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HEARING ON INDEPENDENT STUDENT. STATUS

. A o /
. ! * ’f " o \ “_‘ “ _‘ . g v ! t ‘,' - " ; ‘!;
.~ | . " THURSDAY, OCTOBER 27,1883 - .
SR D . House OF REPRESENTATIVES, .
! ' " SuBcoMMITTEE, ON PoSTSECONDARY EDUCATION, o v
y .~ CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

; o e -  Washington, D.C.

- _-The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:46 a.m,, in room

,_2%57,_}}3 burn :House. Office Building, Hon, Paul Simon (chairmen * 7}
- .

the subcommittee) presiding. - " : . A
‘Members present: 'Representgtives Simon, Kogovsek, Harrigon,
Periny, Packard, Gunderson, and Petri. ;. -~ "~ .
. Staff R}l'esent:- William A. Blakey, gounsel and staff director;
Maryln McAdam, legislative’ assistant;¥ind Betsy Brand, Republi-,
. can legislative associate. .. . 0 oe s
- Mr. SimoN. The subcommittee will come to order. We are con-
.  tinuing our hearings preparing for reauthorization of, the'Higher
. ,dEdfgcatio,n Act. This morning’s hégring is the independent student
' definition. o N R
- | . The status of the indegendent student has received considerable
- attention during the 1982-88 school jyear because of a:proposal by
. . the’Department of Education to ghan%g the currgnt definition, The
- main thrust of the Department’s pr‘opo‘?al was to require a student .
* . to'be 22 years of age or older to be corZ dered eligible for independ- .

- ent status. . ) S R S IR
‘ Discussion of the definition of the-ifidepérident student Has exist-
..., ed for more than a decade. The importance ‘of the definition has
" increased as the amount of Federal dollarg for student aid.pro- .
; gramq has declined or temained constant ahd the number of stu-
._dents requiring aid has increased.. * =’ e
- "> The current ‘definition has three main components. No. 1, the
student has not lived with' the parents for more than 6 weeks; No. "’
.2, the student has not'and will not receive more than §750 support
from the parent in the current: year; and, three, the parents have. .
not claimed the student as an income tax-exemption on their last
- incometax form. .. . ot T
- - While there are aneedotal horror stories and myriad opinionscir-
-, .- .culating on independent students, none of these should form a
PR basis for Federal policymaking..OQur purpoe today is folearn the =
/. facts about independent students. Among the questions we will ask -
.. are these: Are there major abuses by students.claiming to-be inde- . -
; pendent who, in fact, are:not? Two, what types of student'change , |
.+ .their status from dependent to independent? And three, what are -
-, ", .the cost implications.for the. Federal Government in students

-

... claiming indeperident status?.. - : Uy
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. Finally, the subcommittoeo is particularly interested in hearing if
~ there is an indication .in. the exleting data that current definition
. should be altered, and if 8o, are there existing alternative defini-
tions that should be explored? " Co R
. Our witnesges will be taken as a gnnel here and they aré Linda
" Berkshire, staff director,” National Coalition on Student Financial
~ Assistance; Larry Gladieux, the College Board, accompanied by Dr, -
Alan Wagner; Keith Jepsen, Illinols State Scholarship Commission;
and Gary Smith, deputy for grants, Pennsylvania Higher Educa-
tion Assigtance Authority, .- a . o -
If they will take the:stand,‘at the same time I .wil] call on’
: colleagues to see if they have anything.to add in the way of opén-
/. ing statements before we héar from the witnesses. B
e Mr. Harrison. - . : ‘ o : .
. ‘Mr. ‘Harnison. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, I just really want to. .
' apologize becauso I will not be able to stay and listen, to the testi- '~ ' -
-.. .mony. I'have a longscheduled meeting. for-10, but I had:the oppors- - - -«
tunity to Ineet with a number of these folks yesterday and I think
we had a very good discussion and I think you are in for d stimu-.'
lating and informative hearing this morning. S ,
Mr. SimoN. We thank you. C
- Mr. Packard, do you have anything in the way of an opening
- statement? , . : " vl
. Mr. PACkARD. I have none, Mr. Chairman. I am just pleased to be
able to hear this item. I will be pleased to hear from the witnesses
-that have been called. ny ‘ ” S
Mr. SiMoN. Good. - S
[Opening statement of Chairman Simon follows:]

- OPENING STATEMENT.OF HON, PAUL BIMON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CoNcRESS Frou o
i . .THE STATE-OF ILLINOIS, AND CHAIRMAN, Suncomurrgu ON POSTSECONDARY' EDUCA- :
CTION ' o : R oy

. “Good morning. Today we are continuing our hearings for reauthorization of the,

. . Higher Education.Act. The focus ¢f this morning’s hearing is the independent stu.
dent definition. The status of independent stuydents received considerable attention
during the 1982-83 school year because of a proposal by the Départment of Educa«

- tion to chgnge the current-definition. The main trust of the Dopartment's proposal

- was to require a student to be 22 years of age or older to be considered/eligible for
. independént status. R P G e e ‘
"+ Discussion on the definition df independent students has.existed for more than a
decade. The importance of the definition has increased as the amount of Federal
dollars Tor student aid programs has declined or remained constant, and the number .
of students requiring aid "has increased. The current definition has three main com- -
ponents: e e ) . .
The student has not lived with the pirents for more than'6 weeks (42 days); -
. he student has not and. will not receive more than $760 support from the parent

. in the current year;and .- S A L U T o
- The parents have not claimed the student as an income tax. exemptiof on their* * #. .

" last income tax form. - - “‘_ . T e R
. . . While there gre numerous ,anecd&a “horror stories” and myriad opinipns circu-

- lating on independent students, none of these should form a basis for Federal policy-

. making. Our purpose today is to learn the facts about independent students. @ - -

- v

1+ -, *Are thert ‘major abuses of the definition Dby-gtudents cldiming to be independent
. who are not? ©- . *. B U P e
. What types of students change their dépendency status to independent? and ool
- .- What are the cost implications'for the ‘Federal Government in studentadtlaiming
. independent status? . - A T
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" 'Finully, the subcommittee lnimrtloularly Intareated In hearing if there Is a bosis -
. In existing data to'Indlonte thit the éurrent'definition should be altered, and If 8o, = .
- . are thoro oxisting nlwrnntlY definitions that should bo explored. ‘ '
. "7 Our witnosson today ‘re Linda Borkshire, staff director of tho Coulition on Btu.
v dont Financials Assiffance, Lawrence Gladleux, executive director, tho Collego
‘ . Board, Kelth Jopsen of the Illinols State Scholarship Commlsaion, and Gary Smith -
of the Pennaylvania Highor Education’Asaistance uthority, We wolcomo yow/nll,

"Mr. Simon. Linda Borkshire, the staff diteotor, of the Natjonal

@oalition on Student Financial Assistance.
~We aro pleased to have you here, = ", 7" )
_ .- Ms. BerksHing. Thank you, Mr., Chairman. I apologize somewhat \
:}{.‘, for.the reforences in g};o‘tostlmony. Our Ghpirman, Francis Koppel,
 who I know you know, Mr, ,Chalripan; and soveral of the subcom-
. mittee members also know, was schoduled to testify on behalf of
'_t}fe coalition' and was unable to make the change in hearing sched-
ule. ' ! ’ \ ' L . ' . _‘
. 4 Our testimony is a little bit lengthy to Yead straight off:so if yous
- willbear withme—me % TN T T }
. Mr, Simon. We will enter your full statomont in'the Pecord and
we will do the same for'the others. If you would care to summariz? ,

o
I

.- it, that would be fine.

. [Propared statement of Francis qupéiffollows:j

PREPARED STATEMENT oF FRANCIS knbm;. CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL STUDENT AID .
R ot CoavitioN. '
071(51'. Chairman and members of the Msgbcommlwee.'l thank_you for the opportunity ‘
to a;l)pour before you today to speak pbout participation of the independent, self-sup- i
porting student irt'Federal studept assistance programs. - ., : .
.1 was invited to testify today in“my cn%uclty as chalrman-of the Nationhl Studgnt T
Ald Coalition. The Coalition cofisists of-85 national organizations and associations

mE;:lal raid pmgrluns and. policles, and four public
)

f
\
.

members, The Coalition Ig“a volfintary. body shat provides primarily a mechanism
“for focusing the pors ves andiconcerns of 'a varioty of interest groups In identify- -
ing, issues and helpingty coordinate the devel(!ment of national student aid policies -
among Federal a encies|and institutions. We are concerned with such |
. issues as definitions, arid student ald public information program. . , 3
/ - "L One of th¢ program "definitiona” is the definition that ?mram in the Federal .
. ‘stadent ajd'programs to distinguish self-supporting students from those students de-
‘ .. pendept;on émrents for financial ,m:ipport.' his aspect of determining eligibility for "«
3 odefal student aid hps been under discussion—at times more heated than at
"M others—on and off, for fhe past decpde. ° : g . T
A similar version of the current threg-part definition, a "test” of a”Btudent's de-
.. pendency status, was first instituted for the Pell Grant program in 1978 and was -
v, . -designed to provide the student with theyeans to demohstrate a history of self-sup- ’
o port. This definition incorporated. three principles that has evolved separately, in
the different Federgl aid programs, gince 1959: : :
Information on parental support should be from the fyear in whith aid is.received -
and from the year prior (base year)'to the receipt Sf aid as reflected by Federal
intome tax returns, . : I o ' -
Information should be providggd on residence in the parent’s home and on. v
' : Signigcant parental support in'money or in kind. L ' . '
- . This definition remained unchanged for the basic grant program until 1979'and
C was adopted for the campu programs in 1976, = . : L
...~ The basic criterin are jally the same today.as they were in 1973—adjust-
. ments have.been made-tb the maximum level of support that may be provided by
pérents, to the limitation of time of résidence with parents, and to the application of -
the definition to married students as stipulated in thé Edfication Amendments. of
' .1980.(Seena:£pendixl.)f, ; o S KR
4. The Conthittpe, of .course, well aware:of the basis of the present system, and its
. reliance on the concept of.family support and contribution, and aware of the various
~ goncerns aboyt its operation. I have attached to this testimony as appendix 1I a brief .

. ~ s k)
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P aecount of recent developinonta us seen by the Cm‘ﬂluun in the hope thnt it tight be

, lm!pi\nl in thb committog's d‘lflllmrntlmm. . A
The comipitive roquented Information that the Conlition might huve on independ. '

. -ont status fhr student financinl oid applleants, This testimony 1 based on datn on

. nationn| stuthynt ald programs nnd recliplont data flles nnd other relnted studies ob-
talned in the it 6 months, 'T&’ : S to

u I1. The Conlition was particularly interested In inforfatiorr on the rates of particl

o pation &§f Indepandont studenta in the fodoral programs, and whether or wot thepo
numbors had changed algniticantly over time In the 18;to 22 year old nge group, 1.6, .
“triglitipnal” studonts in undorgr,l uate coursework fob whor parential mupport how -~ -

. and’continues to be.panerally explected whire'titero in ublllt{ to pay. ‘
+ Wo poscd the fo]lowing quostiona; Doos the dofinition of Indopendent status necu- .
rnloler roflect tho guiding public palicy: to pravide ausistance only to the oxtent to
1

+ . whieh parental resources arve ulmvnllabl(:? oon the oxisting definition nllow or én.

' c«t)ugnua‘ "mbllc funds to supplant |)nrolmql contrihntions for substanitnl numbors of”
* studon . N ! ‘ . . ¢ :
Lot md¢ report what wo found! , , ‘ Ced

4974, and 198(

* * An Applied Systoma Institute, Inc. study! analyzed the changing charactoristios of |
tho independent population over the period of the 1970's. 'The wuthor cautions that g
- cauanl - relationship  between student financinl neslstance and particlpntion rates - *
‘Cannot,bo proven, 1lis results, howovor, sugoent cortidn rolntionships botwoon stu-
dont add and participation which may be Yseful in guiding further study or oxami-
nation of yelated iswues, e T

(1) Changes in College Participation: Hates and Student Financial Aaaiumncc:, 1969, (;

Jhe 18 to 24 yoar old population (luwk:jnlnod to bo indepondont was: . e
f . " AR .
' - Independent individuals as a percent of the total population 18-24 ¢ :
T e R : ' . Percent .
....... it s nssssisssssstssssssssosssssnd S0 *
) A v . 482
111 ] o - . Mg istasrianisenes e, e [/ 42.5..

The percentage. of the independent students in college ulso peaked In IS"ld.
Percent of enrolled popul.alion indcpcnd‘cnl by year

N . ' ] . . ¢ . Fyreent
1969 .. " . oot seres Jeeveenaes estsasrtsssaesd o 1L
1974, — —— 189

1981 .... ) : ) VY168
The final analyais describes participation rates—i.e., percentage of age group—of
the independent population 18-24. - \ : .
i ) > Participation rates of independent students 18-24 e-

: ’ " ! .\.I’tm':l
..... . 8.4

. 104 ~
.............................................................................................. 104

The census data ihdicates that the population over 26 in college has increased
since 1974. In 1974, older students made up 18 percent of the enrolled population 4
and in 1981 they made lg) 28 percent of the population. These students were defined
as independept in the ASI study. S, ‘N . ‘

In summary, the author concludes that there appears to be no significant increase
in either the incidence of iridependence or the participation rates of independent’

. students aged 18-24 since 1974, though there has bee.n’a.n increase in the number o

o,lde‘r students enrolling in college. R . L.
- (2) Data from the Educational Testing Service on California-Applicants e

In an effort to gain additional information on the effect of a more restrictivé
“\test” of independence, the committee asked the Educational Testing Servic%to pro-.

hn Lee of Applied Systems Institute, Inc.. supplied the committee with data rélntqd to the
‘participation rates of independent students in postseconfinry education, drawn from a
epnrecﬁfonf the National Corgmission on Student Finanical Assistance. ’
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-~ poercentafe of,over M«xonrvold‘qllmblo'Indapﬁndent‘hppllcanu from 20.1 to 25 per -

)

' .fortunnwlf', such a study. has not been conducted as
a

'vide data ‘from the fle of atudents Wyhmtting

student aid éﬁpll@nQIOn for Califors

nin; the Btate of Callfornla requires My o respond to questions regarding self:

‘M :poﬂhu!’ lmTugjOr the year of ups!l'(’:f:ion and, for.an ,nddﬂlonnl three prior yoars,

.and profossional studonts were. O

~ student definition,

-conclusions. Much. of the data lead instead to additional questions

. indepe_ndence by studenga and their familjes.” =+

f the 802,408 studenty who ha an applleation: an of Fobruary 11, 1084
140,904, or 40 pogcont, #ro classifled an indeperident under the current Federa
dofinition. If the deflnifon required ap additional prior yoar of self-support, 13 per-
cont (121,710) are eliminated from the Independent group. If § prior years of self-—. -

: u&)portnl\ro required, an additional 8 poa;lom are eliminated from consideration ns
n

"
indopendent, bpingink the total ellmihat
21 percent, ‘

» Indopcn;icnt Studan.u in the Pederal Student Ald Programa

Pc‘fl.(imn?y-ln the Pell Grant program, the mrtlclﬂntion[of IndoB@ndom aty:
dents has increased frdtn 300 percont In 1476-77 to a8, porcent in 1DB2-8Y, Thia
porcentago growth is largely reflective of changes in the {»rourum oligibility critorin,
prtn{rnm gmwth\\nnd oxpunsion, and incroasing participation by oldor students, This
analysis {8 born vut*dy figures provided by tho Dopartment of Education (attached
as appendix II) which show that the porcontusio of tho totnl of oligible indapendent
Poll applicants undor tho ago of 22 has actua l{ doclined during that game T-year

riod, from 82,1 poxcent in 1976 to 80 percent in 1082. The table indicAtes a u,lg}l:t

rop in indepondent:oligibles between tho ages of 23 and 80 and a growth in the

from tl\m- original independent group to

cont. \ . S
Campus-Based J'Nt{mbum- hta hns beon provided by tho Dopartment of Educu:
tion showing the distribittion of dollars and ro¢ipients in the Fedoral campus based
cro?ruma from 1974 through 1982. As a pe'rconu\Fo of total recipients, particlpation
ndopendent studonts peaked at 27 porcent in 1979-80 and has doclined sinco
that time. In 1981-82 indopondont studonts recoived 26 porcent of tho total doilars
expended, compared to 21 pyrcont in 1974-76. Tho full set of comparutivo data is
provided as appendix IV. N S : ¢

' (%) Graduate and Professional S{\udenu :

Data from a study conducted\by thg Educational Testing Sorvico indicated that
thore are ntrongmndenclea on the part of parents to reduce bupport to students at-
tonding graduate and profossional sthools.! While 70 percent of collogo soniors in
tho study wore dopendent on parents, only about one-third of the enrolled graduate

‘hoeo enrolled gradunto and professianal stu.
donts who wore considored* dependdnt on their parents, only about one-third re-
celved any help from their parents to'{inance post-baccalaureato costs. .

. (6) Characteristics of independent studehts .

As appendix V, weflave included tables on the characteristica of aid recl ients for
both dependent and independent students, These statistics are categorized by t f-
institution attended, age and mlnorlty'stulus of reciplents, and family income. Sepa-
rate tables (tables 8 and 4) indicate student.expenses and sources of support for both
dopendent and indopéndent students, Tho & ta aro drawn from separate survoys of
student aid reciplents at'independent, puﬁglc and rro‘yrletury institutions; the
sources of these surveys gre listed at the end of appendix V. , .

III. Mr. Chairman, in/your letter you unkedypocmcnlly whether ‘8 not the data
available to‘us suggests that there are “majo .abuses of the current independent

First of all, of course, the data we have presented do not lead to %t‘xick and easy-
! at cannot be

answered effectively by the currernit information that is available’'and that locks at

programs, students, profiles and trends on a national\basis. . )

I might add that much of the kind of Information one Would need to clgarly syb- .
stantiate any claims of abuses of the current independent definition would have{to
drawn from a longitudinal base—-tracking students reclrienu from year to year. Un. -

ar as | know. Howevor, the

data available to us do not suggest major abuses af ‘the current .definition of

\
§ } Y

1 Data Yrom Talented and Needy Graduate and Professional Students: A National Survey of
Peogle Who Applied {Dqgr Need-Based Financial Aid To Attend Graduate or Professional School in
1980-81, ETS, April 1982, L e \ . :
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On balance, It doos not ap“onr'. relatively, that these stydenta constitute a heavier
draln on the publle purse than a decade ago. The pattern of independent student
partiolpation—especially within the Federal programs=appears to have held res:
sonably steady, v N

You asked as well, based on opr study of the isue, what deNMtion of Indepondent
atudent statu should recommend? T C

In March'ol {082, the Coalition adopted the recommendation of ita Committee on

eods Assessment and Delive thﬁnv additional base year be added to the cur
remt foderal definition of a self-supporting student for undergraduates\and that the
current federal definltion by continued for students who are enrolied In educational
programs beyond the first baccalurente degree. As part of this action, the Coalition
alvo noted that: , : o

(}) Differentiation for eligibility for guaranteed student loans should

_ e rocognized
within the parameters of the needs test, and, further, the Department pf Education
 whould promulgate regulations which eall for the conslderation of parental, rather

than family income in noeds Analysis for dopondont studonta for guaranteed studont

- loanw, and

(&) The recommondation ls *pllclz With rogmrd to the maintonance of the current
Foderal definition for graduate and profeesiohal students, ¢ .

i'l;}‘lg recommendation received the approval of 21" member organlzations present
at th

.y

o meetig, with the excoption of the ropresentative of the U8, Budent Amsocl- -

ntlon who abstalned. ) N '
* “The comuiitteo reviewed the \:oulﬂon tuknr\tby the Coalltlon again this spring.in
lght of reguintions published by the Deparimont of Kducatlon proposing major
modifications In the oxisting Independent student definitlon, This Is the point ot
which tho committoe undertook a roviow of some of tho data presented today and
ducld;:drto hold to the mcommegdatlon at hnd beon ndvanced and approved the
yoar beforo, : :

The definition gecommeonded by the Coalitioh grow out of long term discussion”

and debate and out of the desire to achleve a measure of consonsus within the group
bn n vory important aspect of student ald policy. It was felt that tho recommonda-

tion represented an approprite pollcy responso and modified reasonably the existing .

dofinition, specifically taking Into conslderation:

_ The need to establish a reaschable and verifinble history of self-sufficlency before -
un aid applicant can recelve funds based on oligibility as an Independent atudent,

omphnaizing the primary responsibility of the student and hia or her family In meet-
ln*{ collego cdids. \ ' -

~The*clear differenco In perceptlon In parental and publlg attitudos nbout umdunui,_

and professionnl study beyond the baccaluareate degree.

The concern that any alteration to the definition not offect disproportionately
nnly identifinble category of studonts nor serve arbitrarily to impede student access.
¢1 must omphasize that-the Coalition's recommendations should not be taken to
mean there 8 consensus within the financial aid community on this lasuo. . ’

sIn viow of the wmnnl studies and research conducted since the full Coalition
last considered thoindependent student definition, I would bo glad to go back, if the
subcommitteeiwould like, and ask the Coalition membershlp for n review of the situ-
ation. " :

Thank you for the opportunity to present this information.

AvpenDix |

COMPARISON OF THE DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENCE FOR THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM IN 197374 TO

THE DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENCE’FOR THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM (AND CAMPUS-BASED

PROGRAMS) IN 1982-83 / . .

197374 (Basic (Pell) Grant) ' 1982-83 (M and Campus-Based)

’

L)

“Independent Student” means a student who: “Independent Student” is a.student who i

- (2) A 'single student wha Yor 1981 and 1982—



COMPARISON OF THE DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENCE FOR THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM IN 1973-74 10
THE DEFINITION. OF INDEPENDENCE FOR THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM (AND CAMPUS-BASED
. PROGRAMS) IN 1082-83-2Cantinued, :

. . 1913- 10 {Res (Pl Geimd 1-83 (el and Camons Bined)
(1) Hax not and will pot be Claimed 4% an maemplion for {1} Has ool Jved and wil not ive for more than §
foderal income tax purposes by My person eacept b woeks in sach yoar in the homa of the parent(y) o
of het pousg for the calenda yoar (1) I which aid s whem income must b roported accoiding lo the
feceived and [he colendy year ébw year) prie 1o rogulations for the Pell Crant and campyybased pig-
1 acackmic year for which aid i requested

framg,

L (2) Nay rol teceved and wil nok o fiancie”  (7) Hay nol bewn cooed and will el b clemed 25 2
sahlance of more (han B0 fom N o ber dependont for Fudurbl incoma las {urpose by the
poreni(s) in the calndar yedt W which aid 13 = pacent(s) lot whom income must b i Koty
focatved, and e calendar yeai (base yoar) prien lo ( ing lo ™ regulations for the P Geanl and camou,
the academmic yedt for whichsaid iy Tequented, and basd piograms; and’

'(J)ih:mllmd,ovy\amihmmmdl (3} ey el w and will not receve financlal

parent for more than -2 conseculive weeks duting the “asustanch for more than 3150 in each year from e
calendar year in whith aid iy roceived and the calendare  * parent(s) for, wham income must be teporied xeord:

yedr (base year) piiot to ihq academic yeahfor. which * ing lo the reguiaions for the Pel Grant and campuy

, b 1 tsted bassd programs; of
R () A marrd el for 1987~

. I patenl(s) for whom locome must be repoeted
o ' . o acoding 10 the regulations for the Pit Grant #nd
o , ‘ : émwt batad programy,

. . ncome Wx purposes by the parent(s) for whom
) ' * . . . income must be teparied aCording 10 (e regdiations
! - for the Pell Grant and camous-based programs; and
s ' . (3) Wit mot received fisancial dsvistance for marg than
o B : $750 from tha parent(s) for whom income must be
o . o roported according to the regulations for (e Pell Grant

\ . 0 - and upumud mvm/,

‘ T

Av:'ammx 1

RECENT CONCERNB—~A BRIKY PENSFECTIVE

Need-based student aid Is provided in a relatively progressive fashion, after it is
determined that parenta have contributed’to the costa of postsecondary education to
the extent of their ability. Tho principle has romained consistent in policies adopted
b{ the Congreas for progrums of the Fedoral Government and for the vast majority
_of aid programs administered by states and inatitutions.

Indeed, the indopondent student definition itself is an attempt to assure that an
individual student wishing to be considered self-supporting does not have parental
financial resources available which should be accounted for in an asscssmént of gbil-
Ity to pay and program cligibility. )

« As thelcommittee knows, there have been auuﬁoutionu from student ald%dminis.
trators and from the Department of Education that a more reatrictive definition of
student independence would better direct limited atudent aid funds to those in
reatest need. These suggestions flow mainly from concerns over student—with
\vailable parental resources—who misropresefit their status or adopt independont
status for the purpose of c‘unlifyin for higher lovels of student assistance. Those
who call for tighter controls feel that tho current definition too easily allows par.
ents of. means to transfer the responsibility for financing their chlldargn'u education
:_o :’he tnxpuycr_y means of eligibility for highly subsidized atuddnt assistance
« + funds. , . :

Within the coulition(comm’unity. there has been eeroucd ‘equal_concern for the
probloma for students and familics if the national delinition should be made more
restrictive. A definition which secks to establish a.longer higtory of student self suf-
ficiency or that employs a minimum age criterion, they argue, would impede or
eliminate from program cligiblility large fumbers of studefits, both traditional and
.non;trnditionnl. who have nogeason to expect any degree of parental support.

‘-
S

: 7 11

~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o Ll) Wi ol Ive for more an 6 week in the b o

) Wl ol be cleimed a3 0 dependent fo foderal




" Ampng 1]

N :
; BASIC TPELL) GRANT PROGRAM . /
| I T T T T
Figil ol - . ' “ ;
R WI;" : v ' . Y P
© Tiblvge LMY LMD 708 3 a0 s e T
o N O A T 1Y TR R T T 1% BT
ol . . .
' LR L . A L Y I | VIS | ¢
. (065) (L0166 (ST (LISMAT). (LATLILY) (LTSS "11813.%0)
o Qalrbubon— - ) _
: e bl :
e wooowe . m T ae om0 ‘wo
S n 0y a8 a8 e 680 150
- v K i ne o n#e.. Mo M W0 o
T Soute U Do W (catln, O o Bk i ntane '
) y o ArmodV 5 SERE
. »  CAMPUS BASED STUDENT AID PROGRAM RECIPENTS (UNDUPLICATED) -
Nomber of ocens dokars meneted OIS 191S.T6 W -
011 OSSO L0 - LOoIsA
- BOMY | MBI RSN SWLININ -
’ 210 WA I3 e e
Lo i2) - (10)
' a2 U el 8N
T ") (1) (1)
#4508 1. M 208188
, NONIE 1002252 - NSIAME (AR
R Y Iy TR .
Toto dolars awarded. .. BS6000000  SIL2AI  SLIGETAY 13081
‘. " ln-n 1979-0 19000 lm-8
O Underadate 0O - LU2ME  LORRs . LonM.
; CUTTTTU O S0 M1 Sl SLOILINBN
noAR $10,425 usn I
. (24) @n (28). )
: WS SR8 . LMY | LSS
29) o
12329 234960 HOOBH - . 1M -
Proessigual Mot .r.gore ISLINBE6  ISSOIKIG  IOLSIIE 156336269
Less than - 554 ol
Hall e woul . 08N
Tota number of recgets........ L AN SIS 150781
TOUM QOIS INHON.......omror L2113 SLSISISSAS  SLINSNAN  $189TIS

" Soure: US. Department of Education, Offca of Stodent Faanclal Asuistafce. ¢

H




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDlx V

COMPARISON DA’I‘A FROM PUBL!C IN@WENDENT )\ND PROPR!E’I‘ARY lNB

Table 1—Profile:' All Recnpxents of Need Based Aid. [
d Tal‘)‘IAedZ—Proﬁle Charactenstlcs of Dependent and Independent Recnplents of Stu
ent Ai
" Table . 3—Student : Expensea and Sources Jof. Supporf Dependent Recnp:ents of
‘Need-based Aid, 1981-82; s : :
g e’ ‘Student Expe ses 'and So

. TABLE 1.—PROFILE: ALL RECIPIENTS OF NEED-BASED'AD, 1981-82 -

T T - itiution—

S Iideendent publc ., - Propietary: L

s

;.Av'/érageage S esbessssnivene, . RPET. 21 -fZl L2

. - Percentwhoarer - -0 . ) R T SR EANPUL L .
_— 18 o less - v ~ T SRR US| ERAEES AN
S, el sermieses s . - L gz IR ST A E

R 7 B (L TR RS - . : TR N
<. 26°0F more ;.. e ) . : ! R I R 0.0

- Totl s 1000100 1007

Percenlmlnonty e I I M-

Percenl of Iamllymcome N
<" Under §6,000, s :
96,000 10 $12,000- vy
$12,00010 $18,000,..rv v Soriins

= $18,000 to $24,000.......
" $24,000 to $30,000
- $30,000 to 835 000

;I Over $36,000 ...
* Totals, ;
Percent of status: . . : e

. Dependent........ ; v i

* Independent.... . e

R SRR
L8 . .

”

TABLE 2——PROFILE DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT RECIPIENTS DF STUDENT AID, 1981- 82
" intitution— o
Independent ©. - Public APropneIary

*._ Dependent studenls: v BEEEEAEES : e Ll
© Average age e - . w20 0 - NA:-

Percenlwhoare L : - o . : o
R 18 o less oo e S TR | RS
S 191021 SRR ' Lo, B e Bl
221025 e s MAEEEIRERTS (| EPUS | SRR I

+. 26 or more : i . 0 A SRR R
T ol S s’ 100 _‘ S100 - 1000 e
Percenl LTIV - . . . 14 < Y v AN

-1 Tables compiled by Elaine El- Khawas, Vice Presldent PoIlcy AnaIysm and Research, Ameri-
. can Council- on Education for A Policy. Seminar sponsored by The Associational Council for ’
gollcys Alréglzaysls and’ Research and I.he Natlonal Commlsswn on, Student Fmancm] Asslstance,
une :
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TABLE 2—PROFILE DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT RECIRIENTS OF STUDENT AID, 1981—82-—; =
- Corftmued -

P s . A ‘/.‘_‘"_A'._‘: . o C‘. {"- ulnstilutlon—,- . RS -

B Pemento”amﬂymeomgr-: S e TN o -
=77 Under §6,000 :.........5
‘ :moommooo* ‘
~$12,000 t6 $18,000...
lswtomooo
- $24,000 to $30,000
-2 +-$30,000:10°$36,000..c2.

O Totalc

Ustidents:
- Average age.........

. . -
. Coe

R Y. S A A SV SEUEREY SEERIRY B
1910 20,0 fnnnnns R R | R AR R ¢
4 L) . A . : s 30 ¥ . .-
o QB O OB, i, - 36 * 8 5
Tota oo ot 100, A== \100.

o Percent'minority‘ it AR EE | SR B 570

Percent of family income: s - L
-, Under §6,000....... S— S 68 .71 e
" $6,000 to-$12,000 e satose st enrion, . FE < IR V AT |
- $12,000 to-$18,000., : e, - : T 5 st L
$18,000 to $24,000........... et . : R U BRI WA
- §24,000 tg $30,000.; e N bt i b o
530000to$35000 A A _— : i
- Over $36,000 @J i . . ) N )

- Tntal s s Lo e '. . L ,:'.~‘.‘,,‘~l.00 w100 '.,._,-.i,.'u.ga__
= TABLE 3—srunfm EXPENSES AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT: DEPENDENT RECIPIENTS oF NEED
4w DASEDAD1981-82

. Independenl.instltubons L Puic instiutons : mpﬁemy‘ inslilulidﬁs_‘:

hoT ' o Average . Percent of Ave:age " Percent ol Aveiage - Percentof ;
s R - .. doltars lofal costs - . “doflars - folal costs dollars . . “total cost

-vStudeﬁt’expenses:‘:' . P sl - j Sk e o
" TUION, 085 v isnnnseisn e - 34,190" , $921 .. $2.815 ...
“Other . o o303 ... 2,844 : 2133 ..

_ Total, BADENSES: i oo 7229 U100 3833 .00 5,548
Student resources: Lo T T e
:  Parental contnbutlon s e 1305 . .18, 469 . 1 8 -

- Grants (needbased) N S e e T
P it 2 5287 T 1§ g0 g
SEDG s s 3 o3 1 2
1

o State. (including SSIG).. 611 R & B e - N
Institutional........... 82 1. 8. 1 T 0 -

2185 - 30 . 103, a2
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T 3—STUOENT EXPENSES AND SOURCES OF SUPPOR DEPENDENT mpmms 05 NEED Y
- BASED AD, I9B1-2—Contned ST

: %»‘-4 ©Independent Institutions - Public institutions - ﬁnpﬁeuryinsﬁtut;ons Sl
FE - - Mverge | Percetol < Avenage | Percent of o Avege | Percentof -
- A © . .doflars fotal.costs - dollars - tolal costs dollars - Jotal cost
‘ .Studentemployment e ' R
7. College work-study: . L 428

P

ns:
7 NDSL.
 GSL/FISL...hn : i R BY A5 oo L :
o Anstitutional e ; o2 0 =y 8l e B 0.
. Total, loans....... e i : L : ;
Student contribution..
Otheraid e

o Total, af ¢ [esoufces
~% . . Balance: Remaining need

Notv Ezch dollar fgum i an averzge, indivicual averages ) mt pmusely add lo subtolal ind tolal averam . o .’.' L

‘.,

BASED AID 1981 82

L TR lndepenoemjmxuuons - Pubhclmututlons Prmnsiylnsmum e
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.+ - Student expenses: . R ' »'l . ', :
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i SR S 4998 ... o AT i,
- Total expenses...'.,..;..;............- .............. v 7410 ey
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) Parentat contribution........cescmseee S I Y S | S | S0
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T Pl R RN < RS e s
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o For further. mformation on fhe studles R
o Recent Trends in Financial-Aid-to. Students Attendmg Independent Colleges and
Uniyersities, by Virginia. Hodg’kmson and Jylianne Still Thrift. . e
: _ AVailable from: The National Institute of Independent Colleges and Umverm- ‘_' Ch
S ties, 1717 Massachuset Avenue, N. W Suite 601* Wash*ngton, DC 20036 (202) :
p 483-9434. $2.50 per copy. - L
5 . Student Aid and Public Higher Educatxon A Progress Report by. Jacob A Stampen .
. _ :Available from: The American Assocjation of. State Colleges and- Umversmes, .
One Dupont Clrcle,'Sulte 700 Washmgton, bp.C. ’20036 (202) 293-7070 $5 00 per

N Propnetary Vocatldhal Schools and Federal Student Ald Opportumtles for' the‘st-
: advantaged by Wellford W lems, 'prepa;ed for the Natio Commnssto on
. 'Student. Financial Assista .
v *+Copies of. thig report will ge
non rvxce by §eptember 83&)

_STA'WENT OF LINDA BERKSi{IRE STAFF DIRECTOR NATIO AL
"%+ COALITION, ON BEHALF OF FRANCIS KEPPEL CHAIRMAN g«
“ TIONAL COALITION ON STUDENT AID o

S Ms. BerksHIRE. I will jump around a bit in the wr1ttep testunony
- v -as I attempt to sSummarize what I consider to be the maJor'pqmts
# . -The committee requested information from the coalition-that we
. 7% ‘might have on mdependent status for student financial- aid appli-
“ cants. This testimony is. based on data from national student aid -
\programs and on recipient data ﬁles and other related studles ob-
. tamed in the last 6 months: e
", As.we looked at this isgue, we were partlcularly mterested in m- : -"_ R
. formatlon on the rates of 15artld§)atlon of m’dependent students.in n
9 . the Federal programs and whéther or not. ‘these’ humbers. had -
. changed significantly over time, especlally\ jn the 18- to 22-year-old
-group, what we consider to be and what is commeonly, known as the;
traditional -age group of students that are enrolled in undergrad-
- . uate course work and for. whom parental support has and contm- o
.~ ues to be" generaHy expected where there is ability to pay.- o S
» As. we attempted 10 gather some data to help answer these ques- . -
..~ tions' for ourselves we posed the following questions:. Does the defi-- .~ "™
"nition of independent status accurately reflect what we consider to
. be the guiding public policy to provide assistance only to the extent -
td which' parental resources are unavailable? Does.the existing defi-
nition allow or.encourage public funds to supplant parental contri-
.butions' for substantlal number of students‘? Let me report what
“we found. - :
T will summarize the various pieces of - data that we looked at
that helped us to form a conclusion. First, we'looked at the changes .
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R

©* " “the incidence of independents'in the-population independent péople
- ‘enrolled in college and)th® rates of those independent students-in -

' “States—and I'don’t know and:I'should, whethe;

e

© “:ents. So essentially it's the year. of appreciation plus 3 prior, years.

* ‘essentially’ had remained steady since that time’and.declined also
- in college participatio lcates. - L 1 UL LA S

ey -
RS

r‘in college participation rates in stude t financial 'assis.tanc‘e from ";( .
1969 to 1981, the peripd.of the seventies,’John Lee of Applied Sys- F-
tems Institute helped’us by proyiding cfasa on the characteristics of :

“the independent population over the period of the seventies. e

_Basically, I wor’'t go over the datay it's before you in the testimo- :

_ny: We concluded from his conclusions in his study that the inci- .* '.
dence of independents in the population as a_whole—the 18- to -24-~, " -
year-old group had: no:i increased singce 1969. It peaked. in 1974-and . * -

ta on the currént population sjarvey hereson

éhave provided d

the 18- to 24-year-old ‘category. in college participation. The poirit . ="
being, those rates had not gone up, had peaked at some point in~ ¢ . =

~ the 1974 area and then had come down. - - -

“We also lobked at some ddta from the Edudational Testing Serv-

ice that had come from California filgs. California is one of the - =
t ethe ey are the only

one—that require 3 prior years of information.{rdm the students

for their own grant programs before considering them independ- " -

q

" We logked atsome.datg from their files to determirié whether or* -

ble for’ Federal programs, using 1 prior:

~ *not the student was eli _ _
' S{ear of i ation, whether or not if you moved that- definition

ack to include ‘another ptior year, you would lose large groups of i

- “students ‘from. eligibility. ‘The “data ‘here is‘summarized. Thiiteen . .-

’

percent fell- out of eligibility by moving the definition back 1 yéar.
- Another 8percent were dropped from eligibility by moving it back
-another year. That was alsd part of our'review. .~ ~* .- " . .
Probably of most importintsinterest to the subcommittee is the ;-
data that' we accumulated|just recently on independent ‘student -

. N 2

participation in the Federal |pfograms.” -

4

- P¥ln the Pell grant prograny, the participation of independent stu-, ..

., derfts—and you may wish td refer ag'l am mentioning this'to youy -,

;',. a

.felt that the percentage gro

_cent,in 1982. ., . . - e .
- {"The table indicates a slight|drop in independent eligibles be-

to page 12 of the testimony--it's'a table in the back and»"ﬁm can " .
*follow : this—the participatign- of ‘independent - students 'has in-.
creased from 36.9 percent inM976-77 to 48.3 in 1982-83. We have - -..
th is largely reflective of changes in J, -

owth asnd expansiom ehd increasing. <.

program eligibility, program:
participation by older students. . . . - : NI
“.«iWhat-is probably most impprtant is.that the-percentage, of the. . ;..
total of these eligible indéperdent applicants in the Pell grant pto-;: -
- gram under the-age of 22, which 1s the.group that. most of the - .
policy. ‘initiatiyes - have been dirécted “at, has actually  declined -

during that-same 7-year. period \from 32:1.percent in 1976 to 30 per--. -

- -tween the ages of 23 and 30 and|a’ ggowth in the percentage of over i

been provided by theeDep_artmen 0

-'30 population of ¢ligible independents from 20 to 25 percent. :

which is the next table, data has

. -.In'the campus-based programs . 1S
Education. These are undh?;1§'» :




W e

o cated numbers from reclplents in’ the (‘L‘ollege Work Study‘, SEOG BRI
T .'and NDSL’programs: over,-I.think, it's an 8:year period. The table ' -
shows the distribution. of .dollars and recipients from 1974 through
~1982, As.a: percentage of total- reclplents, participation by independ- - C
.-ent. students peaked - at: 27 percent in 1979-80.—the table runs -
~across and, then across agam at the bottom—and has dechned slnce. R
that time, » o7l : A

«In- 1981-82 m e ndent students recel : 25 percent of the total . .
ent cent -'19’14’"-’!) wil

=G 1ate ‘anc ional’ ked'

ducted by the Educatlonal ‘Testing Serv1ce which mdlcafed-that -

" there are strong’tendencies-on the' part of' parents: to reduc, sup: . -,

. port to students attending graduate and professronal schools, Their -

- 'study showed that while:70 percent of college seniors who werede- ... , .
‘pendent on their parents only abbut a third 'of the: enrolfed gradu- } e
“ate and professional students'were. Of those enrolled graduattaaand L
professronal studénts who'were considered dépendent_ oxr,ly about: a.

. third actually received any help from thelr parents tb finance pest-'
baccalaureate education. . :

>+ The last information that we looked ab——I won't take the t1me be- ﬁ

~ ‘cause it would take some time to summarlze, ‘but 1t’s provided as a’ T

geries_of. tables for you at the final section of the' testimony as the

final%%pendm and these are characteristics of aid reclplents that -

-are both dependent and in endent, and I think ‘it is ﬂlumlnatlng\ ’

and giving the subcommltlﬂg mformatlon about the kinds of stu- -

dents that we are talkmg about that are mdependent of thelr par- o _
"ents and: partlclpétmg in student aid’ programs ' R R
' This data is-broken down by the kind of lnstltutlon the stu ts ' T,
are attendmg—«pu"blic, private ‘or propnetary—the age and th ' ;
- nority ‘status—and you wi]l see:that-there are differences—t ere E
- are,, almost across the. board differences inindeps deht and de-
‘pendent studénts in terms of the hkehhood of theiriPeing mmonty
or.their being older. The average age is 25 to 26. We have ‘also’ pro- .
-vided separate tables on.the differences.that haye been found jir
.’ the way that mdependent students and dependent students finance 7.,
~ their education in'these sectors. '~ ™y’ R
.+ This data is provided by~-you giave heard from‘ sev ﬁ‘r’al of . ghe LT
- people—dJacob Stampen from the Public Data Base, he has.worked -
»with Public'Data Base under a three associationa} financed atudy-—
~. and from Julianne Still Thrift at NIICU. and. from Buzz-Wilms at -

; Unrversrty of Cahfomla, working . wrth proprietary studenfs under ,

¥- ‘anioriginal coritract with the National Commission. . ’

' T refer .the committee to those studies and those md1v1duals for

“further. lnformatlon on what we have provided in the appendix. .
. . Mr. Chalrman, you asked us to answer two. questlons on the basm
“of this data—whether ‘or not*we concluded that fhe;'zwere maJor

~ abuges of the current indépendent student. definition/T would add *
that most .of the data we presented don't lead ‘to quick and easy. .
“conclusions bgcause it is somewhat piecey, bBut:what we *have . -
looked at 1 thmk ' ;_can sayf‘that the data avallable to- us do not
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. """ You asked as well,;based on btix.‘*fj"’s_t_udy.'of the issue, what defini-
.s". <" tion of indépéndent student status:we would-recommend. In March

»
e °
. .

" THe definitioi adopted by

. yedrs ago—the coalition-that I am representing here today adopted

" |¥ of 1982—and I rémind the subcommittee that that was over .1V% .

CL suggesf majd_r abuses of the:current definition of the independence ** '
* by students’gnd their families. o '

[y

/thé recomméndation of its:commjttee-on néeds assessment and de- . - :
- livery thdt one additional base -yetir.be added. to the current Feder- -

~ 'al definitjon ‘of a sélf-supporting student for updergraduates and

7. 'thg~current, Federal définitiqn:be. continued fof students ‘who are -
. L:.gn_mlled ' inx-ed,ucétioﬁal-"‘fprdgamé?béyo‘nd..ft,h'e, first: baccalaureate 1
L egl‘e.\p; R e E R e T T e e

‘the coalition grew out of ‘a long-term -

L discussion and debate in an attempt to draw some conSensugéij.za'~ 7 o
" measure that we felt was an important: part of public policy. Wg -

e

" thought that the reconjmendation at the time took into cohsidgra-

~ . tion the need to estgblish a reasonable and verifiable his . of

self-sufficiency before any applicant. could receive furids baded ‘on - . .

_eligibity as an independent student and that ‘it emphiasized. the pri- .
,” rhary responsibility of the student ,_'and(oxf‘his,familyb orl_hegigémi_ly%

- in meeting college costs. . \

'+ We thought it recognized that there was a clear diffor®T
- 'perdeption in public and parental attitudes abqut:gradyate;
fessional ‘study beyorid the baccalaureate degreé and/thatjt:
nized the concerns that many had that>any alteratign tore:dgf
. tion of independent students not affect disproportionadely:anyige
tifiable category of students or serve grbitrarily'tO'i‘

: NS i

for any students. .

.. 1 emphasize again that the vcoal.iti,on_;’srvrecor'm_'nendat'ion_ should -
. “'not be taken to'mean that there is consensuswithin the financial .
_ aid community- on this issue and also that some of the information

"I have presénted here today, notably the-information ori the Feder-

. al programs, was not-available to the coalition .at._'thc_é‘_timef_ ‘they..

.. -took that position. =~ . T T

~ -* In view of,this, Mr. Keppel asked me specifically: to say to you
" that he would be glad, if the subcommittee would like, to ask the
" cozdition membership for a review of the situation and I thank you_

- for the opportyunity to present this:information. . ™ ce AR

ks

' Mr. SimoN."Thank you very much for your te timdr"xyfar.u'i for-the
* " attached tables. T L Pl
©Larry Gladieux. How do you spell your’last: name? Is it I-E-U-X? ..

o

pronounced French. . LI

. -Mr. Grabigux. Yes. Gladieux. It is;a French, name which is not
[Prepared stdtement of L‘awr.ence. Gladieux follows:] = - .

< 7

pry

4

ARy

. PREPARED STATEMENT oF LAWRENCE E. GLADIEUX, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR]\ * -

WASHINGTON OFFICE OF THE CoLLEGE BOARD

Mr. Chaivman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am Larry Gladieux, Execu-

tive Director of the Washington Office af the College Board. I thank you.for the op-
portunity to testify on-a cent;ﬁ3 and delicate issue in the operation of student aid
progsams: lé:w todistinguish
. their parenfs and those‘who-are self-supporting. -
"~ My organization, an assgciation of 2,500 schools and colleges, has been engaged in
the movemept during the past quarter- century to eliminate financial barriers to.
- higher education thtough aid to students. Creation of.the College Scholarship Serv-

Ry

‘."nv .{ 0‘.. . ’ 'r,“' \(3‘1}) 19 e | ! .-'.. : ‘-I

-

tween students who dre financially dependent on = -
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7 jee as part of the, éollege Board in 1952 formalized ‘the hr'iné_:ipleﬁhd piﬁétice in thé :

- P A = ..
L a- . s . 15‘. . . LI P
- S 4 PR . .

S A%
< 4o7

‘ ¢ - “educationab-community of awardin «id according to the: financial need of students. ~

and their families. ince’ theimid-1960s theWashifigton Office of the CollegesBoard

" I~ has focuséd special Attention’gn the‘.expgngiogl of fedefal need;based askistance pro- *
"+ grams .and has confutted p;@cy résearch oh student aigs including a) study pub-- . o/
e l':(l;eed,laat spring . entitled. -, nanpi_cz_l .aid - for .Self-Supgorting S ; Defining

' gepengenice. L

‘s i»One of it3.co-autbors, Alaj ,

- 7" The notice of this,hem¥ng requested
- .data-and -analysis. indjgate about ‘the

,g:finitIOn;. antl second? based on

3 7 16ir‘own’ intome and assets. If students whose parents could reasonably be expect- .
u15°d) tothelp pay- college costs are able to take-advantage of aid ptoﬂgaxﬁ‘s by qualifying - ‘-
:%ggr self-s?por.tin ‘definitigns, dess ‘Mfney will be gvglla_bli for' legitimately .

I ‘would vlill‘g'%‘!%;a#bmx a.copy of that report for the hearing record. /.
P, Wagner, Joinis.me today in’ presenting this testimony.,

ur-response to.two,questions; first,' what the .
extent 3 abuse. of; t| 'e;ind’egquent-;stude t.
i ‘ _should-be ‘considered/in -~ .«

X

¢

cof ém /sifnce’ 950s.has b
oiithat parents liave the primary. obiligation:t6'pay. fortheir children’
ah, with aid awarde j'tp‘\fhé_,sat!';:ydent\oxily after't ep'éem have_ton-

igextent of their figancial: ability. A'corollary-gssumption is that-the

o ! : ‘independent of their fapnilies s beju with:.

;é its’ who are truly inependent i thh—fmles’houl;_bej dgeg\h_t\ '

, vefg vto-parental resourced.Applying:these assumptions in"the 1980s; how: ' .
: &,‘ slicated' by shifting pat! rng; of colIégé.;,attend . The traditionabtul:

ol v

Ent"student -of, “college. age™ s becoming: less typical of the pbstsecok- ™
lon. Many youngspeople are stretching out their education, enrolling. Lt
stopping out,” or. alterhating periods of work and education. More adults * ., «
rnirig. to highér education;: for a “second chance”- or retraining_and’'mid- "
thange. Ng one would ‘argue that the parental obligation lasts indefinitely,
e tgidraw the line is the ‘qhestion. At what, paint, or undér what*circum- * ..
» should"parerits, be*viewéd: as having. no-fifrther ‘responsibility to support PR
ﬂ?p_ring’s education?’ The" crux ‘of this -important "public_policy issue ‘is more " aE
2t ghncal and subjective than analytical<-: - . 7 T Lol Ty
ibhe distinction between dependent and indepéntent students has poténtially®sig- .. %
ficant financial implications. With fedepgl cutbacks and:generally lesﬁ}student id -
gney. to-go around, trade-offs are becoming tnore acute. The amount of’aid aydfd- . .- ..
0.students who are treated as self-supporting is determined solely on the basis of R

SA
1

,ﬁ', dependent and independent students, . - - ) S T g
What are the percived flaws'in the current federal defihition? The federal defini-

tion.now in force, which:looks much the same today as ghgn it originated Intthe 7~ * .
0

1960’s, has three parts;, (1) a residence criterion (may) ave lived with parent or.

-+ v guardign-for'more than six weeks ‘per year); (2) afindnicial suppart.criterion (myst”

.

Wb

.students tosdeclare independence. -Existinﬁ need analysis systems' appear, to. tieat.
y.

- financial support;and residence, are difficu

.~ can simply be overlooked. As for the income tax criterion, familie
* . -80 can give-'up the exemption Jor the otherwise dependent’ stude

~most cased the greater tax liability. will be more than offset by
- creased eligibility for student aid on a self-supporting basis. And

“growing sentiment among financial aid admihistrators that need analf isjshould be *

not have received. more than $750 in & year from parents orsguardians); (3).-am ~ ° ¢
income' tdx deduction criterion' (may ‘not haye been claimed as a dependent by -

drent of guardian for federal“income tax purposes). The first: two parts of the:test, .

‘ ﬁ to verify and can Be easily circurfivent- - *

ed. In-kind support from parentsand gifts from'fgiends angd relatjves- for example,

at. choose to do s
~mémber, and-in" - - .
the sfutdent's in; - 1+ .
imilies skt have = &
‘the fact tocap- -_:"..2: f

not planned; ahead. in this wag can file. amended tax returns: af] _
ture the sanie'calculated benefits. So while the third part of the federal. definition is .-
verifiable 4through collection of Zigg;d copies of the federal infénfie ‘tax form from: - . -
the parents), aid administrators repott that the rule is manipyl ted-by at'lesst gfme - ;. -
students and families.. . = R L L T LA

The potential financial tigde-offs and the perceived loopholes ii
al definition have already-had two important Tesults in practices~. . e Lo
-~ L. Liberalization in the way need ig measured-for independent students has-been - -~ s
deferred in recent years, largely to avpid providing greater incentives for dependent . ’

e current feder- .~ .
. » L N 2

many self-supporting students too harshly. Congress called for. change':sil‘ in  this
regird when i1t passed the Education Amendmints of 1980, and there *has been

ess eonfiscatory in the treatnent of the independagt student/s resolircés. But by

-~ and large such reforms have been Held in abeyance-bécause of @ widespread percep- : .
* tion that the current federalwc‘kriteriaf'_for,'es}a lishing independence are too permis- -




‘give. Thus truly.indepenident students are being penalized in terms of the amount of
‘aid they receive because of apparent problems it the definition. et ) .
. A growing number of states and institutions have-ad ted.stricter criteria for
. - . determining self-supporting status under their own studen aid programs, regardless
of the federal definition. Of the ten states operating the largest need-based state
scholarship programs in. the céuntry, seven now require a tighter demonstration of .
independence than is necessary undér federal rules. The Subcommittee will /hear :
. from one of those states, Pennsylvania, at this hearing. The others include: Califor- - -
" nia,-Indiana, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, and Ohio. ‘An eight state, lllinois,”
which is also represented at this hearing, I understand ‘s on* record calling for. a
change in the federal definition; Illinois is obligated to follow the federal rule since’ . -
-, its scholarship program is tied directly to the Pell Grant system., .. . SN
_ “Now let me-turn to the Collége Board study, which we initiated ovér a yearago to
review the available nationgl data that might suggest thé extent of the problemiand . -
to inform the search for an Improved definition. Our aims wére to estimate: (a) who .
is qualifying as independent’ under the current rules, and (b) who would be affected. .
by various options for change. Two limitations of the analysis should be noted: . -
First; the data are drawn from a federally sponsored sample survey of studepts
enrolled in 1979-80 (Study of the Impact of-Student Financial Aid Programs, or
. SISAP). Théere is almost always a lag of ‘a few yearsiin the availability of such repre-:
sentative national data. The drawback, of course, is that the data analysis does not,
reflect any changes in enrollment patterns or student behavior since 1980. .
e Second, the survey data are limited to undérgraduate enrollments. Thus our anal- .
ysis does not suggest how changes-in the definition of independence mjght affect the - T
.participation of graduate students in the aid programs. A different s f consider-
ations is involved in how the independent student definition affects students in the *
various graduate and professional fields. In the final analysis, thé Subcommittee
may conclude that separate criteria gre necessary and ‘appropriate to determine
self:supporting status of undergraduate and graduate.students, rathe than applying
the-same definition to both as is currently the case ‘under Title I\; of the Higher.
~Education Act. The College Board study and this testimopy, however, do not speak

directly to this question.. . . RN
Jhe. Current Definition: What the Data Tell Us E

The number of students-classified as'indeperident under the federal definjtion has

-grown repidly in all aid programs during the past ten years; For example, between
1976 and 1982 independent applicants in the Pell ‘Grant program increased by 50
percent, from 1.2 million £6 1.8 million. ° o e

It is clear that a gg‘éaat part of-this growth stems from increased enrollment of «.
older individuals, mo&¢ of whorh are unquestionably on their own financially. Be- -
cause of the general:aging of.the postsecondary student population, the number of
Iégitimately self-supporting undergradutate students is likely to rise whether or not-

" the definition is tightened. As Alan Wagner and Nancy Carlson write, the “inde--
pendent student problem” is, in large measure, the problem of “how to accommo-
date a student population that is,becoming increasingly independent under any defi-
‘nitjon.” . . - e :

e At the same time, the data indicate recent growth*in the numbers of younger, un-

-« - married students in the independent category. In 1979-80 about 25 percent of finan-

-7 ciall ing}ependent undergraduates were 24 years of age or younger and single, with

s no deperfdents; about 10 percent of independent undergraduates were 21 years of

s age or younger and single, with no depegdents.iThe analysis suggests that part of °

the increase in the ber of independent students is coming from these single,
youfiger agegroups. & & - - . ¢ ) o S S
« . One cannot draw firm conclusions about the extent of abuse of the independerit
student definition based on such data. The analysis is only suggestive. Likewise, sev-
eral states have attempted to gauge the potential scope of abuse. Studies in Califor-
nia, Pennsylvania, and Minnesota tracingystu'dents over several years show that 15
to 25 percent of independent student aid Yecipients qualified as ‘“dependent” as re-
cently as two years previously. What all these analyses suggest is that a part of the -
-problem may be-the result of othergise dependent students in younger age groups— -
3 “and their famili®s making calculated arrangements to qualify 33 self-supporting for

-

'

purposes.of student aid. - . . E ..

. T also wish to reémphasize.that the ndtional data-do not yet reveal changes that

- -may have taken place in the past three years. And it is worth noting in this regard
.that a new and potentially strong incentive for middle to upper middle income stu-

- dents to declare independence-has been in effect since 1981. In that year Congress
"o  impoged a $30,000 family income cut-off {with a need test required above that level)

S e

-
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. 18

. ‘for Guaranteed Student Loans. The flat income cap permits virtually all students A
‘who’ claim to be financially independent of their parents to 1ualify for- subsidized ’
loans regardless of what other resources they might have availablg, Data on recent” .
borrowing patterns in New- York State may reflect the results-of this situation, The B
overall dollar volume of GSL and the total number of loans declined by an estimat- o
ed 18'percent in New York in 1982-83 as a consequence of the federal imposition of i :
the $30,000 income cut-off. The number of borrowers, however, in the income catego- :
-ty below $10,000 jumped by an estimated 25 percent. This pattern may well have N
resulted from substantial numbers of students declaring themselves to be financially SR

. independent of their parents to qualify for the ogram i

B

3
&
§
2
g
- =
) ™
F
g
g
g

v Extepded tax depene ppli be"Fequired to. sh 16y ot =7
- claimed. as a dependent on’a-federal incéme tax form for three or four years (up -
"~ from two years'in the current definition). California and Washington State: have
.~ both adopted a four-year. tax. independence requirement in. a quest for expanded, = . : - .
- verifiable and direct evidence of the student’s finanical separation from the ?rents. o
- ~The National Coalition for Student Aid, as indicated in its testimony to the Sub- .
committee today, has endorsed this approach. My own organization, through the .
College Schola.¥hhip Service (CSS) Council, is also on. reco favoring extended tax
. independence. The CSS Council position is.tentative and will be revisited during the o
" . _course of regional meetings of the College Board in the be!ginning of 1984; other ap- -
“proachés to possible reform of the independent student definition will be under.con-"

sideration. - . o - o - . g .

P Age.—The most easily understood, straightforward, and verifiable addition to the °
current definition is an age criterion. Indiana ‘and New York, for example, require -

that all students under age.22, with certain limited exceptions, apply as deperident-

students. Students above age 22 in these stgtes must meet the conditions of the v

- three-part federal definition. . - o ) S . s

-+ Proof of self-sufficiency.—A major objection to the “fgderal definition is that it . .

¢+ allows students to be classified as independent without evidenca that they have es-
tablished a pattern of self-supporting behavior. A self-sufficiency test would require

. students to document (through tax returns‘or ‘records of nontaxable income) that
they have had the financial resources to support themselves in households separate .

- from their parents. Variations on such a self-sufficien requirement have been im- -

- plemented by several states as well as some colleges and universities. i
.Being married and/or having dependents.—The presence of a spouse or other de-

., pendents might be taken as a reasonable proxy for financial independence. For stu-
dents in the younger collegé-age brackets, marriage alone is perhaps not sufficient
grounds for relieving parents of responsibilities for educational support, but the
Er_eserlxlceidof dependents other than a spouse might signify a_ truly independent .

ousehold. C : : oo S S
- The Wagner-Carlson analysis estimated the effects of options using various combi-
nations of all the above criteria. This testimony stresses alternatives involving age . .
and extended tax independence, since these are the approaches being most widely
discussed. In capsule here are the salient findings: - . . .
Extending the tax independence requirement for two additional years has about -

- the same affect on the total number'of independent students as an option that de-
fines all students below a’%‘e 22 as dependent and uses the current federal test for
those 22 and above. In both cases the number of undergraduates classified as.inde- *

+ pendent would drop by about 15 percent. -~ . - S :
Using just an age criterion (under. 22 equals dependent; pver 22 equals independ- -
ent) vastly increases the number of independent students in the 22 to 24-age group.
Defining all students under age 22 as dependent would in 1979-80 have caused o

- roughly 100,000 18 to 21 year old students with dependents of their own to be-reclas- ___.
sified trom independent to dependent; a reclassification some might argue with on

_ philosophical grounds. . )

Whether one automatically counts students age 25 and over as self-supporting or.
applies the current federal definition does not make a great deal of difference. Most -
students age 25 and up will qualify as independent in either case. ) g

-

o CONCLUSION T
Let me now summarize our response to the two questions posed for this hearing. -

B )

~
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". On the extent of abuse, no avdilable‘nationa) data can firmly ascertain to what
degree the current definition of independent status is bein circumvented contrary
to- the spirit if not the letter of federal policy. We can only draw inferences from
data on trends in the number and,characteristics of students clagsified as self-su
porting. We know that a large soufrce of growth in the number of such students 18

* the increased enrollment of adults; but part of the growth iz also colning from the

yoynger, traditional college age groups. One can infer from the data that there is a

problem and that it is not insignificant. Also,; recent develepments not reflected in

~ currently available national data‘may be accelerating the trend toward-independ- .

ence at the younger age levels. - . . . .
Whatever the extent of abuse, what should be the federal response? One possibil-
ity is for the federal government not to make a'change.but to let states and institu-

* tions make adjustments on their own, as is already taking &ape.'i%‘ly fw? \;i;wiis
ria, if only in the in. -

that there is a.compelling case for revision of the Tederal cri !
terest of consistency. No one—certainly- not students—will gain by the proliferation

“of 50 different state definitions as well'as & number of institutional variations. Con- -~ ...
“tinted movement in this directiori will only complicate student aid application . ‘-

forms and the coordination of federal, state, and campus p ams. - .
To be specific in answer to your request for a recommendation on how to change -

_the federal definition, we suggest the following: - .

Switch to an age criterion for those under age 22 (equals dependent) and over 25

. (equals independent) and limit the requirement of the current three-part definition

(or an extended version of it) to 22-24 ,g'eear olds. Exceptions to the blanket assump-
tion of dependence under age 22 could be made for students who have dependents of
their own, orphans and wards of the court, and perhaps others.

“Based on our analyses and review of other available.evidence, this approach
would offer many advantages, easing the administrative burden while at the same
time increasing verifiability: S{‘mbollcally, it- would #iso reinforce the assumption of -
parental . responsibility through at least the traditional ages spanning undergrad-
uate education. * R B ' L
" Many factors will have,to be considered in changing to any such new definition.
Some observers have questioned the legality of an age criterion in view of age dis- .
crimination laws, though such a barrier to changing the definition seems remote. -
Also, asdI noted earlier, the effects on graduate and professional students must be .
reviewed., ' . o

I do believe, however, that a change is needed. If there is a single feature of stu-
dent aid programs today that ‘undermi}a:s confidence in the system because of dis-
parities in the way different students of like circumstances are treated, it is the
definition of self-supporting status. The higher education reauthorization should be

an opportunity to devise a new federal definition that distinguishes more simply, .

fairly, and accurately bgtween stud'ants who can depend on parental support and

those who cannot.

Mr. Chairman, we hope these observations and: suﬁ?tions prove useful to the
Subcommittee. My colleague Alan Wagner and I shall be glad to answer any ques-
tions. ‘ - .

STATEMENT OF LARRY GLADIEUX, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WASHINGTON OFFICE-OF THE COLLEGE BOARD, ACCOMPA-
NIES BY DR. ALAN WAGNER, COAUTHOR OF “FINANCIAL AID
FOR SELF-SUPPORTING STUDENTS: DEFINING INDEPENDENCE”

Mr. Guanieux. Thank you, Mr. CHairman and members of the
subcommittee. -1 am Larry Gladieu®, executive director of the
ri'iege board. Ithank you for the opportu-

nity to testify.on this important issue. ' o 1
My office of the college board does policy research on student aid

) including.a-study we commissioned and issued earlier this year en-

titled, “Financial Aid for Self-Supporting Students: Defining
Independence.” I would like to submit a copy of that full report for
the record. Ore of its coauthors, Alan P. Wagner, is with us today.-
There’ wasn't: room at the tablel but he is here to help amplify-
some of the findings of that study. C . .
[A copy of the study, “Financial Aid for Self-Supporting Stu-
dents: Defining Independence,” follows:]. . o

. '
~ : .
T e
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The co|yege BOQfd The College Board is & nonprofit membership organization that provides test and
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other educational services for students, schools, and colleges. The membershipls
composed of more than 2,500 colleges. schools, school systems, and education
associations. Representatives of the members serve on the Board of Trustees and
advisory councils an®committee shat consider the programsof the Cottege Board
and participate 1n the determination of its policies and activitics.

Woshington Ofﬂce’ The Washington Office of the College Board conduc rch relevant topublice

policy issues in education. The office is located at 1717 Massachusetts Avenue,
N.W., Suite 404, Washington, D.C. 20036. (202) 332-7)34,
7 R

. .

Additional copies of this report are available for 54.00 each from the Washington
Office, College Board, 1717 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Suite 404, Washinglon,
D.C. 20036, Bulk orders of 10 or more copies, $) each, Pleasec make check or
money order payable to the College Board.
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studentsssistance policy siica the 195
nts. have the primasy ghilgation To

¢osts conlinue td rise and studsnCald yvelaoff br cobl :
mnmhwoxmwamamwmljmdeuMnmnw '
f‘ et - N R ~ . v

" _ba reinforced. C

: Yet foe growing pumbars of students enrojled in postsecondary education,
- the presumption of parcaitsupport s impractical or questionable. The fulitime
dependent student of *coliege age™ (18-21) has begome Jess and less typical of the
college-going population and will become still less sa in this decade and thehext. *
- More adults are returning to higher education for a “second chance” or retraining
mmaamzmmmmmmmmmwumm \
education, enrolling parttime, stopping out, or alternating periods of work and
education. No one argues that the parental obligation should last indefinitely,but e .
where to drsw the line will perhaps be the most vexing issue of stuent ald policy " L
in the years ahead, Should the determination be koyed automatically to such . .
factors as the student’s age or marital, family, or veteran status? Towhat exte'nt, if
any, should parents be obligated to support their offspring’s graduate and
prolessional education? ® .
. Much is at stake in distinguishing 8s accurstely and as fairhy asifsible
// between dependent and indepehdentstudents. With less student aid money to go
. around, trade-offs are becoming more scuta. Ald to students whoa ed selfs
supporting is awarded solely on the basis of their own {ncome an
the financial well-being of theiz parents. If studénts whose
reasonably be expected 10 help pay college costs are able 10 takag
programs by ifying undls self-supporting definitions, lesd
availabje for fegitimately needy students. Theghallenge for fi
campus polify makers will be how to,streen out students who mi
sysiem witfout being unfair to those who ought to be viewed as
adults, forfwhom an expectation of parental support would be inapprop .
- Thisfleport is a careful examination of a tangled policy issue. The study
reviews #kisting data on postsecondaly undergraduates and concludes that much ‘
of the recent growth in the number of independent students stems from increased .
1 enroliments of older individuals, maniof whom are indeed on their own N
financially. As the authors note, the "independent student problem® is, in targe
. part, the problem of *how to modate a student population thatis b ing
- increasingly #dependent under any definition.” . -~ - : .
Atthe sametime, the dnuindialgtecenluéﬂhlnlhe number of unmarried ¢
13 0 2l-year-old students classified as independent. Young, single students <o :
without dependents still ropresent only 10 percent of all seif-supporting students,
but their number is increasing. 1t is this group thal causes much of the concern
e over how to define independence for student aid purgoses fairly andaccurately.
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v .

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



: Seveul alternatives jo lha provalling fedgral rules for enab h(ns Indepen .
:dence have ‘been discvssed In’ recent years; ;'h is- analysiy uses data on'1979-80: .
undergraduaieentollménts ‘from./a’ “federally-sponsored: iutrvey: (Study ofthe ..
JImpact of Student Finaficlal Ald Ptpmmu, coniducted by/Applied Managemeént .,
Sclences) t estimate changes in the ny er and charactoriatics orlndependenl e
uludenll under allematlvb’deﬂnltlons o

- The options chosen for analysis are not neccmrily the lpeclﬂconel lhnt wlll
be debated by policy makers this yodror In theyears shead, But they encompassa’
o large enough range orposslbllmes thatthe nnnlym wlll ) 17
- contlnuing policy discussjons, ;.o .
L ‘There are Important Ilmltatlom. of course. iny-such ‘statistical analysls. !
The study refies on' data describing college nuden(u in the school year 1979-80, -
* ‘More récent data would always be preferabl'e',’lfut the authou worked wlth wha&l
avallable, jnil d cle :

tollier
deﬂnltion oflndependenc
the ald | programs, or X :

i Datd limitatlons aside, the analysis provides an em irleal backdrop for the .
debate on an issué that ls'too offen mispercelved. and foo readily: oversimplified.
. . ,Irhe strongest message from thls sttidy Is that there's areno éasy, clearcut soluuons
Tt R ‘- This study,was conducted by Alan P. Wagner, an 'economist at the Cemerfor

T " Educatlonal Research and Pollcy Studics at the Sme Unlverslty orNew Yotk at. .
Albnny. and Nancy Carl h ;
College Board.-

helped':focus ithe paper; '»impo"m
- judgmeénts ‘and ggestlons on‘the’ data ana Paul Slegel
~facllitated: “Heckss - relevant,' unpubllshed ata.: Helpful fn
‘comments alsocame from Dori M, Betterton, Joe Paul Case;
" -Donald Gllle!ple. Mary: Murphy, Jumes White, nnd Nal
Farrell ‘and William Fen'ls edited the manuscrlpt ‘Irene \
Diane Erving, and Wlnona Orange typednndproofed il‘and TeenaChqse auisted
ln lhe preparauon ol‘ enrly drafts-and tables s k .

d Steve. -Carte| 5
ronnatiorkand "
illigm Cavanaugh

Lawrence E. Gladleux St
ExecullveDlleclol RTRE
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T‘h; definition of financlal independenca as it lpp.ﬁe"s

N

odtudents has troubled

<A administrators of student finaiclal asslstance programs for many years."A
‘kéy assumption of-the student ald system Is that paronts aie responsible for the. ...~
postiecondary ediscation expenses of their children to tho extentof their abllity to
pay. An ossentlal corollan {  the finsiical nEeULOr BudEALs Whiiate “troly”.
. independent of. tffelr families shaiild be judged without reférence to parental.
‘resources; The problem Is to specify and Implement critéria thal satlsfactorily
- distinguish betwéen:independent and dependenit students.’ LAt e
Recont developments have fenewed Interest in-the definition of financial: - -
“independence for student ald ’phrpqseq.The‘numbegpﬂndependennmdenu has ' v
grown rapidiy n all did programs. For example, between 1976 and 1982financially . -~ .
independentapplicantsin the federal govemnmont's multibiltion-dollar Pell grant-
P . .. program Increased by 50 percent (from 1.2 million to 1.8 million), Thisgrowth has * - .
- - .. aftracted the attention of officials in the Reagan Administration, concerned both o : e
o ‘ " ‘witheémphasizing parental financial résponsibility add with cutting program costs, - - I
“They have outlined 11 options for tightening th existing'definition of financial

o '.._”T"“*'*'“‘i*lndependenea'(leaﬂppendleA):r'lfh'e;~;equl_remen(s{inesl»by»lotﬂe~l‘meundj‘ e
v “ Institutions ‘in . administe fig- their /own " funds ‘are already more. stringent o SN
than those used in fod ograms.. - LAY -

"College officials, too, are dlasatisfié

. y with the curre tdefinition. Aldofficers, - - :
% - whohave toaccount fortlie properuse of public studentaldsubsidies,haveadiffi-- .. - "
culttime verifyingall the information provided by applicants and familiestoprove -

financial dependence or Independence, At the same time,aid officors have todeal =~ .

withi anomalies In the current.micthods of éstablishing independence. On'the
. .. one hand, they encounter lludg'nts who qualify as independent under existing
A . rules but,who cannot demonsrate either visible means of self-support or the -
S . " existonce of a separate househbld. On the other, they sec increasing numbers of -+~ -
(usually older) aid applicants for whom the existing rules scem unnecessary and:. ..
oo OVerly. burdensome, . . . .l S
-, A final reason for renewed attention to.the definition of student financlal -
$ . independence is that the current, fieed analysis:system appears to treat inde- -
" .. 'pendent students too harshly, in part to avoid creating incentives for dependent o )
'studen’fs to establish independence as a way of qualifylng for more aid. Therels -~ .
- growing interestin the ald community in making nced analysis léss confiscatory in- .- P
the treatment of an independent student’s resources. This change, it is widely -
- agreed, must be accompanied by a better way of determining which studentsare
, truly self-supporting and which still have financial ties to their parents. The chal-
" lenge is to develop and Implement a definition that distinguishes simply, fairly,
_and appropriately between students who can depend on parental support and.”
.., those whocannot. '~ S T T e
: This paper was writipn to help inform the search for an‘improved definition
by providing a quantitative analysis of “the indépendent student problem™ and of -
options for change, Such an analysis is made possible by.a unique:data base -
containing financial and demographic information about undergraduate studénts .
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" have used I, along with some |upplemenury data, nou

' the definition of lndepmdenutudenll mult weigh the likely 2
 students and on programs In which they participate, Second, our analysis ls| bnaed L e

...~ eatimates may. not totally;seflect the.current student populatign

-:over, the data also suggest that pnrfol' the increase'in indopendent students. s -

" sible refinements in thé denmllon or nnunclal Independence and ldenllﬂeu.‘ <
" several critéria that might be used in modifying the definitlon, It also Hlustrates . °

Q;ldurl nlhe federallylpon- o
af "’(SISPAP).mdwe o
topxaminethe populas
nd lo ullmale lha N

‘no79-ao.*rnndmbmwud Y
of the Tnpach of Studet Finriclal Al

‘ocls on grad uate:

Beeauso chardcteplstiey'of undorgraduates may have changed siice 1979-

This paper is dividedInto throe parts, The first part desctibes independent
students us defined by ‘exlating fodetal rogulations and oxamines why these sfus L
dents are-increasing in numben The - available ‘data- and' published repoits;” . -
examined show that stidents whoars older or heads of their ownVamitiesaccounit’ &
for a sizablo shate of the increass in the pool of independent students, and their. . ~
numbers seem likely to continue growing. In1979-80, only 10 percent of finan: .
cially independent undemudunles wore both under.22 yearsold and sipgle, with
no dependents. In this respect, the current- definition’ appears "to have' excluded
mostof a subgroip usually consldered tobe deperident on parental support, How- .+

comlns from thiy’ younger, single group. Over lime. lhcrcrore. the number of DN
finition ol‘—-—wu-_'_‘.#._

several options for.change and uses the SISFAP data toestimate how each opilor\ S

: wouldanecnhenumberandchnmclerisllcsofundergradunles(;unlll‘ylngnsinde-' R
g pgndem E

The rnnl sectlon |ummmxes key Issues nnd presenls concluslons




nder current fedoral luw, ﬂnu clnl |Id nppllunu Fro dee%a ﬂnlnclally . ) Lo
Indepondent of thelr parents I‘lhe¥ satlsfy three critoria!”. . Ty

~ (1) aresidence critorion (may not hlvellvedwllhparenlorhunr;! ln!‘ormoro N
“than'six weeke'por year); Rkt L A

(2) an income tax deduction seiiarion (may ot have been claimé

- dent by parent or guardlan’ for federal lncome lax purpe :
(3) aManclal support ceiforion (mun not hnve [ecelved more thm 3750 in n

yelr from pntenu or uunrdlens)

.;These crllerln—lhe “lri~|‘otm“ tell-ute lpplled in bo\h the ptevloue ulendqt yoar
and the year of .onrcliment for applicants, who -are single. In_the 'L 2-83
- school yoedr, married nudenu munt satisfy the criteria only for ono yer.

vqunlmlnz dennllions aro pmenled more fully in lhe ndjolnlna box.

LN s oo

o e — —-——wunlsmmnspmnzm-swnmm
. NS _' Cumnl Fedenl Ctl

A slngle 3ludenl 'who for 1981 lnd 1982‘

o : ' B ) Hunolllvedlnd will not live rormorelhnnslxweekslnénch
e ' © . year in the home ol‘pnrenl(e),

. ’ PRI I ~ (2) Hasnot been clnimed nnd will not be clnlmedaudependenl |
: - : for federal incomo upt purposes by parent(s), and [ -

s N » ()} ‘Hnu not received and will not receive ﬂnanclal mlsmnce ‘-
of motd lhnn §750 in-cach year rrom parent(s), ot R

) A matried student who for 1982~ : .
L o () Wittnotlive formorelhnn sl;xweelulnlhehome orpmm(s)._

'S R} will. not be clnlmed asa dependenl for fedehl lncome ux
. purposes by pnrent(s), nnd

- {3) will not recelve ﬂnanclal mistance of more lhnn S750 f rom,
plrenl(u) . . R
. : o . \? r
< . “Parents” lnclude nalunl parents nnd other earelakers or auttdlnns, "
' whose income must be reported according to regulnlions goveming A
' ) fedeul sludenl ald, programs. S ; B

e "‘ ’ ‘. . e
Sy B
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f“ A Proﬂlo of
lndegendent
tudents

.. Shorter promml offered a eommunny collem,or promlelury lnllllullonl.

Flows In the

Current Deﬂnltlon

<

. o .
- 81-284 Q—B4—5 .

" cial independence can be vermed As Heansen (1974) and Hansen and Lampman

) 1. The dats come from lpeclll tabulations oflheSlSFAP AMS lludenlquelllonmm dnublu .
(D
lndep.ndence and Appendl}n
n )

' . [——— o C ) o
)

Under thn‘v“ eﬂum who m the lndcpcndom aludonu? In the 1979-80 aoa~
denild'yoar, an estimated 2.9 million Nindergesdustes met the definition of fihans
cialindependence.! Of thoae, 34 percent, or 1.6 million student, agtually tmlvcd
lomM'orm of studont ald from the fodoral govggnment,. - L

As the figured in Table 1:Indicate, the indepandent populutlon Ineludu vy
relullvaly Iarge numbers of students who arg male, minority, older, and heads of
multiperson households. With aboul 85 percent sbgve 21 years of ags, most -
financlally Indepdndent undergraduates were older than the traditions] 18« t0 21«

" year-old ago group. And nearly 62 percent claimad at loust one dependent or were
.- married. Looked at another wey, only 10 percent of fingclaily Independent
: ‘undergraduates were both under 22 yesrs'old and single®¥ith no dependents.

Finally, self-supporting stydents |n 1979-80 chose nonlndlllonn postsecondary
lchoollhu options: fully one third enyolled parttime, while 54 orcent nlacladlhe

Allhounh modlﬂad to reﬂact chnnllns economlo and family clrcumlunm
- qvertime, the definitlonef financial Independence remalns largoly as it wasInthe
1960's.” Prncllcnlly from” its Incaption, the definition has been ‘'w source of .
* controversy. At the center of the debate is whether, in fact, the criterialn the tr.
form test adequaloly separate students who cannot lay clalm to pagental support
from those who can. Thé current definition ralses three concorns. .
~The ‘flest Is whether the three critetla In. the tel«form teat are . suffl-

" cient 1o determine when studen(s and parents haye severed significant economi¢

ties. The issue has two dimensions, One involves the practical. problem of -
measuring the presonce or absence, of an economlo rellllomhlp The ofher .*
involves . normative - Judgments .sbolit . when parents Ihould bo_relieved._ ol‘w_
mpomlblllly for-their chjjdsen's expenses,” ¢ . . B
The second concérn. fs whether .the criteria- uud fo amblhh finans

(1974) point out, the financlal luppon ind sesidence criterla are rather easlly
circumvented, In-kind (as opposed to cash) support from parents, for example, .-

" may not be repogted. Glfts from friends and relatives may also be ignored. Asa ;

result, a student can ambllnh ﬂnlndll lndependance and still Indlraclly teoelvo

) family support,

The final concern ' is whelhar the deﬂnlﬂon alvel Incenllvel lo fu-
dents and their famiiics to change from dependent to independent status in order
to obiain a larger public subsidy for educational expenses. Such a- change in
depeqdency sulus would vlolala lha ln!ent, ir nol the lem wordlng, of the

of Health, Educstlon'and Wolfm 1980). For mun detall, nea *“Redefining Flnlnchl .

K
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2 definition, ‘Hansen. and Lampman (1974):and othérs -have .shown fhat the ::
“* " potantial galn from changing dependency status in the Pall grant program Is
szable, For example, a (amily of four at the lowest income quartile could forego .. -
five yoars of-reduced taxes by glving.up the- exemiption for the otherwite -
dependent student membersat a cosi 0f.51,000 In Increased tax tabllity, The
-groalor liabllity would:bo more than offset by the student’s increased oligis -
bility for a Palt grent: over 4 years, Peil’ gushtance could be anywhere
from $2,000 10 $3,000 miore tltan If the siudent hal remalined depondent.! But thiy -
differential i misleading, Financiul ald packoges Include asslstance from other |
oo - 'fodorsl, state, Instltutional, and private sources, When the subsidies in the entire
. ' financlal ald pagkage are compared to tax benefits, the diffarential might woll be
: ., ) much smaller, This would cortalnly be true If the Institution’s aid office (or the
Cel - Mato schplarship program)- used -more- oxacling criterla to_determine finan. -
L, cefindegendence,s L v L L : .

“Effects of the “"Tiave ihe increstos In independent uh‘l\etsrnduplo'cnn.)’l'lhm{in éo;o from.
S cu’"esz\'te' Sgﬂ?:'tm: students whoare “truly* n‘dopgndonl?'rh'e_q‘vld,onco.?mmhnllod[romccm[upnd o

inunclal eld program. data, suggents that the answor ls *pattly yes, pa
ccording to diia”obtained frorm the Consus Bureau’s October | |
Population’ Survey -(CPS) sories, the ‘pool of “potentlal® \indergradustes has”
boconie oldar gnd includes more single Individuals, Potentlal undergradutesare . :
individuals Who have graduated from high schoot but have not compléted,four '
yoary of college, The aglng of the potential student pool can'be seen inIsbile 2. -
. From 1976 101978, the pool increased by 6.3 percent, and by 4.7 porcont 1o/ 1978' -
. + .%o 1980, Younger cohorts generally increased by loss than the overall rate, while
v the older cohorts experiencod a greator than overall rate-of growth. Importantly, . ¢
. o undergraduate entoliments also increased most rapldly jn the older groups, wpm
o : : : mombors are likaly to be Independentd. .. i T, E ieuy
oo : " .+ "#%." A mote dotalled look » ta; however, suggosts that the aging o
o ' - sulation may ‘fenson [6F the Increasoin Ind

! 4 hots, The lo vings s 20-percent margl o

o anchof five years (1he yeat praceding enrollment and fout year in collegs), The unused exemption, -
© atS1000 per year, lsads lo 8 $200-per-yeat Increase in tax labllily. Pell grani calculations sssumen,

.- family of faur at the lowest-Income quarilie (abaut $13.000 in 1982-83) with no unusual expenses..

R and na assety ebove allowable fesetves, Our calculetions ahow the nel gain Is aven greater for highs

- Income famiiies, And, over time, the net galn to high-income familles from circumventing the system

in thiswiy has not decteased. Rather, the more liberal treatment of familiea with dependent children, ..

. . ushered in with the Middle Income Student Assistance Act, was d by & aimilsf edsingdn -
/- - . the i Iculstlons for ielf-aupporting atud Detalls are avallabls from the authors,

C ), Ullnl Information supplied In the 1976 Survey of tncome anid Education (SIE), fiend
" Froomkin (1982) find thatabout 10 parcent of postsecondery students above age 23 were dependent
on theirparents. However, since they did not hava tha student and d i

: lly date .
/ d under the financial aid definition, Hill and Froomkin used other critarla that are . -
. N somewhat more restrictive. See Hill (1981). - o . . . o
. < .
. R
o Y :
. & R
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. wall, Aashown In Table 3, latge lnorsases in enrollments amang 18 to 24 yoar olds

classifed as “singls, not In & family* accurred over the 1978 to 1980 period.! The
number of such students incressed by 5.8 percent aver the two years, while the
_ numbers of potential undergraduates in thia group remained sbout thesame - . ., v
S(=2pareent). oot Ten T e el S LA
S "+ ‘These datasndplmilardaiaon financial aldapplicants seam to show iwo sepa- : o
v - - tate_groups-{ueling the growth in the numben of Ninanclally Independent .
: - 7. v . studants) Rirat, a growing,pool of oldat potential undergraduates provided ovar -
. -haif the increass in :x:ieplndlnmudcnllnrollmenu. Howaver, enroliments alio -
- % incroabed from & yqunger, uninarried group, many of whom qnl,l fled ne veif-
* supporting. [t I8 the growing enroliment from the latter group that has caused
. coneern, ... : i A R Y S . . .
. " Why have enroliment. rates increased among younger, singjg‘stydents,” - . i
- oor - enpecinliy alngle Indepandeént stidents? The popular reading of the Njyres points - .. .. :
o the Incentves for young adults diharwise dspendent on thair families toform . -
‘aaparile houreholds inordo toxuillfy fof Tkigeramouiita of inantlatisld, Nelson =
- ot at (1974) estimated that parents of qualifiéd independent atudents saved about
$2 billion annually in expscted contributions toward educatlon’expenses, Pre--
sumably the tab was plcked up by atudent ald. = =~ ' ' e B
_An alternative interprotation, also consistent with the data, recognizes that R
high unemployment rates among young adults and increases In student ad T

oy

4. 1n the CPS, “lamily membere® are assigned 10 & "primary family™ If thay usually live withthe
Tamlly; those designated as Tamily members wouid almost inty be dent fot fi ls} ald
e purposss, The other wa groups, marriad and other individuals not usually 11fing with thele famiilas, . -
aré somewhal more Hkely to be judged lmhgqndm. A supplement 10 the October 1973 CPS re.
quested the informath Y 10 d pendence undsr tha tel-form test (U.S. Depart.
ment of Commerce, Bursau of the Cenaus, 1975), The tabulations p d ln the published report
e Ao oo sugghat-that the. Consus.*single, in r-mnyinmde-nﬂnodmwndmg,mmnu qulte weil.
- Appiying the "uri-form" tast, 4.6 million undergrad wore & ined to be independent In 1973
compared 10 4.3 miition clexaifiad a3 singls ﬂmllummbm in the same CPS. The remaining
 differance refects diMersncenIn the ages covared intha tabulations,and In thetrsalmentof currently
mareied students, Nonstheless, ihe (igures are remarkably close, Leb (194)) also used CPS data tq
soarch for changes In the siza of and enroliment from "potentially™ inde pendent groupe Identifled
Ners (L., those nol living in a “primary famlly™) Our work differs from Lae's In'two Imporiant
ways: (1) Lu compares data collected in 1974 and 1981, while we examine trands from 1976 t0 1980,
(2)L 00 combines *married,” “single,not In famlly,” and "age”aroups, while we examine these groups
separstely, This last diffsrance is particularly important becauss the trends for the 3. {0 24-year-old
martied group fun'opposite to changes in the “singis, not family® group, Thus, Lee's presentation
hides Importani differsnces in e size of and iiments frOm ¢ subsroup of particulat intersst 1o
policy mskers concerned with financial sld, C ’ -

. s . © - 5. Financial ald program dsta, culied from information supplied to the Pell grant program and
P * «he Collegs Schoiarship Service (CSS) by p ia) study seokin, isi ald, indicate sn .
, Incrosse In oldar and younger spplicants. From 1978 10 1940, the $3.3 percent incressa from the . .
y ind dent Pell grant appil (19 yoars or less) oxcecdad the 42.5 percent increase .
- across all ags aroups (ves Table C+1), Informstion obtained from the CSS filing popuiation(Table C-.
2) shows a decline in the average age of independent Niers ovarthe 1977-7010 1979280 period. This
*_ pattem holds for independeni spplicants st every year in school. L ,

o wsowvmmumE

Sy

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



" Tabe 2, Chantes In Peioatial Undergraduste Btudents and
. Underarnduate Enrelimonts by Aget Odom 1976 to October 1900

A T eI Ineeim
Potentlal Undargrodénins B ]
o wiodyun 4 63
: 10.and 19 yoars & 4
' 004 2) yosrs LY " R V1
2210 24 yoan n 64
2310 34 youns [ B on
o Toteh i Moyewry . 993
[ Wandi9poan 12
o 20aAlyan L ks -
. R TS T Y I 1Y e
. , T WwMyan - Ky

Source: P imated from 15, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Canmus {1981a,
19010, 1982), Undergradusis enroliments from U3, Department of Commarce, Bursau of the

Conus (1951b). *Potential Undergradusion® srs defined a8 persons wha have graduated from high

#chool, bul have not completed four years of college, :

‘_,:_,_A4__ T belwc;'e)n 1978and1980 mlyhlvnffm-aoollencnmlmcm ’nm‘,'n_othichlnluv
, . would have greatly increased the attractivences of postsscondary schooling to alt

18- 10 24-year-old potential undergraduates, Thoss dmdy‘jp!fdp porting in this,

: \ ofolder potans:
-+ tialand sctual undergraduates; slong with lagreasing anroliments drawn from . . -
© " younger, single (and pousidly independent) gf0Upy, Tha aging of both potantls) ~~
and actual students suggesls that the. numbst of legitimately self-supportistg - . L
‘students s likely to risa even If the definition is tightened, and that pollcy makers -
must ask how financlal aid programs are to accommodata & student population’

ago group may. simply have responded mory readily,” "
-1 sum, the densus and program data ¢ growing pooli

thet is becoming, under any dennluot_t..(nqmlpuy indopendent. "

6. Consut data for the 1976 10 1990 pariod support this view, For the 16-1o 14:yeat-old sohort,

thenumberemployed inereased by 14.8 percant from 1976 16 1978, then declined y29percentover

" iha 1978 10 1980 period. Sae Youns (1981).
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A0 L e e
' ‘ A A .
S feul 10 lold’mn ) 3 LY R
¢ © Bingle, in fomily (¥} XS
' ' | Mamried . =4 -5 .
) ' Yingle, notin family L2 ] uy
a i - .
S L Tpenpen AT
- S Single, I femily - :
ST e LA R ‘“‘"“‘ mennla 73 R
g . nM.lnnmlly . R
R Undirgradusie Burelbment ‘
R . Telsh 18 1o 24 youns . -l
, ot Nt ‘Single,infamity 34 “33%
;- . o Muarrled =4 -0
. . Single, not in famity HEX) 132
{ K s |
R a S Total 35 10 34 yeiny +62 413
Singe, Infamily - -
i Murtied - S ¥ I -49
I Single, 804 in famity %S 154
¢ Souroe: Potential undergriduates sitimated from U3, Depariment of Commares, Buresu of the
L Conoud (19818, 19815, 1982), Undargradusis enroliments from US, Deperiment of Commares,
' _ Butvau of the Cenave (1960, 19818). :
‘ A ’
| :\ ‘/ B
. " ) . -
;o .
)
v
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 Redefining Financlal
Independence _ .

‘ D Issatisfaction with the current definition of independent students has stimu.

lated a nuenber ol proposals for change, Although widely discussed, few of

. the proposals calling for additionat, verifiabid criteria to determine financial Inde-

= PARGENES-have boan carefily axamined. The following discussion reviews the

- rangs of proposals (or redefining Naenclal independence Bnd astmates (v

P gm:u ?f_ﬁﬁfs‘! AYemative definitions on the numbers and.atuibutes of tndes -
: pandeni students, - B : e B

= Propokals for change have ranged from modest 1o rdleal, Soms would allo:
WhOt gfoo’ DO.S:S © cate Ninancial ald to "truly® independent students through nedd anatyrls and ald
P packaging, rather than by refining the definition of financial \ndependence.

, Curtis (1974), for example, suggests that students ind their parents ba aliowed lo
choods Indepandent or dependent status. Those qualifying for ald as dependent
students, howsver, would be eligible for larger grants In theli ald packages,
Hansen (1974) offers  slmitas proposal. Windham (1974) would drop the distine: -

, llon between depandent and Indepemdent sludents entirely, He proposes that )
“basig ead” should bs based on the fixed *minimurm® costof attending less some ¥
' »  contribution from student ncoma and assets, Any ramalning *baslc need” plus -
oL, - other"tequired” needs (o.g., support for spouiss or chiidran) could be met through
’ * long-term loans of voluntary parenfal edntrbutions.Y . 0T T :
. - These proposats have Ihe advantage of nrinimizing tha efTects of Naws in the
y . - curtent definition, such as its reliance on inadequete {yet burdensome), arbitrary,
- and unveriflable criterla. They represent, howevar, & major depsriure
.~ current’ approaches betsuss they do ot rewire an socounting of resou
= nvailable to the atudent from all sources, including parents, Such proposals, then,
. are inconsistant with the pravalling view that parsnits Metaln the primary responsi.
& bility for halping (0 meet the educstiorial expenties of their offipring. -
1 parents do retain d responsibifity for eupport, the problem (s 1o distingulsh
. more effectively botween jtudents who can lay clalm to parental support and .
those who cannot (and must support themselves). How 1o determine whethet
(and when) a student tias become *truly” independent of parenial and family
- support romains an iinfesolved lesus in existing research.! We simply do not know
which student households are truly self-supporting. Without clear guidelines
. from tha avsilable research, ald administrators and policy makers have adopted
criterin that indicate both a lack of parental support and the existence of & sepa.
afd, “indopendent® gtudent housshold, ) R .

has surf, ‘mlnlﬁghomqpmlnmmcdw

7, This two-tiered approsch (o need
Hotch and Cate (1980) and M effron (1950).

0. Fulure ressarch might extend work on the economics of the family (including intrmLamily . ey
' to better und d what famllies ecruelly do, L.e., the exient 1o which they
tuppori student education expenses. This would be contrasted with the views of what families sheld
do, asaxpressed in the existing definitions snd current or proposed family contributh heduk
Sse Wagner (1930, 1983). )

S Us
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" How might 4 G¥Raltion b chared 10 improve the Kerifiention of Inde:

pendent studenta? A veriaty of proposslaave besa advanced! If implemenied,
these propostis woukd sdd to the pressnt afinition ond B move of the following

ety

Tox Independenes: require applicants 1o show they wers not
claimed as s depandent for four years (up from two years in the current defini:
tion), Proposals for axpanded, verifiadle, éiret avidence of Nnancial indepen:
dence focut on extending the ax indepandence reduirement io four yeats, s has
hesn done in Californle for siate ald. Tha additional, verifiable avidence of the
studants fnanclal separation from the parents and family s viewsd aa 8 pantieu:
latly sirong indicatiop of financial independance. :

Several recent studies docurnant the impact of such & changs, In & stly com
pletad for the Fennaylvania Highet Education Asvistance Authority, Jerry Davie
(19810.0aund that 10 percant of the 1981-8 indepandant Pell grant recipients wars

clasaifisd @ dapendant tn the previous year. Data coliscted in 8 aludy at the -- - - -
. University of California s Santa Cruz imply that 14 peroent of (N LT9-00 Inde:

pandent finsncisl sid recipienie were dependent aa veently s iwo yearpriorte

the current year (Littie1982), illsand VanDusen (1981) provida data for 1979-80
thatindicate a 15 percont diffurenceinthe nq%ﬂ of siudents(sid applicants snd
nonapplicants) qualifylng as indepeFdant ia Talifornla when (he fedaral defini.
tioa of Minanclal independence and the more reitrictive Californla definition are
compared. Coliege Scholarship Servive deta for 1992-8) California financiel sk
spplicants show a 21 percent difference (Nesbiit 198)),

Aget raquire applicants tu be st least 22 years old. Perhaps the simplest refine.
mant in the definition of Ninanclal independence would be the sddition of an age

-

criterion, The use of an age requirement follows from the viéw that older students ,

rely Jess on parental support then do younger students. In pari, this view rellacts
reality (older students recelve litile support from parents); in part, itis a subjective
Judgment (parents should not be expected o support older offxpring—-whether
they wish o o not), - . :

In cither case, the added age criterion would be an easily uadersiood and
verifisdle refinement of the current definition. 1t haa the advantage of simplicity
for epplicants as weil s for aid administeston. - .

Prool of Salf-Sufficlency! rsquirn applicants 6 show avidence of outside

income sufficlent to support ihemselves when not In school, One objection Lo the
tri-form definition is that it allows students 1o be ctassifled as independent without

'—Mﬁ::i:)unmplo. White (190), Litvle (1981), U.S: Deparimant of Education (1981), and |

Appendix A,

&l




ncxal fesources to support the msel S in sepa
A eelf-sufﬁclency requlre ment could be

"""+ proving that they have had the fi
“rate households from their paren

uonal support. The presenoe of de pendents otfier than'a
. S signify atrul undependent household “Such cntenon
I - ‘returns or o cr records, - :

: recognizes, however. that this parental, obligation is less when'the oﬂ'spnng isa
older student than when he orsh€ prooeeds |mmedmtely from high school to col

e ) would b r‘ to’ admlnlster

ln somie proposals, one‘or more of these criteria would replace the residence. -
and fi nancxal support requnrements inthe exnstlng deﬁnltlon .Thls change would ’

= - 10, T i t, as Impl by some colieg d universities, calls for a
.. lovel of :uvport The rule becomes more complicated when applled to* pantlme or continuing " .
. lled less than fulltime might be asked to demonstrate'income. '
<-sufficient to :uppon themselves I'or the portion of time not-enrolled (e.8., one fourth of the income -
requirement for three-quarter-time student). ;Students deﬁned as dependent In the previous year -

could quslify 8s independent for financia] aid if they. d
* full amount of the sell- :ull'ciency requu'ement
5

, . ll The e:llmne comes rrom Nelson etll (l974).F ll974-75 fulitime students, they find A
- . srel of the fi 1al support and resid: criteris would increase the number classified as -
“independent™ by 8s much ss S percentage points(a 25-pércent increase).’ Other simplifying = -

modifications (including those who are 21 years of sge orolder, who deiay entry twoyears, who work ™

atleast half-time, or who are married) would increase the number classified as lndependent by 10 to. S

20 petcentase pomts (up to n doublin| ‘of the exlstms lndenendenl :tudenl :hute) : . .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

will depend on-the. number of Students wh pply | for help,

Tto mlmlateﬁrg.bilrty If,;as some aid oiTioers wisﬁ need analysis becomes less * -
: nfiscatory for rndependentstudentsrn the f uture program costawill not neces- .
" sarily be feduced by ughtenrng the rules’ determining who is, independent. The
. “critical point is that deﬁn|ng independent students and determrnrng an appro- - .

" ‘priate need nnnlysis for them are dri‘ferent, though interreiated, problems: How

~ they are dealt with wil ulumateiy affect the number -of independent students L

qualifying for financial aid and the leyels of: aid they will, receive ' e
. The statistical estimates are. based on data’ from’responses to: questnon-"'

. nmres ‘sent to studénts in the:1979-80. academic-year. (U.S, Depnrtment of " o

Healih, Edueetron, and ; Welfare, - +1980), : Surveyed by Applied: Management,,-

- Sciences, Inc., for the Ofﬁce of Evniuntron and Dissemination jn ' the. Department. '

.'of Education, the subjects-were selected as part of a stratified random sampie that "
"~ could be weighted to rei'iect ‘the nttrrbutes and ‘choices of the. populntion ‘ofall:
- postsécondary 'students enrolled -halftime "of. more. Respondents provided:

" information.on fnmlly economic nnd demogmphlc nttnbutes nttendanoe ‘and - ’

. schooi choices, and educational financés. Details regnrdmg the: survey design,.. :
instrument, and item nonresponse, and the procedures empioyed to adjust for ’
response errors, are presented in Appendlx B. .. o

..+ Tabled descrrbes six possible alternatives to the existrng tn-form deﬁmtion :
Optrons 1-3 add requiréments to the tri-form test, Option ‘1 extends the_period

~-during which nstudentwouid have had to be independent oi'hrsorher parentsfor - - il

* tax purposes to three years before enrollment as opposed to the one year ‘usedin -
the tri-form test, This is the one optxon that could - not be modeiled using the *

SiSFAP data; but an- overall’ estimate ‘of its" effects based on" California’s v

" éxperience with a similar test in its state program is included. Opuon 2addstothe

tn—form test a requ|rement thnt students be over 21 to quahfy as mdependent. L

L1 See Collese Scholarship Service (i983) fora discusslon of lhu poinL wo

e L L

ievel of aid available;’ ,and, most rmportanliy, onthe metﬁo_ds‘o_fLedﬂlxsrs used © -




©.'. . Table 4. Alternstlyé Crlteria (or Defining Student Finiancial Tidependence

. Oplenl . Op

dbuonl

| Extended’tax’ . Triform and age’. Triform '(v:'onba‘bvin_niori of ' Age ilone:
indt i g ‘tri-form and

Options 2'and 3’

Aes18-21° m
T $3,000 income
defintion in‘year prece
d ing enroliment. -
from parents . ’ .. .(86,000 for
L e - multiperson
families) -

© - Ages 22-24 . Same asabove ~Tri-form .. .. Same as above- - Tri-form énd- - - Independent by. Tri-form or own - -
LT ’ - - (1) own depen- - definition.. " ' -dependents
~“dentegr ° § LR
. o -« (2)$3,000 income
o -+ inyear preceding -
. : S . .- enroliment -
S - C . ($6,000 for multic
. . . _ person families) .

Ages 25 and  Same as above Su'm'e 43 22-24  Same as above | T}i-form .- ‘S_émeu 22-24 ' Same is,zz;zi e
over. . T R B P . PR .

. 4 =
BE -
. , i -
. g
. . g -_
- B
P ,
s .
1 - -

d o
- S
-
.
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“Table 5. Chanies I the Ny

" Married with no dependents

Matried with own dependents .

i Vearsol Age. .

. Unmarried withi no dependents ..
u ,

ied-with-own.d d

Married with no depend'enuv
Married. with own’dependents

2104 Years of Age - -

- Unmarried with‘fio dependents 1,801 Soam 1801 - a21-
Unmarried with own dependents . - 154 N X P 154 Co154
Married with no dependents 14 CO8%%. - c147 128 .
Married with own dependents . . .85 8 8s. ..85 f

25 Yeursand Older . © - - * - 1891 1e78 1678 - :
Unmarried with no dependents - - o 558 w2 .39
" Unmarried with own dependents =~ 301 .~ . 297 . <120 - 297.
Murried with no dependents . .° . . 278 .. -2§§" | - ) A9 28S
" Married with own dependents. . 734 . 14T T L s T 645.. T 14
Notes; *Percentuge éhunge'der'ived is estimited from California dafa. . T a '
. PDistributions for ull clusses esti from hanges in first-year enroliments, ..
- “Bused on u ruw cell count of less than 20, S T Y ; )
S Al but Jed tux—U.S. Dep ol'llcullh.'{' ion und Wellure, SISFAP Student Questionnaire Data Base. tabulations, =
1982, Extended tax—1tills and Vanbusen (1981), -+ e E : - . L
. L ) . : .
K 1
P . o ;
4 : ¢
. . B

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



_ . This option is {dentical to one'prpposed in 1982 by the Reagan Administration. -~ .~
i\ " . Option 3 appliés a'seif-sufficiency test.as well as the tri-form requirement: to. -~ © . -
R ._qqal,ify'aqiqquendgnta,gtu_dgntjvo;;ldhavgtql_lgyeeamedba'tlgast_S},OQQ(S_G,OOO : R

for multiperson houscholds) in'the year before:snrolling. Con

- ther extreme in secking simplicity andeasy verifiabilify, Here; the
, - - only'criterion fof. independence is Ago; students below 22 are dependent and all
' 7 others are independent. Option 6 modifies Option 2 (the, 1982 Administration

i e - proposal) by allowing any student, regardless of age; tobe independentifhe orshie - '
U i .hu,depende’nlsptflenhinupg'usc.((\)rpbamorwardsomid'eoﬁ‘fti:ouldbegiven' <
T T Similar-treatment; Ux -eifects”are not modelled here, the number of - -

vl students affected would likely bo Small) L ¢ o v -

o " .. _TableS shows the number of undergraduates by category in 1979-80 and the

number qualifying'as independent under the tri-form test. It then shows how . :
many students would have been independent if Options 1-6 had been in'place”
instead. e LT ) o -
" Several gencral observations are suggested by, these results: .

. Option1 (extendedtax indepéndence) would probabiy, affect mostly 18-21 year
:_ olds, though there would undoubtedly bé some impact on older students as well. _
Overall, the effect is not very diffetent from that of an-age test.(Option 2). o

-+ e Option’-3, ;which es"a " test of . financial self-sufficiency; ‘reduces '
. independent student numbers by-the largest amount. Almost 500,000 students
with their ow dependents—including 270,000 above age 25— would fail this test, K
even th&ughpey, currently qualify u;indcpend.e'tit on the tri-form fest.

o . Option 4; which combines’ self-sufficiency m-d’oth'ei{ éiitéﬁa,-is' complexand
¢ . does not produce overall results much different from simpler options like I, 2and -

- 6, though: subgroups 4f students would be affected quite differently by the . | +
" & Age glond (Option's) is the simplest test and easiest tp verify, but would cause
the nurbér bl independent studedits iy increase:markedly,

.gv .-« . e Optionbmodifiesthe agefestin Option 2(the 1982 Administration proposal) to_

- : . allow any tudent with dependénts other than a spouse toqualify automatically as-
independeht. This would increase the number of independent students by
:138,000 over Option 2, with mostof these in the 18-2] group. Without this modifi-: ‘
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- 5, h catlon the age ten would count as dependem nbbut loo 000 18-21 ycar olds who -
P have dependents of their own and who qunllfy as independenl under the trj-form *
overzl nh dependents alread,
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As budseury pressures mount, policy | makers ins dministrators
must 160k fof ways to allocate student ald resources gioré effectively and-
equitably. At least part of the pressu i -
in'the pool of indépendent students applyrng

o

- limited supply of funds’ between rndepend

‘normally. ‘would depénd on théir parents is simply not known Barely 10 percent of

~ financial- aid. But some students may be - artifi cially establishing financial /. .

-.depends on whether the incentives for'changing dependency status are sizable.
. With respect 10 the Pell grant program, they may bet But students receive .
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. Cin older rndepenq’:nl students; ‘s populalion usually~ vrewed as. “truly™ in-
dependent. It scem clear, then, lhal part of the “indep dent student prolzlem

- independent under any definition, ’11115 raises the' quesllon of whether parents

. mdependenl ‘students from’ young, tradllionally dependen[ ase El’oups Someof

__those who are_“truly” independent,’ ‘to’ mmimlze the' polentml for: -abuse and

manipulation of the current defi nition, and to dnsl;lbute more_‘equrtably Jhe

With lenxms asa backdnop. this paper has evaluated lhe impact of lhe i
current cmena and proposed allema!rves for. deﬁnin; ﬁnancial independence
The current. definition represents a’'cfude at' pt. to gauge lhe extent of .
“'parental support, How. eﬂ'eeuve the defi nition is in excluding those whoean and.

.the ‘oot ol'independenl students in the 1979-80 amde;meyear wasunder 22 years
old and single, with no dependenls This small share suggests that the current
definition may be effectively lrmnllng lndependenl student status to those lrkelyto

" be self-supporting: Moreover,’ census and i nnncial aid data show steady i increases -

‘must be howto accommodatéa sludenl popula!rqn thati be%omrng increasrngly

shouldbe expected to provrde financial su pport after their sludenl offspringreach *
a certain age. Should We, for example, expect support for sludenls 25 years of age :
~or older? - L. S

; Another’ age-relaled ooncem is lhe reoenl gr0wlh in lhe number ol'

this growth may bgn response by young, “{ruly” independenl students to reduced )
employment opportunities and increased eligibility for larger amounts of sludenl -

iindepéndence, even though they could ex pect supportrf rom their parenls inorder
to obtain larger skident aid awards. Whether such manipulation occurs, of course,

assistance -from other. programs.. What is not.known Is the extent to which
- dindependent students fare Beller (or worse) in lhe alloeallon ol' campus-based
'slulc. and private aid,

", Our:analysis allempled lo show how allemale crilena l'or r ancial
independence affect the numbers and attiibutes of studenls who qualify. Two

broad lusions merit emphasis. First, definitions’ that reducesthe existing tri-. " . -
ronncnlena(eg droplheresldence orfi nancralsupponrequiremenls)orexempl YL,
subgroups (e. g allow those’bvér 21 or 24 to clmm independence) would enlarge * ’ .
‘the_poot of independent students considerably. Under current budgetary con< EEE
slrulnu lhese srmphl’yrng changes seem l'easrble oniy if accompamed by addi- -

e




. . N . ;

Tl - financial independence. :
R . - Second, addlngmterhto}ietn ronn‘--' -extend ‘tax p :Ienee,nse,
or pelf—suppon—wauld reclassify” as dependent relatively: )arze numbers
tmqh;ndplmjmqnmmmmwgmg;@!mdm
pr ‘alte ve which defines’ lndepend

: . have no gependenu.

cts ging - -
. the definition of fi nancial lndependenoe The composition of the undergmduate ) o
- = - . student pool continues to shift In addition, it is possible’that changes inthe . .0 ... - -
1 RN definition-of independence could infiuence enroliment behavior.-We have not | Ty
[ tried to estimate such eﬁmreﬁlfm—epom_smly_nﬂ I -
enrollif they are unable loquahfyasmdependenLOthen may still enroll, perhaps |
parttime at a low-cost -community college. Such changes would take plaee :
N gradually, as students and their families adapted to the new rules. . .
: Given thé mounting pressures tosolve the “independent student problem. . v
‘wider, informed discussion of the effects of spectl' ic altemadves as,well as the i
) 'underlylng issues seems approprlate and umely .

' N

*”
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* Option 2:"

. to 'which -it applie: (ym
. enrollment) :

Mnﬁhln exlslInl

-nrollm

_ Option 3t

B Option 4

) Valldale independent student sta Thls optlon kuld be - '
A considered along with the @doption of ptlons 1,2, or3. Inaddition to
T the present validation of applicant infonnutron.falllng outside of the

o edit check pmmeters,vahdallon prooedureswouldbe requlredforn :

B _five to ten percent random sample -of - lndependent students
o (.‘ . qualifying for Pell Grant and campus:basedmdandthoeequnlrfyms
) : only for campus-based aid.’ ’ , : e h
_Option 5: Adjusl need nnalysrs for |ndependent sludents to reﬂect the lower. -
- " incomé offscts that were in effect before the passage of the Middle -
Income Stuident Assistance’ Act of 1978
.7 Option 6 Apply trr-form test in year of enrollmenl and ma pnor years..
Oplion 7:- Apply ln-form test in yenr of enrollmenl and rhm pnor yenrs
- ‘.. .Option 8: :Forbid students lo chnnge from p ,J. tl0 rnde dent status
- o CoT while marntmmng fulltime enroument in poatseoondary education. - -~
e RS Oplion:9: Allow only sludents over a eertaln nge ,(e &, Zl 25, 30) o be- eon-;'g'.-‘
) s e : _sidered ind dent, with the possib} of students who
- are mdrried, mnmed with dependents olher thana spouse. andlor
) wnrds of the.court or of deoeased pnrenls :
~'Option 10: Require an rndependent sludent lo demonstrale self—sumcrency in -
. _ that (s)he has lived independently.of any outside source, with the
) . ‘possrble exeeptlon of publrc assrstanee, fora oertaln perrod of time.
* Option lvl Allow no sludent to claim lndependence prior to four years after his
; s “or her high school gmdunllon date, with the possible exceptions of
. - students who are married, married with dependents other than a
! , spouse and/or wards of the court or of deeensed pnrents
Source U.S. Department ol‘Eduunon Om:e ofSludenLFlnlnclll Auuunce *“The Indepen-

- " dent Student lnue, The Bulletin. December 1981,

LM
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Modxfy tn-forrn test to ehmmute residenee lnd parenul support rulu .

and Bpply tu dependency tcst only in year preeedrng enrollment.
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teﬂsus: Current " The Cun'ent Population Surveys (CPS), conducted several times eachyear by R

the U.S. Bureau of the Census, collect economic, edueauonnl, and demographic_
POP U|°t'°n surveys ‘information from representative samples of the populntnon The October CPS

~ ceflects data on school enrollmenL The March CPS oolleets detailed informatlon_ )

“on educational attainment. .

" from the October surveys in the years specll‘led The data ln the published repom B
are llmlted in I‘our respects.. . - )

1. Enrollments in noneollegxate postsecondary schools are spec:l‘eally .
excluded. These lnsutuuons enroll about 12 pereent of all independeq;
“students, : o o .

2. Detailed enrollment charactenstm ol' students 35 years ald and over.

. are not presented, These enroliments accoum for perhaps one fi fth of the
. independent student populatlon

3. None of the tables in the School Enrollment CPS serles provides

- sufficient detail to obtain estimates of the “potential undergraduate™ . .

o . . student pool, i.c., those who have compléted high school but not four
e : | . years of college. The “potential undergraduate™ estimates in the paper-
: Tt havebeen abtained by applying the proximate shares of the. identifiedage -
"+ vy and family statiis grotips who méelthe *potential undergraduats® criteria -
. om;he Educational Attaxnment CPS serles) tothe populauon estimates

:scussedln t‘oot.note4 the Census does not collect lhefhl‘ormauon‘
. necessary to detérmine - indepenidence for the purposes of awarding
fi nanqalaxd However studeptseanbe identifi ed by their re‘ported I‘amrly o
statuses. Among- 18 to 24 years alds, the data identily’ three groups: =
“primary family ‘members,” who are not currently married; “married,”

both in a parent’s -family -or in their own houscholds; . and residuals, - -

N .- those neither in a primary family nor marricd. “Prlmaryramilymembers -
i would include single children residing: with their - parents (clearly a"...
dependent group). However, thed would: also - lnclude srngle parents - .-
(probably -independent): - At -best, these divmons re suggestive of .-
.rndependent student status. o A E

" The emphasis on trends, wlthln specrl' ed groups.greatlymlnimlze! the eft‘ectsof .
these. limitations and adjustments The subslanoe of the dlscusslon would :

NS

The basic trend data employedm-lhls report are drawn I‘rom publlshed data ... ‘
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' probably not be much dllTerenl had mors preclse‘meuum ol‘ lhe sludenl pools .

beeu available. . -

Finally, while the Census data are used as usual. |uuestive evideuee of
" trends, we do have some indication of the reliability of the estimates shown inthe -
- tables. According to the Census publications, the standard errors of the sample.

the U.S Office of Education’s “Study of the impact of Stident Financial Aid
" Programs” (SISFAP 111) in the winter and spring of 1979 to evaluate the abmtyor
.- institutional and federal administrative pohges and pnc(iees to fulfill the legis-
*°_ Jativegoalsassociated with the student assistance programs. AMS designed 2 1930 _

—estimates rangs to3 percant (varying by population and charscteristic examined). -

differ from the true poptlation figure by as muchias one °
the table: b

_study to replicate this bascline study and, further, to assess the impact of the.

"two data collection instruments: (1) the student questionnaire and (2) the récord™
review form (field personnel transcribed data from financial aid records for’ cath”
recipient in the sample). Although the. record review form maintairll a IOO‘A"

2 :.7 completion rate, it collected data for ald reciplents onbr, lhere{ore lhe sludenl i

queslionnalre data was used for this study..-

“The estimates within each subgroup have been ¢ ohlmned by rewelghhnglhe.,~ o
“samples. We estimated the total enrollmenu within. ‘each” of 80 cells (five . -
institutiona} sectors by fulltime “or parttime -by" sex' by four ' racial/ethnic .

~ categories). The estimated figures for the 1979-80 academic year, derived from _
Census and NCES ‘data, are shown in Table B-1, The number ol‘mpondenu wuh-.
" no missing ‘data elements was generated for.cach of the cells (Tatile B-2). When:

~ " the estimated enrollments. were " divided by the numbersin ‘cach cell; the -
appropriale weight for a respondent in that.cell was “obtained. The, weights are R

~ shown-in Table B-3. Finally, after selecl:ng xndependenl sludenu and excluding B

the cases missing various marita} and household information, we adjusted'the -

weights according to the probablhly of a (weighted) respondent receiving
financial aid within each institutional sector. The fi nancial md ndjuslmenl factors
: for 1979-80 are found in Table B-4.-

Since lhe SISFAP data base does not contain ml‘ormallom lhe dependency -

" status In prior years, wé obtained the’ sell'-sumciency SN 7
’ procedure First, the sell'-suﬂ‘cnency requlremenl was a
dents only. The estimpted p ction in the nu
. first year was then used to esllmale the decrease for all underg
We are assuming that, once this requirement is fully phased in, ;the drop in ﬁrsl-*v
year: enrollmenu will be matched in the second-, third- and l'ourth'year classes.
This -a sumplxon probably leads to an ovérestimate of the decline in sluden!

.

“Middie Income Student Assistance Act of 1978 (MISAA) Both efforts employed

v,
v
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Table B:1, Enrelimest Estimates, 179-1980
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"~ Other
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’ White
Black
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Other

Female
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* Table B-2. Unwelghisd SISFAP Enrellments, 1979-1980

Voo g
Pabg | .2 LN B (3] Prop/rec.

B
1.
S |
. : |
.. Part Time (More tham half bat loss tham fu
. R )
White 93 | a3 39 A 9
Blsck n o s i [ .
Hispanic _\ s 2 0 0
\ Othar I 3 1 1
- R . : )
' Femahe { .
i .
- White 116 I 99 58 2 38
- Black 19 P 17 3 [}
: Hispanic ? 413 1 1 [
Other 3 ' n 3 1 s
!
o 2 ; LN
I
; .
i‘ .
i v
/
- ° ' i !
!
/
' -
>
5 ) )
' . P !
= 53 '
G g : -
A
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Teble B.3. Earellment Welghts, 19791580,
. , (X 1,000) S

Back - 108 102 R I vt
 Mispsnc. . 080+ 132 . . 0T 0305 0 080 .. i
Other L3 - 0.70. 1 Co2%0. 108 ' : o

Part Time (Mors thaa kalf bat bess than falD

Whitt . 240 BRI 151 Y I 15.10 B
Black | 1 B 292 . RY: ) 200 19.00
+ Hispanic 3.00 .20 100 L1100 . 1000
_ Other © 200 220 1,00 050 8.00
Female N . )
White 120 ¢ 38 032. 219
< Black . 050 kX o0 0.03 L1$
DR Hispanic - osr . 20 .00 060 133, R
- Other 6133 218 100 - 010 0
N ’_' .
’ . ) ,
.I
\-.
' L%
S ' v
. : .
- ‘ . .
N . .
- g . 5 4 .
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»., Dependent, -
- Independent,

T Nouredpnn ot A _ »
' Calculated as; Welyhted SISFAP total - <(W°l'h!°d’qlsyAF,'|¢ reclplents X “u') SR
’ © Welghtad SISFAP total - Welghtod SISFAP ald ‘rociplots = .’

' St o

\

R

'

" Dependént

numbers, since students previously defired as dependant could stop-out; meet
.- theséff-sulliclency requirenient, and return to school as qualifying independents, )

" Segond, we estimated the.numbers atill qualifying within the subgroups; Qur

" approach was, first, to apply the percentage change in the distribution of first-year

" students by subgroup to the distribution of all undergraduates within each group,"
" Butone further adjustment was required, Students move from one subgroup to
~ . another-as they persist in school-younger to older age groups, two-year to four-
© -..year collogos. As a result, when the revised distributions within'a’ category. are
* -, applied, the total for the category exceeds (or falls short of) the total fof the enilic- :
- -population, So, where the' percontage changes, based only ‘on’first-year enroll-

“ monls, ylelded over- or inder-estimatos of the-tGtal numbypr: qualified within'a
.. « given category, the over- (under-) estimate has been deducted (addéd) to'the su
. '8roups within each category according to thieir o:;ig'lnél 'share of the total. -

natsidl
A

,‘7.‘.
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. 'l'nblo c-l. Chlnlel ln Pell (Bule) Gnnt Appllmll by
: : i IVIG to 1980

Pércent Ch-u
1970 te l’.” lﬂ. to |m

S noM yun
© 25t 29 yem -
430 yeirs lnd older

v

Source: U.S Depmmanlol‘ﬂduullon.Bumuol‘!iludunl‘ i Pell Grant N,
- Statlsth Mdtmh.‘ Year 1980-81 (and aaslies yoars), unpublished tabutations (1982).

'l'nblo C-2. Mean Age of CSS Undenndmte Finaniclal Ald Appllcan
Yut ln Sdml Ind ‘ ?endoncy tatast 1976 to 1981

: Amui.An :

T wen
RN TY IR I

"‘,»QI-ul T so-u_;

‘bap.ellg-l Undecgraduates - 198« 199 5 ‘ 1
"Froshmsn . - - T IRRE VIREEN T L R T ST | TR LR
_ Sophomors - . . * 200 - - 200°- 19.0-. 197 196 196 . .
1 Junior. T O 1K - ©o0T 206 207. -
“Senor, TR -1 R 209 -ate s e
: mm-umumma.m ]_ 266 264 Cass U264 264 64
Fieshman T e 607 268 1700 269
Sophomore - . " 269 25.6 267.: 268 264
Jdupior - - U Y0263 - CTas3. o289 260 260
N Sanllor"' - " oo 261 " 3 2 B 125! y »257 .- 258
-~ Source::Coilege Scholarshi smlce. Natlondl Sumi Dala I9OI-M(nnd wlluupom), I9!2
LN - ‘ SO ‘ e



v ) Collene Schq]mhlp Servlce, Nallonal Summary Data: . I981-82 s Fllm.
. BT tabulatlons. New York: The College Board, 1982 (and earller years), .. "~ - |
‘ o , “Starting Fresh: A New Independent Student Methodolony and
Other mues in Need Anllylls. dllcunlon pnper, New York' The College -
" Board, 1983, k1Y ) .
Cuirtls; Grant B, rWho Should Supporl the Nontradltlonal Ald Applicant?” {1
*. " Who.Pays? Who Bcnq/mr A Nattonal lnvllallonal Coriference on the Indeperi~ .-
dent Student, ‘complled by: Collcne"!lcholmhlp Sefvice; New York: Collego.
‘Entranct Examination Board, 1974,pp..73=79
ZDnvls, Jerry S., *The Costy of Aldlnn‘Dependem ‘Students ' Who
.- pendent for, Financlal Ald PurposediThe Pennsylvnnlalixperlenee, unpub-
. Matied: mnnuucrlpt. ‘Harrisburg: Pennsylvnnla Highér Education Asslmnce‘
" Anency. September 1981.:. ! .
"Hansen ‘W, Leé,“The, Flnnnclallmpllcatl ] : .
Pays? Who: ‘Benefis? A Natjonal Invitational C nfmnce oni'the Independent - ... -
Student, complled by’ gllege Scholmhlp‘s srvic Newao oitege. <.t -
Entrance Examination Bodrd, 1974, pp.. 10-26.7 L .
—— and lloben.l Lampmnn,“BaslcOppoﬂunltmenu'ro Hi herEdu- ’
cation: Will the utcome Differ from the Intent?™ C‘hallenxe. 1974 l7(5).:- )
© pp, 4651 /7 e ; ;
’ Heﬂ'ron. ‘Mark,’ “Susaested Modi catl .
- Supporting tudentModel, unpubli hed § ‘anuscrlpt.l
L . College Testing. ngram. ‘198,
Hlll Susan."CharucterIsilcs ‘of Posts¢condary ;
" - Report, No, 81-326, Washington, D, C:: National' Cenler for Education Sta-
B tlstics. 1981
and .loseph Fr
e :Twenty-ﬂva Years and Oider." NCES Report,
- *"National Center for. Education Statlstigs, 1982.
Hllls, Donald E., and Willlam D.’ VanDusen. ‘A'Regort'on Ihe Expenm an
_sources "of Smdem: Enro_lled ln Callfoml_a :Pastsecondary ln:lllullons Durlnx:
-the 1979-80 Academic Ye California Student Aid | mmis
. :gion, February 1982,
Horch,- lesht H.; and-Joe' Pnul
-Students: Issues and Approaches.
L " Educational Testing Service, 1980.
“~ lLee, John B, “ParticipationRates orlndependent Students; '1969 1974 1981
. * "unpublished note, Washlngton. 'D,C.; Applied Systems Instltute,lnc.. 1983
. Little, Kathleen W., “Saving Federal Dollars'AnotherAltemative." dnpublished .
_note, Santa Cruz: Office of Finandnl Ald Universlty of Califomia, 1981.:
'Nelson, James, Lols D. Rice, Edmund C. “Jacobson, and Willlam D. VanDusen ;
" Who Is the Independent Studeni? A Study of lheSmlu: anid Resouirces q/'lnde-“_. A
: PR pendent Students, New York: College Entrance Examinntlon Board. 1974. '
S : Nesbm. Hadley, “Analysls ol‘ SAAC Self-Supponlng Fnlers."“ unpv Ilshed, s

¢s of Postsecondary Stidents
82:321 Wuhlng n,D.C.:

“Assessmg the Needs. of Independen
ublished manuséript, Princeton, NJ:.-
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~+ " March 1978, Cuiﬂn(?apulqglhnR;pbni;‘s'ériqu-QO.No; 356, Washington, -

. - * " déntat Octobér 1980 (Advance Report),” Current Popiilation Reports, Series .

. /U8, Depariment of Educatp

cational.

Pastaecondary Students:.Octol

bet 1973,
P20, No. 281, Washington, D.C.:

DC.:US/a
———; "Bducatlonal Attalnment In- the

- Cyrrent Popullation Reports, Serles
overnment Printing Office, 1978, -
 United States: March 1979 and .

. -D.C. US, Governmerit Prinfing Office, 1980 (and eatiier number:314), - ' -
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-, deata; October 1979," Cuirrént Population Reports, Series P20, No. 360, Wash
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—~— “School Boroliment-Soclal ang Beonomla Charscteristics of Stu.:

P-20, No. 362, Washington, DC.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 198tb, . p
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* -dents: -Qctober 1980,". unpublished tabulations from’ the October 1980, " -
Current Population Survey,'Washington, D.C.; Tho-Bureau, 1982, = "
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:U.S. Department of Health; Edy flon and Welfare, Office of Evaluation and Dis- -:_ L
semination, Study of the Impg of Student Financial Ald Programs (SISFAP)
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Office, 19805 -~~~ .77 T
Wagner, Alan P., “Education Planning and Policy: Implications from the Now. < -
* Home Economics,” paper presented to American Educational Studies Asso- . *
, clation Annual Meeting, Cincinnati, Ohio; Octobér 1979, - A
i » “Research and Polfey Issues in Financial Aid fof th
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‘and Adult Student” paper presented to ‘American, Educationial Research .
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- earlier reports).y;;




COVIE L s O U T e e b
L iy " : g V- !
T * )

Mr. Grapigux. You have requested our responBe to' these two =~ i+
uestions, the extent of abuse and how do we change the deflnition.

t me just make very rlef.backiround ‘comments and ther turn
. to those two questions, The bedrock of the student aid system'since ...
| the 1950’s has heen the umtrti_on’.that,pate‘nts ‘have:the primary .\
... obligation to pay for their children’s higher educationi-* . .- = .= =
.~ . No one argues that that obligation lasts indefinitely but where to - - -

draw the line is the.question. Really we come to a philosophical .

- and subjective policy issue more than an a,n‘al{’teical.'v At what point
. -or.under what circumstances should parents be viewed'as having
" no further responsibility for,pheir offsprings’ education. Much is at ' .

~." stake. I think there are some potential tradeoffs with Federal cut-

i offs’ and fgenerally less student aid money to go around. The

amount of aid awarded to students who are treated as self-support-
_ing is determined solely on the basis of their own “incorie and - °

.. ... M:students whose parents could reasonab 'y;.be..e:ﬂaected tohelp . .-
. pay college costs are able to take advantage of aid programs by -
-+ qualifying -under self-supporting definitions, less money will be
gvait}sa le_ for legitimately needy, dependent and independent -stu-
Loodents, s e T x
- What.are the perceived flaws in the Federal definition? The Fed- °
.eral definition has three parts. The first two parts of the test, fi-
nancial support and residence,-are. difficult to verify and can be
easily circumvented. In-kind support from: parents and. gifts from. = -
... friends-and relatives, for example, can simply be overlooked. -. L
sw -As for the income tax criterion, families that choose to do so can =
. “give-up the" exemption. :for the.otherwise dependent- student : '-:
-~ 'member fgnd in. most cases the greater tax:liability will ' be more " .~
.+ than offsBt by the student’s increased eligibility for student-aid.on- .
. .. the self-supporting basis and families that have not planned ahead .
-+, in this way can file amended tax returns after the fact to capture *
:_the same calculated benefits. Well, because of these potential trade-
.. offs‘and the perceived loopholes in-the current definition; there are

+... already two results in practice that I would like to point to.. .. . .
..~ -First, because of a widespread perception that the Federal rule ‘45 .
..~ .too permissive, the lid has been kept on the amounts of.aid award-: " “
-+ "ed to students who do qualify as independent students because the .~
~..'aid community policymakers in general have wanted to avoid\pro-- . #
viding gr,ea‘ter -incentives - for = dependent - students - to .-decjare . °
. independence. : . TRt S SRR AP
- Yet, existing need analysis systems are .’apgarentlytodk.ha‘ljsh on - .
independent. students. Congress called for changes in this regard -
'when it passed the Education Amendments-of 1980 andithere o
been: growing sentiment in the aid community that the!treatrient ' -
in.need analysis. of independent students 'should',rbe'_liberali'zed;- but
- by ‘and large these reforms have:been held off. .Thus, truly inde- "
- .- pendent 'students are perhags being .penalizéd ~<in terms of the: ' -
... amount, of. aid they receive becduse of apparent problems in:the
.- definition”of independent status.. - . .o T
i/ .. The second result, and there are geyeral S ate representativeg'on ' .
-+ the'panel so'I won’t gpend time on this, but ghe sécond'result vf the ;.
../ "perceived problems 1s that a growing numbkr of States and institu- i -
- --tions have adopted stricter, criteria.for.determining self-supporting . '
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- Of 'thg 10 St‘aws Operatiﬂg theJ reeat-nigeg- aded scholarship
.progrnths in’the country; seven now:y quive o tighter demonstra~
" ‘tion .of ‘indeperidence thanijs necessa y,,.unde 'Rederal rules, The
‘subcorniittee will: ? Eél' fiom ohe of/thosgStates, Pennsylvania, in
a moment and ‘an ‘did State, [lHriois; ja ale r resented today. -
Now gt me’ turn’ td fhe college board<tudy, which we initiated
wyear. a 010 reylew.ava pati nal data that might sug-
“proplem- an inforjh the search for improved
re to estityhte’/who is qualifying as inde-
end \nt ndur the curreht. rules and, who' would be affected by var-
1 p 10 for.change AR
.+ 7"Now theke dré two hmxtat.\o?f il he data that are important to
. -fiote: First, thoy Lys rawn .a federally sponsored sample
/7 aupvey .of -studbqts -onrolled:ipt 1 79-80. There is almost -always a
~lag ofa {1‘3“’ years in tH8 avail labi ity of such, representatwe nation-.
~data. The drawback of coum i 1s that we can't take account of
ver recent.trends; " | o o
.1 Sécond, the. survey data’ are hmlted to undergraduate enroll-
o n 8, It» ‘dpes’ not-cover. ost-baccalaureate students. In the final
gis, the ’subco;mﬁ;rtte ‘may ¢onclude that- separate criteria are |
ry. and approprjete to determine self-supporting status for
‘under‘g%g graduate students instead of the combined defi- -
i nigjon that we'ha\'/e under, title IV now. Our study doesn’t speak to
P ,(\;;f, ‘drestion’ 1re,ct‘lym :
SN ow. let§m ‘turn to the two questlons that you posed-for’ thls x
e d

gearing,, QN Ur ‘study and our. revrew of othér available evi- '
i dencelg’ e A L
O , AR { ' buse. No avallable natronal data ‘can ﬁrmly as- .-
ert 7:13 eggee the current definition of independent status . -
Nis being. 8 c%wented contrary to the spirit, if not the letter" of = -
;Feder.al :po That is, students and families makrng calculated fi- .-
‘nancial ar gements’ to quahfy for - more .ald There is' no way to
scerta;n that. . . ,
We, .cap.only draw, 1nferences from data 6n trends in the number . -

: hai«a‘ eristics of tudents! classified as self-supporting. The
number. of stude'nts gsifed as independent under.all aid pro-
7grams Ainder. the' Fe eral definition. has ﬁrown rapidly in recent
P years We know the large source of growth in the number of such
s ".students is the increaged enrollment of adults, Patterns of. postsec-
nﬂarz enrollment -are becoming more com licated in. the 1980s.- -
and -t at is part of t.he reason for the growt in 1ndependent stu-

¢ de
S ﬁut part of the bwth is also coming from. the ounger tradition- -
Gl al collegé-age gr ps, 18 to 21 and ages 18 to 24. One can infer from

" .-the data that thbre is a- problem and that it is-not ihsignificant.

“ Also recent . de\(elopments not:reflected “in .currently available na- -

< .. tional data, again, may be acceleratlng the trend toward 1ndepend
T, " enceat the' younger age levels. -
..~ It‘is worth noting in this regard that a new and potentlally o
% gong incentive for-middle to’ “upper middle income students to de-
L re independence has been in effect in 1981. In that year, Con-
= gress rmposed a $30 000 - famrly 1ncome cutoff w1th a need test re- e

LR




PO

-+ extended:version of it to 22- to 24-year-old. . - -

S

-quired ‘above that lovel for Guaranteed Student Lorihs. The flat .
Income cap pormits virtually all students who claim to be financial-'

ly independent of their -parents to qualify for subsidized lqans re-
gardless of what other resources they might have available. :

Data on 'recent borrowing patterns in New York State maﬁ' se-.' e
e

flect the results of this situation. The dollar volume of GS

clined by an estimated 13*percent in New York in 1982-88 as a con-' -

- sequence of ‘the Federal imposition of the $80,000 income cutoff. -
The number of horrowers, however, in the income category below .

-$10,000 jumped by an estimated 26 percent. The pattern may well

have resulted from substantial numbers of students declaring
themselves to be financially independent of their parents to qualify .

for the program. = =~

{ Whatever the extent of the abuée,’thnt should be the Federal re- -

sponse? One possibility is for the Federal Government not to. make

a change but to let States and institutions make adjustments on.
.. their own as they,have been doing. ' ‘ ‘

'My own view Is that there is a compelling case 'fo‘r‘r(‘:\'}isipﬁ of the
Federal .criteria, if only in the interest of consistency. No one, cer-
tainly not students, will gain by the proliferation of 50 different

State definitions ag well as a number of institutional variations. - :

Continued movement in this djrection will only complicate student
aid application forms and the coordination o Federal, State, and

. campus programs. : : . R
" Our study analyzed various possibilities for tightening up the *

current \definition, some of which have already been implemented
by States and institutions. The possibilities include extended tax

" indepengence which Lifida Berkshire mentioned a moment ago in.
- the testimony frorh the National Coalition. - = - B :

Another is age. The 'second’ possibility is the nioét easily :und'ér-

~ stood straightforward and verifiable addition that could be made to.
the current definition in age criteria: Indiana and New York, for

- example, require that all students under age,-.22,,with:certainvlimjt- o

.ed exceptions, apply as dependent students. - C T
. "A third possibility is proof-ef-self-sufficiency. ‘A major objection

: to,glie'-Federal definition is that it allows students to be classified |

as independent without evidence that they have established a pat-
tern of self-supporting behavior. A self-sufficiency test would re-

quire students to document through tax returns or records-of non-

taxable incom? that they have had the financial resources to sup;

. port,themselves in households separate from their parents.. :
- Finally, the status of being married or having dependents is a
- verifiable circumstance and the presence of a spouse or other de-
- pendents might be taken as a reasona‘blq-_]@oxy for financial

-independence.

Now, to be specific in answer-to your qﬁesﬁor‘x about -how to .

_of the foregoing, concepts.:Switch to an age—t

" change the. definition. We suggest the following combining several
of the is is on page 10 of
+ the ‘written testimony—switch to an age criterion for those under

. age 22—all under agé 22 would be considered automatically de- . ]
‘. pendent—and to an age criterion for students 25 and'over; the

o - would all be considered automatically independent and then limit
. the requirement of the current three-part- Eederal c}ef‘inition oran ...
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" geverdl States that have moved in t

. the gdm
grougfal of students under 22 aNd over 26 are.one status or the .
~- -other, while at the same time increasing verifiability. Age is an ex: .
~tremely verifiable easily verified criterion, Symbolically, it would
' also reihforce. the assumption of parental responsibility through at

have dependents of 't

have various combinations of exceptions, - '«

_This agproach would offer many. advantages, in my.‘"viéw,'jfédsiné“ -
nistrative burden, just automatically saying. that"-‘larﬁe.“,
e

o

" leabt the traditional ages spanning undergraduate educatjon.

Wi lih "Tho next on th
" State Scholarship Commigsion. :

" students in paying their college tuition costs. The Illinois State Sc
~.gion's Monetary Award Program'is one . of the lm\lgest state grant programs and .
04 million to-just over 100,000

- during this Jear, 1983-84, will pryvide a total of § :
le to receive grants, roughly 40 percent are classi- - =~

" i Illinols resi

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my final comnient. is that in| iy view,

" - this would read out of the'programs the students who may be abus--

ing the J)rogram now from middle- and upper-middle-income levels.

It woul

the basis of full need;

I commend this suggestion to the subcommltte‘e.AThex‘e";éré other
-'ways to go. This is one that I hope

would be glad to answer questions to amP af ' Lo
- Mr. SimonN. Thank you. We have a roll call over on the floor now

.and we are going to have to take a brief break and we will resume
_the hearing shortly. § : o

. &lzrief.recesg.] R CoTe : .
r. P

ENNY. Chairman ;Sigion had 'some other business to take

y, but- we want to proceed with those

care of. He will be here s

Mr. Jepsen,- : - .- T o K S
: _V[Prepared)stgt,‘ement of Larry E. Matejka fqll'ows:]j

n

SchoLArsuip CoMmissioN .-

SR PREPARED STATEMENT or LARgY E. MATRIXA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ILuNoms STATE

ill hel‘p in your delibérations. I' -
lif: '

'"' o 1"" DRI Y

.- Exceptions to the blanket assumption of depondents urjder aggf/22 - '
could be:made for orﬂham and wardy. of the:court,  students who °
eir ‘own and .:.Yerhups"'other' ‘categories, The

8 direction 'of an age criterion " .

not adversely affect low incomeé and: the neediest students. : . -
. Those students already qualify under dependent student criteria.on ..

e list is Keith Jepsen of the Illinois :

 Mr. Chﬂimﬂnl;:'fﬁelﬂbéi‘é-of the subcommittee, I am Keith Jepsen, Deputy Execit- . -

-.. " - tive Director, and I am presenting testimony for Larry Matejka, Executive Director -
- of the Illinois State Scholarship Commission. I am ple to appear before you .
today to present testimony on the issue of independent student. o PR

BACKGROUND

The question of how vto'define independency fdi;.purﬁoses of student ﬁnqnciti_l aid
has been reviewed over a long period of time. The problem in developing a defini-

. tion to suit the purpose of ajd programs has been to develop some form of classifica-
-tion which will clear]ly indicater:ﬁr

at a student is not dependent on his or her par-

. ents, or shouldn't be expected to be, for financial support. Because of the high
- . demand on aid program funds for assistance in recent years, attention has n]g
.- focused on the independent student definition and possible abuse of that definit

in order to become eligible for assistance or greater amounts of assistapce. "

i
. n ’
jon- -

A significant amount of -state funds in. Hlinois. are used to suﬁport;’ind'e _'.hdénf o

ents. Of those eligil

olarship Commis- - "

fied as independent students. Illinois .uses the same definition used by the federal : =

L L
S

- government.. The minimum grant to eligible students is $240 and the maximum will ..

‘ -.cover public tuition and fee costs or up to $2,200 at private institutions, =~ . - -
"~ Therefore, the discussions about ;the c¢urrent independent student. definition and"
.. proposed revisions to that definition are of great importance to the Illinois program. . :-
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FTUDY OF INDEPRNDENT STUDENTS IN ILLINOIS

.. Our Intorest In this aren was rokindled last spring by, ronowed efforts to change
" - the definltion of the indopendent.student,-Tho.attached study resulted from those
-‘.,‘-Prg&owu and our'analysis of them, .. =" o7 OV T A o
~."=. . The proposal by the Dopartment of Education, that of roﬂuirlng aatrict age limi- .
= tatlon—anyone under 22 years of ngoj had to file aa:Independent, was met- with oppo-
*" sition. The primary concern waa that some students who are legitimately self:sup-
~ porting at an earlier age would be denidd accees to higher education, The Depart-
ment's follow-up proposal later this lprlnl; included five catogorles of students who
by the nature of thelr categorization would be required fo meot specifio critoria for - -
varying poriods of time in order to'be considered indepehdent. Our initial reaction
wgs that this more complex method of trying to determine “true” indepondency
whilo appropriately targeted, would result In a more complex nw)llcutlon form and
" was something we wanted to metisure for changes In'statys on Illinois residonts who
apply for Pell Grants, - ‘ ! - '
_ Consequently, in early June our staff sought to identify Illinols Pell Grant appli-
-cants who changed their dopondency status from dependent to independent between
the years of 1081-82 and to analyze the impact this change had on Pell Grant eligi-
_.bility for Illinols residents, .~ .~ . ... ... o, L
' !

T "':"-'MB‘I‘IIODOLBOY““““; b e e

The {xrou studied consisted of Illinois Pell Grant applications during the yvars
1080-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83. The data for the applicants was taken from the Illi
nols Pell Grant State Agency Tapes for those years. Using the tape data gpglecunta
were clasgaified into the appropriate propoaed‘cutefory got forth by the u.s. art-
-'ment of Education in their new proposed definition. Those categories included: (1)
. veteran{ (2) married non-veteran; (3) unmarried non-veteran over 21; (4) unmarried. -
.. 'non-veteran under 22 with dependents; and.(5) unmarried non-veteran under 22
©  without dependents. ool L S
- Dependency status chun‘;os were easy to determine b‘y matching students who ap--
... plied as dependents the prior year with those who applied as independents for 1981-
~ 82-and 1982-83 and recordln%the changes for matches. © .. .. , -
L "l‘g.analyg“th, e Impact of the change in dependency status, Pell Grants were esti-
- "'mated. for :students both as dependents and as independents. .To estimate the
- _amount of the grant, the Student Aid Index was subtracted from $1,670, the maxi-
~'mum Pell for:all years studied. The conefe budget or cost was determined for two. @ ..
groups of students. For students who applied to institutions eligible to participate in.o
*_'the state grant.program,:the budget was calculated by adding actual tultion and "
.. fees, room and board, and $400. For state grant applicants at non-residential institus .
" tions, the budget was equivalent to tuition and fees, $400, andgthe $1,100, These two
o budfets were applicable for 60 fercent of the total Illinois Pell applicants who also
- applied for state grant eligible institutions. The other 40 percent of Pell applicants
’ gg%l&gd for Illinois schools not eligible for state grants. Those budgetsa.were set at
For attrition purposes, the institutional state grant attrition figure was used in
. . detefmining how many eligible Pell applicants actually used and created payout foiy ’
the Pell Program. For the Bther 40 percent of thé applications, a 86 percent attri-
tion figure was u?ed to calculate actual payout. S

RESULTS

. Our first concern was to determine how many students changed their dependency -
- . status bewteen upecified application yenrs. We found that between 198 -81 and
."1981-82, 4.2 percent or 5,824 students changed from dependent to independent. The
" second"question was the impact on the Pell Program. That.change resulted in an .
. increase of $1.9 million in Pell Grants to Illinois independent students. (From $48to" - -
$2.9-in the group making the change). Similarly betwee_n‘lgl-%nnd 1982-83, 44 -
percent or 5,799 changed from dependent to.independent at{an increased cost of $1.8.
million (from $4.9 to $3.1 million for thisgroup), =~ o+ . . 7 O
Other obgervations which we were able to make include the following: - e
- - 1,"The percentage of independent ﬂg lications in Ilinois had increased from 39 - .. .
. percent {n 1980-81 to 41 percent in 1982-83, This is about fiveor six percent below. "
"~ the national average. .- .~ ..ol : - R
.. 2. Under the U.S. Department of Edu&ation proposal. for the_indegendent student, =
‘88 percent (94,654) of the Illinois students who applied as independents in 1982-83

-1




payout as o resu

-status to increase thelr oligibillty ) ' -
~thls group ls the ono with the most impact o prograim by virtue of changing =

60

for Poll Grants would not have their dopeﬁdonoy status chungod. In other wor('lvq._

- thoy would continue tv' be-troatod as Independents, ™

$. Tho catugory of students affooted Is that of the u'hrhttrrlod.nOn;votorunl under

- oo 22 with no dopendonts, Thigigroup ropresented 12 porcont of the 1082-88 inde-
- pendent studenta.- They would be required to mgot the prorowd three-part inde-
\ g?ndont student deflnitlon for two prlor yoars and the current awa

)

rd yoar for 1984~
and fer three prlor yoara and the award year, thoreafier, , C
4. The largest incrense In ellglbllity bocause of dependency changes 'was recelved

by students clasalflied ns unmarried non-veterans under age 22 with no dependetits.

Of the tetal $1.9 mllllen Incronse resulting from changes in 1081-82, $1.3 milllon

was attributed to thls group of the tothl $1.8 milllon Incrense In 1982-88, 81 milllon

was attributed to thia group. . . ' .

- 6. 80 while this group ropresented 12 percent of the total Indopondent itudent

group recolving ‘)nymonu; In 1082~88, thoy reprosented 76 porcont of the Increuso In
t of switching tholr status from dopondont to Independent,

. . [ IS i . : .

" 1830 RECOMMENDATION ' .

Tho primary c,éncorﬁ for changing the dofinitlon of independence la porcolvod‘
abuse of tho current definition fv pargnts andl student who. switch - dependency
or fodexal student ald, Our study has shown this

status. Wo also note.n concern for students who upon graduation are truly witheyt -
any support from thelr Turonts for ono reasonor another. We have also taken Into -
uccount tho changes which would bo requlred on- the application forms in order to

dotormlne independent status by the proposed definition put forth now by the De-
partmont of Education. As a result, we recommend that unmarried non-voterans .

‘under the age of 22 without dependents, be prohilfited from changing their status -

from dependent to indopendent’ after they have made.an inltlal appllcation, Fur-

" ther, that tho current three-part definition now used on the financial aid applica-

tion forms continue to be used for all other students. . : <
. Marital status, voteran status, age, and number of dopendenta can already-be de-
termined from the data collected on the forma. Since tho Dopartment. of Education

has a cross-year system, this could be used to monltor any Attpmptaf-"to change de- - '

pondency status. No new system would have to be developed. Lo
‘As indlcated earlior, this particular group of students by changing dependency

~ status for 1982-83 resulted In an Incroased estimated Pell Grant payout in Illlnois of

about $1 million, If the ISSC proposed definition had been In offect for both 1981-82

- and 1082-88, the su¥ings would have been approximately $2.3 million. After three or |

more ‘years, the difference would be expected to $3 to $4 million or 3 percent of the
total Pell payment to Illinois applications. We. would-further anticipate that ff ap-
plied to other states, the expected savings would be from §70 to $90 million annual-

< ly after the first three years.

While some exceptions would need to be conéideréd. berﬁnpé, under the Special
Conditions, Form, for considerations such as death of parents, we would recommend
our proposal as one which disallows higher income families from transferring family

- responsibility for paying college costs to the federal government, and at the same.
_ time reduces internal administrative costs and permita a less complex application -
- form for all students. . - . . ‘

]
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_ June 16. 1983

~Waghington, 0.C,2

: Sincerely. o -,»'.

. Steve D. Cameron
Assistant to the Executlve Director

u.uNms R

scHnLAnaHm G
comMmMmiesioNn

BaG W, Jetterson, ﬂuu 114 wa Bpringfiekd, & “70' — Il'”?“'ﬂ'lﬂ" -

Mr. ariun Kerrigan . I .
Basic Grant Policy Section o o
Office of Student Financia) Alsistanca

‘U.'S. Departmont of Education - . . .

Room 4318 R.0.B, 3 Ll PR
400 Maryland Avcnu06 S. He '_‘ : e T

o ‘ R
O SO PP AL RSTRAS AT S

Dear Mr.,Kcrrignnl

This 1: {n rusgonsc to ED's {nvitation to commant SMny 23, 1983 Federal . =
Register} on the proposad 1984~ 8% definition of independent student, He Ca
oppose the definition and are sugqcsting [ substiEch procedurn (see - )

‘ nttached) that 1s: S » ' : ’

. *much lcsl complex,

"o 1ess costly for all parties 1nvolved n dclivery
'y’tm'. fOl’lllla etc., '

¢ saves several million Paell Grant dollars in lllinois
and approximatcly $70-90 mi111on nationally, and

: * affects only the 5% of Pell Grant a?plicants which. are
- K : Eg's agznrcnt target (and liknly only 3 out of § of
0!0

o

Tha 18SC recuvnnndation 1: to add one simple edit chcck 1n the ED Pell Grant '
automated cross-year edit system, The naw edit would prevent calculation
of a Student A{d Index for students switching status from dependqn; to -

_ {ndependent betwnen two ¥chool years.

Feel free to contact me 1f you or nnyono at ED hns questlons or comments.

“

)&%W\

_ Management and Operatlons Research

socfsl\

-
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) h&" heightenad by dmmmm msm Inm
Tooan attempt

" addrasy the 8% of the {ndepandent |pp|mnn ll i,
Lo :

|8+ Unmarried non-

nm ﬁu Been an Imo n nums f nurgle)
acantly, the intyr ‘n in. m' definition has
[ 11ars-and §-nations!

eredt in rcvun"ng ulllo . and abuse o aovomun! pragramg ny
campys officiala agres tha M m« d discourage 'ndopon«nn-
of-convnnhnco which a) low I uu “ re themselves indapendent in

lmrm‘ theip mo ity “- uudont fin ngm sid, - 135C -
1y lumnln s UCh ’n complen but equally |mmv0

Yho ’ndlpqndonl Iludlnl dlﬂn
s,

In the Feders) Roahtor. dated “‘ 23. 1903 tho Department o' lducnlon o
has proposed a modification in e ‘ pandent student definition).:
The proposed independent atudent defin non cm rizes {ndapendant students
{nto five groupa and requires {ndepandent studante to meet the current
1ndopondon mdanz definition for dmmnt m'm of time -

m Proposed Indegendent Studant Definition:

*

Calandar year One Prior  Two Priar _ Thees Prioe
__Award. eae . Yesry Yosrs

. Veteran X

2, Marriad . . y

3. Unmarried non« ﬁ . X
veteran ovar 22

4, Unmarried none X X
veterans under 22
with dependenta

veterans under 2€

" DR X x| . X
b, 1985-86 "R A N T
MALIS!S e

‘I‘ha 111 1nofs State Stholarship Ctmniuion ﬁnnyud tM propos:d {ndependent’
student definition and 1ts impact on [111nois Pe1l.Grant applicants. In
1982.83 108,123 or- approximately 41 percent of tha Pe}1 Grant applicsnts from
1111no1s were indepandent students. The tables attached indicate that in
1982-83 26 percent of tha independent lpplicmu wire vourlns and/or marriod.
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' ! ) e N , E
.07 parcunt wers unmarried noncvaterans over 11 yters of ege, 4 perdent were
unmsrriad nonevaterans under 22 with dependents, and 12 rmM were unmarried -y
nonsveterans under 23 yeers of age without depandants. Th

currant definition for one prioe
award year, Under T0's approech

the {ndependent nomiyaterans under

4 pro

ear and the first gmn«r ye
oainmn in 1984.08 13

1ed indepens
dant ytudent definition would require 65,764 or 61 percent of tm independents
{unmarriad non=vaterans over 21 or under 21 \ﬂ}h depandents), ¢ :

0 meat the
ar of the

13,400 or IR percant of
2 without dependents 'would h‘ p

AV 10 meet

the current definitions for two prior years and the calendar year of the award

ar. In 1985+86 KD's definition requirey the same grov
he ¢riter{s thras prior yesrs and

total number of 1111n01e 'R’"“"" which would be required to

dency for years prior to t

e celandar yesr of the award ysar us

pased {ndapendent uugm dafinition would be appronimataly 79,

parcent of the curren

[

indepandent students,

roye depan-
088 the gro-
or?

: of ttudents to meet
the colendar yesr of the awird year, The ' -

Since the primary cbum\ 11 ta vrqi}ént studenty from dtcivl‘rin tMnlvu k.
independant in order to qualify for more financial eid, the 133C proposes
that unmarried nan-vaterans undar 22 with no dependents be proh

) ',"M!chlnq depandency status, Exceptions could be allowed via t

Condition epplication. The current independant wtudent definit

__.continug to be vred for othr students, . .

185 Proposed Indepandent Student Definition

Yypa

‘_Imﬂl '

fbited- from
ha Specinl
fon should

1. Unmarriad non-veterans
under 22 without ndents

status

independent) -

Prohibit switch in dependency
from depandent to

2, All other 1ndhplndoqt|

student definition:

Haintain current {ndependent

ANALYS]S o .

dependency status from dependent in 1981-82 to independent 1n 1982483,

In 1982-83, 5,799 of the 108,12 xll!noqn‘qndopaidonti awitched znziﬁ
These 5,799 students. increased their Pal] Grent 41igidil1ty by 38 fe

reent

from $3,1 milVion to $4,9 mitlion, Prohibiting the 2,468 urmirried non-
veterens under age 22 without depandents from M.thn?‘thﬂr dependency

status In 1982-B) would have saved epproximately §1 mi

" Pell Grant tu nts. 1f the definition had been in

Ne shvings could have reached 3 to 34 milllo

Y percent of the tote! Pell Grant payment to 111inois ngpl!clnu. Nationall
_-with & $2.4 biY11on approprietion the 1SSC proposal will

more yeers

to $90 mi1lion each year.

save between $70

fon in estimated
lace for three or
n or epproximatel

- " $ince el1 of the dats elemants are llro.ldy collected to determine mardtal ]

status, vetsren status, depandents, and laﬁe the current financial aid
[

applications would not have to be expande

{ndependent student definition

A cross-year ed{t check in the

{mplement the 1S5C propossd

Pell Grant

system (to check for ¢ change in depandency status) would have to be devel-
oped to.1dentify unmarried non-vaterans under 22 without depandents who

67
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“during school year 1982-83 when the: United States Department of Education:
proposed that the current definition be changed.” The Department-fayored a :

.-definition which.required a student to be a certain age before:jndapendent self

. supporting status_could be ‘claimed. ' The Collega Scholarship Service, in'a -

“recent- publication; pointpd out,". ~How 'to ident fg and treat the di
self-supporting. students '1s° inot "a’new question, but.it:ha
serfousness; as. moré:and more: students ‘apply: for. fi na
dent” rubri has ™ placing -increased: pressu '

‘three: prov; sion ) ;i

2. The parents did not claim or will not: claim the, student e
© --as an'income’ tax. exemption._‘ : . . -

_ 3. The student did ot or'will not receive more . than 5750 ST
N ‘support from the parents. . :

vHany student financi‘al aid- officers and public policy-makers comp'flin that the

“current definition’invites misreporting by 'students who-are presumably making

themselves more eligible for:student financial aid.’, The prgblem has been =~ = .~ = "
- . magnified by the srecent reductions in student financial aid unding. - S

:Last year the U.S.. Department of Education proposed that studen
be allowed to claim independgnt. or self-supporting. status until a
less they are orphans or wards’ of the court, A number of national student
financial aid organizations résponded that -the age-based definition was too
restrictive., The problem with the ED proposal is‘that studénts under age 22
-.who are legitimate: self-supporting students could be denied an access toa
higher education. . 4

s

- On May '23,.1983," the Department of Education in Federal Re ister. volume 48, R
. - number 100, proposed a medification in rule 668.1a (the:independent student ’ :
" .. defipition). . The proposed independent student.’definition categorizes students .

. finto five groups and requires independent students to Mmeet the current indepen- .
.5+ . dent student thrée point criteria for. different periods of time, - o . )\
.t - N .
" The- purpose of this paper is to analyze the impact of the May 23, 1983
' Department of Education‘s proposed independent student definition on-Pell .
R Grant applicants. in 111inois; identify Illinois Pell Grant applicants who ' .-

-, switched their depepdency status from depend o.ind dent in 1981-82
and 1982-83; and analyze’ the impact their switch in dependency status had:
on«PeH-uGrant eligibility. - ) .
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Data -
. The data used in this ana'Iysis consists of 1980

IMinois Pell Grant state agency tapes and 1982-
records.

Methodo'logx

4o ana'Ier the irnpact of the May 23 1983 Deparhrent of: Education 's proposed
1ndependent student definition, independent studentsin-1980-81,-1981-82, and -
~,-_l982-83 ‘ware separated .into:the. five:classifications: identiged by-the. federal
he following grid:was eveloped

> 198182, .and, 1982 8
’ 'I'Iinois State Grant

Unriarried non= 2
Over21 "o 7 . Tl

Undarried non-veteran - .
under 22 with dependents

Umnarried..non-veteranvj'; ’ N BT AN BRI
*|under 22 without_vdependents. Moo No | o No e i No

XN S The l'llinois Pe'I'I Grant State agency tapes inc'Iude a'|'| of the infomation needed )
o to identify the five c'Iassifications. o K . B

\ The Pell Grant e'Iigibi'Iity and payment for each stuﬂent was estimated by sub-:_
I tracting the Student Aid Index from $1,670..-A $1,670 maximim Pell Grant was - °

‘used for:1980-81,,1981-82, and- 1982-83- for comparative ‘purposes. - During eachJ'

-0f the three years approximately 60 parcent of: the ‘ind dent students att [ g
\schoo'ls which were eligible for state ants. "For "the students attending schools® . R ’
eligible for the state grant program, the Pell grant budget. for institutions with =~ = &

residential facilities was composed of -tuition. and.fees plus room and board charges -
. plus:$400. - For- schools without resideritial facilities, the Pell grant budget- o
- was the $1,]00 plus, $400 plus: the tuition and fee figure. For the. remaining 40 per~
- cent of the indepe%ent studants attending institutions not: e'Iigib'Ie for state ’
".grants a 53 600 figure was: used for. the Pe'l'l grant budget. -

. To' estimate the Pell grant payment for the 60° percent of, the students attending T

. institutions eligible for state grants, the institutional state grant attrition’ o .
R figure'was used. Since the 15SC piggybacks the federal system, this attrition
- figure shouldibe fairly:accurate, : For-students attending:-institutions which:-

wers not e'ligib'le for state grnnts. a 35 percent payment attrition was. used.

To determine the number of students who switched dependency status from depen- PR
.- dent in 1981-82, and 1982-83, the ‘dependents from the prior year were matched o :
with independents for 1981-82 and,1982-83.". The Pell’ grants were estimated for o
the students both as depe@ents and independents. : o
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I Table 2 indicates ‘that, the’ iy

able” I"indjgates that-the percentages of “indepandent ;appl{cants -in-I11inois.has.
ncreased ffom 39 percent.to 41 percent-during’the:last: three. years. "This.is
~6_percent lower: than"the.nationa1-f1gure'. L - U

yptfer and-percent: of. nmarried no veterans‘_undef,. e

"age 22 with no dependants . defFeased from a high in 1981-82 of 17,121 or-20. . ; L

_ percent of the total:] ent’ students to.13,469 or 12.percent of ‘the total ... -

" in 1982-83. The Depariss proposed- i ndependent ‘student. definition would re- - '
‘quire these.students if4mst’ the current three-part independent. studént defi-
nition for.two prior YEaFy, and the current award year beginning .in 1984-85,
and three prior years, and the current award year, thereafter. Under-the ED - .~

. proposal 94,654 or 88 percent of the I11inois students who appljed as.indepen- ™ °
dents for Pell Grants in 1982-83 would not be affected. -The remaining 12 per-

. jcent of the I11inofs students who applied as.independents for Pell Grants in

"1982-83 would be affected by the proposed independent student definition:in- )
1982-83. They would be required.to meet the .current three-part independent . .-
student definition for the first calendar.year of the award year and two prior
years in 1984-85 and threg prior years thereafter. . a -

2L e

naes I une 6 rens
TATE ScugLaRINIF Comussion awipyars an JATAE RONOAY. JUNE &, 1003 -
1n01S PELL GRANT APSLICANTS APFECTEG BY . - . )

ROFOSEQ A4-05 INDEPENGENT STUGRWY GEPINITION

NOEWT  PERCENTAGE It INQEFENOEMT | P
Toints TGt JhMARHIETs T acwiot
Tec CATEQGEY - avi-82 CATEQORY |

. : Nt
- HAY 23,

i - N
0 MONYEVERAN : 1 It
TEQ NOM=VETERAN OYER 21 . 59 -8,
TEQ NDM=VEY UIIDER 22 DEFENDENYS - - 3 ’ g i
TEQ NOM=VET UNDER 22 %0 DEFEMDENTS 14 {] R
) - . wia »- )
. 10

BT V] we, ot A
1 N .

Table 3 provides estimated:Pell Grant payment figures for the five independent - ..

student classifications. The table indicates that the. total Pell Grant payments .
-to independents in:I11inois has- increased by 26.percent fron $56.2. milldon.dn . .. oL L
-1980-81 to $70,9 million: in 1982-83: / The total Pell Grant payment to Illinois B

residents 1in 1980-81 was $120 miilion. The $56.2 million dollar estimate which ..~ -

is 47 percent of the total 111inois Pell payment in 1981-82 ‘seems reasonable.

In 1982-83 the 13,469 unmarried non-veterans under age 22 with no.dependents, .

12 percent of the total independents, received $11.2 million or.15.8 percent of .
. the to;aAestimated Pell Grant payment, . .° - - . S ) .

. . - K




o ’Es't1mab1ng,the cost savings:of the Departmert's proposed {nd ) ndent ‘student.

" .o 77 definitioh {s not possible because we cannot determine from current.dats the.
- "+, " number of.{ndependent students which would meet the new prior'year rehutr‘ements
-.or the Pell Grant eligibility. for the {ndependent students which would not meet

. the.additional prior year requirements and be forced to,apelyhas depienderlts'.j‘

)

TR Conkmgy

. "TLLINOES STATE SCHALARSHIP COPMII3SION ANALYSTS OF
ESTIATCO PELL GRANT PAYMENT:0ROKEIDOMI INTO MAY 23,
45_PROPOSED 34+45 INDEPENDENT STUDENT DEFINITION EATE

. thifeo
gl GaAn

YETERAN

MARRIED WMOMVETERAN . S
UINIARRIED MON-VETERAN OVER 21 -
<7 - URMARRLED. NOH-YE] UNOER. 22 DEPEMDENTS
+ UMRARRIED MOMSVET. UHOER 22 MO DEPENOEN

- .

Table'4 indicates that in 1981-82 5,824 or 4.2 percent of 'the 1980-81 students ’
B who .applied as dependents switched their dependency status to {ndependent. In
P 1982483 5,799 or 4.4 percent switched their dependency-status from,dependent
‘s -Tn. 1n 1981-82 to  {ndependent. The 5,824 students. who switched dependency status
-  1n.1981-82 increased their ‘estimatéd Pell Grant payment by 65 percent, from : .
.*32.9'to $4.8 mi11on. .The 5,799 who switched in 1982-83 increased their.esti-
mated Pell Grant payment By S5 percent from $3,1 to $4.3 million,. In both . -t
4y 1981-82 and, 1982-83 the unmarried non-veterans. under age 22 without dependents °
» increased their eligibility by over 75 percent when they switched. their dependency ?
. status. “The 3,464 and 2,465 students who switched dependency status-in both - o
1981-82 apd 1982-83 experienced the largest.increases {n their estimated Pell -
‘Grant payment when compared to_the other four groups of independent students
switching dependency status, The.increase in Pell Grant eligibility after the - -
switch from dependents to independents was $1.3 m{111on 1n-1981-82 and $1.0
mi11ion in 1982-83. - T T - S

N
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. crgeneldsion v e U T e T e T
i © % The'Department of Education's May Z§.J1983$oposed ‘Independent.student defi-:
R nition would require approximately 12 percent of- the current .independent K
: - '1111nois. Peld. Grant applicants (5% of -all ‘applicants) to meet the.current three<, -
‘part independent student definition for. the first calendar year of ‘the award = -
- year and: two: prior years'in 1984-85 and-three additional-prior: years.there-:. ' -
“‘after.” Independent-students who:apply:and-db not meet. the requirements-would.::
“have a’difficult time meeting the.c 1§ tit y :
are .forced’ t_oz.vapg'ly_.. as:dependents
1ive .at home-while'a ten,d}n 1111gh

Department!s. propose:
umrrﬂ)d,"no,nmgé

. In addition to the theoretical arguments against:the partment ‘of
L proposed independent student definition, officials of:the two companies. that:: .
\ process, the bulk of -federal 3id .applications:< the American College Testing °

Pro?rm and the College Scholarship Service - have {ndicated that the proposal®
would. increase from 6 to 30 the number of questions asked.on the form to deter- -
mine whether students are independent. - Most critics contend that the proposed '
definition 1s too complex because it establishes three different standards for
five categories of students.’’: ... ~. R o N -

1SSC Recommendation .-~ - -

-~ Since the primary concern is abuse of the.current definition by parents and

. students who-switch dependency status to increase their eligibility for
federal student financial.aid, the ISSC proposes that unmarried non-veterans
under age 22 .without dependents be prohibited from switching dependency status -
from depéndent to independent. ' The current independent student definition:
should be used for all.other students. N S ST e
As-a result, the current’ financial aid form would not have to be expanded.
.- Marital status, veteran status, the age of the studemt,:and the number of
. o e dependents can already be determined from the information gathered on the.

current forms, Since ED already has a cross-year system, 1t could.-be used PR
to check the dependency status of the student in the prior year, and a new -
system would not have to. be developedsto fdentify students who applied as
- dependents the prior- year and indepghdents. in the current year. - - '
This anaTysis indicates that 1n”1982-83 2,465 independent students who were .
unmarried- non-veterans under age 22 with no dependents applied as dependents B
.the year before in 1981-82, These students increased the estimated Pell Grant
payment by approximately $1 million, If the ISSC's prop d independent stud
definition had been into effect in both 1981-82. and.1982-83, the 1982-83 savings.
" . would have been approximately $2.3 mil1ion. After our proposed independent .
- student definition 1s in place for three or more years the annual ‘savings ‘should
be approximately $3 to $4 million or-3 percent of the total annual Pell Grant
payment to I111nois appligants. ‘ . o - :

- The ISSC proposes that unmarried, non-veterans under age 22 without dependents
. (€D classification #5) be prohibited from switching dependency status. There .
“could be exceptions such as death of parents reported on the Special Condition -
applications. The current definition should be used for all other indepen-
dents. This approach would not increase the size of the current financial
- ald forms, 1s simplier than the May 23, 1983 Department of Education's defi-
- nition, affects approximately 3 percent of the total population and should
result in savings of $70 'to  $90 mi111on annually after the first three years. - o
. The definition prevents abuse of the current independent. student definition
to increase eligibility for federal financial aid, while protecting students .

under age 22 who apply initially as independents. In addition, prohibiting . - -« - ° 3,
_unmarried students without dependents under age 22 from switching to indepen~
dent status prevents higher income families from transferring family respon- - .

sibility for paying college costs to the federal govermnen‘t'. . I L )
. - B L o P L )
a R - . . . .

’ . ) b
. . R . .
AR 2 .
fr ey . :




! L ’ .:' i
... STATEMENT OF KEITH JEPSEN, ILLINOIS STATE SCHOLARSHIP
S oo COMMISSION
“---“"Mr. JepseN, Thank you, Cohgressman Penny:

U g_"I‘he_.testin;_ony ‘that. we put together. for-today, I thmk,ganbe
. best summarized by" flipping to the sixth page:of the testimony
" right-after that s age where there is a:letter addressed to.a .

ort:
- :Mr:Carrigan: of the partment-of- Education, and ‘rather -than

ag you through-the details of th

eart of : 18 I8 iasu

‘We; ‘of course, ds many of youknow, piggyback entirely ‘the Féd:
“eral” student-aid - delivery “system® and:" therefore, "the. Federal®

* definition.We find there is no problem with:the definition. We-&lso *
~.suggest, however, that there:is some potential abuse-and ‘the way - .-
'to stop that, ‘in our view, in our study that we, will-talk about, if - -
you would like; in greater depth, shows that ‘the way to stop that -
abuse is to.put one simple edit procedure in the national processing.
system, which prevents dependent students from a prior year, from | -
- - applying in the current year as an independent student. It is what
"~ .we would call a classic, management-by-exception situation. You . .

. don’t need a cannon;a simple—maybe even'a'BB gun—will do it
by stopping students who were dependent last year from being con-
sidered as independent this year. - - . LS
The.Federal Government now has the capacity, as we understand
it, in what they call a cross-year edit check system in the national -
processing contract to look at a student’s record as it comes in this ‘
year to see what it looked like last year. We think if all of the stu-
dents who dre a potential risk here were to be abusing the system, °
it would be'a 5-percent problem. Clearly, not all students that are -
~ the target are abusing the system. : B i
©77 7 lf, In our judgment, the simple edit that we are suggesting was
- put into:place, we estimate between $70 million and $90 million in :
- _the national Pell budget could be saved. So that’s basically where: -
. “we stand, T wouldn’t change the. definition, but.I would prevent sti- = .-
< dents from changing status from one year to the next. -~ = - .
" There would be, of course, for some kind of an administrative
. voverride in the case of, say, the death of the parents or something
- . extraordinary and that can be accomplished by an already existing - ‘
« " Mmechanic which is called the special condition application, which -
©our system and the national system also uses. - . R -
-7 'Mr, PENNy. Thank you, Mr. Jepsen. L o
.~ Thad a question, but we are going to hold all questions until ev-- -
'+, eryone has had a chance to testify. So why don’t we move to the =
-~ "last’ panelist, Mr. Gary .Smith, deputy for grants, Pennsylvania
~. 'High®r Education Assistance Authority. ST SR
_ .- [Prepared statement of Gary Smith follows:] - R P
Lo \ 'PREPARED STATEMENT OF GARY. D, SMitH, DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR GRANTS, | | = .
N PeNNsyLvaNIA HiGHER EpucaTioN ASSISTANCE AGENCY ShoL e
¢ Thafk you for asking me to-appear before this Subcommittee. My name is Gary
: D. Smith and I am Deputy Director for Grants for the Pennsylvania High Education
; -iAssistance Agency (PHEAA). The purposes of rhy- testimony are threefold: (1) to de-
- scribe our State Grant ‘program’s criteria for .detetmining;"aﬂplicant’s statuses as’in-
.- dependent students, (2) to compare our criteria to'thoge of"the Pell Gr_ant_s_ program,

Dol
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and (3) to

~'demic year for which they are applying for aid are ‘autom

" ther, applicants cannot have lived with th
. rather than six weeks, unless they can d

least $100 per month while living with the pare
_in.that the ap|
*.which are s

. complete descrjption of the PHEAA policy.)

‘ .independent (see Table Two).

- .indepen
- cants so-clasgified is relative;l‘y
" :-How -applicants are classi

-+ Grant program ¢

\

3

hen demonstrate how. applying the two different criteria-to financial aid
apglicants in Pennsylvania produces different results. - . "= -- - o, T
- You_are familiar with the Pell criteria.for independent student status, which re- "

i .~ quire an aid applicant to meet three tests of independency: He or she must not have. '

" been-claimed .88 an exemption on the parent’s income tax form, must not have lived -

VR witrl:hparents' for more-than six weeks, and must not have receivéd more than $750
‘- “'worth o

f financial support in:

‘year preceding and the year for which aid s ex- -

“older).prior. to.the aca:

nati dered indé "

wards: p £ gr
years or.more \typically: stud ‘who .are:24 years of age:
cally consi

-

amount of financial support from parents is 500, rather than $760. Fur-
nts except for holiday periods,
emonstrate that they have paid rent-of at .
nts. Finally, we are most stringent -
licants must demonstrate that they have access to financial resources

jcent to meet educational costs and reasonable. living expenses while .
hool and during the summer months. (See attached Exhibit One for a

ndent. " < . ] L Lo, S - o
Except . for these two categories, we.are n&: ingent in that our maximum
to

they are in sc

. For purposes of this téstimony, we appl'ied the PHEAA ‘criteria -and thé Pell pro-

gram criteria to applicants who filed for a State Grant from PHEAA during the

., 1982-83 academic year to see how each.set of criteria labeled the students. (Because’

PHEAA is a Multiple Data Entry contractor,
taneously apply for Pell grants) .~
ined-the results of the comparisons,

applicants for State Grants can simul-

en we examin we found thét about 92 i)er-

" cent of all applicants (including’ veterans and older students) were assigned the

same status under both criteria (Seé attached Table One). Only 8.1 percent of all .
222,262 applicants received different classifications and, in total, only 496 more ap-
plicants were considered independent by the Pell than by the PHE?AA, standards.

“When veterans were excluded from the analysis, we found that only 7.4 percent,
or 15,618, of the students were classified differently. But, 2,932 more applicants were
considered independent by the Pell than by the P{IEAA criteria. Nearly all (91 per-
_cent) of the applicants PHEAA called independent: but Pell called dependent were
over age 22. Thus, our automatic “six-years after high school graduation’” criterion

has a significant influence on the’ differences in who is and who is not considered

1t is significant that<the total difference in numbers of applicants tonsidered inde-

" pendent by the Pell and by the: PHEAA criteria was only 2,932 or about 1.4 percent

licants. Therefore, although there are some differences in who is classified.
ent under each set of crigﬁ{ia, the difference in aggregate numbers of appli-
sm . - . - B X B r

: asaified makes a difference in how aid is awarded, both in
eligibility and amounts. Our analysis showed that over 93 percent of all Pell Grant
recipients (including veterans and older gtudents) were classified the same wa

of all ap‘r

" under. both criteria: While a total of 6,800 had différent statuses, only 36 more Pell

‘Grants recipients were tonsidered independent by PHEAA standards than by Pell
~standards. When we excluded veterans from the analysis, only 689 more recipients,
or 0.7 percent of ail 100,670 recipients, were considered independent by the Pell cri-
teria than by the P. criteria_(see Table Three and Four). In terms of Pell
; applying our PHEAA standards would have “saved” the pro- -
am no6 more than one percent in expenditures on a total expenditure in Pennsyl-
vania of $107.4 million. . . EER Ty :
"1 mentioned earlier that except for veterans and students who have been out of

* "high school for six or more yedrs,- We require students to demonstrate that they

‘have sufficient resources fo support themselves before they will be considered inde-
pendent. Last year we asked 2,445 -students to. make this ‘demonstré&tion.: Only-

_:about 54 percent.of those applicants were able to make this_demonstration and
- 'become independent by P! standards. However, nearly. 70 percent of these
. -.-.same_carefully examined students were considered. independent in the_ Pell Pro-
- -gram. Thus the Pell criteria zeaé)pliéd to these students resulted in nearly 16 percent
" more studerits being considered \ve). -/ L

indépendent (see Tabl

W
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5 ‘Appl{ing the PHEAA criteria to Pell Grant recipients from this select group of .
.. . carefully examined students would have reduced Pell Grant -program-expenditures -

: -+ by less than three percent on' a total. expenditure of $10:4- million for this special -
- group of students and considerably less.than one percent on a-total expenditure of.
--$107.4 million for all recipients (see Table Six).~- = -~ . " L

Applying the PHEAA criteria-to the applicants and recipients results in, we be: .-
lieve, a more equitable assessment . of independent student status__thadq. n;ac}netvlo;?a v
*may no -

*.:" - through.the Pell criteria. But the program savings are ‘minimal ‘an
W_Ol.'thithif mcrea?ed ;adt;-:'inistracttii\;:;'g:oétpﬁhat_:would be" incui '
‘program if it implemented our criteria and procedures. - :
will-note, h we,ve;;xg;;:réquinne. ring stiidenta’ to:demo
nsidory ' !

independen

L. of ‘recipients’ that PHEAA - considered: dependent;:but: P nsi
independent came’ from. fam “ with”:incomes 'of '$30,000 ‘and “above  (see’ Table:
~Seven). So.the PHEAA 'criteria_ does eliminate or reduce Pell awards to:some ‘stu ;

* dents whose families might be able to help them: meet their college expenses. -Again, -
however, the administrative costa of imp ementing. our criteria to:achieve this goal”.
may be prohibitive for a nationwide p L Tl B

In conclusion, I would summarize our experience as follows: ~ - e

1. The PHEAA independence criteria, particularly the automatic'iﬁdependence
for veterans and older students, hdve worked well in Perinsylvania; . : ’
> 2. Adoption of the PHEAA tritegia for Pell program purposes would not signifi-

- cantly alter the overall percentage of Pell applicants in Pennsylvania who are proc-
essed as independent students nor would it significantly ‘reduce :Pell expenditures -
for such students. .1 - o ' Co S

- 8. There would be a sli ﬁtly different mix of independent student# and dependent
students'under the PHEAA criteria as compared to the Pell criteria, - S
. 4. Demonstration of resources sufficiént to be considered self-supporti{lg_is an ef-  §
*fective test of £ndependence but it does carry an ‘administrative cost which may be
prohibitive at the national level. LT, ’
I will be glad to answer any questions you might have..
PHEAA CRITERIA FOR FINANCIALLY INDEPENDENT STATUS

For the purposes of applying for a State Grant, an applicant will be’considered-
independent if he or she can meet any one of the following criteria®
(1) The applicant is a veteran of the U.S. Armed Services. = -~~~ = = - =~ -
(2) The applicant has graduated from high school at least six years or more ‘prior
- to the academic year for which aid is.requested. < ) S
- *(3) The applicant is any orphan, a ward of the court or the whereabouts of the par- .
ents are unknowr. mﬁ, : A . T
4) The applicant can_fneet each of the following criteyia: -
a) The applicant has not or will not be claimed.as an exemption on a parents’ or.
guardians’ federal income tax return and has not or will not feceive more than a
» 1, combined total of $500 in financial support from any relative other than a spouse:
7 for thete):iear immediately preceding or during the academic year for which aid is
(b) Except for holiday periods the applicant did not and will not reside with any
relative other than a spouse during the 12 months immediately preceding or during
the academic year for which aid is fequested. An exemption to this criteria will be - L
-granted when an applicant so residing with a relative other than a spouse.has paid - .
and will continie topay room and board of at least $100 per month during the
aforementioned period. =~ . . . . : . , '
.-, (c) The applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Agency that he or she
has access to resources sufficient to meet reasonable living expenses during the aca-
. demic year and the summer months. A sinkle applicant is required to demonstrate
_ resources of $3,000 plus the costs of tuition and fees. & : N

e
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TABLE 1 —Al.l. 1982—83 PHEAA APPUCANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS |NC|.UD|NG PHEAA

e : TREATMENT OF VETERANS L
SRRSO ) SR io0g .-

1607 738,

ST Total PHEAN independent, , TV
IR 1) O R —— AR ¥
' " Tolal difference...... N ' i B 98
. TABLE 2.—NONVETERAN 1982-83 PHEAA APPLICANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS
o Mlrecarss.... S—— ' w1000
. Dependent for both....... ' : . lsa21 N2
+ - Independent for both..... i - : i 32882 155
- Same status for both ' R e 197089 927
Independent PHEAR but dependent Pel. i : e B3 3.0
Indegendent Pelbut depecent PHEAA..... . _ i 921544
Totst PHEAA independent... i w5 184
“Total Pell independent - ) i 42151 198
R L S SRR T ————— 29 . 14
TABLE 3——AI.L 1982-83 PELL GRANT RECIPIENTS AND AVERAGE AWARDS BY DEPENDENCY .
3 STATUS INCLUDING PHEAA TREATMENT OF VETERANS .
_' - Number . Percent .- Amount
Al recipents e 368 1000 SLOGT
Dependent for both S ‘ , o g 00 W
Independen fo both i e AB2 20 . 130
Same status for both ... : I 9,694 - 930 - 108
Independent PHEAA but dependent Pell ; . . 3,650 35 . L5
* Independent Pell but dependent PHEAA . o 3,164 - - 35 1,410_ .
" Total PHEAA independent. S i osaseT - w5 1M
, Total Pel independent : e B0 4 1316
Total difference......... v R— — K 36 s -3
_ TABI.E 4 —NONVETERAN 1982 -83 PELL GRANT. RECIPIENTS AND AVERAGE AWARDS BY
. " DEPENDENCY STATUS
B ‘ . - T wme Pt oot

100670 - 1000 - $1,067




TABLEII-—NONVETERAN 1982-83 PELL GRANT RECIPENTS AD AVERAGE wamus BY
'DEPENDENCY STATUS—Continuad R

Wm;e'vende‘nmm e o '. e S ‘:'JI,IISZ?
5 e e A S ¢ B
Smsunuf«botn e e
IWWIPHWMWIM
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TABI.E S—STATE(GRANT APPI.ICANTS WHO: WERE REVIEWED 10 DEMDNSTRATE THAI THEY MET TIIE :
>+ PHEAA 3-PART CRITERIA-FOR INDEPENDENT SIUDEN'[ STATUS 1982—83 NDNVETERANS

- Altecorts...... — e i 12485 1000 }
Dependent {or bath........ ' ‘ e 3458 278 .
Independent for both.... S - G4 518 -

 Same stlus 0 b - oiien 4, 9903 796 -
.. Independent PHEAA but dependent Pell : \ T 283 . Sy
+ Independent Pell but dependent PHEAA... e i 03259 181
" Total PHEM independert........: : ' oo G188 SAL
', Total Pel independent S—— v w804 . 699
Tola] G, e i -:‘ 9% 15..3

- TABLE 6.—PELL GRANT RECIPIENTS WHOSE APPLICATIONS WERE REVIEWED TD DEMDNST RATE TH&T"’ .
‘THEY MET THE PHEAA 3-PART CRITERIA FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENT STATUS 1982-83;

- NONVETERANS , , LT
R - _ ,
Number - Percent - . Amount -
BT Ex— > NS N ¥ 1
Dependent for both . ‘ e 1580 . 207 118"
Independent for bath..... e L ATs. 619 1,385
-~ Same status for both...... ' ; e, ; 6298 826 - 1342
- Independent PHEAR but dependent Pel ‘ ; T Y B ¥
" Independert Pel but dependent PHEAA B 1,180 155 1520
-~ Total PHEAN independet............... . i B8 38 1390
Total Pell independent . 2 : 5,898 73 1420,
ot GG e L U /(3.sv "
]



" TABLE.T:— FAMILY INCOMES OF APPLICANTS AND PELL RECIPIENTS CONSIDERED DEPENDENT BY -
Co T PHEAR BUT INDEPENDENT BY PELL, 1982-83 - T
- — N gty L pellreigients

s Cme w8 ms

' STATEMENT OF.GARY: SMITH, DEPUTY FOR GRANTS,
. PENNSYLVANIA HIGHER EDUCATION ASSISTANCE AUTHORI'_I‘Y
" Mr. Smitd. Thank, you, Mr. :Chairman and members of :the
subcommittee. Thanklyou- for asking me to appear before this sub-
committee. My name is Ga_%.smit and I am deputy director of ™
11

grants for the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency.

" The purposes of my testimony this morning are threefold: First -
to describe our State grant program’s criteria for declaring a stu-
dent independent.-Second, to compare those criteria briefly to the

_Pell criteria and third, to demonstrate how applying the two dif-
ferent criteria to financial aid applicants produces somewhat differ-

 ent results. T o .

. You are familiar with the Pell criteria and I will not repeat
them here. These criteria are less stringent in some ways and more
stringent in other ways. We are less stringent in that we automati-
cally declare as -independent two categories of. studentg—veterans
of the Armed Services and applicants who are graduated from high

. school 6 years or more. Typically, these would be students who are
at least 24 yearsof age. - = - , : . S

" Except for these two categories that are augomatically declared

. independent, we are more stringent than the Pell criteria in gevér-
.. al ways. First, our maximum of financial support from parents is
limited to $500 rather than-the $700 permitted under Pell. Second,
applicants cannot have lived with their parents at -all ‘with the
“exception of holiday periods rather than the 6 weeks permitted -
- under the Pell criteria. . oot :
Third, and I think,most importantly, we are most stringent, in"*
_ comparison to Pell, in that our.applicants mustdemonstrate that
. they have access to financial resources to.be independent of paren-: -
L tal support. . v ) R ) i . .
.. For purposes of this testimony, we first applied the PHEAA cri- -
teria-and the Pell program criteria to apslicants.who had filed: for
~ aid in Pennsylvania for the 1982-83 academic year. When we ex--
. amined the‘resulﬁ of the comparisons, we found that only about 92 .
" percent—excuse te—we found that 92 percent of all applicants,
and this includes both veterans and those applicants who are 24.
years of age or older, 92 percent were assigned the same. status -

E
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‘under both crif’eria. whether it was the PHEAA. critetia or the Pell

criteria. In other words, only 8 percent of approximately 222,000

~-applicants for -aid had their classification changed one way or the

other, dependent or independent, as a result of the two different '-

- criteria, = - . -

-~ When we excluded veterans from the analysis, we found very"
~ little change. Only 7.4 percent of the students were classified differ-

ently and that 2,932 more applicants were considered ind‘epe_ndt_rerlit- :

- by Pell than by PHEAA, N

. were used. .

- poses.. -

" We then went through a‘s»i"rr'lvilar?p‘icer{:i'g‘e.,cqmpafi'ng thePHEAA -

---and Pell criteria using. Pell grant recipients as:our ase. Because’
- “PHEAA 'is a multiple data processor, we do have the capability of "
calculating the-Pell eligibility of students. We foundlittle differ- -

ence in this category. . _ o
Our analysis showed that over 93 percent of all Pell recipients in

Pennsylvania were classified the same, regardless of whether the . .

Pell independence E_riteria or the PHEAA independence criteria

I mentioned earlier that ekcept for veterans and stude_nts who
have been out of high school 6 years or more, we require students .
to demonstrate that they have resources to support themselves .
before we will classify them as being dependent for State grant pur-

Last year we asked approximately 12,500 students to 'make-‘vthis_' ‘
demonstration. Keep in mind that this does exclude veterans and

" the older students. About 54 percent of these 12,500 were clasyified

as independent for PHEAA purposes because they could make this -
self-sufficiency demonstration. - . : 3
_-However, nearly 70 percent of these same students were classi--
fied independent under the existing Pell criteria. Thus, the Pell cri-

* teria applied to this group results in nearly 16 percent more stu-

dents being considered independent. Applying the PHEAA criteria
to Pell recipients from this select group would have_reduced Pell’
grant program expenditures by less than 3 percent on a total ex-
penditure of $10.4 million in Pennsylvania. e '

Applying the PHEAA criteria to the applicants ahd recipients re-
sults in, we. believe, a more equitable assessment of ‘independent
student status than is achieved through the Pell criteria. But the
program savings are minimal and . not be worth the increased :
administrative costs which would incurred by the Pell grant
program if it implemented our criteria and procedures: ©

- I will note, however, that requiring students to demonstrate suf- .

ficient resources before they are considered independent would

- -result.in a small reduction in Pell awards to some’students frpm

higher income families in Pennsylvania.
For example, we found that between 16 and“20 percent of the.-

" Pell recipients that PHEAA considered dependent but Pell consid- "-:

ered independent came from families with incomes of $30,000 or
more, and there is a table which shows that. ' .
In conclusion, I would summarize our experience in Pennsylva-
nia in this way. First, the PHEAA independence criteria, particu-
larly the automatic independence for veterans and older students
have worked well in Pennsylvania and they have been in existence
for approximately 17 years. Second, adoption, of the PHEAA cri-

;;.7,.’ »'\‘
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teria for Pell program purposes would. not significantly’ alter the
“overall percentage of Perl' applicants in. Pennsylvanja who arg‘ proc-< - .
essed.as independent students; nor would it significantly"reduce
Pell expenditures for such students. : . : . '
There would be a slightly different group ¢f independent stu-
dents under the PHEAA criteria. That is, there, would be more.vet-
erans and more older students declared independent and somewha
. fewer younger students. But overall, the number is not sign{f
-. A demonstration of resources sufficient to be considered sef
- ficent is an effective test of indeggnden_ce we feel, but. it do%
* administrative costs which may be prohibitive at .thinatio'n 1
I would be glad to answer any questions you may ha i
Mr. SimoN. We thank you'very much.” -~ - T
My apologies to' Mr. Jepsen.r{ am sorry I was not here for yotur
testimony. If I can first address Mr. Smith here, in your automatic
j inclusion of veterans; have you made any analysis of whether most -
" veterags would be considered independent anyway? .
© Mr. SmitH. Mr. Chairman; we have done that recently. We have
in earlier years done that and we find that the vast majority would
be independent regardless, but we do find that very small group .
that have lived with their parents for a relatively short period of
time, perhaps receiving some support who would not_be independ-
ent but are under our criteria. . B o
Mr. SimoN. And if you were sud&enly a .member of this subcom-
(rinigtee and had to. vote on changing the definition, what would you
- Ao/ » N . . i .
Mr. SmiTH. Based on our experience ifi Pennsylvania, Mr. Chair-
man, I would be reluctant—I share the retuctance of the other
panel members to.change it significantly. It’s important to note
‘that in Pennsylvania our experience of Pell grant recipients being
independent is significantly different than the national experiénce.

. I think one of the other panelists mentioned a‘percentage figure of -
.+ 48 percent being independent nationally. In Pennsylvania,“as our
... tables will show, only about 22 percent of the Pell applicants in
Pennsylvania are independent. Obviously, that points to a different

mix of students in Pennsylvania than nationally. '
I think there is something to be said for requiring a student who
cannot meet the age requirement and cannot meet the veteran re-
quirement—I think there is something to be said for requiring a
. student to demonstrate that he has the wherewithal to truly exist
independent of his parents. L T
The reservation I expressed in my testimony, Mr. Chairman, is
the administrative cost of that. We find it costly in Pennsylvania.
We find it worthwhile, but we do find it costly. - L ,
Mr. SimoN: If I may, Ms. Berkshire, you suggest adding one addi- -
tional base year. Now, precisely what do you mean? Do you mean
that on what they receive from parental support? What are we
~ talking about? : . :
.+ .Ms. BeErksHIRE. The suggestion ‘that was provided here was part
... of the coalitjon’s recommenda:)ionv in 1982 when they looked at the
issue and.the addition of a prior year would essentially mean
then—of the test that is currently applied to independent,z_ﬂstuder:lf's“[
on the Federal form, it asks the question, ‘“Have you been’ claimed
as a dependent on your parents’ tax return? Have you lived with

* -
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them? Have you gotten mone from them?” It al ks those three
questnons for the year of a £pphoatlon and 1 pnor enr.: N
Rk sstudent, " is ‘appl Iy ~in_ 1988, for the academic'year 198 ﬁ the
Yquestion is applicable for 1983 and 1982 tax. yeared— alendap year g
s, I guess, the. better hrase.: i
. Thig:would then ‘ask. the questlon we asked for 1681 as wel(l}‘,ﬁ;g
studenit would: Have to 1nd1cate ﬂmt they were- self suffiolent h
addlt;onal year beylond what is now required. . % &
Mr.“Simon. 'So that. if a student was dependent 1r}1198i bu,‘t mdem:’ﬂ::'ﬁ
pendent in- 1982,.,you, would gay hat student could ot be p!hssxfie(l
*.ag an independefit.student?’ :
- Ms::BERKSHIKE, That's what that recom\mendatxog ould‘say, yes
... Mr, SyMoN. You mentioned one ‘other,somewhat }%or thing that
-1 think we -ought to keep in. mind and-that’is’ you ntlone that e
. .parentag ther.than fghnily.income should be——— cedint
S E’kk.smnE T}mt was specxﬁcally for the gJatanteed‘
loanfprbgram, sir, yee S o \,t, e
‘ Mr SiMon: Right ' ’ \ '
C KSHIRE,' That was omted ‘out: by eeveral members of th
o coaht th ork with the Guaranteed Student Loan program yery.-
© - clogely in State agencies. It has been an issue with a lot of peopéel
- - since some of the changes were: made“to the program over the la
ST several ears. ‘ ey
IMON.. And T sxmply, for the record want
a whatg ig in table I/ It has nothmg to,do with the
--_-questxon, but; of these-with' family ficome under. $i
of ;recipients - of. need-based aid aré im 1ndependent[ 1nst1tutlons,
percent-in: publxe 1nst1tutlons, and 56 percent are.d ropnet
‘., stitutions.t . o
4" Ms. BERKSHIRE. That’e righ -
2> Mr. SiMoN; Thaz underscores the
7 proprietary-institutions in miind as wg:ihoveion to. beauth !
<~ Mn Gladie Jggg 80' my. lexmon ca grow, you talk<abo
: phrase “stopping What'do yow mean greg dely ‘by that? . %
" MF. GLADIEUX. That was a’ferm coified by, Claf Igg, &ggeaf/s
fon students iwho take time off:of schodl, wheglei" the ackpack-:
' ing inthe’ Rocklés on«to" work 3.ty travel anthetc ég tHe térm
. :“’stopping.out,” & term: % ar tﬁatI'shoufﬂah 16ft out of ; the er ;
ten statement..Sorry-ab 3 =
¥ Mr. SiMon. All'right. "

. Mr.:GLabiEUX It fn‘,eans ‘th
_-education today, whlch compllcates the wh !
i-about of defirling: indépendencgls; :
rSIMON."Mr.  Jepsen, ard ‘regret: I‘ﬁhd no he_ *
y, but I will read it—if suddehly you Were fobecome a membe
this’subcommittee=and I'don’t want £o - wih that upon you=but if
£ that! \ve]:e? to. be your fatey whit, modlficatgon in, defimt10n would,,‘ .
CLm 4you make :
- Mr,- JEPSEN None ‘What:Tw 'ld recomx@ind is’ a’ very short ver- ' -
‘sion’ of an already .5hort testimoXy. That 't ‘say there is one very.-
-‘'sirhple. edit that the Féderal Go ernment éan put’in’ its computer - ¢
~system that will- ‘Stop. the' vast majorit; of" Any: ‘potential abuse and... -
.we think, in'summary, it's-only. about :5:pekcent, at.lts"-' orst.. The
est would be to prevent st 'dents-who drein last year s;system as .’
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¥t d%pendent student from being ln th1s syear,q\.\’%stem as.an. mde

:"}pen ent studlent. It's quite simple. -

‘Mr. SimoN; So that I understand, ‘you' would automatlcally say V.

* “that a student who was a: dependent student the prevmus year o
“could not bécome anin ependent student? e
Mr. JepsiN. Right. It wquld not go throuﬁh The computer would '

put fa message on-the ‘student’s report<-th , ‘ =i

hal& says, i:Last year: you' wer;e a’ depé nden g it \yo

rying to doithis year?" It'would: ‘stop him’or he¥iThere cou

, outse, ‘an’override procedufe ‘that -would ‘allow legltlmate sltua

. *- tions,-such as the death of parents or whatever that would be ex-

$ " traordinary of that type and what those students go ‘throu h, but it

. would take a secon round All students would e stopped at. the

door in other words. . - L

_Mr. Pacxarp, Would the*cheurman yxeld a: moment,fpilease?

" Mr. Simon. Yeés, I would be plea&;ed to yield. -

Mr. PackaRD. Would not that tfi#n give inducements for students.

to enroll or to try to meet requirafhents to come in as an independ- -
" ent so that they would not.have to worry about that quallﬁcatlon a- .
 year down the road? s

..Mr. JepsEN. It could, Congressman but we don t think there is

any more likeljhood of that dccurring in the proposal that we are
 making as a procedure instead: of a changing of definition:and a
. changing of all of the forms than there exlst .now. I mean that’s a -

potential abuse currently. :
Mr. PAckARD. I think the purpose though of”these hearlngs is to o
PR try to'find ways to avoid and to prevent further abuses ¥ ‘
. 'Mr. JepsEN. Agreed. - L
Mr. PAckarp. At least from Just a /broad perspectlve it won&d
apgela)ar ‘that it would per‘petuate and pirhaps eveli; qnduce addltlon-
-aliabuses.: :
r:Mr JEPSEN. Well, we cons1dered that in preparlng the suggestlon
"fokg the Department of Education inMay and it wassbur: opinion ,
that it would not. Of course, students sign. the document. with *
$l,l) 000 or a 5-year sentence hanging -over their heads. That, of
. -co"ﬁrSe, does not prevent some students from maklng a mlstake, but
 wédon’t'think theré is a g greater risk. ,

.. Mr. SiMon. Mr, Packard, any further questions? -

"Mr. PackARrD. Yes, thank you, if you are through, Mr Chalrman

Do any of, your statistics indicate how many of your part~t1me
students are being served as 1ndependents w1th aid? : .

Mr. JepseEN. No.. Wogd Y

Mr. PAckARD. You have no empmcal data oh that. { P

“Mr. SiMoN. It sounds like Dr Wagner may have é’ome 1nforma——-
tlon here. . ‘ BT AR

. Dr. WAGNER. Yes ’ s ) '
. "Mr. SimoN. Why don’ t you Just pull up a chair ‘on the slde there
.7 Dr. WAGNER.. These are data from the 1979-80-survey that the
: Office of Education ﬁnanced from all undergraduate students half
.tmie or more. bl i A .

Mr. GLADIEUX. In tableI IR : -2

. Dt. WAGNER. Table I out: of the' college board report It refers to,‘ ’
L ‘the: population . who potentlally ‘would "be, eligible.. There are. four -
S colu" ns of ﬁgures and 1f you look to the far rlght column, _“Inde-
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.;-pendent Undergruduate," the pool of Federal-aid reclplents-—these ',
- are. those tzhat partlcipate 1n any of the five mqior Federal-axd pro-
" ‘.grams Yo SRR Sl
oo Mr, GLADIEUX, A little' over. 60 percent are full time. | i ,
" Dr. WAGNER. Yes a little bit better: than’ 60 percent-—-about two- '
" thirds of the way down -on the right colimn; :
. 'Mr. Packarp. To.your. knowledge, has: the number of part-trme K
students been increaging that are’ using the system.. ' . = PN v
i Dr.'WaAGNER. The number of part-time stidents. ‘has been’ mcreas-' :
mg, whether or not. they are. recexvmg ‘more-aid.- Whether they are . .
" .increasing their partrclpaftlon in the program -1 think, is an open’
~question. This doesn't answer 1t 1 may -be able to get some of that
mformatron '
. _Mr., PACKARD. Let me pursue this. just a little bit fuxether ‘The -
comment ‘was -made that sometunes we see_them'.stretching. out ..
Yheir éducation. Being a: part-timé student normally would be one
. way ‘of domg ‘this..-Does it-apgedr that the inde endent status ’
~ would invite a stretching out. org  there any data that would indi-

. cate that this tends to strmulat,,*a stretchmg out or a compactmg :
 of their‘education process? . = . i .- :
» Mr. GLADIEUX. My comment, in general would be that ﬁnanclal
a1d facilitates students going full time. L o
. Mr. Packarp. That's what I would think. . - .
-+ Mr.: GLADIEUX." It helps to: cover the' gap that allows them to
i ttend full time and not have to work on the side—— .0 ..

7. Mr. PACkarD. And to compact their educational——
"“Mr.. GLADIEUX. In general I think that is; one of the- effects of ﬁ- ‘
\ nanclal aid,
. "Mr. PACKARD. Then is there a ratlonale as to why there are more
**."and more ¢coming on ag part-time students?: Lo
.- Mr. Guapieux..Well, Linda has a comment. .‘ '
. Ms. BERKSHIRE. I. don’t have the data in front of me to substantlfﬁ '
7" -ate this, but my guess is that the data would, bear ‘out great num-
"' bersof those students being older students that have come into the
.“program in, the last, what, 6 years, andrémind you that'the part- -
;- ., "time status of the students can't be “part time, by our definition, -
" and receive Federal aid anyway; they" have to be at least. half time
-to be-eligible for aid under the title IV programs;,” -
. I“%v ild think that, if you Tooked at the data, especrally in the
e "Pell #g¥ant recipient data, those ‘'studenfs that are half'time or -
... 'more, and if there are increases in those, probably the ,lygest per- E
" ecentage would be-in the older groiip.
Mr. PackaRrp. Do your data ‘indicate. the avefgge of those on the
- program? A followup question would be, is. that age 1ricreasmg or
decreasing or remaining somewhat stable?.
: Mr. GLADIEUX.. Somewhere between 25 and 28 would bé the aver- 7
: age-——
"~ 'Dr. WAGNER‘ The average ;;(nglependent student What is mter-
_esting is there is some lndlca from evep the financial aid serv-.
- ice program data’ momtorm plicants'as well as'in the Pell -
.- grant program that the: avér .‘i_ndependent students, has,
in fact, been increasing over’ HimesSe ohe ‘were to.track that from
T varrety of sources, you wou]‘; findy j'i‘o'boratlon for that




“-work in the co
- budget dividend from: ﬂlghtenmg‘ his definition, you are not going
- to find it—or at'the very: least it wul be very shortlivéd. The ' agmg
.. of the pool wonld put -most, qf the 'people who'we are talking a
a8 potential-abuse’ becommg a much smaller ‘portion of the pool of
_independent students; ! .

N
.

- answer to your first question abou

Mr PACKARD "Why do you think that the numbers are increas-’l-‘-:f'

N ': n “":
el %r WAGNEli 'I think ‘it is a ie bhenomenon in the potentlal‘
_-student pool; We are drawing fr

m'an oldemstuden J)opulation

‘Mr. PACKARD. If'we used age, ag was recommendéd in one of your

'presentatlons as one of the major criteria of eli billty, what kind -
- of'effect would that have thh these trends of 1t ecoming an- older-,',;:)
E and older group? - '

Dr. WAGNER. ?ne of the fupﬁﬂ ental conclusiOns, I thmk of the
ege. bogid’ re ;12 is ‘that if one is- loolqmg for a'

out

Mr. Gravievx. If. 1 ‘may amphg' on "that." We concludgd, in
abuse, that the abuse. 18 not
massive, and we are mferrmg sin:all of these conclusions, but there -
tis a problem; it is not.of maqslve,proportlons by any means, Follow- -
ing fromthat, there:would ngt be ‘huge budget:sgvings as a result -
ofa ti ghtemng P, oé the. deﬁnlt;on There-are going.to be more in- -
. dependent students” probabjy under any defin iq —-—thats one of

the points made, very clearly in thxs' report—bgcausg of all-of these

i Nrends that are king ‘of para ile;l——fnore oldey/studeh ts, ‘more part-u
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'per'nalty- and

ime, students'and th erefor ‘mjore {hdependent students:
_If T can say.further, I thml{l; s‘the on, Iy panélist, W léq did: glrge
ron Iy that, there:be'a; legig)e 1ve chang of the E ral ‘défini- -
8 adelicate ‘isjue; but-thi k' we ga g-that makes
dlstJnctlons more; faifly. and an . h1c ,wlll rerlnforcei.«,

hé programg, -

thecr dibitiky: of ¢!

-

1 ememb . hearing: yéu B eak . ptly Mr ‘Ch 1rman “You..~
- werg_qut’ ‘at thi, Umvers d withsBart Giamotti and .
80 eQ e in-the aqdience 4 'ked Ve qﬂ i ow.do We get more 1;”:011 ical .
48U port for these ¢ ucatlon progra 87 "»You. said,—-‘-‘we,li the prob-
lem with educators g:théy ,comie: ingg reams of dak.and a long -
sp n-ou \a nalysis,”: and yo’ur m - u» ng Ithmﬁ"the ‘way you
1d Atp ‘gAnecdote% % YA ng '-\ 8 kill, ‘too,is my point,
gure; n say that.iteyalll; e‘cota dence, but it's pretty

g anecdotalevn e_..people pre: abusmg tﬁhe pro-, - i

nd ;r'lf'iable addition to :
s: I prop_sed—ther 'mzs_:%be other. -

?L’sug est by ;a ;

L ;ﬂthrough requthorizatidnfvin a lof of 1
-and.snaybe: wa off sother.
’ "_Jthruss} of’ y,)cgﬁclu- ‘

- WayS: onut, WE
'.adltxona credibilitysfo

of enforcir g ""




88» S

. Ms., _mnxsmnm, I'dont’ have ang information on t -
enforc ment. I.can: %ll yau from:both my experience aff
?' information from the National Association off
Ald-Administrators, thdt an awful Tot of carhpus. :
the lprocess ‘of verlfyuig a'good deal of information i
cations for both Federal and State and instif

t verify informat on on’ & sample b n: .
rlt;y 100 percent ‘of the aptphcation jat come in
tax- forms, or in-the case ‘o mdepend nt students' :
depéndent student tax forms. - “ "
kARD: That response; T think, indicates that there is an
to determine whether: there. are abuses or not. L
BirksHIRE. That's correct,- |
Mr. ‘PAcKARD. The. question W s,‘: for detemmed abuses is. therq;,;
enforcement f any kind? - ,
Ms.:BERKSHIRE. Enforcement in the 168 Eect that - you are speak-"’u
.. ing, in,terms;of turning students over:to the Department of Educa-
I tion or whatever, I have no information on that, no. .
. ~* Mr; PACKARD, One last question. - '
2% . Mr: BRakey. Mr. Packard, if I could; to the extent that Ms Berk-
shlre ‘has answered your questlon, she has probably gone as far as
. “'she'can. We don’t have any evidence at this point in‘time that'asa -
.~ tésult of the additional verification that hias gone on:in the last. -
. year'and a half that any cagses have been referred from- the Depart- .
.. .. ment of Education to the Depar‘tment of Justlce for prosecutlon by -
: \the U.S. Attorney. - B b
- +#/'Mr: PACKARD. Thank you, . ' ' ' -
' What are the criteria, as they relate to 1ndependent marr1ed stu-
- dents? Is it possible—I presume it is possible—for independent stu-.
. dents to be married and -perhaps have depéndents of their, own. If -
.77 there & d1fferent get. of cr1ter1a there or. e11g1b111ty there from
ﬂa, smgle student’s? . ; - o oy
S “Ms.. BERKSHIRE. ;A8 ‘a resul @e Educatlon A,nmn ents of .-
1980, T believe the definition” for married students, Yeho .re,",inde-‘fy
.»pendeht was changed. to eliminate the cr;terxon ‘that y/e,y provew-'
e

 independénce from a prior year..In other: ‘words; th re -only”
der g reqmred to establish independence- for the-year in whic
ey-afply for a1d Tha tyis'a d15ference between ﬁt,he reqmrements
or nonmatried; in ep udents;::

! Mr. Packarpi That; @ 3 jnteresting: oW up. w1th Would
a person becomm ‘aflequate - evidence that they are.-
" in ependent recofnizing tha ;ﬂ%‘de dyour ‘suggestion the gcqu d not

--be changed if they weré& not ji ent;the year before?
Ihave no further questions; M;Chalrmaﬁ Thank yous, v . =
Mr: KGcovsek. Mr. Penny, the genitleman from Minnesota., = -

" ' ‘Mr. PENNY. This may have been covered# %1le I.iyag over in the

., Ag Subcommittee, but 1 ari curious €6 hav it mope,elab ratlon :

.. . on the cost implications of a simple. switch # .an age cri ?&

o seemf to'me that what we are:dealing with'is. a: qhange in .stud
-population more so. than abuses ‘and yet 'we are still talking about
* age criteria as 'somie‘way to solve: the burgeomng costs of the {Jro- ¢
- gram. Can you share with me some of the dollar 1mph_gat1ons hat
~ would be the result of‘a 22-year-old deﬁmtlon?
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Yy Mr Jmpan Thnt Wasnt in ouﬁ suggeetim at all Wt{ huve done
3. no modeling or analysis of that qhéstion.: g
W . Mr, GLADIEUX. Again, I don't think we can expect big' budget sav:
~ + - ings from application of an age critenon such as we suggested or a
o variatnbn on that, -
a ~You're right This is one of the’ ﬁndini;s of our stud .g".iowth -
- of the number of independent studénts is a function oﬂthe agl ng of .-
. the whole postsecondary po ulation; more: than anything elsel” C
~ Mr. Smiry,- I think we. did.in Pénnsylvania; have tife expexienoeg,{
“of “applying an age criteria“dnd, as' I “indicafe my “commerits; -
when we applied " our criteria, including th out':s .&gh school 6 -
ears or more, which is essentially:24 f/ e Pell gopu-
ation, wg did find'a slgmﬁcant overall dr rence in the number of
- students’ who becamie independent. As I saitl ‘& slightly different
. mix, ¥t in terms of viewing : that - as:azmeans ‘of - recf ucing:theé ‘per-h .-
centage of studénts becoming, mdependent it does’I not appear that
that would happen.

"M¢, PENNY. Mr. Jepseri what number of students can demon-
strate independerice in their first'year of‘college?” .

Mr. JepseN. I don’t know. about first year, Co gressman,. but in..
Ilinois 1t§l3about 41 percent ofall— "

. Mr. PeNNY! In theirfirst,year? -

Mr. JepsEN. No, I don't know about first ear, but our States are -
~little' different than the other States. I think. Pennsylvania' was ~
loyver thdn ours. Natlonally, It lnk 1t’s§i about 48 pe nt that are
lndependent and ours'is 41. . 3 i e -

' _."Mr. PENNY. That's of all studel}; A
. ' Mr JepsEN. That's nght Of & _‘1 students, not
-students.  * L
" Mr. PENNY. The reason I ask cause of the sugg
.- not allow a student to declare ind ependence if they were'
~-gorized as such in thi i ear and what that;
- to is locking people:ifito a deperident :
very ‘first ‘year prove dependen
~Mr. JErsEN® That'’s right. -
.+ em - Mr.. PENNY; .So it's that first
"« statistics on. Does anybody.hav
I Mr. JepsEN, I don't have.themy
.. glad to see if we could provid
Ms. BERKSHIRE.. I could®also’

- -

-~
~—

a

the De-

gartment of Edcaion on th ivbréakdown el 1g1-

le apphcants%to the progr ‘ tatie by/age, not in
categories, but by 17, 18, 19, ‘Sis @ IAR0ivcptld .prey et a goodzv
handle on that by gettmg som : ¥ g mo

As I rétall the table—I judt'Jodke ostgfld M the percent:-

age of students in’the Pell program, ehglble 1ndependent apphcants -
that are 17 and 18, -which.I would cgnsider to be- ﬁrst yea; inatra-
gltlonal mstlfutlon‘ is - very small. : : .
Mr. PENNY. Do you want to regpond? -
, .Dr..WAGNER. Again, going back to the y
s weused Federabkaid recx,,plents mdepen ‘-,'_-}
7 in 1979-80 were—well, let's see, I guess I>wit
. years and under That would be t ose ind

‘the urve llthat:.z"f
p_’r,n“ 5ﬁ%‘lf€é‘nzback7

R




modiut ulter leavln high echool presumably 'l‘he fur rlght

-y co umn bout halfway down, - o e
™. % Mr. PENNY. I seq thatiy,

P situation? . ¥
~Mr GLADIEUX. I suggested m mf' testimbny that the $80 000"

: income cap that. wds supplied.iq 198
s an additional incentive fgr st

centive may be: pushing & fairly substantial riimber of etudents to

' declare independence for GSL eligibility,

"~ It is the most direct incentive because of the flat inco % cap A .
flat income cap means -that almost any student who cr?l declare

" independence is going to (iualify automatically for the GSL subsidy.-

Mr. PENNY. Getting bac

for GSL aligibility ‘may servd”
ntsto declare ndependence and. .
New York that: Jﬁg?ste that that in: -,

2

: What about tho implications of lndependent tatus on Guaranteed
‘Student Loans? Is that a bigger problem than with the gmnt

to my first question, if weare not go ng .

. to achieve savings, is the administrative simplicity of an age defini-. "~

on worth making that change? It séems to me that if that is the

only -beneficial side effect, that there'is no savings to.the program

" Sby maklng the change, but it sure makes things admiinistrati

e lot easier. Is that worth making the change simply for that r

Mr. GLADIEUX, I thmk it is, 1 think it has the virtue of simplié]

compared to what we. have now and.for many students-—for the

students who would be in one category or ‘another automatically by

age Again, I think there are some virtues, symbollcally, of tighten-

1ng up the system in.a way that is not gomg to adversely affect
* ‘major subgroups who have true need.

We have roughly estimated that the option 1 presented in my tes- e

- :12:percent. I feel confident that that oup would be mainly from
*middle- and upper-mlddle-mcome leve 5 and” students who may be'-
abusmg the systém:riow. - L - U SN

,'_.tlmony would reduce the number of i%gepéndent students’ by 10 to

_~Mr,/PENNY. Mr, Jepsgn, . : . - _
-+ Mr.;JEPSEN.;Congressman, 1f I mlght the pos1t1ve effect on putblll(:
’-"ij-'perceptloh of.'a tlghtemng wup, I think, would bé’, much better
\ ‘achieved ' without .cosmetic, defimtlonal change, - b l;7
\publlc prosecution, if you will, of thoge'who are fol

system. That's why the suggestion“Trom the Stig:i
-+ tighten an ‘edit procedure toglooate students: who— 4 laying galmes
: “p with the system and then, at the' d1scre on" o administra-."
‘tors at the State | or: Federal level .séeing: that wo gle‘loglca
conc.luswn :

 Mr. PENNY. I have no- further questlons
- % Mr. Kogovsek. Mr:Gunderson, - . '
" Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman %have been try1ng

)

...-;,ff..zalso to quickly review: all of your testimonijess écause I was not '
i %

'7'":.;"1n table II  in, yoyx‘testimony, whereas-you look at the, dep nt %
- y ll)e mony y t%héde !

*. here earlier. One of the interesting ‘things that:-comes up, Linda, i

students and-independent students, you have dirather. slgm
larger pt‘OpOl'thl’l of m1nor1ty students as, 1ndependent
‘Ms. ‘BERKSHIRE. That’s correct.

' Mr. "GUNDERSON. Any comments on what that suggests in. terms :

. of pubhc pollcy how we ought to be resp0nd1ng to that” w

° L

rather very. . |
fabusing the :
i%:*1llinois ; to

-
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e Mék.”Bmu_Kmuum. I gould muke a lot,ol‘-comnn”onte. but I think it is
" gignificant. What we trled to do without really drawing any evalua- -

' tion or analysis out of these tables is to present you with some in-
+ . formation that, in a compact form, gave some kind of profile of ..
who the independent students are, It is true that from what .we se¢ :

* in all sectors, they are-more likely to be minority, and in most sec- ‘%

. £:' torg they are mgre likely to be female-—that'is not indjcated on this. {;J
+ %+ “table here—and the average age is more likely to be on the average ;
“  of b years older than tho students in thp dependent category. I .
" _think, personally, the indication:is that. wg'ought to. be particularly %

" pensitive to that profile of independent students ds"you. consider &

‘the .possibilities for any change through.reauthorization, keeping
that in mind. I think«it's'a major point and that it behooves cau-
tion in the approach to any change in the kinds of studerts‘that

~tould be diglocated, disenfranchised or perhaps make ineligible by

~.." certain changes in the definition. ... =" et e
: rry, you indicate on page 4 of your statement
that ‘a growing nuiRber of States and-institutions have adopted
gtricter criteria than“the Federal definition. Is there a:consensus
arnong those States as to what that stricter criteria is?.
Mr. Grapieux. No, really they are going in diffgren
That'’s one of the problems that I point out. I urgqééhﬁ;f%giih,thq
- Federal definition; in part, simply in the interest of consisténcy be-
. cause States are moving:toward tighter definitions, But-they are
" s adopting different criteria. So are & number of institutions. Some’
s lare app? ing a self-sufficiency test, 85 was described by Mr. Smith .
e afor his - State: of Pennsylvania. *Others’ axe adopting age’ criteria,;
s+ *  others dre adopting extended, tax dependence, such as Washington.
State and California—those ar@two. examples: So I'think cnsisten-;
. .cK is a strong argument for a'very careful look:at this during reau-,
thorization and perhaps a Federarchange.ﬁ» ho ’
.. Mr. GUNDERSON. Do you want to make a comment? ~ =~ * . :
. Mr, JEPSEN. Yes, I was going to take the position, of course; tha
. “G%nsistency would be achieved if States would quit deviating from:
= ‘the national definition. ST TR R e e
~, . Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Penny, did you have a comment? - .. %
;" Mr. PENNY. Yes, I was just going to ask whetHer there was any.
""" ..confidence that if we changed the:Federal definition that all of the:
. "States would, eliminate their variations, and I don’t think there is::

I'think we would be in the same boat that we are’right now.

Sriadre "

. Mr. GUNDERSON, '

g ~
t.directions.

® - Mr. GUNDEREON:T have n more questions; Mr. Chairmf\n. Thank -
i . ) .you.’;.: - ) o ) - ". ' » ‘ » ] Rk p
© ‘Ms#BERKSHIRE. Mr, Chairman? \ : - o
- - Mr. Kogovsek. Yes..Go ahead. - ' S
‘Ms. BERkSHIRE. Congressman, I just wanted to takeyone second to

- add.a comment to.Congressman Penny’s concern -abput the age

- definjfion and this haé nothing to do with budget issue&. It's a point
"hgen-brought up at least on the panel.’ One of the big-.

hatémany membels of our coalitionshad when the.:
. : «p*{‘,.Egucgt,ion promulgated regulationg®that suggested- .
. _ age criteriof #kia part of the Federal definition"Was its effect on :
R graduate students, and that there are large numbers of graduate -

¢

who begin that postbaccalaureate study at the age of 22, and the
policy questions become more murky.in terms of whether or not:
y . N o . : . R
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-you Wwant to separate those stpdenw ard
.. . with an age criterion. o .
That's all that I wanted to add. Thank'you. - - &y ©°
. Mr. Kocovsex. Before the chairmari: adjourns the meoting, are

ow fyo"u deal with them -
' R O

there any questions from staff? =~ -+ !
Mr. BuAkEy. If I could, just one, whid},j; you can respond to by sep-
;- - arating.out, if'you will, the question ofiwhat the definition or what -
<. the'elements of ‘a definitional changg: would be and answer. this -
< ima, Question, Would-you'ngree or disagredithat gs far.as thefPoll giant
""" and thé'GSL Independent student deffnition is concerned, would'it
- or wouldn’t it be better to' have the definition in the, statute as op- -
. posed t6 having it subjected to annual regulatiofi? S
:! Mr. JepsEN. 1Y/ depends what'’s in the statute: I would say the
[ statute, . . - S S -
: ‘Ms. BerksHiRe. I think I will call Frank. I think I would qualify
~ that also, depending on what was to be put in the statute, but

given what's come down the pike over:the last couple of years,
probably a statutory provision would be preferable. ' .
; Mr. SMitH. My teaction would be the same. - T

.~ 'Mr. Guapigux. I would say_the statute. I' would like to sée Con-
- gress take it on and deliberate and decide the issue. - =~ = -
Mr. Kocovsek. The Chair thanks you for your testimony this
morning and the meeting is adjourned. ‘

LR [Whereupon, at;11:12 a.m., on October 27, 1983, the subcommittee ~
was adjourned.] - . S ' S




