for both

= Kansas and Minnesota.

—
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On August 30, 1977, ‘Ahbam‘s Supdérintendent of Educ"aéfcn'res'pandod to the
Commissioner of Education's lctter advising that a select committeq,”
chafred by Or. John Porter, Director, Alabama Commission on Righer E‘n‘uutian.
has been invelved with preparing legislation for a laan program. A bil}
" bas been introduced in the State legislature during its 1978 session. It
{s antjcipated that the program will be approved at that tigie and will be

operational toward the end of FY 1978. ¢
ARIZOMA ' | ' ' o )

The Arizona CoAmission for Postsecondary Edwcation (ACPE) has prepared a
report, “Financial Analysis of a Cuaranteed Stud‘gnt Loan Program,* which
concludes that the State of Arizona could initiate a student Toan progran
at no cost to the State. Or, I. Don Bell, Executive Director, ACPE, has
Andicated that they would Jike to ekplore other available options. They

. ‘ wil1 contact the D7fice of ‘Education (0F) to schedule a meeting to explore
' ~_the crestion of a program in greater depth. ‘It is anticipated that the

raz will be established during FY 1979,
: : '

CALTFORNIA

The California Student Aid Commission (CSAC} prgpared a final report to

. Governor Brows recotmending the establishment o uyaranteed Student Loan
" Program (GSLP) in California. The Governer has signed legislation to '
eestablish the GSLP in Californfa and has assigned the responsibility for
administration to CSAC. The legislation is currently under review by OF,
¥r. Arthur S, Marmaduke, Director, CSAC, has contactid the Office of
ducation tp discuss establishment of a GSLP. It s anticipated that the
progfam will be operational by Septesber 1978,

- ) . ¥

‘.

COLORADD

Tha Colorado Commission of Higher Education (CCHE) has appointed a committee
" to draft legislation for the establfshment of a State agency. .In response
to our letter encouraging the establ fsigent of a Gs%hé Office of -
Education recefved a Tetter from Governor Lamm fn whioWehe expressed his
- interest in the program.. Lindsay Baldner, CCHE, has indicated tWat the
Commission is currently seeking legisTative support as well as generating
Yender interest. [t 1s anticipated that the program will be established

by M1y 1979,

Qo
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KENTUCKY S - ‘ .

& The Kentucky Higher Education Assistance Authority (KHEAA) submitipd its
legislation to OC for review February 9. Upon approval of the legislation,
KW will exccute the neccessary agreements with the Commissioner to
become operational. KHEAA expects to be operational by October 1978,

. . RISSISSTPRRI
Ke. Jack Hoodward, Director, Financial Afd, ii11sap College, advised that
a study group consisting of State legislators kas. been appointed. They do
not expect to introduce legislation this year but are planning to do so in
the 1979 session. Legislation has been passed treating the Postsecondary & -
Financial Assistance Board which would be funded this session and begin
making direct student loans in July. .

\ -~

| MISSOURI X ‘ ’ '}

Yoc officials met with representatives from Govarnor Teasdale's office to
discuss the procedures fon the establishment of a student loan progran in

. Hissouri. Richard stiilwacon,'a representative from the Governor's office,
met with OF in January 1978 to obtain fur her information on the Education
Awandsents of 1976. He plans to present E program to the nextsession
of the Misspuri legislature and encourage them tc create a State guaran-

 tee agency. It is anticipated that the program will become operational.

© by January 1979.. , :

MONTANA

. . 3

' OE ufficials met with a representativefof the Office of the Commissioner of
Higher Education, William Lannan, to “d}scuss procedures for the establishment *°
of a student Yoan program in Mo Implementation of the program depends
upon legislation. Another meeting was held fn February 1978 in Great Falls,
Montaia, with the Study Commission, lenders, and scheols on the latest develop-
- ments and to advise them of requirements, Commissioner Pettit has recommended
to the Governor that his department be designated as the guarantee agency and
they are drafting an Executive Order to this effect.

‘!EBRASKA' g : ]

* O offigfals met with representatives from the Office of Congressman Cavenaugh
of Nebraska to discués the establishwent of a student loan program. William
Fuller, Executive Director, Nebraska Coordinating Commission for Post-
secondary Education, has been designated to explore the possibility ef ,
establishing a program. Mr, Fuller has been in coptact with our regiopal .

FRIC | B o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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L ' cfﬁce in Kansas City, Nissouri, to further discuss the establistment of a .
) student loan-program. Mo timetab'le for- establishmg an agency has been
dcter-ined.g : .
e . ! ¢ - . - .
NEW MEXICO : o ) : ‘ '

In Septesbder 1977, O officials met with representatives: s:f New Mexico.
. New Mexico legislation creating a GSLP 1s now in the State legistature.
Passage of this ngish:ian is expected durmg the 1978 session.

TH DAKOTA . < . ~° Y C o

members of the
was. held on
n program.
study will
ran. C

. ‘ ‘
A meeting between OF officials and the Bank of North Dakot
Sovernor's Office, and the Postsecondary Education Commissi
January 23, 1978, to discuss the establishmént of a student
" The North Dakota Megislature meets in 1879, In the meantime,
- ba conducted to determine the feasidbility of crecting a State p
* R

-
‘e . - e

SOUTH CAROLINA _ s
‘South Carolfna Student Loan thrporaﬂnn {scsLe) sybwitted 1ts“1egislation
ta Ot for review. Upon approval, SCSLC will execute the necessary agree-
. ments with the Comissiomr. SGSLC ex{ects to be operaﬁona! in ]
, Snptmr 1978 ' . BT

o SOUTH DAKOTA

South Daksxta 5 Sccretary of Education has advised that the Governar has
T - given his office information on'the 75 Amendments to review pertaining
Lo to the establishment of a student 1 ragram §n South Dakotae The
AR Secretary will make 3 recmndatfon ‘toghe Goverpor based on his
3 . findings. In addition, the Department of Education and Cultural Affairs
Ms revieved. information and procedures. for the establishment of a
. State’ lgency. A meeting ‘Wil be scheduled with the Office of Education
i the pear future, It is anticipated that the program will be operat
N tio&ﬂ i FT 1979.

“ .
3 -

' ’ ' govarnor 8risco has advised that Yexas 1s currently engaged in a comprehensive

evaluation of possibla State involvement in the program. A committee has

o ‘ " besn created to study the options for State participation. In December,
Nr. Mack Adams, Head, Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System
of Texas, met with sembers of the guaranteed student Yoan program staff
and discussed establishment of the program. It is anticipated that the
program will be established by Scptember 1979, ]

ol

¢
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- Doputy Coordinater, CPSE, and the major lenders in February 19/3. - Fhody, '
| KEST VIRGINIA

' Yhe Governor contacted the Office of Education advising‘that he has reevaluated

RYCHING
" Fred Black, Executive Director of the Hyoming Higher Educaticn Council has

Y

L 30 .
© WASHINGTON

A Yegislative fe§a1utidn ts been passed authorizing the Council for Post- i -
. secondary Educatidn (CPSE) to study thevpossibilities for.involvement in 2 ' =~

guaranteed studont lean program. A mecting was held with Carl Donovan,
plans call fon the creation of a private ponprofit corporation in July 918
which will begin pperatjpn i Jdanuary 1979, )

¢
-

his position on the establishment of a State Guaranteed Student Loan Program and
has designated John Thralls, member of the Board of Regents of ilest i
Yirginia, as the contact for OE to provide information on the establishment

of such a program. It is anticipated that a meeting will be held this

spring. - . ‘

s

advised that he anticipates that a bilT to create 3 State agency program
will be introduced during the 1978 legislative session. If passed, it
s anticipated that the program will beceme operational in FY 1979. -

~ .
-

v PUERTQ RITD '

puerto Rico has contacted the Office of Education to obtain a 1isting of
existing State agencies. They plan to contact these agencies for information
and an exchange of ideas on guaraniee agency-programs. in November, in
response to our letter to the governor, members of the Office of Education met
with representatives of Puerto Rico to discuss the finmancia) fncentives |
provided States under the 76 Amendments, Another meeting was held in February
1978 to discuss establishing a program in Puerto Rico and the cost to Puerto
Rico to create a ‘program, Puerto Rico will explore the possibilities of funis
for start up cost of an .agency and make its recosmendations to thg governor.

YIRGIN aNDS

Fario A. Watlington,.Chairman, Virgid Islands State Board of Efducation,
forwarded a copy of Virgin Island law to detersine whether or not it mects
the requirements for establishing a program. OF will review the regulations
and continue to work with Mr.-Watlington. They plan to schedule & meeting
§n the spring with OF officials to discuss the establishment of a

guaranieg agency.
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Exfsting Considering Existing tonsfdering Anticipate

State ‘Sfate - - Private Private Date
Guarartee Guarantee Nonprofit  Nonprofit of

. . Agenty - Agency  Agancy Agency Operation’

) \ = . . , .
Alabama T X , F_Y 78
Alaska X o X
Arizona ‘ X s P
Arkansds X - : B
Fhforma ) : "X - FY /L,
Colorade X . . FY ¥
Lonnecticut X Y -
Delaware . X S
Pistrict of Conmbié - ‘ ]
Forida MY " . X FY V3
: GeorgjL ‘ X : =
Hawaii - . X FY_74”
Tdaho o : X Fy a9
" Nlinois. X- o
] ndiana . X i ; o
. Towd ' - X FY_ /¢
kansas ' S X I
Kentucky . X : FY /6
douisiana - X ’ . ‘ <
. Maine L X [ .
— HaryYand : R -
Massachusetts . ' X ‘ N
Michigan _ ' X . : .
finnesota : X .

« -Hississippi .- 7 - : X ‘ ‘ FY /%
Bissquri - X Ry J9
Hontana X i FY 78,
Nebraska X . FY B0
Kevadaa : X :

Now Hampshire ‘ . ~ X .
New dersey - X - . * S
New flexico X ‘ FY 78
Hew York X . . '
~ North Carolina b1 e
Horth Dakota X . FY 79 _
Phie X N —
Oklahona X.
Orcgon} X
Pennsylvania X —_
Rhods. Tsand ™ X A
Sauth Carelina < X SYI8
. -‘Srouth Pakota - T X FY I _
cnnessec. ‘ X . - e
’ C Yexas — X LA A
A
o
) L
(8
2
® . S 5
O

ERIC .
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. . Existing Considering Existing Considering ~ Anticipa

State State Privaie Private .. nata
Gusrantee  Guarantee Monprofit  HNenprofit of -
) ) Agency - Agency Agency Agency Operatio
Utah ' X e
Yerront X .
Yirqinia R
ashinnton - T [ : X Y 7o
fest virmimia, X ‘ . Yy 78—
- Hisconsin b : N \
. Hyoming . . : X FY 797
R . '#.erica_n_s__amoa I - - ‘
A RN rust lerritorics
: ~ * Guan b . R N .
. Perto nieo o . . X - Fy 79—
Virqin Isiands . - X ‘ - Y 7a
T0YAL 26 21 , 4 2
: * No program being consfdered at the present time. o,
L o ~ 1. Existing State guarantee agencies: ..
N Alaska .‘ New York N
Arkapsas oo North Carolina,
Connecticuy . Qhio
‘ Dolavare o * Oklehoma ) . .
e Georgia ‘ o Oregon .
. I1Linois : Pennsylvania ’ ’ .
. Indizna . Rhode Island . N
toufsiana + Tenressee
Naine ttah
Maryland o - Yermont , ' '
Michigan. . . ; Yirginid:
o Nevada . " Nisconsin
- 7T New Jersoy 1

e 2. Efisting Private Forprofit Agencies:

#**yiohor Education Assistance Foundation
Kassachusetts
. ~ New Hampshire
. United Student Aid Funds, Inc.
#+ The Higher Fducation Assistafce Foundation 1s the guarantee agency for both
Kansas and Minnesota. '

o

< . ¢
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. has been involved with preparing Yegislation for a Yoan program.
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ALABALA

On August 30, 1977, Alabaua‘s Superintendent of Education responded to the
tommissioner of Cducation's Tetter advising that a select coumitiec,
chaired by 'Or. John Porter, Director, Alabama Cormission on Higher [ducation,
Abill

has been introduced in the State legislature.during its 1376 session. It

" {s anticipatedTthat the program will be approved at that time and will be

~ ARIZONA ’ N ' R

¢

-operational* toward the end of FY 1978,

COLORADD ' B

-~ {nterest in the program.

ah

'
. ‘

N
.h

The Arizona Cotmission for Postsecohdary Education (ACPE) has prepared a
report, "[inangial Analysis of a Guaranteed Studont Load Prqgram,” which
concludes that the State of Arizona could initiate a student loan program
¥, Mo cost to the State. Cr. I. Don Bell, Executive Director, ACPE, has
{ndicated that they would like to explorc other available options. They
will contact the OFfice of Education (Of5) to schedule a meeting to explore
the creation of 'a program in greater depth, It ¥s @nticipated that the
program will be established duyping FY 1979. . . YA

" CALIFORMIA

The California Student Aid Commission’ (CSAC) prepared a final report to

Program (GSLP) in Californi The CGovernor has signed legislation to .
recstablish the CSLP in CaTifornia and has assigned the respong}bi?ity for «

~Governor Brown rocomnendinjﬂ:pe establishuent of a Cuaranteed Student Loan -

administration to CSAC. .The Jegislatfon is cyrrently under review by OF.
“#r. Arthur S. tarmaduke, Director, CSAC, has contacted, thé Office of
‘Education to discuss establishyent of a GSLP.

It §s anticipated that the |
program will be operational by September 1978.

‘- v

The Colorado. ComnissYon of Higher Education (CCHEY has appointed a committee
to draft legislation for the<establishnent of a State agency. In response
to our letter cncouraging the establishment of a GSLP, the Office of
Fducatfon received a lettor from Governor Lamm in which he expressed his
Lindsay Baldner, CCHE, has indicated that the
Comnission is cerrent}ly seeking legislative support as welltas generating
tender interest. It is anticipated that the program will be ;stablished

by July 1079,
N B

et



KENTULLY : , p

The fentuchky Higher Educaticn Assistance Authority (IHEAA) subaitted its
legislation to OC for review February 9. Upon approval of the fegislation,
KHEAA wil) exccute the nocessary agrecaents with the Comnissioner to
' become operational. KHEAA cxpects to be operational by Qctolier 1978,
P .

HIsSIssiPPl . ‘ ! .

Hr. Jack Voodward, DMirector, Financial Aid, liil1sep College, advised that

. e study group consisting of State legislators has been appointed. They do
not expect to intriiuce Tegislation this year bul are planning to do so in
the 1979 scssion..4egislation has been passed creating the Postsegondary
Financial Assistance Joard which would be funded this session and begin
making direct student loans in July. ) .

S nIssount ‘ . .

0f officials met with’weprescntatjvas from Governor Teasdale's office to
discuss the procedures for the establishuent of a student loan program in
) Hissouri. Richard Stilliagon, a representative frort the Govermor's office,

. et with OF $n January 1973_to obtain furiher information on the Education
Anendments of 1975, e plans to present the program to the next session
of the lissouri legislature and enceurage them tc create a State guaran-
ter agency. . It is anticipated that the program will become operational )
by January'1979. ) : -

L] “ .

HONTANA L ‘ ' y

. ‘ 0F officials met with a representative of the Office of the Commissioner of

' Nigher Edugation, i11{wmn Lannan, to discuss procedures for the establishnent
of a studont loan program in Hontana. Implementation of the program depends
upon }ygislation. Another meeting was held in February 1978 in Great. Falls,
Montana, with the Study Commission, lenders, and scheols on the tatest duvelop-
ments and to advise them of requirements. Commissioner Pettit has recommended
to the Governor that his department be designated as the guarantee agency and
they are drafting an Executive Order to this effect. : » :

NEBRASKA

. OF officials met with representatives from the Office of Congressman Cavenaugh
of Nebragka to discuss the establishaent of a student Toan program. William
Fuller, Exccutive Director, Nebraska Coordinating Commission for Post-
sccondary fducakion, has bep designated to explore the possibility qf
establishing a program. Mr, Fuller has been in contact with our regional

.
.

-
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. Secretary will make & recommendation to the

3:) s -

office in Kansas City, [Hissourt, to further discuss thegestablishment of a
student loan program, o timetable for cstablishing an agency bas been
determined, : .

. —— ‘ L]

| HENHEXICO | ‘ | L
'In Stpicmber 1977, OC officials met with representatives of Néw Hexico.

Hew loxico Yegislation creating ar GSLP is now’in the State Jegislatire,
Passage of this legislation is expected durfng the 1978 ifssion. ,

i

NORTH DALOTA \ )

\

A meeting between OF officfals and the Bank of Morth Dakota,ymembers of the
Governor's Office, and the Postsecondary Education Commissiomwas held on
January 23, 1978, to discuss the cstablishment of a student loan progranm.
The torth Dakota legislature meets in 1979, In the meantime, a study will
be cdnducted to determing ‘the feasibility of creating a State program.’

.

SOUTH CAROLINA | i _
South Carolina Student Loan Corporation (SCSLC) submitted its 1e§islation
to OF for réview. Upon approval, SCSLC will exccute the necessary agree-
ments with the Commissioner. SCSLC expects to be operational in
Septenber '1978. S . .

"

SOUTH BAKOTA

. A}

Sauth Dakota's Secretary of Education has adyised that the Governor has

given his offfce fnformation on the 76 Amendments to review pertaining o,

to the establishment of. a student Joan progrgm in South Dakota, The .
overnor based on his = A

findings. In addition, the Departmgont of Education and Cultural Affairs

has reviewed informatjon and procedures for the establishment of a

State agency, A meeting will be scheduled with the 9ffice of Education ] .
fn the near future, It is antigipated that the program will' be opera-
tional in FY 1979. . -~ _ -
. g | : _
JEXAS : P . °

by

foverndr®eisco has advised that Texas is currently engaged in a comprehensive
evaluatfon of possible State javelvement in the program. A committee has

" been created to study the options for State participation. In December,

Mr. Mack Adams, ‘Head, Coordinating Board, Texds College and University System
of Texas, met with members of the guaranteed student loan program staff
and discussed establishuent of the program. It is antidipated 'that the
program will be established by September 1979,

.

— -
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o s HASNGGTOL g : - |
\ A legistative resolution has been passed authorizing the Council for Post-

secondary Education (CPSD) to study the pessibilities for involvement in a'
guarantieed s;ud:n; luan.proqram. A meeting was held with Carl Monovan, -
Doputy Coordinator, CP5L, and the major tenders in Febguary<1073. Their

PN plans call for the creation of a private.nonprofit corporaiion in July 1978
which-will begin‘operdtion in January 1979, '

" MEST VIRGINIA
The Governor contacted the Office of Education advising that he has_reoval&atod

his position on the cstablishment of a State Guaranteed Student Loam Program and
has designated John Thralls, member of the Doard of Regeats of {lest

virginia, as the contaci for OF te provide inforpation on the establishuont {
of such a pregram. It is anticipated that a meeting will be held this
”spffng.. ) .
- -5
WYOUING

1

* Fred Olack, E?Ecutive Director of the \lyoming Higher Education Couneil has -
adviscd that he anticipates that a bill to create a State agency proqgran

. _will be introduced during the 1978 Yegislative session.” If passed, it
‘ is anticipated that the program will become operational in PY1279,
7. Y
PUERTO RICO ,

puerto Rico has contacted fhe Office.of Edycatfon to obtain a listing of
existing State agepcies. They plan to contact these agencies for information®
and an exchange of ideas on guarantce agency programs. In tovember, in
response to our letter to the goyernor, members of the Office of Education mgt
with reprosentatives of Puerto mco to discuss the financial jincentives .
provided States urder the 76 Amendments. Another meeting was held W February
1978 to discuss establishimy a program in Puerto Rico and the cost to Puerto
Rico t6 create a program, Pucrto Rico will explore the possibilities of funis
for start up cost of an agency and make its recommEndations %o tho governor.

YIRGIN ISLARDS

arfo A. Watiington, Chairman, Virgin Islands State Board of Lducation,
forwirded a copy of Virgin Island law to determine whether or not it meets |
the requiresents for cstablishing a program. OF will review the regulations .
and:continue to work with tr. Hallington.  They plan to schedule a meeting .

$0 the spring with OF officials to discuss the establishment of a :
guavagﬁee agency. ‘

v
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Mr. Periins. Let me thank you yery much, Mr. Secretary.
"~ Mr. Ford.:" : P o BN
,‘ " Mr. Foro. Thank yoy, Mr. Chairman. T :
Mr. Secretary, T think all of us have been higotiating, and I would
; _ like to observe that when I started negotiating with.you, I was not
e -, Wearing the cast that is on my right arm. For those who obsérved us «
 before and after, I absolve you of direct responsi#ﬂit,y. [Laughter.}’
# Y The questions raised with respect to how the redline projects itself
out there are questions we have. all tried to deal with. Ti)ey really
>+ -require very little change. It really requires very substantial computer:
~*  Tuns tQ know what impact js going to be.'I think it is fair to observe =~ -
oo tha}? on our side, we hgree with Senator Pell we should, not just
q‘“‘*klg accept the ided~that this specific location of the redline on
‘your chart is exactly the place to get the most efficiency for the amount °
of-dollars. - .- - . : ,
v 1 am sure we can refine the initial ideas. ., . - (
* I am pleased to sed that so far everyone agfees that philosophically
your placement of the redline on the. chart fs going in the right direc-
‘ tion and trying to put the emphasis where it belongs. -

+ Secretary Carirano. T thinkI should note for the record that
. that redline, if there is anyone responsible for continuing to move
: that redline over the past ‘cotiple of weeks, it has been Chairman'’

.. Ford, . _ ' : ‘

.. Mr ¥orp. Thank you very much. I wish‘-r\/vq c'(?'rcf,go to the point

- / that the Senator wished.to come, and that is even Batter. _ x
We have g study that was requested by my committee last spring

gg;the( Congressional Budget Office. It is & study produced without

¢( 

lawing conclusions or ‘making political recommendations because
that is not the function. Instead, it compares slternative methods of . = .
delivering higher education assistance to middle-incomte students. It =~ =
was released just this January. .~ ;, S
One of the things you notice very quickly when you look at the .
chart chthiS study. with five alternative methods of reaching middle- >
ingome;

hildren with college funds is that a tax credit tends ta hit
. the target, if the target is 513 $10,000 to $25,000 income family, with
less than half ‘of the new money that you put into ®. It demonstrates,
it takes more money to hit tge same number of children*with tax
credits but, if fact, the $10,000 to $25,000 group gets less ‘than half
_ -of the money, and most 6f the mongy that misses: that target takes.
» off andl swoops upward into high incagne brackets. o . '-
"' On’'the other hand, the Office of Management and Budget sort of -
\anti¢ipated our program and took the $80()'miﬂlion figure for improve- «
.nent in the Pell. grants. Without going to the refinement of where - °
théwredline on your shart is, it came tosthe conclusion that the. most
~efficieng way possible to put most of, the money out in motion so that
~ 1t hit the students fram the $10,000 to $25,000 groupwasfo expandon .
'f\hi\vPell grants.'8o they used-the figure $80%million. ...~ -
- \We are now talking.about $1 billion, Ywhich is more generous, of
e coursgEves Wi 0:million, they.Showed they'would hit far more
. ' se students with the 1€ .thi}fl $1.7 billion spent in tax credits .

ild hit, : . S
They picked the $800 million figure tryteg to get close to what pro-
dutes, the same number of students, so it tikes more than twice as
much money with tax-credits to hit the same mwgber of students in
the $10,000 to $25,000 bracket.
' ot f ‘ ) ) .
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They indicated that spending $800 million, which is less than what
you are.proposing, would pick up a situation where 72 percent of the
money goes to students from $10,000 to $25,000. Obwviously, if only
72 percent of the money hits that target, the rest of the money went
somewhere.” Your chart and this study indicate that by using Pell
grants as methodology for the principal expenditure of money, the

result is efficiency in turgeting, efficiency when measured sgminst zero

to 100 percent of the money going ta middle class, and results in im-
provement for the students already qualifying for the programs.
On your chart you show that very 3

ou improve the status and ability, freedom of choice, if you willy for
ow-income students, at the same time that you bring new students in.
. Now, unlike tax credits, therefore, I think thut leaves you in.a
gositi of being able to say that you are proposing, and this was

rought to my sattention by people who are suggesting that the real
concern is how much of the taxpayers’ money we are going to sped,
that you are proposing to spend taxpayers’ money in a way that will
increase thg number of people who &
without diminishing the present opportunities of anybody who already
quahfies.

"I would ask you if you do not agree that that should be, whatever
amount of tinkering we do, a guiding principle on how we finally
come out on this legislation? Is it the administration’s position that
the protection of the existing programs and existing people who
qualify for those programs is essential to the end product%

Secretary CaLiFaNo. Yes, Mr. Chairman, it is. We agree totally
with that principle. We should not help the middle class at the expense

" of the poer. We should not take from the poor-to yive to the middle

-

class. That is a distinet principle of the program. :

I might note that along the lines you mentioned as well, take the
so-called Roth proposal, that tax credit proposal would. provide a
quarter billion dollars to families making more than the 90th percentile
of income in this country, to the top 10 percent of the families in this
country. - - : . _

I you tuke higher education portion of the Packwood-Moynihan

. proposal, that provides more than half a billion dollars to the top 10

percent pf families in ferms of income in this country.
Mr. Brapemas. Will the gentleman yield? ‘
Mr. Forp. Yes. '

_ Mr. BrapeMas. If the gentlemun would allow me to make one,

observation, because I must go to snother meeting, and ask my
single question, Mr. Secretary, I strongly agree with what Mr.. Ford

‘has just said in delineating some of the distinetions between tax credit

yroposals and the bill under consideration, and was glad to see Senator
ell call for some degree of flexibility in respeet to. the Pell grant

‘formula.

But I think there is another consideration beyond the one Mr.
Ford has noted, and that helps explain some of the attractiveness

of the tuition credit proposal. People can be for the tuition eredit

proposal and then make the case, quite speciously to my judgment,
that they are being fiscally responsible, simply because they are nat
voting for a )pmp§;t,ions. -

ow Members of the House who would not be caught voting for
illion for student assistance, but who would enthusiastically vote

42

ramatically. At 2zdro income -

wave access to higher education’
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for tuition credit proposgls, that would represent twice the drain on
the Federal Treasury, und then represent themselves as being stew-
ards of the public’s tax dollars. .

I am not very impressed by that argument.

My question is this: Representing as T do a congressional district
that hus a wide variety of kinds of colleges und hniversities, publie
and private—Notre Dame University, Bethel College, Indiana’
Univgesity and Purdue University - I would wonder if you could
give F:'& commen{ on how you see thé impact of the bill under con-
siderition in strengthening and in maintaining the pluralistie base of
American higher education? ' ' ,

Secretary (‘aparano. I think the figure that might make the point
most significantly, Congressman Brademas, is that prior to the $1.46
billion add-on, the private education portiomsan higher education area
was well below 27 percenut, which I mentioned, which is what they are.

Indeed, add-on in the context of nonpublic education, higher educa-
tion, 1s close to 36 percent of that $1.46 billion, which leaves us in
fiscal 1979 with hig’her education splitting exactly in proportion to
the way the students go to school: 27 percent private sector and 73

ercent in the public higher education. 1

* So I think that we are giving to those schools ample—those schools

Q

"

©sities, and

that keep this society pluralistic and keep our education pluralistic
and- give us the best of all worlds—ample resources.

Second, one of the reasons we put so much emphasis on BEQG’s,
 the Pell Grant program, is because that program is o very helpful
program to that community. ,

My wife’s school, which is a small. Catholic women's college in
New York, could: not survive without the Pell Grant program. I’
thinkK that is one of the reasons why we.chose this program.

Mr. Brapeyas. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Thank you very miich, Mr. Ford.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

Mr. Secretary, on-the House side our committee has in the last two

Congresses been given by House rule the oversight authority over all |
educational functions in the Federal Government without regard to
the Federal agency desling with them.
—L'his past year,in the exercise of that oversight responsibility, we
held extensive hearings on massive unrest across the country in the
education community caused by regulations perceived to be arbitrary
coming from the Veterans’ Administration. « .

One of the arguments was that the Veterans’ Administration de-

cided to ignore entirely the local autonomy of the colleges and univer-
Tset, up for themselves a stereotype of what a student should

bé. PR . .

In doing that, thoy decided what a full-time student should be, and

then they just arbitratily said either the students on your eampus

meet our definition of full-tinie students or we cut off the money.

In some instances they cut off money and said we just discovered
yon did not meet the definition, and we forgot to tell you about it.

In any event there are some three dozen lawsuits in Process acrogy
the country because of difficulty in interpreting regulations, coming
frotm an agency that does a fautastic job of passing out & tremendous
amount of money, but. does not have u deeply based philosophical
attachment to education as one of their principal operations.

§3
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. They. just gass out education funds. In the event that we had tax .
its, would there be much likelihood that IRS and the Treasury
. De ent. wauld let vour Office of Education set the standards by
which the universities determine whether they had full-time students’
or whether students were quslz}}ing? '
" Would not we be likely to expect that IRS would want to make its
own regulations about what a full-time student was o qualify for the
tax credit and what the full-time attendance was for a tax credit and
- decide how many classes & student could miss or be late for before they
lost the tax credit? ‘ oo : o

Are we not looking down the road, Mr. Secgetary, toward somebody

other than your agency making that kind of decision? ’ ‘ .

- Secretary Carirano. I think, Mr. Chairman, regardless of who is

. Secretary of HEW or who is head of the Commission on Internal
Revenue, the nature of bureaueracy being what it is, yqu have en-
tirely sepsarate sets of regulations 'gom IRS, with entir&y different
focus because their function through all of this is-to collect revenues,
and inevitably not-the heritage which the Education Department
has in sensitivity toward schools and the diﬁ'er% flexibility needed.

I think that would be inevitable. .

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have one final point that I would like to explore with the Secretary. .

You mentioned in your testimony, Mr. Secretary, that one of the
improvements over the present condition of Federal aid to,college
students that was highlighted in this room, proposed by you and t,ﬁe .
President, is the treatment of the independent student. :

Woe are aware that we have now a changing college population in
this country, snd it comes as a surprise to people when they discover
that less than half of the people attending colleges and universities
in this country today sre within the traditional college age of 18 to 22.

That is changing every day, more rapidly in the direction of fewer
and fewer or 8 smaller percentage of traditional age students making
up the school population.

We have been concerned for some time about the independent
students. Under the present circumstances, lot us assume an inde-
‘pendent student, somebody trying to work his way through school,
somebody no longer in the nest, so to speak, with the family to pro-
vide housing and gll the rest of the things, 18 industrious enough to
try to go to school full-time and work. If that student makes is much
as $4,200 8 year, which is clearly below the poverty level, what happens
to him under our present system?

Secretary CaviFano. They basically get nothing.

Mr. Forp. They do not qualify for anything? .

» . Secrotary Carirano. They do not qua?;fy for basic grants.

Mr. Forp. They walk into the bureau's office and they would be
told that, so they go back and tell the rest of their neighbors because
you are & rich $4,200 8 year, self-employed person working full-time
?nd trying to get through school, the Government will not do anything
or you. - -

Secretary Cavivano. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

: S Mr. Forp. What happens to him under your proposal? :
nh _Secretary Carirano. Under the proposal in the legislation that
L ou and othergintroduced yesterday, that person would be eligible
or BEOG grht, would be rated on BEOG grant scale, according to
their resources. " )
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Dk : .
- Mr. Forp. There is another type that many people have brought
to our attention, v : S .

Let’s say a widow or divorcee who nevertheless has responsibility
to support herself and two children, is receiving about $3,600 in sup-
pert payments from the former husbsand for the children, and she is
able to work part-time, still take care of the children, and make about
$3,000. She is making about up to $6,600 total, in support payments
and her own outside income. They live in & -small house in which she
has $6,000 equity. S ' '

Is she eligible under present law for any help from BEOG's if*she
wants to go back to school to improve Iter job skills?

Secretary CarLiFano. She woulg
the BEOG program. : o

Mr. Fonn.ﬂeﬁmt would you do for her in-your program?

Secretary CaLirano. In those particular circumstances that woman
under the'pro;l)ose'd legislation, the President’s program, would be
igible for a. full BEQ grant. ' .

r. Forp. Finally, & prototype that I am sure will not surprise

“anybody has been very dear toMny heart: Our typical auto worker,

- a family of five, with one in- college, and the wife stays home. to

care of the other children. |
The auto workér works. He does not in recent years make the £ull

“ year’s salary, but in any event, they have got $17,000 income, and

they are supporting three children out of*that $17,000 income. They
only have one in school. ' , , _
- It i my understanding -that presghtly the one in school is told

~when he gets to the college door our dad makes too much money

s;r;li y?our mother besides and we cannot do anything for you. Is that
nght i ' ‘ .
Secretary Cavipano. That is right as far as BEOG’s program is
concerned, the Pell program. i , NN
Mr. Forp. Now, with $17,000 income, what happens to that one

student in school from that auto worker’s family under your program?

Secretary Cavrirano. He would be eligible for that program.

Mr. Faro: Get both the $250 BEOG grant plus a guaranteed student
loan, with a subsidized interest? : .

Secretarw.q,LxFANo. Yes: he could, . '

- Actually] we estimate because of other changes in that legislation,

and this is & quick rough number, we would like a chance to double-

check it, that family would be eligible for about $280 in BEOG _

you very much. . .
Senator Eagleton. '
I have one question I ask the Secretary to

money.
. .ij. Fogso. Th
Senator’ WiLtLiam

r EacLETO

answot in brief and &k him to elaborate on it further in writing, per-
ha&? om his legal dppartment. a
hen proposals gbme before Congress, which would call for the

spending of publ
ondary educgtion, such proposals have to be considered in the context
of the establishment clause of the First Amendmntent. ‘
Hygobheticsl}y, if Congress/ were to brosden the BEOG program
and the administration’s proposal, so as to include private,elementar
and secondary eéducation, or if Congress were to enact the Packwood-
Moynihan bill, which includes private elementary and secondary
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education, what would be the view of HEW as to the constitutionality®
of such legislation?

rpose test and the so-called entanglement test as set forth
by the Supreme Court of the United States in the Nyquist case and

. Specifically, I bring' to the Secretary’s sttention the so-called
seculsY pu

tutional law. , , "

Secretary CALIFANO. Senator, I am not a practicin lawyer any-
more, but as I said, I have asked the Attorney General for his opinion |
as to the constitutionality of the elementary and secondery portion
of the Moynihan-Psackwood bill. o : ’

As T understand the Nyquist case, it Struck down the State statute
that reimbursed low income parents for 50 percent of the private
tuition and gave middle income parents of private school chi{eren 8
form of income tax relief, that was deduction and credit, elementary
and secondary level. . T & o

I think obviously there are serious constitutional problems with
doing that. Also, there are other cases as you are aware, since you
follow this are closely, relating to the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act that is now on the books, and there has been a lot of
litigation over the past 10 years that makes it “very difficult to draft
legislation in this area.

3 would underline again the quote that the Monsignor used that the
President used in carefully choosing his words, that he was committed

other cases in the se@f. church and State which are of consti-

~ to find constitutionally accepted methods of providing aid.

In m%r)rjud ent, this was & very candid and straight statement
for the President to make. We have had .in-the past statements made
by individuals running for the Presidency that they would simply
flat out provide aid, which I think is terribly misleading. :

The easiest thing for President Carter to have done during the =
campaign would be to imply he had some super solution to weave his
way through all these SuFreme (Jourt decisions and dump a bale of
money on paroghial school systems for this country.

He has enogh guts and vandor to every time he dealt with that

‘subject to indicate as he did in the statement which was quoted, that
“he was bound by the constitutional elements, and he has indicated

these were difficult questions. ,
" Seriator EAGLETON. L think the record should show that former
President Nixon did make the kind of statement which you referred

‘to, in the presence of Cardinal Cook in New York in one of his Presi-

dential campaigns—the satchel of money approsch, not qualifying 1t
by any constitutional constraints. ‘

I hope you will convey to the Attorney General the timeliness of
his opinion becauge I think when this bill or any one related to it
coimes to the floor of either body, constitutional guestions are going
to be raised. It will not do us much good to have the Attorney Gen-
eral’s opinion next year if it is to have an impact on this or related
educational programs. The opinion should be made of public knowl-
edge prior to the debate. . «

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. -~

Sacretary (CaLirano. I.will convey that, Senator.

Mr. Perkins. Mr.:Buchanan. >

Mr. BucuaNaN. Mr. Chairman, obviously, as a cosponsor, I fully
support this legislation and prefer this approach to the tax credit
approach.” s
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1 do have some concerns, however, based primarily on the fact
that our problem here has long been not with these two committees,
which have desired to be more generous in our approach to-education
and wanted to give’ more assistance to middle-income families. Qur

roblems here have been with OMB, the White House, the Budget
%omm‘ittees and the Appropriations Committees.

Now, 1 am delig‘htec{ we do not have the problem witk the White
House or executive branch, as this is your initiative. I am concerned
about elementary and secondary vocational education, those areas

‘where still a majority of young Americans are. Only a minority of .

“students get into postsecondary education. I think this would {prov'rde

incentive: for greater numbers to do so, but [ am concernec about
the limitations’of the total appropriation of funds for education. *

It is going to take a very substantial commitment b you and the
administration, in your, dealings with Budget and Appropriations
Committees, to make sure that not only is tifere adequate money for
postsecondary education for student programs, but also for elemen-
taxiy and secondary education. . '

.1 trust we can look toward that very strong commitment.

Secretaryy"aLIFANO. Yes, Mr. Buchanan. )

There are major increases in elementary and secondary areas in

~ the President’s budget. Increases of about a billion dollars for title 1,

for new concentration provisions, $664 million, almost $300 million for

- special education for the handicapped. We have increases of $15

million, bilingual education, sharp increases in per student amounts

we are paying for Indian education. «

I think across the board this is the most wallo ving education budget
that a President has presented since Lyndon esohnson proposed the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. ‘

I think we are committed strongly in that area and sensitive to
what you are talking about. . S ‘ '

Mr. Bucnanan. Second, I followed your copncern that we not -
neglect to cover low-income families presently recelving assistance
under existing law. If we had less than full funding, it seerns to me
we must make certain that in this new logisi®ion these families are
covered. For example, as I understand i Bi's
with incomes of below $13,000 are from' fafi® &
to qualify for the full $1,800 bastc grant uftlprie M law. .

Now, I am not sure that the proposal would: JehLn fully funded,
protect them to the extent that they would roccive at least a com-
parable amount. ‘ :

Secretary Cavirano. We would propose that as soon as authorizing
legislation is passed by the Congress, to immediately go to the Ap-
propriations éommittees and we are already in the process of briefing
on this legislation to ask the appropriations to fund this legislation.

So we would propose to go to that full funding, $1.46 billion, here
immediately upon passage of the legislation.

Mr. BucHaNan., IWould you have objection if we sought to find the
means to protect, in the event of less than full fupding in the basic
legislation, low-income: families sgainst falling* below what they

‘recelye under current law?

Secretary Carirano. I would like to look at the specific proposal,
but I do not think there would be any disagreement in principle on

‘that. I would underline the fact that the President’s central objective

here is to provide some assistance to middle-class America, and the
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‘ ﬁenses they are incurring with respect to college education, and to
. achieve

that without hurting and not at the expense of low-income
individuals snd families. o :

Mr. Bucsanan. One other question grows out of the same concern
about the ible limitation of total funds.

I, like the chairman of the full committes, have put emphasis on
the work study programs, and I think that 1s the right direction in*

which to move. . : _
If we do get a limitation on funding, you indicate in your statement
further recommendations on such programs as supplemental grants br
State student incentive grants. ' . :
In the State student incentive grant program, for every dollar
:;? put up the State has to put up & dollar, thus creating a multiplier
ect. BT ‘
Would you comment on the possibility of some additional State
student incentivedérant money in this bil{? o ,
Secretary CariFano. The reason we did not put any additional

'money in there is because the States are far beyond what we are

gultiting in now. So our dollars do mot draw any additional State
ollars. _ ' . )
We will next year when there is more time be here in the Congress

"when laws are up for resuthorization with proposals for changes in

them which we think will make them better and for your considers-
tion at that time. ' : X
Mr. BucHaNAN. I have s very strong feeling that our human

. resources are our most precious resources. It seems to me that the

legislation introduced tedsy is a step toward allowing American
cifizens to have a chance at growth and significant self-fulfillment.

1 want to express my appreciation to what 1 consider a very major”

initistive.

I hope we can get this bill through Congress with the Budget and

Appropriations‘Committces’ support for full funding.
Secretary CaLiFano. Thank you very much.

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Biaggl.

Mr. Biaacar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for responding to the concerns and the

.

- gtatement of Monsignor Pryor.

You raised the question of constitutionally feasible assistance to
parochial schools. :

To your knowledge, is there an ongoing effort in funding a program? -

Secretary CaLiFano. Yes, Mr. Bi

e,
I have had my lawyers from I'II*?\%F looking at this program for s
. couple of months—several months 1 guess, now—in the General

Counsel’s office:* , .
Second, I, myself, have been loeking at this problem to see whether

there are ways in which we can improve and increase the assistance

we are providing elementary and secondary school level.

. It isnot an easy task because existing statutes that are on the books

are already under sttack in the courts in the Elementary and Second-

‘ary Fducation Act.

en we come up here with proposals in the elementary and second-
ary aresa, that part of that ares, }) hope we are coming up here with
something we think will withstand what is certain scrutiny by the
Supreme Court,

i
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We are sensitive to that problem and the President reflected that
sensitivity during the campaign. '

I have meetings with individuals who sare interested in this problem,

a8 has Commissioner Boyer, meetings he has had with private schools.
We will do our best. .

Mr. Biager. Then my understanding is the only area in which
-parochial 8chools obtain assistance is for the Elementary ard Second-
School Act to the extent of equipment and books? .

r. Cavtrano. Yes; in that area.. ‘ ‘ :
But I would also note, as you well know, that when somebody goes

to church on Sunday and they put money or $10 a'week or whatever

in the collection basket, that that is tax deductible, and & lot of that .

money is used by Catholic churches in individual parishes to help
su?port the parochisl school. ‘ | )
think that is another level of assistance which is provided there.

Mr. Bragel I think you and I agree that the Cathiolic schools
find themselves in financial difficulty.
< Secretary CaLirano. Tremendous.

And we should try and find ways to provide assistance to them.
The Chicago parochisl system, I have been told, is takeén out as a
separate system, and it would be the fifth largest parochial system
in the country. N

I think the worst thing we could do would be to say we have some
way of doing that—just holds no hope at all, in the face of our Con-
stitution. I think that would .b!? the eruelest hoax that one could
perpetrate. : ,

Mr. Brager. I could not agree with you more.

Mr. Forp. Will the gentléman from New York yield?

Mr. Bracor Yes. _— ' :

Mr. Forp. I would just like to observe that since just about the
time we were moving the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
on this'committee, we have considered a wide variety of suggestions
.. on how to effectively increase support for non-public-school students
\B\’ in schools that are ¢ urch~relate(§), not just Cathalic schools, but other

church-related schools, or religiously oriented schools. I recall a con-
versation a few years ago with one of the experts of U.S. Catholic
Conference who had been viewing with us some of the proposals to
be made when we reenacted the Elementary and Secondary Education

- Act. The statement was made, something to this effect: .

—
-

I bope you will proteet ‘us from those who would purport to be our best freinds

who want to get us into the Supreme Court and out of the legislation.

If you try to be overly helpful wigh types akd kinds of invisible lines that we
have to deal with in trying to meet those court decisions, you may very well
help—it may look like you are a great savior of the parochial school movement
in this country. But you may well be constructing something for getting them
completely out of business. '

I would like to observe further that an interesting departure, the
so called' Packwood-Moynihan proposal, would give us from the whole
approsch: to Federal involvement in education, that for the first.time
we would be commingling & major issue at the elementary, secondary,
and higher education level. _ ‘

Anyone who has taken 15 minutes to read Supreme Court decisions
with regand to the first amendment recognizes that the Court has very
studiouslyl made a clear distinction between the way they have dealt”
with higher education and with compulsory elementary and secondary

e
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education. This is in conjunction with a national policy that says

~ that the children will go to school to some certain sge—State by

State it varies—as contrasted with the totally optional opportunity
tolgo to college. E : N o -
. Ireally do not think that it is being too dramatic to suggest that it
would not be in the, best interest of those who might think they
would be best served by a tax credit to find higher education before.
the Court with elementary and secondary on the church-State question.
~ It certainly would not work to benefit of the higher education -

- .community, In my opipion.

I would commend t¥ the gentlemen from New York & very learned
article on this subject whic¢h I wrote after the Lemon decision, gnd I
assume it has been read by no one except the members of my family.

Mr. Biager. I would like to stay on that point for a little bit.

"1 am familiar with problems and pitfa

11 . ,

What is to preclude them {rom geté’lg an‘increase in the present.
assistance they get from the Government? . . ’

Secretary Cavirano. I suppose it is possible to incregse equipment,
books, what have you, and tﬁe assistance they are getting.

I do not think tgera is anything to preclude it in that sense, but I
would like to look at in the context of the budget and we will ob- -
viously bé dealing with these issues and testifying before your com-
mittee, I think within this month, if I might, Mf. Chairman, on
Elementary and Secondary Edugation Act reauthorization. -

"Mr. Biacor One final question, Mr, Secretary: With this legisla-
tion, dbviouslg an increase in student.loans, the rate of default and

ave been of great concern to yourself as well as Mem-
bers of the Congress. L
. 1 wonder if you would respond to that concern for the record.

‘Secretary CaLirano. With respect the the guaranteed student loan
program, which is the program  that we, were recommending be
increased, I would like to just make a couple of general comments.

There is a student defsult rate now running at about 11 percent. -

That also means that participating lenders are collecting 89 percent of
those 1oans. That program has been in ekistence for 12 years. '
_ Until- this year, 1977, we have had a very limited and sporadic
billing process. Now, there aré not many people in this country that
pay bills that they do mot receive. At least, I do not know many
people that do that. ' co
Second, we have discovered that the recordkeeping is unbeligveably

- inadequate. Students’ cuirent addresses were not maintained on a con- .

tinuing basis. - o
"~ We have had enormous difficulty in getting them. o
Third, there was a failure to scrutinize the participating institutions .

" to assure that they had sufficient administrative and management

capabilities to operate their program. C '
ast, there was not an adequate program to refer cases to U.S. attor-
neys for litigation. Up until 4 months ago in the whole history of this
rogram, approximately 600 cases had been referred to U.S. attorneys
or litigation. . k e -
During my tenure at HEW, over 1,500 cases have been referred for
litigation, 1,275 of them in the last 4 months.
! Freally have to give a lot of credit here to Leo Kornfeld, who Dr.
Boyer and I brought in to absolutely put this program back on track.
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There is by our estimate in that program about 340,000 to 350,000
loan defaults which are backlogged at the Bureau, and it will probably
rise to over 400,000 as we get our new systems in place.

The money involved is $500 million by our estimate. Now we have
begun. One, we are putting in a computer system so that people. will
automadically be bilﬁed, sutematically get the kind of dunning letter
that they ought to receive under these circumstances. :

We have billed the 4-year-old defsult accounts and 3-year-old

*

default accounts, but addresses are so bad on them that out of 67,000 .

borrowers to whom we sent notices, only 37,000 received the letters
through the mail. . ¢

The other 30,000 had erroneous add;'esﬂd We Are now in a com-
f)licnted system of tryingto locate them. We will, by the end of March,
1ave sent out letters to all in default, 2-year defaults or 1-year defaults,

We, I hope, are moving on that part of the problem. |

Second, we are putting a system in place which will keep us as cur-
rent as you can be in a mobileé society with the addresses of defaulters.

- I might note that T mentioned 1,275 cases we have referr€d in the last
*4 months, just simply doing something like that. 950 of all the cases
submitted Ln\re been settleg, or we have reached a judgment on them.

This is a difticult problem in this and other areas, We intend to move
with a whole host 0§ administrative and other changes that Mr. Korn-
feld has put in place, but the condition of'that Bureau administratively
in the context of taking care of the taxpayers’ funds left an enormous
amount to be desired. ' T '

Many aress of the administration or management of these p¥grams
were neglected over the past 8 or 10 years. %ﬂ}e began to get af this as
far as HEW is concerned when we started an operation we call Opera-
tion Crosscheck. B :

We began, as we always do, with our own employees in this ares.
We ran the HEW payroll against student defaulters in the guaranteed
student loan program. We found 317 ,employees who were on the.

HEW payroll, or had been on it within the past year, who were in

default. We have settled 208 of those cyses now, most of them with
payments. _ , : o

e are in' pegotiation with 48 others. We are still trying to find,
locate with accurate addresses, 61 past HHEW addresses. V{’e just com-
pleted - this week a crosscheck of the entire Kederal payroll against
rovernment student loan defaulters, and have identified 6,738
i‘ederal employees who are in default on student loans. We estimate
that the amount of these defaults is about $7.5 million. o

Mr. Kornfeld is a_ brilliant and excellent administrator, as is .

Dr. Boyer, but neither they nor I did anything that required any spec-
' tacular element of genius, ,

We simply went into a situation which was in a state of absolute
chaos, total disregard for expenditure of taxpayers’ money, and then
began to put some administrative management controls on it.

- You have been aware of it, concerned about it, Chairman Ford

- and’ Perkins have been concerned, and we made a recommiendation
to increase this program with the knowledge that we will have in
place an administrative system that deals with this problem, that
rotects taxpayers’ money. : ‘ ,

We are putting in bill)i(ng systems which never existed—we have -
billing systems in four regions in this area. We will have the other six

A “ ‘
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regions operational by August, Just imagine a situation in which there
- was virtually no billiig system in any t;'-?EW region to bill "ddividua.ls
for these loans. ‘ : , : )
We will be Sre&smg hard on the institutions themselves to develop
an institutional capacity to do their part. . !
I would not have recommended ‘an ingrease in this program had we
 not spent the last year or so getting into this and puttinimgether an
. administrative apparatus that will.take care of this problem
We are doing the same thing in other areas, and when wa have it
rﬂ.\ together, we will announce the administrative changes and make

E r. Biagal. I want to commend you.
. . That is all I haye. ‘ :
_— Senator PerL. 1 would like to add my own personal thanks and
titude to Senator Javits for all the egucation legislation we have
introduced these past years. We have worked on very closely together.
Senagor Javits. ’ ? '
Seriator Javrrs. Thank you very much, Senator Pell. _
You deserve great credit for the wonderful leadership in this matter,
including the initiation of this very line, which the administration is
now pursuing. . ,

‘ Mr. Secretary, I have been at four other hearings this morning. 1

- am sorry 1 hsve not been here to hear all of your testimony, but 1

: have been, I think, quite adequately briefed.

" 1 have the following question X would like to ask you. .
" 1f this guaranteed student loan program presented such defaults,
and it does, and I certainly am as gratified as Congressman Biaggi

- and the others here with the vigor with which you are going after this,

and we have urged it, and at least it is being d)zme‘, why do we seek to
the same route for families that make twice ss muc income as we
ve here? . 2
For example, upping the income ceiling to MS,O&'& year. That
excludes very few fgmﬂies in the United States for interest subsidy.
My question which I ask you is thist Are we not leaving so few that
you might just as well take off any cap? Why have the bureaucracy
that is going to pass on whether it is 45 or 46, and simply make that
avsilabﬁso.to any student who is attending a college or university and
is continuing to merit such attendance? P

"CaviraNo. Senator, there are two parts to _question.

¢t to the first part, let me simply note that I would not

mended an increase in this program had I not felt that we
inistrative problems in control on a current basis, and in
the problamy/that were there. ' -

I am confident as { that is concerned.

T would note and undef}ine the fact that while these large sums of

_defaults, numbers of defahlts, are inexcusable, 87% percent of those
program loans are collected and are in the process of collection.

& Second, with. respect to your other . nnt, I suppose there are an
number of ways, at any number of leveis, at which you could cut o
where you make subsidizad interest loans svailable to any individuals.

We took $40,000 s sbout-what we thought to be a fair level of
cutting it off. . :

That is an sdjusted family income figure. I would hoFe that we
could simplify this whole loan application process as indicated

' ¥
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 earlier durin hearings, so thh*wa‘will not negd a BiE bureaucracy

to make this kind of check. -

Colleges, for example, now just gsk that & copy, on.a selective . * . |

exatnple basis, a copy of the income tax return be made available to .
check and what have you. g - S : s
There are much simpler ways of doing this than’ we are now doing

“it. I do not pretend there is any magic in $40,000. It is our best.
~ judgment. ‘ '

: . !
Senator Javits. I think that really was not quite the answewn to.
m§ question. ' - : . -
said, why should any limit, if it is going to be $45,000, that includes
gr&ctxeally ev‘el}'bod , eliminate ' the limit and you eliminate
ureaucracy, and make the test whether a person is* or is not satis-

~factorily attending an elif;ible college course? ' .

Secretary CavLirano. 1 guess my answer would be that I' thipk
we still—while it may be a relatively small proportion of people, I _
think we still- have a sense that there shouls he some relationship F
to rieed in that loan. ‘ : , .

When you get to‘peogle making $100,000 or $150,000, and &ll the
at%ument.s with which I am sure you are familiar, should Rocke-
feller's children get this, or what have you, decided to cut it off there.

There was no special magic in those numbers. =~ S

- Senator Javits. That 1s your rationale. =, R /J\ '

Senator PyxrL. Excuse me, Senator Javits. - _ -
Your idea seems to me to have, tremendous merit. Think of all.the ',

. paperwork .being done; in connection with the means test that

taking this new direction?

would be eliminated if your thought was taken. - . o
Senator Javits. Right. Take any cap off of it, and the cap is
really ridiculous in terms that it excludes so few. . L
* I think as to Rockefeller, if the Rockefeller children get it, they are .
paying back & good deal themselves to the Treasury, so why should ‘

we begrudge him $250 & year? | 5

Mr. Secretarv, the other question I have for you is this: '

It would be very useful if you can do it now, or you can do it later
in writing, to state the classic argument of the acf)x'ninistration as to .
why it is taking this route instead of the route of these bills which go

to tax deductions or refundable tax reductions for college and umi-
- versity tuition. )

This is the issue which I have faced and would like to cally your ‘
attention to the fact that we got 11 votes last time out in the Senate
against this proposition, of which Senator Pell’s and mine wefe/2, -

Now, this is very serigus. If that is really the sentiment, an
8 reasonable justiﬁcatic%], this plan of the administration’s of
Senator Pell’s, as much as we welcome it, has a long uphill effort, and

Could you give us the classic reasons why the administr

Secretary ("aALiFANo. Senator, yes. , L |
But let me note with respect to past history*qn the tujfion tax

. credits, one of the problems has been that there has not been an .

glternative out there. ~
- Senator Javirs. I agree with that. S
Sectreary Cariraxo. Now, we are putting an alternative eist there. >

03

therefore we better start it now. : L

tion _ig\ o
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~ . Second

. come in from one committee, Aigher edication, and other educational . -

~_billion. We think that it {ra

. 50

* First of afl, our view is that the tuition tax credits on the whole
indiscriminately provide financial assistance, regardless- of 1ieed, or
regardless of the cost of higher education.. - o

e should not direct relief for. educational cost to the very rich.
For example, the Roth proposal would provide a quarter of a billion |
dollars to individuals above the 90th percentile of income in this
country for higher education. | -

The Packwood and Moynihan proposal would provide more than
half a billion doBurs to ind‘gﬁiduals above the 90th percentile. Those,
as Congressman Brademas I think noted before, those are expendi-
tures just £ sure as appropriations is expenditure.

t_across, the lLoard theycan be enormously expensive.
kan yrice  tag pm\Packwood and Moynihan is $4.4 .
erts the education policy by having -
different committees and by hgving Yt kind of educational resources -

Higher educ

squrces coming in from another, and’chairman Ford noted in the
House that the House just last year @r so had put all its educafion
programs under the Labor and %du tion Committee go that they -
could be looked sat. . - N

This would take_a substantial amount of money that would be -
going to higher education, and I think would be bad policy, bad.
structure for which the Congress and in which the Congress would

. be Sg()stured, be set out, developed educational policy.
S

- families, especially those with higher than median incop, that above

nce we do not think tuition tax credits meet t,:;eyzeed of some

$15,000, whose preblem in many cases is & problem of gefting enough
cash at the time. . e

It is a liquidity problem, It is not & tax credit problem. And only-
giving him $250, $500,is not going to solve their problem. They need
enough money to pay tuition snd some kinds of interest rate that is
bearable when the school is over. . o

Last, we think the tax credits are very blunt and inflexible kind of
instrument. One great blessing of the Pell grant )rogmx'? is that there
is flexibility in which the grant can be changed in relationship to the

- cost of college and also in relatfonship to other changes in terms of
. family contribution schedules.

You lose all of that. You have to come up with legislation to make

‘that kind of a judgment.

Last, a point that chairman Ford mgde, which is that theré has
n great concern in the higher education community about regula-
tions that the Veterans’ Administration has issued about what a full-
time student is and what have you, which do not recognize and is nat
sensitive to the needs of _thsﬁommunit% ' _

If you get a tax credit, you would have s whole set of Internal
Revenue Service regulations, a whole new Government agency moving
in ‘with another massive bureaucracy in this country with their defini-
tions of what the course of study. was, svhat a full-time student was,

- at cetera, in the context in order to qualify for that tax credit.

.

I think that makes bad public policy sense from the executive side
as it does from the legislative side. * . . : ' :
Those are, in brief, the points I wanted to make.

AV
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Senator Javirs. Mr. Segretary, just to sharpen one of the points,
that is what you said about congressional committees. -

Is it not a fact that—and this hassmotivated me—that if you give
a tax credit, which almost is equal to the aggregate amount” which -
the Federal Government contributes to the support of higher educa-
tion, it is bound to result in & major reduction in the support of higher
education or it is bound tq result in a major increase in tuition at col-
leges and uniwersities which are conecerned, and it just doubles right
batk on itself, and we will be met with demands next for $8 billion

" instead of $4 billion.

~ Secrétary CaLirano. Senator, absalutely, and that is exactly the
way—as you well know from all your experience—that is exactly the
way budget bureaus analyzeé these issues. That is exactly the way the
President making up his budget is forced to go. . @ S
-In the current context, I think T ought to maKe another generhl
-point. The President has recommended a $25 billion tax cut for Ameri- .
can people. A tremendous proportion ef which is going to low-income
Americans, ‘and the Congress will be operating on-that tax cut over
the next couple of months, and they are in agreement there has to be
massive tax cuts, and middle-income Americans will receive benefits
in that direction based on the kind of considerations that are relevant
to how you handle tax laws. , .
* Senator JAviTs. You said semething about the 90th percentile.w

o Is $45,000 below or above?

. Secretary CaLiraNo. Above. And $25,000 takes us to the 90th per-
centile in this country." ' : ' :

Senator JaviTs. That is an important consideration. _

-1 hope we will adjust our sights on that. That worries me, that

situation. I hope we will adjust our sights accordingly. ‘
Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. TN .
- Secretary Cavirano. Thank you, Senator. tr

~ You have been one’of the great fighters for education and on this
tax credit issue,’and I for one appreciate it. . '
Mft. Perxins. Mr. Shuster. :
Mr. SyusTER, Mr. Secretary, I do not think there are any Members

- of Congress that have spent more ¥ears in institutions of higher

learning than I have. ‘ .
served -a8 trustee of one of the large universities ini this country.

have s very degp and abiding interest in the quality of higher
“8ducation. , S

[ strongly support aid to poor bright students because I think no
bright st&dent simuld be denied & higher education because his parents
cti_nr}io't afford to send him. - . : . ,

Having said all of that, I have a few questions 1 would like to put

to you—I have 21 questions I would liketo submit to you and request

LS Sees N Pt

7+ you answer in writipg—-—-

Secretary Califano. T will, .
Mr. Suuster. I respectfully réquest, if possible, befpre our hear-
ings begin in the House next week, that I have the answers.
. Secretary PANFANO. Absolutely, unless the computers break down-
over there. : :
[The questiong with accompanying answers follow] .

L
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QUESTIONS SUBKITTED BY CONGRESSNAN SHUSTER

1. The AMdministration bill guarantees a $250 dasic grant for all
femilies with incomes of $25,000 and delow. Why is this more equitable
than & tax credit vhich would be structured to phase ocut at that {ngome °
lwvel?

* !

M‘ will be rccnind by students at the ‘institution’ vhen they
‘c oeedel, notl as a nductim of. tuu pud in thu year after expenses
have occurred. Students’, grants can bde packaged vith other assistance
1f needed, ' -

h We vill be locking at wvays to put the Mtnc recipients on &
md beais during the ﬂmt.horiution proceu
2. About 270,000 :tud.nt; at incn-:l of belov $13,000 would be able to
qualify for s full $1800 basic grant hext year wider current lav. As I
understand it, .the nev proposal would mean that thue students would

actually lose more under this’ nev proposal if the program is no
hnl,y funded. Te that true.and if so, isn't that a major flav i} the

prnpelnl?‘ .
‘ tnden our proposal, 91& veu.l‘d‘bn i‘.ncrquqd' for mest students

mélnding the lower li.dd,in income. -tudent:l‘. ‘ Lowv and lower ;id:ile

studeats vould 0ot be affected differently than they vere before at less

than M1l funding - depending on the ucunt of nduc‘tion, of course.

It shouwld de noted that totﬂ desand for the progras will be increased but

thn nduet’j.qn language is more favoradble to students vith higher Awuds,‘

i.e., grester need.

~

3y Bow ltny people are now employed in the Bureau of Student Assistance?
many hew employees will be required to administer this nev proposal?
mt is the average grade level and salary for employees of the Bureau?

Number of employees in BSFA TT9
BSFA authorized staff celling 1,042

Aﬁrun grade 7.9 !

191
(=



Average salary $16,575.
- Yo nev employees will be required to administer-the hev,propcsnl
over thoss aughorized. .

k., While & candidate for Pres{dent, Mr. Carter pledged in a letter to

Rey. Russell Bleich of the CajiGlic Administrators that he vas fimmly

comeitted to finding methods of providing mid to parents whose children

attend parochial schools. Since tax credits provide that kind of aid vhy
. are wve backing svay from it? ’ : - )

The President in his statement of suppért for monpublic schools aid

-

. not specify what approaches he would use. We do not believe that a tax °
- . . : . . R B .
credit is the bc:t';ppronch(.‘é;fxlgo enphasized the use of g "constitutional®

/ :
approach and there is still seriocus doubt as to vhether tax credits would

.

be cdhsti;u;io&a. S
- o ..E.yond that, however, all of our support programs to date, vhetﬁer
C Qt the. elementary nndvsecendary'ar higher education level are based on

oeed or aeéess to épecificnlervices. The gs:‘af tax credits wh:tﬁer fpr

sonpudblic- or public'schgall vould move ‘rny from that concept and scatter
! ot X [ ~ <
KK . :

support. Nonpublic school children now part{cipate in a rusber of
programs serving public schools and we intend to see that this participation

. ~ is brosdened to all programs susceptidle to this approach. We also plan
. Al
“to place grester emphasis on "eguitable” participation to assure thet

nonpublic school children are getting their fair share cfgsupport in

_programs vhere they ane covered. . o

5. In 1981 what does the Census Bureau estimate will be the middle incowme
for an urban family of 47 At the $25,000 cut-o¥f, how many families will
be excluded from the benefits ofphis pro ram in that year?

[
ot

-
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Althourh the Buresu of the Census does not pm{gct family income,

“we can aprroximate! the a0 incoms of an urban family of & in 1981

above). tg, be 421,000 to 824,500, over half of the Nation's families would

[

. by the following method? ‘ A

o Census Bureau statistics indicate the median income of fmiiiu
inside wetropolitian ares {aversge size about 4 1/2 peeple) wag
516 000 in 1976.

o Using nti.utcd increases in the Consumer Price Index we cnn.
inflate the 1976 family, income figure to arrive st a projected
-edh.n income of $21,352 tor an urban family of & 1/2 in 1981.°

o Auming family income keeps pace vith inflation (as measured

by the CPI) 52 estimated 1981 {ncome ix appropriate.
Novever, if iocome grnbws faster than prices, the income figure

may inflate at & ratd of 8 or 9 percent for some years, rather than
the CPI inflatlion rate. af approximately 6 percent..

o A sacro model produced‘ by the Office of Economic Growth of the
. Bureau Of Labor Statistics and descpided in the Konthly Labor
. Beview {"Revised Projections of the U,5. Econosy to 1 “and 1085"
_March,&1976) projects s median family income of $24 450 for 1981.
Ko brepkdowns by famdly type or #ize are availadle. '

Assuming the ‘lzsl‘p'mjee_tcd mediag family income (as descrived

£a11 within the $:5 000 BEOG cut-off.

Hmnr. At is i:pcrtmt to note that "an urban family of 4" may

ey nct be thq Best vay to think of the potentially eligibdle BEOC population.

Using ﬂﬂ,gures- for ramilies with 18-24 year old dcpendentl, the 1976

medisn income of $01,018 (from the Buresu of the Census March Current

Population Survey) would come to $29,247 in 1981 using the CPI fnflater,

v

Q’.
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6., Why ro 1n7H11 the troudle of having s family file a BEOC application
and go through the oo™ of processing when the same puspoce could be
accomplich~d by Adidfjuyr one line on an IRS 100 form?
¥ H ’ ’
Nany tudont] rrom upper income families already apply - current

“year b nillmn total filers of vhich 62% \re cliphle 80 at least 1.5
million would f‘ne in any case. Most other families under $25,000
'npply for aid’ from one of the other OF programs through a need analysis
agency, These students would have REQC ¢ligidldity calculated automatically
"and vould mot need to ﬂh‘mthcr application. J//\
It is oot chu that a tax credit vould be so simple sinae .
lnmll.lcnt status vould need to bde dnornimd possibly ve;-iried thrqu/
the IRS process and the institutions. ‘
. 7., How much does it cost to process each BEOG application? . Hov many
nev applications “o you’expect?.... That means that just in the cost of .
processing -~ not to mention providin; the foris and then sdministering
the program -~ this program will cost §__ . . o -
" The current *vr.’we:lin‘ cost per application is $1.20.

While no additional adeinistrative funds will be nquircd for FY 1979,
the cost of adoinis tering the Basic Grant. Pro;ru will 1ncrene by $6.5
aillion in 1980 because of {ncredsed voluse in the regular pmgru
{nflation, and the i.nch‘uion of the guarantee.
8. Why does all of the nev money for campus-based rograms go to the . .
vork-study program?s Why not allocate some of that $150 million to the

. . Supplemental Grant Prcsm and/or the Stntc Student Incent{ve Orant

Program?

.

College Work-:i"tudy is an effective student assistance program for

‘ maiddie~income r:fmivn;a: It combines tultion assistance with relevant
vork expericnee, Alout 22% of the funds now expended under the program

ERIC
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© L 89-t9 mhudent from romilles with incomes over $16.000, and under our . C \\*
;‘f _ ' ' prqpo:ll 'hx po roanteer will incremse to 15%. - Alro, ft is the ‘best

Clever of Federnl rampus-based ‘ald becauge institdfigbs arg rgquired to

.4—-—"f#;{.

fateh 25 cents f;r -vgf; Pgdcrhl dollar.

We have not overiqoked these éthcr programs. As I ;;id~ih my
'tcstimony ve ma&, [ 1] pirt of next year's rg;uthorizntion effort, suggest
.|ore detajled changes in these and other pfogrlﬂs‘

9. Since.the State Incentive Grsnt r-quircs St;te nntching‘ vauldn't‘
£t be true than an éxtra $100 million in that program would generate g200
"million in tat;l lid?

Under the SSIC progynn, ; nev federal dollar does not neegssarily

genergte & new St-tevdollnr; Presently, Siute; thch’h-ve been {n the

Pprogram some time can count the in®teases they have made in their progran

\ Since 1972 as ”Ha?uhing.ﬁ For tbat-ri;lon: many have already met

. N
. " ’ A X K
. future matghing rv&uirvmvbt‘ and have no incentive to incrikage State
. .. _. sppropriationsi In tact, we have noted with aome 593935? that, in
s certain large proprime, State cpprﬂprintion: have nencﬂ&ed stcble the
. . * . - Yo
past several years aven with the increased appropristions for SSIG. Such
% is not the énsu however, in tho:c States vith progrnna begun after 197<. .
.- * We estimate that an increase af $100 nillion in ugIG would only result iy
an increase of '/ million in new State dollnrs, Because of this problem
wve have decidid to delay increasing the SSIC appropriation until 1980,
vhen wve will hv'nhlv"ogaddregl the {isue as part of the reauthorization.
10, How doci 'hi 1w package treat private collegs students as opposed
to those in poublic tonls?  What percentage of the new dollars will po te o
students tn th... o titutions., What percentage of dollars under the .
existing procram - to those studentc?
t
. - : o
N
. . . \
& '.
. 60
o ) ’
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Our new 1979 ptonosgl will .he :dvnnfabuQUﬂ o privnt. “collepe

students. The/ are ugll represented {n the middie incqmu grnupn--thnsv

that receive ths buik of our ne; support. As a recult many will be

nevly Elzgible for Basic Crants und College Hark tudy a5 szdtanco We cunnnt

Aecurctely estimlte the oxtcnt of thelr new pgrticipntion by type of schobol

at this time, v vut ve anticipate that privnte college students will'

rtcti?e at least 27% of the total *5,; billion stugent lSliltnnce

proposal. This is s-conservative estimate which assumes that the. puhlie/

privgte distrihutian fcr each program dces nat change between 1578 and

1979, |

11. 'Sinéo 11: $150 ;illion in campus-based money is for the work study progranm,
_isn't it a fact that. uture mandated increases in the sinimum wage will

wean that fewer and Tver students will be aided under that program .

‘each year?

.

Students are avarded vork-study on the basis of demonstrated

.

financial need and, for that rgqqcng are .authorized to earn & fixed total

amount. The higher the student’s vage, the sconer that amount will be

earned. An increa:e in” the sininum wlge should. not hary studcnts

. but iz{will ciuse a prnblen for some employers wha vill get less wvork done

for the same 1nveltm¢nt. Howevnr, institutions fo whom this crestes a

17, With respect to GSL, vhy the {ncrease to 3“0 L0002
will be kept from A:si:tnnge at that level? Give
progcram will reach about 98 percent of all familig¥s, why not removesthe
needs test altogether and get rid of an enormo amount of papﬁrwork and
sggravationk  What would be the added cost of emoving the ceiling
altogethery

How many families
at al $40,000 the

1]

O
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Qb'nqe propo:ing'to 1ncre§§e the Adjnasted Fwéily Inenme Ceiliné to
:ShQ,QQO in order tc.aake it~po§sible for upper niddle income f;éiliei
to receive some :Qggsénncc'in‘A:;Anner'n;;b Qfée;tivp than a tax credit.
.Fnaili»&‘in'this category do face liguidity’ pfollema an ue»éointed out
in our response to question. ' ’ o
An &ndcrgrndu&te could receivu ‘an average {rterast ogrant of 26
pcrv;e:r in sddition to total loans of ur to :T,‘T”.4 \vyroxinately
362,170 fnnil;;n vith students {n pcb*seccndnry educatian h;ve over
L . 80,000 sdjusted rlmily {ncome. Based on current p‘rticipntien ‘rates,
. about Sh'32§ night‘bc ex;ectcd to apply fer leans. , Séudents fron thesce
i: - ' ‘f;nilies vauld not be kept from getting losnl, trey simply would nat be
"tligibln for the Federsl - interest subsidy. Removal af&the ceiling would
- ’ cost approximately nine million dollars in FY 1979 over our current

+

' prepes;l If the c0£lins vcre renoved interest subsidies would be
,givcn tc the vory wenlthiest f:nilieu -~ those with' clcnrly no .need for
¢ the benefits. Thil can bve seen as » less in distridutional equity‘ 8S
well as & waste of the tnxpcyers’ nonny -Also, becnuse banks like to make
subsidized loans (vhieh require lcsn pnperwork), and they alro like ta l
p&ke loans t6 the best credit risks, eliminating the ceiling may fesult
in capital rloving away from the needier families.
" 13, Ona,of. the Administration's criticisms of tax credit proposals i,
thaf colie; & nnd universities might be encouraged to raise tuition by
s s liy agount, " With respect to this: eriticism, what difference is thcre
. ' bet:illyour current propoc¢l and a tex credit that phases out at $25,000
Nt fnaome? . . .
, : As I ltid during the Joint hegring the {ssue of tuiflon prosuure‘
would be better x&dresncd to the representgtives or‘rollvges and

universities. The Rdministration has no empirical evidence upon which
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Jt0 baue ‘any estimat=v of the probability of 1040 tuition inereaue.

.‘Iuvx;vnr‘ uriegooiixf_:anc made with come cortatnty, the M'um!vr.f,?ls.

verase ol s tuition X ¢redit ;wro;an;,r;t‘ the preater the likelihood that,

the cost of aducation will increase ag a result.

1N, Why does a student coming from a $12,000 family jualify for a $1,07%0

3200 . when ““here is one wage e:rner and 11,505 when there are twvo vage,

earners? ‘ . <
Pregrar ineludes an additional offget of $ISCO for cases when both

n:rents are enplaycd to recognize the increl:ed living costs caused by

this“axtu;tian. Ve believe that thil lncrea:el th& equity of tha
4

’ tornull u-ed to determine eligivility. . S St

1%, In yau: rrevious statpment yes!grdny‘ yau criticizeé tax credits

" tecause it wvould "provide‘rinnncinl assistance regardless of either

family income or actual costs.” Since the proposal also guarantees a
$250 grant to a $£25,000 family regardless of lctual costs, isn't the
slne erit{cimm lpprapri;te?

Since families vith incomes abave 5”5‘000 da not receive the §a50

[ v

© it {8 income-reldted. Hc will explore during renuthcrizntion techniques
‘Afor inproving the needl test far the $250 gu:rsﬂtee ) -

,16 Iln't the rcll reason the proposal has been developed is becausn of

the prodlem of protecting Jurisdictional territories on the Hill .and

_nrograss in the executive branch? 'What other reason {s there for ucing

& complex buremucracy to.do what a simple amendment to form 1050 will,
accomplish rqually as well? . . '

7
/

. o -/
The ﬁ"nl ressbn the'propesal has Ybeen ioped(ix to provide the

" most Sfficient and effoctive nenns of provi ing ssyistnnce to needy

students from m{ddleo-income fnailies. ‘ ‘J
’ ! -
17. Isn't tt pos:iblc to dvcisn A tax credit thaf will do exactly what

this proposal does--mrd &t the same cost? /

L L




‘ th{é 1% theoretically pos 5&3;» fi do' &b, 'hf?" ui; ahiolutnly ”
- no advaitages to déinp so. N '
15, Cince A.goed\part of educa lon polivy lier i{n the iuri diction of

MAys ant Ueans and Finance how would fhec sanctment Tnf kax credits sgrve -
o furthir. fragment ¢ducation p licy? 4

N

. anctnent of tuition tax resitg would errate & nrw form of

educational nssistnnca under ghﬁ Jurisdictinn nt fhe Hooge Ways and |

feans nndVSeﬂ&te Fiﬂ‘nce Committee, whxch wculd Subs~ﬂﬁ~iﬂlly overlap

. . with the nany existing edu ional as!istance programs under the
: ) ; . ‘
‘:urisdiétiqn of the House EduRation .na Labor and Fenate Human Recouréeg

Committees. The creation.of andther new rors 'of assistance under the "1j

-

Jurisdiction of compittees not dir

tly respon:iblc for ‘education noltcy

. . . /
could only serve to further fragment ucltion policv. o
;9 what evidence do you have that families with incanel above the
sedign would’ prer-r loans to a tax credit’gs claimed In your. statement

‘ ;esterél;’ i . - \ -~ | P
‘e ' - N ;
‘ EY ! N
X while & grant DAY be preferred to & loan by most families, none | v
of the tax eredit prapasAll ATE AS offective as’ our loan progposal rav ' .

- 'giddle income studests. A $¢5o tax cmm does nothing for . ramny

f{d}ng costs of $24,000 roa four ye:r period for sending one 5t3ﬂent
[ ’ N

through . high cost school. Undcr our proposal, s family of four ﬂith
R !

o . &n adjusted income of $40,000 ($47,000 gross) would: be elig&ble gér s

/
T o :chldihnd kﬁarnnteed loan. For example, tf an underrraduate b7rrowed

~

/
the &.,»UU presently allawcd over feur:yenrs tho government would have
[ . N K}

: pnid the TA interest for the stgdent vhile in‘,chcal ‘and durinp the nine

s I month grthe period after grgduatien This vuuld nmcunt to a Pbdernl

>

s
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- . ;&nt ot '-;‘l,w'f for Lio enti:gl period“,-or an ;vermzr‘ of $h26 per‘school
B year. Tooawditinon, ¢.p.- student wvould have had access to a m;nningt‘ul ;
‘;.' . anunt ot ﬁnuv} }uihrlp pay the cost of educntio#.' Af thé came time the
: .
K ] ln‘fidual worl Ll 'tnn_ reeeived help with a portian of the liquidiry .

prodlem presenrrd by tha 325 QOO {n costs through the 10 years uﬁilable
e © " for repayment. S

20, ¥vrom’the last pAé;e of your statement yesterday, do I gather that if
"Congreas enacts & tax credit the Admipistration would.u;ept that as an
alternative to this packags?

'

A - {4 the Congrcn vere to enact & tujtion t:;x credit the Administration
. Twill thetunt of mu' P pnud -iddle-inemu :tudent ald

foitiative, Hwernr, l'bou.ld thc Ccmguu encct the, Adniniltﬂti'ap'x- N
p:"apalnl a LU1E10n -4y credit would clearly rot de needed,

21. Given the f=o% G‘m‘h private. lChQOll only receive nbout 20 percent. of
' BEOC benefits vorsus 35 perctnt in SEOG and CWS and 38 percent in NDSL, |
o0 wouldn't thisqf *w ve better from your perspective if it vere more
talanced unng the various pro;rm? . .

- Our Sydgment was that the most efficlent v{-y of directiy assisting
middle i:ncone':;tuivm.s vas ﬁhrou‘h chn.nge: in the Basic Cragts, College
quk-study, siid furrantesd Student Loan Fmsrm

As T nid {n my testi:ony ve }uve not overloocked these other

-

programs, and may gl gest more &etniled changes during the rnuthorizstion.

-
v . '

process gext yenr.

Y

O
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\@ SuvsTEr. There are two questions. o |
~Fifst of all, am 1 accurate in my understanding that I as a Member

of Congress, making $57,500 s year with five children, who are either
in college or on their way to college, if I had no other outside income,
and-psy 22 percent tax rate, and had my seven exemptions, my wife

o , my children qualify for this free loan?

In the sense of five of them, it means the Shuster family can borrow

‘interest freg from the Federal Government $12,000 a year? Is that

true?

Secretary Cavirano. If ~your adjusted family income is below

$40,000, you would be eligible for the interest subsidy under the loan
program. How much you could borrow in a given year I would have
to let:you know.- (- : o
Mr. Sauster. It is not really adjusted gross
Secretary CaLirano. It is not interest free. It is interest free while
you are in school and subsidized—— ‘ . o |
Mr. SnusTer. Yes; ] understand. o _ L
It is not.adjusted gross, the staff tells me; it is income as adjusted
by the—— - - o

Secretary CALIFANO. No, no. T-hé.$45,00’0'ﬁgure ié"zidjus’tbd gross -

for & hypothatical family. The $40,000 figure is the adjusted family
income ceiling. : : '

" Mr. SuusTEr. I am informed by the staff that that is not accurate.

Secretary CALiFaANo. Maybe they can resolve that later.

Mr. SeustEr. I will not quibble over & few thousand.

The point I am making is based on this calculation that a Member

_of Congress, that I as & Member of Congress with five kids, if I do
not have any other outside income, can get up to $12,600 a year
iﬁ}t;aregt.‘free, and if that is not middle-class wegare, I do not know
what is. » - T '

"1 would appreciate your staff looking at this and verifying the
precise calculation. , o ' :

Secretary Cavirano. If I may comment. :

I think it is the time and indeed we may be overdue in some respects
to. provide help to the middle-class individual in this country in this
area. I think tixe burdens—— : '

Mr. Sauster. I understand your position. _

Secretary Carirano. If you have $45,000 or $40,000 income, and

~ you have got three or four of those kids in ‘college, and they are

walloping out $20,000 a year to pay for that, I think you deserve
‘some%e‘lp. : , : ‘
Mr. Suuster. I understand your position.,
* Let me get to my next and last question,
First, I am informed by the Library of Congress that— well, let me
say you testified that we have had since 1867, to-1976, 77 percent in
“the cost of higher education. I am informed by the Library 0}
during this same period one measures inflation based on the cost of
living, cost-of-living increase is slightly over 70 percent.

Now, if Americs had not experienced this 70-percent, inflation would -

you agree that educational costs would not have dscalated these 77
arcént and indeed would be 7 or 10-or 15 percent, some small part of

" 1t, the point beipg that inflationés the cu;{‘)xit,‘t.he.sh}gle biggest part ’
* of the culprit with this 77-percent cost esc

ation to which you referred

in your testimony?

.
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Secretary Cavirano. If the country had not—if the last 15
hid not p , we would not have the prices we have now. °

Mr. Sausaga: Do you agree that——

Secretary CaviFawo. It is not that simple. ’ :

' Mr. SuusTER. Doyou agree that inflation is the single most signif-
icant culprit here in increasing higher education costs by '77 percent

between 1967 and 19767 . - ,

_-Secretary Cavrirano. The reason I hesitate to answer is because I
- - do not know the extent to which some other things have become in-
- volved there. . R ‘ o
"~ We have built a tremendous number of community colleges over

" . that period of time, there have been tremendous changes in plant and -

equipment. , L o
r.. SyusTER. Sure; there have been other factors. .
That is not the only factor. o o '

- Secratary Carirano. Those things inereased cost..

Mr, SuusTer. Would not any reasonable man agree that—

" . Secretary Cavirano. Well, one of the:most si s elomeh ts .
. ‘bﬁ'blutﬁl}’r thhe increase in cost. . . . Slgn“‘ﬁm s :

«*-Mr. SeusTER. Would you notragree with me that the overriding
long term reason we have mflation is because of the enormous continous
- .deficit spending by this Government under both the Republican and
Demomt.ics,cdminis ; omst:t'hn E‘I . id P glll I
Secrotary CaLriravno. t-1 would disagree strongly. -
Mr. SausTEr. We have bssi\disagmement; , ¥ ,
y Thank you very much. " * ' ' S ,
. ++ Mr. Forp. I would like to observe that we did some computations
- and.it comes as a disappointnent to youf children, but you do not
- qualify for a studentloan. - - R
You do not even come close because the figure we have, at least in

'-‘our‘bill-,‘ is $40,000 adjusted family income. The figure the Secretary
.} used. in his statement was an estimate of what the gross famjly income

""" which would generally be talkm% about ‘s family of four, I assume,

that Would qualify. Actually the family with five-children—family 6f =

- seven would qualify at & much higher figure' than a family of four.

Even with your five children; with your salary, if you have nothing

8

outside of your con%'essional salary, you cannot make it. - .
Mr. SnusTEr. Will the gentleman yield?
That i§ your bill. . o

. Mr. Forp. Yes. o - o
.+ Mr. SgusTER. That is not the proposal.. '

Mr. Forp. Yes; it is. S s T a
. - At least in that one respect, we have adopted the administration’s
‘ })roposal‘exa‘ctly‘ in our bill, and all we simply do is change & number

rom $25,000 to..$40,000 i isting law and the numbeér refers to
-~ adjusted family income deenm for subsidized loans.
And that is an adjusted family inwoine of $40,000 but-obviously the
family size— — T S
~ Mr. SnusTer. If the gentleman would yield; it is $40,000, and if
~ the Member of Congress has an income of $57,500, and if he pays
... Federal income tax, 22 percent bracket, that is §12,650, and subtract

L

R

that from $57,500, and he has seven exemptions and you subtract

that from $57,500, and that takes you to $39,000.

.07
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Mr. Forp. But the regulations are not quite that generous. -
As I understand it, your regulation provides that arbitrarily you
_ take 10 percent off the gross and then you tske $750 a head for each
'_g%pendent. You are figuring what would happen in the real world
where you are paying in fact 25-percent tax rate, but the method by
which ‘they adjust the income in the regulation section of the law
gssumes a flat 10-percent tax rate, and takes it right off the top without
‘any deductions, which is not quite as-generous, particularly for some-
body with a big {family.
_ r. . SHUSTEE. So someone under these circumstances will only
. qualify if they made sbout $52,000 & year. : -
"Mr. Forp. With five chfldren, yes. : ' :
_ Mr. ScausTEr. Someone miking $52,000 a year, a super grade, for
example, would qualify. _ , :
Mr. Forp. With two children they could enly make $45,000, and
~ that is where I think the $45,000 figure comes from.
M¢r. SnusteR. 1 thank my friend for clarifying this point.
-, 1 still make iy point. I think this is middle-clgss welfare.
- Mr. Forp. You irightened me." : ‘
Following my experience in hmdlinﬁ the
ear, I discovered the surest way to kill anything in the House would
{e to make the House Members and their families eligiblé for it.
You had-me scared to death there for & moment. ‘ . :
-Mr. PerxiNs. Do any other Members on the House side have
anything further? - o EEUE
" If not, let me say-to you, Mr. Secretary, that in my judgment
there are just a few discrepancies that need to be cleared up, and the
committees and the Congress can move along expeditiously.
I certsinly want to compliment you on your testimony; 1t has been
- most enlightening. I think you have done & wonderful job in explaining
- the whole program. ST A
‘Secretary CALirAno. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. <
~_ Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, I would }ike to thank Chairman * Pell
~ and Chairman Williams for extending our committee the invitation
to participate. with them in this joint meeting here. T
- e have a number of college presidents that our committee had -
idvited, Mr. Chairman, to testify before the House committee who -
have patiently waited and we are going to adjourn from this rcom to
room 2175, Eﬂybum Building, where we will convene in 15 minuts-
~ Thank.you, sir. . ‘ R g
" Senator PeLL. On the Sénste side, we are adjourned.”
- [Whereupon, at 12:46- p.m., the joiit committee hearing was ad- -
journed.]” - |
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