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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER
EDUCATION ACT

Nontraditional Students

Volume 3

TUESDAY, JULY 9, 1985

Housg OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
. Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:35 a.m., in room
2261, Ra%burn House Office Building, Hon. William D. Ford (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Ford, Williams, Hayes, Per-
Eins,_l.Bruce, Dymally, Penny, Gunderson, McKernan, Henry, and

oodling.

Staff present: Thomas R. Wolanin, staff director; Kristin Gilbert,
clerk; and Rich DiEugenio, Republican senior legislative associate. -

Mr. Forp. I am pleased to call to order this hearing of the Sub-
committee on Postsecondary Education. We are continuing our
hearings on the reauthorization of the programs contained in the
Higher Education Act.

Today’s hearing is the first of two hearings on nontraditional stu-
dents. This committee has long been concerned with the effective-
ness of the programs contained in the Higher Education Act, par-
ticularly the student aid programs, in serving the needs of nontra-
ditional students. A report from t..is committee during a previous
reauthorization said the following:

There has begun to emerge a constantly clearer recognition that when the law
and the policies it undergirds talk about “the student’ there is an inarticulated
major premise that the student is a young person, between the ages of 18 and 22,
just out of secondary school, not yet having made a choice of a career, or at least,

aving just begun to prepare for that career, and that he is prepared to spend four
(or even more) years in the full-time pursuit of skills and knowledge and an educa-

%ijnal credential. which will enable him to make a good living, and to know a geod
ife.
None of the above * * * are as true as they once were.

The “typical student” is no longer young, no longer full time, no longer just out of
high school, no lonFer a stranger to the world of work, no longer necessarily seeking
either a set of skills or an eduational credential. And, to be certain, he is no longer
overwhelmingly “he.”

That quote was from the report written nearly 10 years ago to
accompany the Education Amendments of 1976. The trends which
the committee noted then have continued, and the nontraditional
student is already the new majority in higher education at many

(¢})
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" institutions and is rapidly growing in numbers at all institutions. I
look forward to our two hearings this week exploring recommenda-
(tiions to make the student aid programs work better for these stu-
ents. : ' :

Before yielding to the other members of the subcommittee for
any observations they wish to make, I want to point out, as I have
in each of these hearings, that we scheduled 33 hearings by subject
matter for reauthorization and have been working our way
through them. In many areas we have more people wno would like’
to appear on the panels than we have time to accommodate on the
_program. That does not mean that we don’t want to hear from
them; and I solicit from everyone who is here, whether you are on
a panel or not, your suggestions with respect to the present provi-
sions of the law or any of the suggestions you hear from the panels.
If they are submitted to us, they will be included contemporaneous-
ly in the record with the testimony of the panels appearing before

us. .

Our colleague, Sala Burton, wanted to be here to #stzaduce the -
first panel, and we had looked forward to that. But Saii hes been
called, as a member of the Rules Committee, to an giergency
meeting of the Rules Committee this morning and can’t be here. So
she has submitted a statement that she would like inserted at this
goix;(t1 in the record; and, if there is no objection, it will be so or-

ered.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Sala Burton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HoN. SALA BURTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Good Morning. Mr. Chairman, members of the Stubcommittee, I would like to
thank you for convening this important hearing which will highlight the needs of
the non-traditional student in higher education.

Mr. Chairman, no one realizes more fully than yourself how vital the {ink is be-
tween higher education, access to it, and self-sufficiency. I :eagpreciate having the o
portuniti to testify in favor of legislation I have introduced, H.R. 2111, which will
amend the Higher Education Act to increase accessibility for lower-income, non-tra-
ditional students, .

Let me begin by emphatically stating that the quality and level of child care re-
sources available to children and their families in this nation is deplorable and is
deteriorating. Our government's “Fro-family" posture is completely at odds with the
reality of poor and declining quality of child care alternatives. Decent and afford-
able child care is increasingly becoming a g)(r}%serve of the wealthy.

The best example of this is the Title funding cutbacks. Between 1981 and
1983, as a result of the program cuts in the Title XX Social Services Block Grant, 32
States reduced the availability of child care services to women participating in edu-
cational and training programs. Without better child care assistance, either from
the Federal or State government, we are faced with an inevitable increase in de-
pendency among low-income women. ‘

Child care has become an even more pressing issue for mothers enrolled in col-
lege. Over the past decade, demographic and economic changes have raised the aver-
age %of college students. According to a survey recently conducted by the Ameri-
can ociation of University Women (AAUW), over half of the 12.4 million post-
secondary students in the United States are women. Of these women. over half are
older than the “traditional” 18 to 22 year-old students. By some estimates two-thirds
of these women have children at home. For the women in this age group, child care
is essential to the completion of their education and their subsequent employment.

For lower-income women, the problems associated with finding adequate child
care can pose an almost insurmountable obstacle in their pursuit of post-secondary
education. In 1982, the average single mother with children earned only about
$9,000. To obtain child care in her community she would have to pay nearly $3,000
or one-third of her income. ‘
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H.R. 2111 would ex;=-d the amount of affordable child care which is available to
college students by ame.iding the Higher Education Act to authorize $15 million for
support grants to institutions of higher education to provide direct child care sup-
port for low-income students through vouchers, contracting with community child
care programs, or providing services at campus-based child care programs. :

In addition, the bill authorizes $10 million to provide support, in the form of a
stipend, to students studying child care by arranging part-time employment in child
care programs. Our intention is to provide practical work-experience for an im-
proved pool of child care personnel. The benefits of this legislation would be wholly
targeted to low-income, first generation college students. ‘

Mr. Chairman, as you may know, California is one of only two states which au~
thorizes funding for mothers enrolled in colleges. California’s program, which pro-
vides approximately $9.5 million, supports campus-based child care programs at 19
state colleges, at 78% of the state’s 106 community colleges, and on 20 University of
California campuses. .

Despite this rather remarkable attempt to enhance the education opportunities
available to student parents, there remains substantial unmet need. A recent study
of programs conducted in the California Community (College system reveals the fol-
lowing statistics and trends:

Seventy percent of the colleges have as their primary focus the provision of child
care services, either through centers primarily intended to enable student parents
to attend college (i.e. child care centers), or through centers established for the dual
purpose of providing instruction to students of child development and services to
children of student parents (i.e. combination centers). . .

Eight percent of the colleges provide only incidental child care through the oper-
ation of laboratory centers. Because the primary focus is professional instruction
and training, these centers typically offer limited hours of operation and program
eligibility is not dependent upon student income. As such, these programs are not
regarded by the states as a viable child care alternative for student parents, and are
not eligible for state funds. ‘ ;

The remaining 22 percent of the colleges have no campus centers, nor any related
services, available,

The vast majority of the existing centers are frequently filled to capacity: 80 per-
cent of the centers report they are never able to accommodate all parents request-
ing services, regardless of the duration of the waiting period; only 11% are able to
accommodate all applicants after waiting up to one year. Thus the number of open-
ings available for children within a reasonable period of time falls far short of that
required by parents, particularly if they are students pursuing a two-year education-
al prt))gram. (The average waiting period is one semester, with a range up to 2y,
years). ‘

It is estimated that 6,500 children, most of whom are between the ages of three
and five years old, are currently being served by campus centers. A large proportion
of these children are from low-income, single-parent families headed by minority
women. A critical gap exists between need and availability of services for certain
groups of children including infants, toddlers, and children in need of extended day
and evening care.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that H.R. 2111, will promote in a very practical way, a
number of child care goals. It will provide for direct child care support, which is
crucial for low-income students and will eventually increase the pool of well-trained
child care personnel. It will enrich the quality of life for student parents and their
children and make possible the rewards of post-secondary education.

This legislation is included in the Women’s Economic Equity Act of 1985 and is
contained in the Child Care Opportunities for Families Act, which is the legislative
package being sponsored by the Select Committee on Children, Youth and Families,

Once again, I would like to thank the Subcommittee for considering the needs of
the non-traditional student in the reauthorization process. I look forward to the tes-
timony of the excellent witnesses who will testify today.

[The bill H.R. 2111 follows:]

Q
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To amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 to improve the access to higher
education of low-income parents in need of child care services and for other
purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ApRIL 18, 1985

Mrs. Burton of California introduced the following bill; which was referred to
the Committee on Education and Labor

A BILL

To amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 to improve the
access to higher education of low-income parents in need of
child care services and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is amend-
ed by inserting after part C the following new part:

“PART D—ScHooL-BASED CHILD CARE PROGRAMS
“dENERAL PURPOSES

“SEc. 451. It is the purpose of this part to expand the

W -3 & v e W D =

availability of child care services for college students, particu-
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larly low-income college students, to expand their access to
institutions of higher education.
“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“SEC. 452. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out the purposes of section 453, $10,000,000 for
fiscal year 1986 and such sums as may be necessary for the
fiscal years 1987, 1988, 1989, and 1990.

“(b) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out the purposes of section 454, $15,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1986 and such sums as may be necessary for the fiscal
years 1987, 1988, 1989, and 1990.

“CHILD CARE PERSONNEL WORK-EXPERIENCE PROGRAM

“SeC. 453. (2) Funds appropriated pursuant to section
452(a) shall be used by the Secretary to make grants to insti-
tutions of higher education to operate programs which pro-
vide practical experience to students studying child care by
arranging part-time employment in child care programs.

“(b) Any institution wishing to receive a grant under
this section shall submit an application to the Secretary.
Such application shall include—

“(1) information on the number of students at-
tending the institution who receive student aid;

“(2) a description of the child care programs
whicﬁ have agreed to employ the students;

“(3) assurances by the applicant to the Secretary

that—

B
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1 “(A) the program will not result in the dis-
2 placement of employed workers but will expand
3 the child care services available;

4 “(B) the institution will not discriminate on
5 the basis of race, religiqn, sex or national origin in
6 the selection of students to participate in the pro-
7 gram; |
8 “(C) the institution will use the funds from
9 the grant to provide a stipend to students partici-
10 pating in the program; and '
11 “(D) the program will not pay a stipend that
12 is less than the current Federal minimum wage as
13 mandated by section 6(a) of the Fair Labor Stand-
14 ards Act of 1938; and
15 ““(4) such information (and meet such conditions)
16 as may be required by the Secretary.
17 “(c) In making the grants under this section, the Secre-

18 tary shall give a preference to any applicant which—

19 “(1) serves large numbers of students receiving
20 . student assistance under this title; and

- 21 “(2) participates in the special child care services
22 program pursuant to section 454,

23  "“SPECIAL CHILD CARE SERVICES FOR DISADVANTAGED
24 COLLEGE STUDENTS

25  “Spc. 454. () Funds appropriated pursuant to section
26 452(b) shall be used by the Secretary to make grants to insti-

oo 3




4
1 tutions of higher education to provide special child care serv-
9 jces to disadvantaged students.
3 “(b) Any institution wishing to receive a grant under
4 this section shail submit an application to the Secretary.

5 Such application shall include—

6 “(1) a description of the program to be estab-
7 lished;

8 “(2) assurances by the applicant to the Secretary
9 that—

10 “(A) not less than two-thirds of the partici-
11 pants in the program are low-income individuals
12 who are first generation college students;

13 “(B) the remaining participants in the pro-
14 gram are either low-income individuals or first
15 generation college students;

16 “(C) the participants require the services to
17 pursue a successful program of education beyond
18 high school;

19 “D) the participants are enrolled at the in-
20 . stitution which is the recipient of the grant;

21 : “(E) all participants will receive sufficient fi-
22 nancial assistance to meet that student’s full fi-
23 nancial need for child care services; and

24 “(F) the institution will meet such full finan-
25 cial need of participants by providing child care

Noe
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through vouchers, contracted services, or direct
provision of services; and
*{3} such information (and meet such conditions)

may be required by the Secretary.

“DEFINITIONS
“Sec. 453, For the purposes of this part—

‘(1) the term ‘first generation college student’
means a person neither of whose parents completed a
baccalaureate degree; and

“(2) the term ‘low-income individual’ means an
individual from a family whose taxable income for the
preceding year did not exceed 150 percent of an
amount equal to the poverty level determined by using
criteria of poverty established by the Bureau of the

Census.”.
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Mr. Forp. Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GOODLING. 1 have ro comments at this time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Wiiliams.

Mr. WLiams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to express my
pleasure at your willingness to have these 2 days of hearings on
the needs of the nontraditional student.

On this threshold of the 21st century our education system must
continue to prepare to meet the coming challenges. Two important
changes which we can identify now will be the increased demand
for technological literacy and the continuation of certain demo-
graphic trends which have increased the pool of what we refer to
as the nontraditional student. I am looking around for a better eu-
phemism, but for now that will have to do.

The most important element to me, by the way, in that fairly
large group of people called the nontraditional student is women.
There is no reason in this country that women should continue to
be considered as the nontraditional student; but, unfortunately,
there are laws that created that intolerable situation.

We are already seeing dramatic shifts and dislocations in our
economy. Estimates are that the average worker in this country
will change careers four times during his or her lifetime. Thus, we
are likely to see increasing numbers of these workers returning to
school to pick up the training and education they will need for in-
creasingly complex job tasks. These people will often have been
laid off from their jobs, if the people who predict the coming demo-
graphic trends are correct. These laid off workers will therefore be
returning to school with limited personal resources.

We will also see a continuation of the dramatic increase in the
number of women working outside the home. Many of these dis-
placed homemakers are single heads of households who will need
to return to school to improve their family’s economic situation.

The scant data that we have show that women more than men
now quit school for financial reasons, and that female nontradition-
al students are particularly dependent on outside financial help to
go to school. The adjustments that our higher education system is
making to accommodate adult learnmers include -curriculum
changes, schedule modifications, information and counseling out-
reach, and modification in the kinds of financial aid available.

As we look at the needs of this new student body, we will be con-
sidering changes throughout the Higher Education Act. However,
because of the importance of Federal financial aid policies in
making higher education realistically accessible to all students, the
testimony we hear today will address a very important issue.

First, the hearing today will help us get a grasp on the actual
level of demand we can expect in the next few years. Many of these
new students must attend part time. So a critical question with
which we will be concerned is how to broaden the access of part-
time students to financial aid while still protecting the neediest
student. Nontraditional students often have different financial re-
sponsibilities than the traditional young, single students. We will
want to consider what needs nontraditional students have, for ex-
ample, for child care. Finally, we will want to consider how to
reach nontraditional adult learners with information about the
Federal assistance available to them.

)-
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Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to encourage you to continue to
consider reasonable changes to benefit the nontraditional students
that will be a greater and greater part of America’s student body
for the remainder of this century and on into the next.

Mr. Forp. Thank ycu.

Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GuNDERSON. No specific comments, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. In recognition of what you =aid, Mr. Chairman, in
your opening remarks I want to thank you for it. I will forego any
opening remarks in the interest of hearing the witnesses.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Dymally

Mr. Dymarry. Mr. Chairman, I simply want to bring to your at-
tention the fact that in the file there is a piece of legislation au-
thored by me, but that is not the one which I intend to address
today. I intend to address H.R. 2557, which has to do with this sub-
ject matter. H.R. 2671, in the file, has to do with something else
not related to today’s testimony which I plan to give.

I have asked the staff to see if they can locate copies of H.R. 2557
for the members.

Mr. Forp. Thank you. The first panel will be Helen Blank, direc-
tor of child care, the Children’s Defense Fund; Linda Tarr-Whelan,
director of governmental relations, National Education Association;
Dr. Harriett Alger, dean of eiﬂf childhood education, State Uni-
versity of New York at Cobleskill; and Kristin Stelck, public policy
associate, American Association of University Women.

Without objection, the prepared testimony and exhibits present-
ed to the committee by each of the witnesses on the panel will be
inserted in full in the record immediately preceding the comments
that they make this morning.

I would ask each of you to comment in order on your testimony
and add to it, highlight it or edit it in any way you find most ap-
propriate. ‘

e will begin first with Helen Ii

STATEMENT OF HELEN BLANK, DIRECTOR, CHILD CARE,
CHILDREN'’S DEFENSE FUND

Ms. BLANK. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to tes-
tify before this subcommittee on the need for child care for moth-
ers enrolled in institutions of higher learning. We have spoken to
this committee many, many times about the importance of child
care to low-income mothers  and feel it is particularly critical to
talk about the role child care can play in helping mothers attain
the education necessary to become self-sufficient.

H.R. 2111 addresses two important child care issues: the lack of
child care support for mothers enrolled in institutions of higher
learning, and the increasing difficulty in retaining and finding
staff in child care programs. Obviously child care has become a
more salient issue for college students over the last decade. Be-
tween 1970 and 1982 there was an 83-percent increase in the
number of women enrolled in college. We are seeing an increase,
and my testimony speaks to the number of older women. We are
seeing a large increase in the number of women and older students
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in community colleges, and many of these students are low-income
minority women.

Child care is a vital topic for women enrolled in higher education
institutions, as well as those who cannot enroll because there is not
child care support. H.R. 2111 provides a supplement to the current
system of recognizing child care costs when determining levels of
financial assistance. It would allow for funds for direct child care
support, and we believe this is a very important supplement.

When we look at child care, we usually look af; only one issue.
We have to recognize that child care is important for two reasons.
Child care is absolutely critical to help mothers ti«come self-suffi-
cient. It is also critical to help children become ii:ore productive
adults. We usually look at child care in a vacuum; we consider one
goal or arother. When policymakers talk about new child care op-
tions for mothers in school, they don’t look at programs like Head
Start and the principles that we have learned in child development
from the Head Start program and use the Head Start program
when designing programs for mothers seeking training or higher
education. And what we end up with is custodial child care pro-
grams. :

Why do we need child cure? We know that women cannct partici-
pate in education prograras without child care. Study after study, a
recent Census Bureau survey found that 45 percent of single moth-
ers and 36 percent of low-income women said they would work if
child care were available. In 1979, the California Postseconda.ri'
Education Commission cited lack of adequate low cost child devel-
opment programs as the primary factor in the underrepresentation
of ethnic minority, low-income women students in higher educa-
tion. A mother in Massachusetts talks elogquently about the impor-
tance of child care.as a way of moving her off of welfare:

Things are very difficult for me financially right now, but I am glad I have not
lost my day care totally as though I might at one point last year. I need day care so
I can work and attend school. The incentive is not there to work. I felt trapped in

the welfare system. Day care has given me the freedom to get an education so that I
can get employment and some day get totally out of the welfare system.

We know that we need child care to move mothers into school,
but we alse know that child care can make a brighter future for
children if it is good child care. This committee, this Congress has
supported Head Start for the last 20 years. Programs such as Head
Start have demonstrated that a high quality preschool experience
can make a difference in the futures of children. We have seen
that an investment in Head Start programs can benefit society,
and the costs can outweigh the benefits by 7 to 1—the benefits can
outweight the costsby Tto 1. -

Seeing the difference Head Start has made in the lives of chil-
dren and families, we should be looking at what kind of quality
programs we can design for mothers in school. Often when these
programs are designed they are shortsighted. Funds are not suffi-
cient to enable the children of the same mothers, the same low-
income mothers who are eligible for Head Start, to attend quality
child care programs. It is ironic. Head Start eligibility levels are
poverty level. The children we are talking about whose mothers we
would like to see have the benefits of college are the same children.
We should take these two goals and look at them simultaneously.
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We believe at the Children’s Defense Fund that mothers in order
to afford these quality, or at least supportive, child care pro-
grams—it may not be Head Start, but at least a supportive child
care program—must have direct assistance as opposed to simply al-
lowing child care costs to be considered when determining financial
assistance. Why? Freshman women are twice as likely as freshman
men to be self-supporting. In 1979, in California nearly half of all
families receiving subsidized child care services in campus pro-
grams were headed by single women. Many of these single parents
are siruggling to improve opportunities for themselves and their
children. They are very likely to be poor.

First of all, by 1990, one in four children will live in a single-
parent household. If these mothers are to consider attending insti-
tutions of higher education, they must have help in meeting their
child care cost. Half of all black children now live with their moth-
ers only. In 1983, 55 percent of the children in single-headed fami-
lies were poor. The average single mother with children earned less
than $9,000 in 1982. If she wants to put her child in a child care
center with a developmental program, she would have to pay ap-
proximately $3,000 a year. That is about 30 percent of her income.
Child care experts say that parents can afford at most 10 percent
of their income for child care expenses.

The characteristics of the student body of City College of New
York present a picture that may be representative of other urban
institutions. Fifty-eight percent of the students are female. Thirty
percent of black and 36 percent of Hispanic female students are
single heads of household. Fifty percent of the student body have
incomes under $12,000. The total enrollment in the university
system is 184,000 students. How much child care support do they
provide? They provide support to 1,000 students.

We are concerned about where children are, whether their moth-
ers are working, whether their mothers are in school or in train-
ing, because we see a two-tier system of child care in this country.
In 1982, 53 percent of 3- to 4-year-olds with mothers of higher in-
comes were in preschool programs, but only 29 percent of children
of low-income families were in these programs. Federal budget cuts
have fueled this two-tier system.

What about title XX? %ill it help mothers in school? The title
XX Social Services Block Grant was cut 21 percent—I feel like a
broken record. We have said this to this committee for the last 3 or
4 years—in 1981. As a result, in 1983, 34 States were providing
fewer children with child care services than in 1981. We back in
1984, because child care is such a vital topic now, to see if States
had picked up. In 1984, half the States were still providing fewer
children with child care services than in 1981.

Child care for mothers seeking an education and mothers in
training program was particularly effective, and I think that is
very important as we look at the amendments that Mrs. Burton
has proposed to the Higher Education Act. Between 1981 and 1984,
21 States have made it more difficult for low-income mothers in
school or training to be eligible for title XX funded child care. Only
19 States claim that make assistance available to mothers in
school. In fact, I was just reading our 1985 studies, and Utah has
cut that assistance off, But in many of these States counties still
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refuse to provide assistance for mothers in school. They are usually
the last group on a priority list.

Colorado used to provide help to students enrolled in 4-year col-
leges. Their current policies are a mirror of States’ attitudes
toward helping mothers in school. They punish low-income women
seeking education by allowing single, ow-income parents enrolied
in school or training programs up to 1 year of child care support.
Parents in college can only receive help if the parent is in his or
her last year or has a job awaiting them upon graduation. That is
more generous than other States. -

Nevada and Kansas no longer offer title XX funded child care
even to parents in training programs. Washington State says you
must be in high school to get help. Other States have similar poli-
cies.

We see, as the examples in my testimony show, mothers turning
down slots in school because they simply cannot find child care.
When available shortsighted policies, such as Missouri’s, may only
allow for child care support during classroom hours, failing to take
into account time for studying and transportation. Only two States,
California and New York, authorize specific State funds for moth-
ers enrolled in college. Every group in the California system,
whether it is State universities, community collieges, reports a
severe gap between need and demand. Our testimony talks more
specifically about that gap.

In 1979, despite the fact that California spends $9 million for
mothers on campus-based child care facilities, the California Com-
munity and Junior ‘College Association Commission on Women con-
ducted hearings to determine the needs of present and potential
women students. Child care was the most frequently mentioned,
the most critical and the most unmet need during this testimony.
Other schools with a campus-based child care program report long
waiting lists. ‘ :

Will the States fill the gap? New Mexico in its title XX program
is serving 3,700 children. It estimates that more than 50,000 chil-
dren need child care. Louisiana has a waiting list of 4,000 children
for its title XX funded child care services. In Massachusetts, their
resource and referral programs did a child care study and they
found one-third of the parents were not satisfied with their child
care arrangements. Parents in school must have additional help to
meet their child care needs. _

Another issue that we must look at if we are looking at our child
care system—and this relates to_ the second piece of the Burton
bili—is the lack of resources in the child care gystem as a whole.
We are very concerned that we are sittinﬁ on a tinderbox in child
care. Operating on a bare-bones budget where any issue—now it is
the lack of insurance—could topple a very fragile system. Low-
income women themselves are subsidizing the system. Two out of
three center-based care givers earn poverty level wages, 87 percent
of women in family day care homes earn below the minimum wage.

What do we see? We see a situation that is ve bad for our chil-
dren. There is a 41.7 percent turnover rate in child care. There was
during 1981-82. What happens? Children cannot develop a stable
relationship with their care givers. Child care directors can’t even
schedule ‘raining programs.

19
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Quality is also affected by the standards in child care, and we
keep trading off. Two key components are staff-child ratio and
group size. We have States like North Carolina allowing care givers
to care for eight or nine infants, but every time we raise standarcs,
we deal with making child care less affordable or affecting care
giver wages. It is a constant tradeoff. If we raise fees, we are talk-
ing about making it not affordable. The average fee parents pay
now in child care centers for preschool children ranges between
$40 and $60 a week. Most parents can’t pay more than 10 percent
of income, but the median family income was approximately
$24,500 in 1983. There is not much elasticity.

We have to consider other approaches to encouraging oung
people to seek child care as a career as well as helping child care
programs with staffing problems while simultaneously—and I don’t
think this bill can deal with everything—pursuing ways to increase
wages. '

H.R 2111, by providing funds to help support the placeient of
students in community child care programs, would allow more stu-
dents an opportunity to learn about child development while pro-
viding additional help to child care centers. We urge you to serious-
ly consider adding these amendments providing direct child care
support for mothers in school on the Higher Education Act. As
long as States and communities continue to have long waiting lists
for child care, mothers’ participation in education, especially low-
income mothers, will be stymied. We know that that education can
make a substantial in lifetime income for women. Women with a
college degree earn an average of $350,000, over her lifetime, more
than a woman with less than a high school education. Without ade-
quate child care support, low-income women will continue to be
denied the skills and credentials necessary to move themselves and
their children up on the ecoromic ladder toward self-sufficiency. °

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Helen Blank follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HELEN Buin?Emscron, CHILD CARE CHILDREN'S DEFENSE
. ND

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I am Helen Blank, Director of Child
Care at the Children’s Defense Fund. CDF is a national public charity created to
provide a long-range and systematic voice on behalf of the nation’s children. We are
organized into four program areas: education, child health, child welfare, and child
care and family support services. We address these issues through research, public
education, monitoring of federal and state administrative and legislative policies
and practices, network building, technical assistance to national, state, and local
groups, litigation, community organizing, and formation of specific issue coalitions.
We appreciate the opportunity to testify about the importance of providing direct
child care support to students through the Higher Education Act. H.R. 2111 address-
es two important child care issues: :

The lacﬁoof child support for mothers enrolled in institutions of hiﬁher learning;
and the increasing difficulty in attracting and retaining staff in child care pro-
grams.

Child care has become a more salient issue for college students over the last
decade. Between 1970 and 1982, there was an 83 percent increase in the number of
women enrolled in colle?e. While the proportion of women in each age category has
increased, the growth of enrollment in women aged 22 and older is striking. There
has been a 249 percent increase for women aged 25 to 29 and a 314 percent increase
for women aged 30 to 34 between 1970 and 1982. The rise in enrollment of women in
community colleges is most dramatic. Between 1973 and 1983, the enrollments of

two year schools rose from 22 to 27 percent of the total student population. Of the
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1.1 million additional two year college students over 1973 levels, nearly 800,000 were
women. Over 40,000 of the new students were 25 to 34 years old and about 600,000
attended school part time.

A snapshot of Ohio's college enrollment highlights the shifting enrollment pat-

ns.

Since 1971, the percentage of students over age 25 attending Ohio universities has
increased by 26 percent. Nearly 650,000 students over age 25 now attend state uni-
versities up from 46,000 in 1971. )

Almost 16,000 married women attend Ohio's universities.

One in six students—over 26,000 persons—attending state technical and community
colleges is a womar. -

Child care is obviously a vital topic for the women enrolled in higher education
institutions as well as those who cannot enroll due to lack of child care support.
H.R. 2111 by providing for vouchers and contracts with or the purchase of slots in
community child care programs for lower-income parents enrolled in postsecondary
education, would supplement the current system which allows students to consider
child care costs when determining levels of financial assistance. It would offer a
very important addition to the child care picture for low-income women struggling
to obtain an education. Increased funding for direct child care support would assist
parents in school to afford supportive child care arrangements. It would help to ac-
complish two goals both of which expand the horizons of low-income families:

Child care assists mothers in reaching economic independence.

High quality child care helps children be more productive adults. ’

Too often policymakers discuss child care in a vacuum. They consider child care
as a part of an initiative to help mothers work or attend school or they examine
how child care can help further the optimum development of young children. This
leads to contradictory as well as inadequate child care policies. For example, policy- .
makers strongly support a quality preschool program such as Head Start. I'fowever,
they often fail to apply any of the principles of child development which we have
learned from the Head Start experience when designing child care policies ad-
dressed to low-income working mothers or mothers in school. As a result, the child
care options for many mothers are custodial at best.

Child care helps mothers reach economic independence.

Child care is essential if women are to participate in training or education pro-
grams or in jobs that allow them to move their families toward self sufficiency. A
recent Census Bureau survey asked women who were not in the labor force whether
they would work if child care were available at a reasonable cost. Forty-five percent
of single women replied yes as did 36 percent of low-income women with family in-
comes under $15,000. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights notes that the inability
to locate affordable child care restricts not only women’s employment and training
opportunities but also their ability to participate in federally supported education
programs. .

A task force appointed by the Governor surveyed Maine's child care needs. The
survey reinforced the importance of child care as a service enabling families tc
move toward self-sufficiency. “Nearly 20 percent of working parents said they would
work more if adequate affordable child care was available. More than 25 percent of
the non-working parents said they would work if such care were available. Their
survey also found that in nearly 25 percent of all households with young children,
one or more of the adults was forced to quit work, was unable to take a job, or was
unable to continue training or education because of lack of child care.” '

A mother in Massachusetts talks about the importance of child care to her ability
to further her education:

“Things are very difficult for me financially right now, but I'm glad I have not
lost my day care totally, as I thought I might at one point last year. I need day care
so I can work and attend school. Even though the incentive is not there to work, I
felt trapped in the welfare system. Day care has given me the freedom to get an
eduéation so that I can get employment and some day get totally out of the welfare
system.”

Child care helps children to be more productive adults.

While child care is an essential component of any program to encourage self-suffi-
ciency among young families, supportive child care is also essential to insure that
young children are assured a brighter future because they have obtained the build-
ing blocks necessary to be productive adulis. Programs such as Head Start have
dgm}grlngtrated that a high preschool experience can make a difference in the future
of children. : »

~ o

91

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

16

Changed Liiu, a 20 year follow-up of graduates of a preschool Pprogram like Head
Start found that the total economic benefits for two years of quality preschool to the

. individual child and to socisty as a whole out weigh the costs by seven to one.

It found that the preschool program helped children once they are in school and
had an impact on them for many years. Compared to their peers without a similar
experience, preschool graduates were much more likely to graduate from high
school and were less likely to be misclassified as mentally retarded or in need of
special education. Children with preschool education did better on standardized
achievement tests in reading, language, and math, and were more likely to g0 to
vocational or academic training after high school. .

The study also found that the advantages gained by preschoolers continue into
adulthood. They are more likely to be working and to be satisfied with their jobs;
they spend more time employed after graduation, and have better paying jobs than
non-attendees, o .

The study also found that they are less costly to society than their peers. They
were much more likely to be supporting themselves and less likely to be receiving
food stamps, AFDC, Medicaid or general welfare assistance. Preschool graduates are
less likely to be in trouble with the law and less likely to become teen parents than
those without preschool experience. We have also seen that preschool programs
such as Head Start with a strong parental involvement component can improve cp-
portunities for low-income parents. Currently, 29 percent of Head Start staff are
parents of current or former Head Start children.

Policymakers support Head Start recognizing the impact it has on the lives of
both children and their families. Yet when child care policies for low-income par-
ents in school or training are developed, they are often short-sighted. Funds are not
sufficient to enable children to attend quality child care programs which incorpe-
rate at least some of the characteristics of Head Start. It is ironic that the low-
income children whose families must earn poverty level wages or below to be eligi-
ble for Head Start are the same children whose mothers are encouraged to seek self-
sufficiency by attending school without the benefit of adequate child care support,
. Child care assistance must be provided directly if women are to be akle to move
up an economic ladder, gain the skills necessary to be self-sufficient and participate
in a real “opportunity society”. .

Why do mothers in college need direct assistance in meeting their child care
needs? The Children’s Defense Fund believes that low-income families must have
access to child care assistance through a targeted program that enables them to
purchase high quality care. Firstly, freshman women are twice as likely as fresh-
man men to be self-supporting. In a 1979-80 survey, 60 percent of freshman women,
but only 34 percent of freshman men were classified as self-supporting. Many of
these women may be single parents struggling to improve opportunities for them-
selves and their children. Secondly, if they are single parents, they are likely to be
poor. Over 12 million children or one in five under 18 years of age lives in a single
parent family. By 1990 nearly one child in four will live in a single parent house-
hold, double the 1970 rate. Half of all black children now live with their mothers
only. Access to higher education and its economic rewards is critical to these house-
holds, However, these female heads of households are the principal sources of sup-
port for their families. If they are to even consider attending institutions of higher
education, they need help in meeting their child care costs. In 1983, 55 percent of
the children in single iceaded families were poor. The average single mother with
children earned only $8,951 in 1982, . .

She would have had to pay almost one-third of her income (or $3,000) to purchase
center-based child care in most communities. This is three times as much as the ten
]éercent of income that is considered reasonable to pay for child care expenses. In

leveland, 30 percent of the calls received by the Child Care Information and Refer-
ral Service in the first half of 1984 were from single mothers. Over 70 percent of
these mothers earned less than T10,500 annually. ’

Thirdly, women are more likely to postpone their education making up two-thirds
of the 1.5 million students over age 34. This older adult group is one of the fastest
growing components of college enrollment having increased by over 700,000 persons
and nearly doubling in size over the past ten years. These women are more likely to
have low incomes, be parents, and need child care assistance,

The characteristics of the student body of City College of New York presents a
picture that may be representative of other urban institutions. Fifty-eight fpercent. of
the students are female. Thirty-eight percent of Black and 36 percent of Hispanic
female students are single heads of households. Fiﬂ)traf)ercent of the student body
are from families with incomes under $12,000. The total enrollment in the universi-
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ty system is 184,000 students. CCNY is able to provide approximately 1,000 students
with direct child care support.

The high costs of child care and the lack of adequate support are contributing to a
two tier svstem of care for our youngest children.

According to Dr. Sheila Kamerman: “Enrollment rates of children in preschool
programs are significantly higher when mothers have larger income and more edu-
cation. Fifty-three percent of thrae to four year olds with median or higher incomes
attended a preschool program in 1982 as contrasted with only 29 percent of tiose in
lower-income families. Enrollment rates increase as inother's education levels rise
and still more when mothers are employed. Not only is there growing use of pre-
school as a child.care service for the three, four, and five year olds with working
mothers, but there is an ecpecially high use by affluent, educated, working families.
Because most of these programs are private and relatively expensive, such high use
by the more affluent raises serious questions about the consequences for those chil-
dren in lower-income families without access to such programs whether or not their
mothers work.”

Budget cuts fuel the development of a two tier system.

Federal, state, and local budget cuts have placed great strains on child care cen-
ters and family day care homes already receiving fragmented and inadequate sup-
port. In order to keep their doors open, some child care centers have begun to serve
fewer low-income children and families. New policies have eliminated child care for
these families or resulted in fees that poor families cannot pay. Centers have
switched to a greater number of high income families who can pay. Thig pattern can
be seen across the country. o 7

In January 1980, two child care centers in Black Hawk County, Iowa, served a
total of 42 fee-paying children and 58 poor children subsidized under Title XX. In
November 1982, the centers served 60 children whose parents paid full costs and
only 42 children who receivc 1 Title XX assistance.

In Wilmington, Delaware, the Salvation Army opened a center to serve the chil-
dren of working poor families. Recently, it faced the prospect of closing because of
dwindling enrollment. About two-thirds of its children used to be subsidized by Title
XX; now onlgaabout one-third receive subsidies.

A Grand Rapids, Michigan, day care center used to serve 55 children, all of whom
recegeg public subsidies. Now the center serves 31 children, none of whom receives .
a subsidy. .

Allowing a mother to consider the costs of child care as a factor in determining
financial aid is important but this method still makes it difficult for mothers with
limited out-of-pocket income to cover the costs of quality child care and will not alle-
viate this two tier system. ‘

The Title XX Social Service Block Grant, the largest source of direct federal sup-
rt for child care and other services for children and families, is funded at $2.7
illion, $600 million less than its funding level would be if it had not been cut 21
percent in 1981. Even before the cuts, Title XX had experienced minimal increases -
since it was first authorized in 1976. If inflation is taken into account, the FY 1984
authorization for Title XX should have been $4.5 billion. Furthermore, if population
changes are considered, the level would have to be increased to $4.9 billion. s
The cut made in Title XX in 1981 resulted in 34 states lowering spending for child
care between 1981 and 1983. Sixteen states cut their Title XX child care ex ndi-
tures more than 21 percent. Despite growing interest in child care, by the fall of
1984 half the states were still spending less for child care than they had in 1981.

Between 1981 and 1983: 3] states accomplished reductions in the number of chil-
dren served by making it harder for families to become eligible; 19 states increased
fees for services, imposed minimum fees or allowed copayments for Title XX child
care; 24 states reduced funds for training child care workers; 33 states lowered their
child care standards for Title XX programs; and staff to monitor and license pro-
ﬁrams. Texas now has 240 employees responsible for regulating over 26,000 child

ay care J)roviders. In 1977 there were approximately 10,000 child care facilities in
Texas and 600 employees in the licensing division.

Child care help for mothers seeking to attend college and gain the skills necessary
to move their families out of poverty is now even harder to find because of the Title
XX cutbacks.

A recent survey by the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools found
that child care problems were serinus or very serious for about a quarter of all stu-
dents. “Child care is rarely avails’ ‘e on campus. When it is available its costs and
structure make it inaccessible to !:+~income students.” Since 1981 twenty-one states
have made it more difficult for loi:*nconme mothers in school or training programs
to be eligible for available Title XX funded child care. Only nineteen claim to make
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child care assistance to mothers enrolled in two and four-year institutions. However,
in many of these states, counties still refuse to provide services to mothers in schaol.
In addition, this group i usually at the vesy bottom of a priority list for very limit-
ed child care slots. Colorado used to provide help to students enrolled in four-year
colleges. Their current policies are a mirror of state's attitudes toward helping
mothers in school. They punish low-income women seeking an education by allow-
ing single-low-income parents enrolled in school or training programs vp to one year
of child care support. Parents in college can receive help only if the parent is in his
or her last year or has a job awaiting them upon graduation.

Nevada and Kansas no longer offer any Title funded child care to parents in
trainigg program. Washington State used to provide Title XX subsidies to parents
enrolled in two-year training programs. Now child cere subsidies are limited to par-
ents in high school. To cut corners, Arkansas designated parents in training pro-
grams as the state’s lowest priority for Title XX child care assistance. Alabama Jjust
this year eliminated child care support for mothers in school or training or those
seeking employment.

Delaware limited its Title XX child care subsidies for a number of woinen in
school or training programs.

A Delaware mother was forced to drop out of school, where she was studying ac-
counting and computers, in order to regain eligibility for child care. Now she’s
working attaching yokes to men'’s shirts in a sewing factor and earns little more
tharlx(i Eil:’a minimum wage. She says, “I just had higher expectations for myself and
my . : :

The following mothers are also not atypical: .

A Washington State single parent mother with three young children ages eight,
four, and one struggled to keep her family together and move off dependence on
welfare. A year and a half ago, she placed her four year old in foster care because
she could not handle his discipline problems. She turned to Alcoholics Anonymous
to help her cope with her own alcohol problem. A garent-aide volunteer group also
helpetr her. She grew stronger and took her son back home. She also received a
scholarship to attend a beauty school. However, the lack of child care for mothers
on AFDC who are enrolled in training programs in Washington has not made it pos-
sible for her to take advantage of the scholarship. She sought to attend a beauty
school. However, the lack of child care for mothers on AFDC who are enrolled in
school or training programs in Washington has not made it possible for her to take
advantage of the scholarship. o :

Jane Anderson had a baby in the fall of her senior year in high school. She
earned her high school diploma bg attending special classes for adolescent parents
that included a nursery for the babies. Jane married the baby’s father but it did not
work and Jane left home with her child. After a year of dependence on AFDC Jane
decided to go to a school so ghe could eventually support her child and herself. In
May she applied for an educational t and got on the waiting list for child care

. assistance so she could go to school in September. When she checked on child care

assistance in August she was told that funds were still not available. In November a
stafl member called Jane and told her funds were available. Jane reported that she
h!}lfl: forfeited her educational grants because she could not pay for child care her-
self.

Mrs. Brown's husband left her with two preschool children. She tried to find a Jjob
to support the children and herself. Because she lacked formal training or special
skills the jobs open to her were at the minimum wage level. Her gross income would
be $580 and her child care would cost $365. Taxes and work expenses would take up
part of the remaining $215. She wants to work to preserve her self-esteem and digni-
ty so she applied for child care assistance. Her name was added to the waiting list
and she was advised that it might be a year before funds were available for her
child care. Mrs. Brown then decided to go to school so she could increase her job
potential. She needed child care assistance in order to go to school and, again, her
name was put on the waiting list and she was told she may have to wait for a year.
To surtvlive financially, Mrs. Brown applied for and received AFDC payments of $500
a month.

When available, short-sighted policies may only allow for child care support
during classroom hours failing to take into account the time necessary for transpor-
tation and studyirg. )

Only two states, California and New York, authorize specific state funds for moth-
ers enrolled in colleges.

California’s program which provides approximately $9.5 million supports campus-
based child care programs at nineteen state colle es, at approximately 75 percent of
the state’s 106 community colleges, and on ten niversity of California campuses.
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Each group reports that these programs come nowhere near meeting the demand.
Over half of the 315,000 students enrolled in the state colleges are women. Their
child care programs serve 2,000 children but maintain a waiting list of agproximatae-
ly 1600 children about two-thirds of whom are eligible for a child care su sidy.

The University of California at Berkeley estimates that six percent or 1,500 of its
approximately 26,000 students have pre-school age dependents. Berkeley's child care
grogram served approximately 180 children in 1981 with a waiting list of 250 chil-

ren. ‘ .

Colleges that run campus-based child care programs across the country often
report long waiting lists.

Ohio State’s child care center serves 197 children. It currently has 439 children on
their waiting list—185 under 18 months of age. . )

Tulane University in Louisiana enrolls 40 children with a waiting list of 70.

Idaho's Boise State serves 60 children with 30 on a waiting list.

b Tilxle child care needs of mothers in school are not likely to met in the near future
y the states. .

A regort prepared for the governor of Maine by the Child Care Task Force reveals
that 500 children age five or younger spent time during a typical week caring for
themselves. Another 2,500 children under age three and 1,000 children ages three to
five were sometimes left at home alone, with only a neighbor or friend occasionally
looking in on them. Almost 25,000 Maine children, ages six through 12, spent an
average of more than four kours caring for themselves during a typical week.

New Mexico is serving approximately 3,700 children, but estimates that more
than 50,000 children need child care. .

Cuyahoga County, Ohio, estimates that an additional $8.2 million would be
needed to serve the number of families who need assistance with child care. It cur-
rently spends $9.1 million a year for child care assistance. "

Recent data from Massachusetts' resource and referral programs suggests that
only about a third of the states families needing day care are able to find the kind
of care they want at a price they can afford. -

Oakland California's Child Care Impact Committee found almost one-third of sur-
veyed parents “were forced to take whatever they could find.” Only a third thought
they had an adequate degree of choice. - .

In Los Angeles County California, there is no licensed, regulated child care avail-
able for the approximately 135,000 children under age five who need child care. Es-
timates show that more than 300,000 chilren ages five to fourteen with employed
parents need after school care.

Louisiana has a waiting list of 4,000 children for its Title XX funded child care
services. : "

Inadequate resources forces other unpalatable trade-offs.

A discussion of how to facilitate access to supportive child care must touch upon
other issues characterizing our.child care system which present serious and unpala-
table choices. The first involves the wages paid to caregivers. Low-income women
themselves now provide the largest subsidy undeﬂrding our child care system. |

Two out of three center-based providers earn below poverty level wages. Family
day care providers earn even less. As a regult the turnover in child care is very
high—41.7 percent in a fifteen month period in 1980-1981. We pay a high price for
this turnover. Children are unable to develop a stable relationsgxip with their care-
givers. Child care directors also report that it is even difficult to schedule training
programs which are intimately linked to quality because of this rapid turnover. This
problem will intensify as women continue to enter the labor force and take jobs
which are more remunerative than child care. : .

Quality i obviously also affected by the standards that child care programs must
meet. Two key components of quality care are staff/child ratios and group size. If
more caregivers are required, programs must shoulder an additional salary. What is
the tradeoff? North Carolina allows a single caregiver to be responsible for eight or
nine infants. Can one person carry eight infants out in the case of a fire? Lowering
staff/child ratios, raising caregiver qualifications, requiring more costly equipment
or nutritious meals are all items that add costs to the budgets of child care pro-
grams. There is little elasticity in these budgets since approximately 70 to 75 per-
cent is taken up by wages.

The lack of resources in child care results in a constant trade-off between costs or
affordability, quality, and caregiver wages. Raising wages involves raisin% fees. The
average fee parents pay in child care centers ranges between $40 and $60 for four
year olds while center-based infant care can cost over $100 in urban areas. Since
most parents cannot afford to pay more than ten percent of income for child care
and the median family income was approximately $24,508 in 1983, there is not

oK



20

much room to maneuver this fee schedule. Median family income has actually de-
clined by over nine percent in real terms over the last five years. It was It was
$26,885 in 1979.

We must consider new approaches to encouraging young people to seek child care
as a career as well as helping child care programs with staffing problems while si-
multaneously pursuing strategies to increase wages. H.R. 2111 addresses two of the
above areas by Sroviding $10 million to help support the placement of students in
community child care programs. This would also allow more students an opportuni-
ty to learn about child development and spend tim= with young children.

In addition to urging the Committee to amend to Higher Education Act to address
the child care n of low-income students, CDF would also like to raise another
problem, clarifications that would improve affecting access to higher education for
very low-income students. CDF is concerned that aid from certain student assistance
grqgrams is sometimes counted as income for purposes on determining AFDC eligi-

ility and benefit levels. Because in almost half tha states eligibility for health care
under Medicaid is tied to AFDC eligibility, some low-income parents are then forced
to choose between health care for their children and further education to benefit
themselves and their families. '

Given the fact that child care is essential to improving both the futures of young
mothers and their children, we must move ahead to build a child care system that is
consistent with these dual objectives. As long as states and communities continue to
have long waiting lists for child care programs, mothers participation in training
programs will be stymied. We know that “additional education can make a substan-
tial difference in lifetime income for women...A woman with a college degree earns
an average of $350,000 over her lifetime than a2 woman with legs than a high school
education.” Without adequate child care support, low-income women will continue
to be denied the skills and credentials necessary to move themselves and their chil-
dren up an economic ladder towards stability and self-sufficiency.

Mr. Forp. Linda Tarr-Whelan.

STATEMENT OF LINDA TARR-WHELAN, DIRECTOR OF GOVERN-
MENTAL RELATIONS, NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of
the committee. I appreciate the opportunity to testify today on
behalf of the National Education Association, and particularly ap-
plaud this subcommittee and its members for dealing with some
very real problems relating to college education today. ‘

As we began to prepare this testimony and look at the student

body in the colleges, and to deal with the definition of nontradition-
al students, I realized, quite to my surprise, that I had been a non-
traditional student myself. When I went to college I was employed
full time. I was a mother. In fact, I was a single mother. And many »
of the students that I went to school with were in the same catego-
ry. I think it speaks, perhaps, to the point that Mr. Williams made
in his opening remarks. That that was in the sixties, which was
quite some time ago, and we are still considering many individuals
in this group as nontraditional college students.
. We would like to make some basic recommendations, and did so -
in our testimony, but we feel there are really many approaches to
solving the problems which are identified. We have identified some
potential solutions, but our overwhelming concern in coming before
you today is how to accommodate the students as we look forward.
We really make three basic points in our testimony, and I will go
into them in just a little bit of detail, as I know you are strapped
for time this morning. B '

One is that the diversity of individuals in school today and who
should be in school today causes us to rethink and reframe some of
our policies that have undergirded Federal higher education policy
for sometime. That in fact, we need to reaffirm the access questions
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and the worthiness of these students. Our country perhaps had
made its greatest investment in higher education with nontradi-
tional students when it invested in the GJI. bill, and I think we
must think it that kind of context as we look forward with this
rewriting of the Higher Education Act.

Second, we believe that the student financial aid programs must
meet the reality of the new collegians. And like members of this
committee we have struggled with the terminology and suggest
perhaps that is cne of the ones that the committee look at, in
terms of what the mix is of grants and loans, what kind of repay- -
ment period there is, what kind of grace period, how we look at
things like computer allowances and dependent care, and what the
definition of “independent student” is.

And third, we make some recommendations about meeting
unique student needs, and we would second the testimony that Ms.
Blank gave about Congresswoman Sala Burton’s bill which is
before this committee, and we understand that there are many
other bills which members of this subcommittee have raised, about
unique student needs which we would also like to see addressed.

Just to give a few more basic points about our testimony. We cer-
tainly concur that significant changes have occurred in higher edu-
cation enrollment over the past 12 years. In the first half of the
seventies, these enrollments experienced a rapid growth, rising
fro.» 8.6 million in 1970 to 12.1 million in 1980. And we are, in fact,
seeing some leveling off at this stage of the pool of students which
was considered the traditional college student, the 18- to 24-year-
old population.

The National Center for Education Statistics 8projeci:s that the
record level in 1982 of 12.4 million will fall to 11.8 million by 1992.
Full-time equivalent enrollment is anticipated to decline by 10 per-
cent over the next decede, with about half of that drcp coming
from the traditional 18- to 24-year-old college population.

We see another trend that is of great concern to our organiza-
tion, and that is the proportion of 18- to 24-year-old minority stu-
dents who are in college today. In 1975, 20.7 percent of black st.:-
dents in that age group were in college, while in 1980 only 19.4 per-
cent of the students in that age cohort were in college—black stu-
dents, that is. With Hispanic students the drop has bezn even more
precipitous: 20.4 percent of Hispanic students in that :-7e group
were in college in 1975; in 1980, the number had fallen to 16.1. ,

At the same time colleges are looking at increased numbers '
older students to offset half the reduction that they are seeing in
their anticipated student load, and that is, in fact, the fastest grow-
ing component of postsecondary education. Between 1972 and 1982,
for example, part-time stidert enrollments increased 65 percent,
and that growth translated into 41 perce* of total enrollment or
over 5 mitlion college students. That .. expected to continue
through the end of the centtiry.

These new collegians are hard to define. They may be older, they
may be of color, there are many in significant financial need, many
who are first-generation college sti’dents, many who mix school
and employment, and those who are returning to school for re-
training or advanced learning, women who are displaced homemak-
ers, single heads of household, widowed or divorceg, and those from
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new immigrant populations. It is a diverse group, but it is marked
by one unifying characteristic. They are those individuals who his-
torically have had limited access to postsecondary education and
the opportunities that it provides.

We believe that the student financial assistance programs are a
particular important key to the question of providing education for
these new collegians. When our student aid policies were initially
developed and as they have matured, the college student was gen-
erally defined as the 18- to 24-year-old, directly out of high school,
in a dependent status upon their parents, living at home cr on
campus and attending college full time. It certainly does not, as the
chairman said in his opening remarks, characterize the main-
stream postsecondary population today.

Federal higher education policies have not yet accommodated
this particular change, and we do not see in the current thrust of
the administration’s proposals attention to this, and look to this
subcommittee particularly to deal with the needs of these nontradi-
tional new collegians.

I would like to speak particularly about several parts of the stu-
dent grant and loan program. Particularly because the low-income
nontraditional students often can least afford levels of indebted-
ness. NEA believes that the low-income students in general should
have access first to grants and then to loans. We feel that that is a
particularly important program—particularly important problem,
rather—because the individuals who are locking at the opportunity
of college and looking at what opportunities there are for careers
after college are frequently discouraged from looking at access be-
cause of the problem of the heavy loan load.

We also look at that loan load in two other ways. One is to
extend the repayment period on student loars for a student with
an aggregate debt of $6,000 or more. Since we represent teachers
and the teaching profession, we are particularly concerned of those
who start their careers at low pay and would recommend that re-
payment be extended from 10 to 15 years. We would also like to se2
a modest increase in the loan amount in recognition of the cost of
college education today and feel that it is importeant to lengthen
the grace period on loan repayment from 6 to 9 months to reflect a
more realistic assumption of the time required for a student to
obtain employment and to establi:i a financial foothold.

Also, with regard to looking at the financial side, we are very
concerned about increasing the commuter allowance to ensure that
realistic costs are taken into account in calculating student maxi-
mum grant awards. There are a number of areas we are concerned
about, and raise in our testimony, about unique student needs. and
I would like to speak for just a moment to several of those.

We believe it is critically important to have a dissemination pro-
gram on the question of access to financial assistance for the new
collegian students who don’t have access to the traditional sources
of teachers and counselors, and we would urge the committee to
look at various kinds of approaches such as a mass media ap-
proach, an 800 number, or community organizations, which could
help provide the kind of information which students need so that
they understand that the access is there.
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Second, we would like to, as I szid, reaffirm the problem of child
care for students who are in college and to look particularly at the
child care grant programs as well as the cost of child care in deter-
mining the maximum grant awards for students. We believe that
the TRIO and HEP/CAMP programs are of particular importance
and should be addressed in this legislation. The special programs
for students from disadvantaged backgrounds and the high school
equivalency program and college-assisted migrant program exist
today because of the commitment of the Congress, which created
t}(lie programs for low-income and first-generation college youth and
adults.

We believe that fewer than 10 percent of the students in need
receive these services today, and that the authorization level for
these programs must be raised to expand services to these particu-
lar students. The college board has done very significant work on
reviewing the programs and have found them to be professionally
run and cost effective in many ways.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee,
NEA recommends that we recognize the diversity of individuals
who are already present within our psstsecondary institutions, the
societal patterns and dynamics wi'st: send them there, and the
economic realities which make it img¢rative for us to rethink some
of the policies and reframe the Higher Education Act accordingly.
This reauthoriation process offers us k¢ chance to bring education-
al opportunities to countless men and women who otherwise might °
be bypassed by Federal education policy.

We trust that this subcommittee will continue its long commit-
ment to equal educational access and open the doors of higher edu-
cation for all Americans. We look forward toworking with you and
the staff in this endeavor. Thank you very much.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Linda Tarr-Whelan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION PRESENTED BY
LinDa TARR-WHELAN, DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, THE NATIONAL EDUCA-
TION ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee on Postseconda?' Education,
thank you for this opportunity to appear before you todﬁ. I am Linda Tarr-Whalen,
director of Government Relations for the National Education Association whose
members are higher education faculty, classroom teachers, and educational support
personnel in postsecondary institutions and in the public schools in each of the 50

states.

The NEA has long supported a national commitment to higher education. And
that deen and continuing concern regarding higher education 1s based on the firm
belief that this nation’s destiny is inextricaEly tied to how well we educate our citi-
zenry in a democratic society. For it is our institutions of postsecondary education—
building on our system of universal free public elementary and secondary schosls—
that prei)are the scientists and researchers who will help design our future, educate
the scholars, artists, and philosophers who will enrich our national life, and provide
us with the skilled workers who will fuel our economy.

We welcone this opportunity to share our ideas on nontraditional students and
higher education policy as the Congress deliberates on the reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act. We believe this reauthorization process opens the door to a
reaffirmation of our national commitinent to higher education and to equal access
to educational opportunity.

Significant changes have occurred in higher education enrollment over the past
12 years or so. In the first half of the seventies, those enrollments experienced a
repid growth rising from 8.6 million in 1970 to 11.2 million in 1975~an increase of
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30 pez;::snt. In 1980, they climbed again to 12.1 million—an increase of 8 percent
over 1975.

For the remainder of this decade, however, higher education enrollment is pro-
Jected to decrease somewhat as declines in the traditional college-age population
reduce the pool of potential students. The National Center for Education Statistics
projects that the record level higher education enrollments of 12.4 million in 1982
will fall to 11.8 million by 1992. Full-time equivalent enrollment is anticipated to
decline by 10 percent over the next decade—about half that drop coming in the tra-
ditional 18-24-year-old college age population.

At the same time, increased numbers of older students are expected to offset
about half that reduction. And the numbers of part-time students are on the up-
swing. Indeed, they are the fastest growing component of postzecondary education.
Between 1972-1982, for example, part-time student enrollments increased 65 per-
cent. That growth translated into 41 percent or over five million college students,
and it is expected to continue through the end of the century.

These figures suggest that the composition of the student population in our na-
tion’s colleges and universities is rapidly changing face. It comprises a larger and
growing number of so-called nontraditional students—those who may be older; those
who are of color; those who are in sigrificant financial need; those who are first
generation college students; those who mix school and employment; those who are
returning to school for retraining or advanced learning; those women who are dis-
placed homemakers, single heads of households, widowed, or divorced; and those
from new immigrant populations. It is a diverse group. But it is marked by ore uni-
fying characteristic—they are those individuals who historically have had limited
access to postsecondary education and the opportunities it provides.

In light of this changing student composition, NEA believes that it is increasingly
critical to rethink and, to some extent, revise our nation’s programs and policies for
postsecondary education. Just as important, however, we must recast portions of ex-
isting law to ensure equal educational opportunity to those populations from which
the “new” collegians increasingly will come.

It is with this in mind that we offer the following suggestions for the reauthoriza-
tion of that legislation which serves as the foundation for our national postsecond-
ary education policies—the Higher Education Act.

STUDENT AESISTANCE PROGRAMS

There is no denying that federal student grant and loan programs have opened
the doors to millions who might not otherwise have passed through the halls of
higher educatisn—whether white, Black, Hispanic, Asian, First American/Alaska
Native, or male or female. These programs over the years have given hope, access,
snd opportunity te young men and women who might not have even dreamt of such
possibilities. They have made the difference between lives of accomplishment and
despair, between economic dependence and financial security. And—for many—they
continue to do so today.

When our student aid policies were initially developed, a college student was de-
fined as the 18-24 year old, directly out of high school, living at home, and attending
college full time. While that definition may have been an apt description of the tra-
ditional college student then, it no longer characterizes the mainstream postsecond-
ary population. Consider the change in the student bodies at community, junior, and
technical colleges where the average age is in the mid-30s, where part-time students
are the norm, where vast majorities must balance the demands of school and work.
While the accessibility and low cost of the two-year institutions have meant that
these campuses have n the first to witness this change, all institutions are now
experiencing it.

Despite the magnitude of this trend, federal higher education policies are mired
in the past and increasingly discriminate against what was once defined as the non-
traditional college student. As a result, the question is not even a matter of choice
for many so-called nontraditional students, it is a question of basic access to postsec-
ondary education. For them, the availability of—and their eligibility for—appropri-
ate federal student financial assistance is essential.

In recent years, the cost of higher education has increased dramatically. Indeed,
the rise in the cost of attending postsecondary institutions has grown at a faster
rate than that of other prices in the general economy. In fact, a report released Jjust
last week by the National Center for Education Statistics cites average student costs
of $4,522 for the 1984-85 school year, an increase of 11.1 percent over 1983-84. And
each increase pushes the traditional and nontraditional student—the potential
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zeaacher, scientist, engineer, or doctor—further away from the doorstep of a higher
ucation.

For nontraditional as well as traditional college students w5 hail primarily from
low-income backgrounds and homes, student grants urad loans tske on a magnified
import. They are the key to higher educatior. NEA, therefore, bizaves that increas-
ing costs of a college education and the accompanying dzcline in individuel purchas-
ing power make it imperative that maximum awards for Pell granis—~that :mainstay
of student assistance for traditional and nontraditisnal students alike—be tncreased.
At the same time, the percentage of cost that such grants may cover must be raised
as a matter of basic equity. The current limitation scrves cnly to discriminate
against the most disadvantaged of students attending the loviest 35t colleges.

Because nontraditional students often can least afford huge derels of indebtedness,
NEA believes they should have access first to grants, then to lirans.

NEA also recommends that language regarding the Supplementary Education Op-
portunity Grasit be emended to ensure that these funds are targeted to students
with exceptiona! finarcial need as well as to ensure instituticnal flexibility in serv-
ing that increasiri;z number of less than halftime stulents in our postsecondary in-
stitutions.

State Student Incentive Grants should be expanded to provide special assistance
to adult learners over age 25 who may be less than halftime students and are en-
rolled in educational or retraining programs in order to become marketable citizens
in the workforce.

Additionally, the Association recommends a number of changes in the general
provisions governing student assistance that would further recognize the changing
characteristics of higher education students.

Extending the repayment period on student loans for an aggregate debt of $6,000
or more. This change is particularly critical for those who may start their careers at
low pay. We recommend that repayment be extended from 10 to 15 years.

Lengthening the grace period on loan repayment from six to nine months to re-
flect a more realistic assumption of the time required for a student to obtain em-
ployment and establish a financial foothold.

Acknowledging the importance of child care in student grant and loan programs.
Child care is one of the most important factors enabling women to work, to partici-
pate in training programs, and to complete an education program. Yet neither the
federal government nor the states offer women adequate support to obtain quality
child care. If women are to escape the clutches of poverty and welfare dependency
and be able to avail themselves of postsecondary opportunities, child care needs
must be addressed. Child care costs must be allowable as part of the “cost of attend-
ance” for students receiving grant assistance at postsecondary institutions, and they
should be included in calculating “expected family contribution” in loan determina-
tions for both independent and dependent students.

NEA supports such means to adl:ieress this problem as H.R. 2111 by Representative
Sala Burton (D-CA) which would amend Title IV of the Higher Education Act to
establish a new grant program to help make child care available to low-income, first
generation college students by providing grants to institutions of higher education
for provision of child care services. It also would provide employment and training
opportunities for college students in child-care settings. The bill is included in the
Economic Equity Act (H.R. 2472).

Increasing the commuter allowance to assure that realistic costs are taken into
account in calculations in the Pell grant programs. For full-time or part-time stu-
dents, the expense of college is more than just tuition and fees. It potentially in-
cludes child care, housing, food, clothing, and transportation costs. Student aid and
loan requirements must fairly reflect this.

Requiring a dissemination program, implemented by the Secretary of Education,
targeted to nontraditional students and providing information regarding student aid
programs. As early as possible, the Secretary also should provide students with a
pyg-eligibility assessment to let them know of their potential eligibility for financial
ail

NEA believes these adjustments in current law would reflect the current realities
regarding the changing student compositions at our nation’s colleges and universi-
ties and the economic facts of life.

OTHER POLICY AREAS

The changes in our society and economy and the rapid technological advances
taking place in our society demand improvement of postsecondary education oxiggr-
tunities for adults in all stages of life. NEA believes that Title I of the Higher -
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cation Act must be refocused and broadened to provide a more realistic federal re-
sponse to the needs of acult learners. In doing so, the Congress would be taking a
cue from the 1984 Commission on Higher Education and Adult Learners that found
theid “'fostering of learning by adults . . . an immediate and compelling national
n

Federal higher education policy of the last two decades has supported broader
access to higher education through a substantial investment in programs that pro-
vide financial assistance. Also a part of that important policy, however, has been a
Congressional understanding that financial aid alone would not necessarily fully
open the doors of higher education to all who are qualified. So in passing the Higher
Education Act of 1965, Congress also authorized programs to provide information,
counseling, encouragement, and other services to help equalize college opportunities
for the disadvantaged.

The Special Programs for Students from Disadvantaged Programs (TRIQ) and the
High School Equivalency Program and College Assisted Migrant Program (HEP/
CAMP) exist today because of that commitment. The Congress created these pro-
grams, because low-income and first-generation college youth and adults encounter
characteristic probiems—owing to the lack of support systems to pursue education—
that require response. )

Yet fewer than 10 percent of these students in need receive such services. NEA
believes that the authorization level for these programs must be raised to expand
services to this group of students.

Mr. irman, as you are well aware, the HEP/CAMP program has served a very
vulnerable but often overlooked population of nontraditional students—those whose
families are engaged in migrant and s~ssonal farmwork. It has been invaluable in
providing assistance in reading, writing, study skills, math, communications skills,
and other subjects necessary for success beyond high school and in preparation for
the examination for a certificate of high school equivalency. It has also provided
personal and academic counselling, outreach and recruitment, special admissions
and financial aid, tutorial services, career-oriented work study, and housing support
to these students.

These special programs have delivered their services in increasingly professional
and cost-effective ways. Assessment studies have shown them to be efficient. We be-
lieve they now deserve to be extended and expanded to meet the needs of future
generations of college students.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, as the NEA “Open Letter to America on Schools, Students, and
Tomorrow" points ouf, opportunities for educational growth should continue
throughout life. “People will become students in the formal sense again and again
during their adult lives. Since most adults in the 21st century will change careers
several times, they will return to school to learn new work skills. They will also find
myriad opportunities ia schools to enrich their lives outside of their work.” Oppor-
tunities for lifelong learning must be afforded by the Higher Education Act.

Just as individuals must be given fair and equitable treatment under the Higher
Education Act, so too must two- and four-year postsecondary institutions. For far too
long, community and junior colleges—and the students they serve—have been the
stepchildren of federal education policy and resources.

Mr. Chairman, the use of the term “nontraditional college student” has become a
misnomer. It gives the impression that we are talking of or dealing with a small
group of students outside the mainstream of college life or that we are suggesting
that programs be redesigned for the sake of a few on the fringes of academic life.
That simply is not the case. Those who are considered “nontraditional” today will
surely be the “traditional” students of tomorrow. NEA recommends that we recog-
nize the diversity of individuals who already are present within our postsecondary
institutions, the societal patterns and dynamics which send them there, and the eco-
nomic realities which make it imperative for us to rethink and reframe the Higher
Education Act.

This reauthorization process offers us the chance to bring educational oppurtuni-
ties to countless men and women who otherwise might be bypassed by federal edu-
cation policy. We trust that this Subcommittee will continue its long commitment to
equal educational access and open the doors of higher education for all Americans.
We look forward to working with you in this endeavor.

Thank you.
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Mr. Forp. Dr. Harriet Alger. Dean Harriet Alger of the State
University at Cobleskill in New York.

STATEMENT OF HARRIETT ALGER, PH.D.,, DEAN OF EARLY
CHILDHOOD EDUCATION, STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
AT COBLESKILL

Ms. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am testi-
fying today as a member of the executive board and a former chair-
person of the National Coalition for Campus Child Care, an organi-
zation founded in 1976 to help establish and maintain quality child
care services as an integral part of higher education systems.

My personal and professional involvement with campus-related
child care services dates from 1966. I was also a student parent. A
single student parent of three small children, and later had experi-
ences as a child care center director, college faculty member, a col-
lege administrator, and a consultant.

ese experiences have taken place on the campuses of 2-year
and 4-year colleges and universities, private and public, in urban
and rural communities. Despite the diversity of the settings the
provision of child care for student parents has been a common con-
cern.

Members of the coalition believe that campus child care pro-
grams should be available to facilitate the education of student
parents. They also believe that such programs must be safe,
healthy, and developmentally sound educational programs for chil-
dren. We appreciate the opportunity to testify about the impor-
tance of providing direct child support to students through the
Higher Education Act. :

The number of adults in college has steadily increased since the
early 1970’s. Most of the adults who require care for children while
they go to school are women, and a large percentage of these
women are single parents. Helen Blank of the Children’s Defense
{i‘%pd has given you statistics that illustrate the scope of this popu-

ation.

I have worked with comprehensive early childhood programs
which encouraged and assisted parents, mainly mothers, in obtain-
ing more schooling or job training. The most effective routes to pro-
ductive employment for these parents, in my experience, have been
college degree programs. Robert A. Corrigan, Chancellor of the
University of Massachusetts at Boston, has said:

As individuals confront the increasing complexities of American society in the
Eighties, higher education becomes more important than it has been at any other
time in our history. It is no longer “nice to have” a privilege for the privileged, or
“the thing to do” after high school. It is a necessity if one is determined to be a
productive member in f:rny segments of our work force.

I understand that black enrollment in college is declining, along
with other minorities, a tragic situation since the income levels of
these groups is considerably lower than that of whites and unem-
pl(éyment appallingly high.

ome job training programs have prepared people for unskilled
employment that provided only poverty level incomes, continuing
and compounding problems for mothers &nd their children. Some
training has proven to be a dead end with po employment avail-
able when finished, a serious blow to motivation.
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In contrast, the women who were able to attend college programs
were much more successful in raising the standard of living for
their families and in building a positive attitude about themselves
and their potential.

Soine women enrolled in college because they did not have the
education needed to find and keep employment. Many have been
widowed, separated or divorced. Some worked to €nable their hus-
bands to get college degrees and then enrolled in college them-
selves. Other women are in school because of the recognition in our
society today that they may some day be widowed or divorced, that
women have a right to career choices, that it is often necessary to
have two incomes in today’s economy in order to afford the basic
needs of a family: housing, food, clothing, medical assistance and
education.

In each of these situations, the women involved are able to con-
tribute more to society as a result of their education. This is par-
ticularly true of single women who are heads of households because
.7 the high incidence of poverty among this group. Statistics show
that women still earn considerably less than men. Access to educa-
tion at the college level can make a difference. Women seeking to
enroll in college have continually told us that a major problem for
them was finding available, affordable quality child care.

The fundamental problem in dl-)l;oviding good child care is the
lack of a sufficient, reliable funding base. Most parents, and cer-
tainly most student parents, cannot afford the full cost of good
care. All of us begin paying for our children’s public school educa-
tion before we have children and continue to support it after our
children are out of school. We also help to support education
whether we have children or not because an educated citizenry is
important to our society. We need to recognize that the first 5
years of children’s lives are as important as the school years, if not
more so, and that society cannot make a better investment in the
future than to ensure that all young children have the care th:fr
ileed to develop; socially, emotionally, physically, and intellectual-
y.
Longevity studies have shown that children who attend good pre-
school programs are less likely to require expensive remedial serv-
ices later in public school, are less apt to drop out of school, and
are less often involved in vandalism and juvenile crime. Cost to so-
ciety for these children has been oneseventh of the costs that
result from poor preschool experiences. Good child care is sure to
be cost effective and poor child care expensive over the total life
span of the children involved.

Cuts in title XX funds for child care have seriously and adversely
affected parents’ ability to get child-care subsidies and have jeop-
ardized the support for sliding fee scales in good child-care pro-
grams. :

Cuts in work study programs have made it more difficult to stu-
dents to earn income to support their education. These cuts have
also meant that less work study students were available to work in
child care centers, making it more difficult for centers to provide a
low adult-child ratio. The number of children cared for by each
adult and the number of children in each group in a center are im-
portant factors in the quality of care.
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Another basic problem in the provision of good child care is the
lack of general understanding of what the needs of young children
are, why it is important to meet those needs in the early formative
years of life, and how those needs are best met.

There is a myth that anyone can take care of very young chil-
dren in child care settings because anyone can be a parent. This
makes no more sense than saying that anyone who cooks is sure to
be a good cook and capable of running a restaurant.

Taking care of young children is challenging, as any parent can
testify. Taking care of young children in groups requires training
and skill. If parents neglect children, they generally only affect
their own. If child-care staff are neglectful or incapable, they may
affect the welfare and the future of hundreds of children.

Most child neglect, whether it takes place in children’s own
homes, in family day care homes or in day-care centers, occurs be-
cause the adults in charge do not know what children’s develop-
mental needs are, how to guide and support normal development so
that problems can be prevented, how to identify and alleviate prob-
lems that do develop without becoming angry and frustrated.
Trained care givers do not have to use harsh punitive methods to
“handle” children. ,

Lack of appropriate experiences in the first 5 years of life can
lead to serious emotional and intellectual handicaps. Whether
cared for by parents, relatives, babysitters, family day-care provid-
ers or teachers in centers, children’s needs are the same: A safe
and healthy environment, affection, and warm stable relationships,
good nutrition, responsive adults to talk to and listen to so that
communication skills develop, varied and stimulating materials
3}111& experiences to promote understanding of the world around

em. ‘

If we want the adults who care for children to enjoy them and to
nurture children’s growth, we must make sure that they are not
continually overtired, overburdened, underpaid and stressed.

Low salaries and lack of fringe benefits in the child care field
make it difficult to hire and to keep well-trained staff. Inadequate
funding often makes it impossible to hire enough staff. I have at-
tached to this testimony a statement about the harsh realities of
Jgi)s in the child-care field made by the Ohio Association for the

ucation of Young Children in 1982. Since most staff employed in
child care centers are women, this is another example of the in-
equil?:’ of pay and benefits in fields that are considered ‘‘women’s
work. . :

The turnover rate of care givers, both in family day-care homes
and in centers, is high because of long working hours, poor working
conditions, limited support systems, and low pay. This turnover re-
sults in lack of a secure and stable environment for children who
need to be with familiar, caring adults. ,

Funders of child-care programs have sometimes said we cannot
afford quality care and will have to settle for custodial care. It is
important to know that ‘quality care is like quality nutrition, any-
thing less has the potential for serious harm to children.- We now
have a solid research basis for stating in the strongest terms that
custodial care is not only insufficient, it is damaging. :

51-212 0 - 86 - 2
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The bill under consideration, H.R. 2111, can, if passed, make a
significant contribution to the solution of some of the problems as-
sociated with trying to provide good care for the children of college
students.

It is important that the subsidies provided for child-care services
be sufficient to meet the costs of quality care. No matter how good
the cause for adults, children have rights and must be protected.
Any care given must be developmentally sound.

Adequate subeidies will also support gocd child-care programs on
or near college campuses and help to establish better salaries,
fringe benefits and working conditions for the staff of those cen-
ters. All of these improvements will directly affect the quality of
care to children.

A work experience program which allows centers to hire stu-
dents as part-time care givers has two main benefits: It will provide
both practical experience and income for students, and will help
centers keep a low adult~child ratio, giving children more individ-
ual attention and easing the burden on regular staff,

The provision of good care for children is a family issue, a chil-
dren’s 1ssue, a women’s issue, and should be a national priority. I
urge you to support this bill.

Mr. Forp. Thank you. ‘

[The prepared statement of Harriet A. Alger follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF THE NATIONAL CoALrTioN ¥Or CaMPUs CHiLp CARE, Pre-
SENTED BY HaARRIET A, ALGER, Pu.D., DEAN, EArLY CHiLDHOOD DIVISION, STATE
UNIvERsITY OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I am Harriet Alger, Dean of Early
Childhood Education at the State University of New York, College at Cobleskill. 1
am testifying ag a member of the Executive Board and a former Chairperson of the
National Coalition for Campus Child Care, an organization founded in 1976 to help
establish and maintain quality child care sei ices as an integral part of higher edu-
cation systems. : . ) i

rsonal and professional involvement with campus related child care services
dates from 1966, first as a single student-parent of three small children and later as
a child care center director, a college faculty member, a college administrator and a
consultant. These experiences have taken place on the campuses of two year and
four year colleges and universities, private and public, in urban and rural communi-
ties. pite the diversity of the settings, the provision of child care for student-par-
ents has been a common concern, ' . .

Members of the Coalition believe that campus child care programs should be
available to facilitate the education of student-parents. They also believe that such
programs must be safe, healthy and developmentally sound educational programs
for children. We appreciate the opportunity to testify about the importance of pro-
viding direct child support to students through the Higher Education Act.

The number of adults in college has steadily increased since the early 70’s. Most
of the adults who require care for children while they go to school are women and a
large percentage of these women are single parents. Helen Blank of the Children’s
Defense Fund has given you statistics that illustrate the scope of this population.

College programs provide the most effective job training.

I have worked with comprehensive early childhood programs which encouraged
and assisted parents, mainly mothers, in obtaining more schooling or job training.
The most effective routes to productive employment for these parents, in my experi-
ence, have been college degree programs. Robert A. Corrigan, Chancellor of the Uni-
versity of Massachusutts at Boston has said: “As individuals confront the increasing
complexities of American society in the eighties, higher education becomes more im-

ortant than it has been at any other time in our history. It is no longer ‘nice to

ave,’ a privilege for the privi egbeed. or ‘the thing to do’ after high school. It is a
necessity if one is determined to be a productive member in many segments of our
work force.” (Focus on Learning, 1984). I understand that black enroliment in col-
lege is declining, a tragic situation since the income level of blacks as a group is
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goni‘;idlf_rall:ly lower than that of whites and unemployment among blacks is appall-
ingly high. .

Some job training programs have prepared people for unskilled employment that
provided only poverty level incomes, continuing and compounding problems for
mothers and their children. Some training has proven to be a dead end with no em-
ployment available when finished, a serious blow to motivation. In contrast, the
women who were able to attend college programs were much more successful in
raising the standard of living for their families and in building a positive attitude
about themselves and their potential. :

Some women enxolled in college because they did not have the education needed
to find and keep employment. Many have been widowed, separated or divorced.
Some worked to enable their husbands to get college degrees and then enrolled in
college themselves. Other women are in school because of the recognition in our so-
ciety today: —

—that they #; some day be widowed or divorced

—that woyssh 3x¢ve a right to career choices

—that it s oten necessary to have two incomes in today’s economy in order to
afford the basic fieeds of a family: housing, food, clothing, medical care and educa-
tion.

In each of these situations, the women involved are able to contribute more to
society as a resul{ of their education. This is particularly true of single women who
are heads of households because of the high incidence of poverty among this group.
Statistics show that women still earri consideraw less than men. Access to educa-
tion at .the college level can make a difference. Women seeking to enroll in college
have continually told us that a major problem for them was finding available, af-
fordable quality child care.’ .

The fundamental problem in providing good child care is the lack of a sufficient,
reliable funding bsse. .

Most parents, and certainly most student-parents, cannot afford the full cost of .
good care. All of us begin paying for our children’s public school education before
we have children and continue to support it after our children are out of school. We
also help to support education whether we have children or not because an educated
citizenry is important to our society. We need to recognize that the first five years
of children's lives are as important as the school years, if not more so, and that soci-
ety cannot make a bettéy investment in the future than to insure that all young
&l;lilldrer;l lllave the care théy need to develop socially, emotionally, physically and in-

ectually. ‘ - .

Longevity studies have shown that children who attend good preschool programs
are less likely to require expensive remedial services later in public school, are less
apt to drop out of school and are less often involved in vandalism or juvenile crime.
Cost to society for these children has been one seventh of the costs that result from
poor_ preschool experiences. Good child care is sure to be cost effective and poor
child care expensive over the total life span of the children involved.

Cuts in Title XX funds for child care have seriously and adversely affected par-
ents’ ability to get child care subsidies and have jeopardized the support for sliding
fee scales in good child care programs.

Cuts in work study programs have made it more difficult for students to earn
income to support their education. These cuts have also meant that less work study
students were available to work in child care centers, making it more difficult for
centers to provide a low adult-child ratio. The number of children cared for by each
adult and the number of children in each group in a center are important factors in
the quality of care. . ]

Another basic problem in the provision of good child care is the lack of general
understanding of what the needs of young children are, why it is important {o meet
those needs in the early formative years of life and how those needs are best met.

There is 8 myth that anyone can take care of very young children in child care
settings because anyone can be a parent. This makes no more sense than saying
that anyone who cooks is sure to be a good cook and capable of running a restau-
rant. '

Taking care of ycung children is challenging as any parent can testify. Taking
care of young childrin in groups requires training and skill. If parents neglect chil-
dren, they generally only affect their own. If child care staff are neglectful or in-
capable, they may rdfect the welfare and the future of hundreds of children.

Most child neglezt whether it takes place in children’s own homes, in family day
care homes or in day care centers occurs because the adults in charge do not
know:—what children’s developmental needs are; how to guide and su{Jport normal
development so that problems can be prevented; how to identify and alleviate prob-
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lems that do develop. without becoming angry and frustrated. Trained caregivers do
not have to use harsh punitive methods to “handle” children.

Lack of appropriate experiences in the first five years of life can lead to serious
emotional and intellectual handicaps. Whether cared for by parents, relatives, baby-
sitters, family day care providers or teachers in centers, children’s needs are the
same: a safe and healthy environment; affection and warm stable relationships;
good nutrition; responsive adults to talk to and listen to so that communication
gkills develop; and varied and stimulating materials and experiences to promote un-
derstanding of the world around them.

If we want the adults who care for children to enjoy them and to nurture chil-
dren’s growth, we must make sure that they are not continually overtired, overbur-
dened, underpaid and stressed. .o

Low salaries and lack of fringe benefits in the child care field make it difficult to
hire and to keep well trained staff. Inadequate funding often makes it impossible to
hire enough staff. 1 have attached to this testimony a statement about the harsh
realities of jobs in the child care field made by the Ohio Association for the Educa-
tion of Young Children in 1982. Since most staff employed in child care centers are
women, this is another example of the inequity of pay and benefits in fields that are
considered “women’s work.”

The turnover rate of caregivers both in family day care homes and in centers is
high because of long working hours, poor working conditions, limited support sys-
tems and low . This turnover results in lack of a secure and stable environment
for children who need to be with familiar, caring adults,

Funders of child care progeéams have sometimes said that we cannot afford “qual-
ity” child cpre and will havs to settle for custodial care. It is important to know
that quality care is like quality nutrition, anything less has the potential for serious
harm to children. We now have a solid research basis for stating in the strongest
terms that custodial cire (routine physical care only) is not only insufficient, it is

amaging,

The bifl under consideration, H.R. 2111, can, if passed, make a significant contri-
bution to the solution of some of the problems associated with trying to provide good
care for the children of college students.

It is important that subsidies provided for child care services, be sufficient to meet
the costs of quality care. No matter how good the cause for adults, children have
rights and must be protected. Any care given must be developmentally sound.

Adequate subsidies will also support good child care rograms on or near college
campuses and help ti establish better salaries, fringe benefits and working condi-
tions for the staff of those centers. All of these improvements will directly affect the
quality of the care given to children. - -

A work experience program which allows centers to hire students as part-time
caregivers has two main benefits: It will provide both practical experience and
income for students and will help centers keep a low adult-child ratioéa%ving chil-
dren more individual attention and easing the burden on regular paid staff.

The provision of good care for children is a family issue, a children’s issue, a
women's igsue and should be a national priority. I urge you to support this bill.

STATEMENT TO NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE EDUCATION oF YoUNG CHILDREN
CONFERENCE, NoVEMBER 1982

Women’s climb to equality has been made with an inordinate amount of economic
sacrifice by those who have cared for their children while they have pursued jobs
and careers. Indeed, because child caregivers receive such ag_pallingly low galaries
and neither retirement nor health benefits, they are, in effect, subsidizing other
women’s work. We of the Ohio Association for the Education of Young Children feel
it is time for working women, and organizations that support them, to recognize the
value to society of the work of raising the next generation of Americans by working
for more equitable salaries for child caregivers. ’ :

The amazing social changes currently taking place, of which the women’s move-
ment is a vital part, affect young children in important ways. Almost 50% of women
with children under six are now in the workforce, thus increasing dramatically the
demand for child care. We early childhood professionals affirm the National Day
Care Study’s report that “‘caregivers with education and training relevant to ung
children deliver better care.” We also know that our ability to attract and keep
gaaintgd. skilled caregivers depends on our ability to provide adequate salaries and

nefits.

Therefore, we urge NAEYC and its affiliate groups to join together with every va-
riety of women’s organization, from the most national and political—the League of
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Women Voters and NOW—to the most local—religious groups and sorority chap-
ters; from resource organizations like Women Working to local unions, YM and
YWCA's, Junior Leagues, and professional organizations. Only with such strong coa-
litions can we draw attention to the needs of young children and the people who
care for them while their mothers work. |

Our first task will be to inform working women about the harsh realities of jolu
in the child care field. Most working women are unaware of child caregivers’ elysak-
ingly low wages and low status which causc dissatisfaction and attrition. Tha pvai-
age child caregiver receives less than the minimum wage, works and exhausting o
to 10 hours a day, has no substitutes or paid vacations, and no job security or health
or retirement benefits. Clearly, child care needs and deserves more economic and
gocial support to carry out its important task. |

Thus we ask women'’s groups to join with us in our efforts to secure these econom-
ic and social resources, to lobby with us for increased child care funds in federal and
state budgets, for tax policies that induce businesses to support child care, for
income tax credits to families who need child care, and for making child care an
employee benefit.

We also urge NAEYC and affiliate groups to work with women’s organizations to
establish the legal precedent that child caregivers should receive equal pay for work
th%y do that is comparable with that of public school personnel.

. lfg information: Georgianna T. Roberts, 2323 Stillman Road, Cleveland, OH
4118,

Mr. Forp. Kristin Stelck.

STATEMENT OF KRISTIN STELCK, PUBLIC POLICY ASSOCIATE,
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN

Ms. SteELck. Thank you.

Good morning. I am Kristin Stelck. I am a public policy associate
for the American Association of University Women. In the absence
of AAUW’s national president, Mary Purcell, who is enroute to
Nairobi for the “UN: End of the Decade” women’s conference, I
have been asked to present AAUW’s comments on the reauthoriza-
tion of the Higher Education Act of 1965. - . :

I serve as the association’s lobbyist on Capitol Hill, and am co-
chair of the Higher Education Task Force of the National Coalition
of Women and Girls in Education. Before coming to AAUW, I had
the opportunity to serve as a consultant to the National Commis-
sion on Student Financial Assistance: a commission that many
members of the Education and Labor Committee had 2 hand in cre-
ating, and on which Chairman Ford served as an active Commis-
sioner. It is, therefore, a special personal privilege for me to speak
before you today, and share with you research and findings origi-
nating from the National Commission’s work. . . L

AAUW has been requested to present to this committee an over-
view on the status of women in postsecondary education, and to
share with you information on women and student financial assist-
ance. We are honored to do so. s .

The AAUW is one of the oldest and largest women’s organiza-
tions in America. Organized in 1881, AAUW was founded on princi-
ples of securing and promoting educational opportunities for
women. Our mission statement, after a 100-year history of involve-
ment in educational equity, reads: “AAUW promotes equity for
women, education and self-development over the life span, and
positive societal change.” :

The AAUW is organized at the national, State division and
branch levels, with over 193,000 members, nearly 2,000 branches in
51 divisions. Through study group topics and action agendas,
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AAUW members have consistently shown a strong interest in edu-
cational equity concerns.

In 1985, the AAUW Educational Foundation was created to pro-
mote and administer fellowships, grants and award programs for
women students. The educational foundation has pioneered the ad-
vancement of women'’s studies beyond the baccalaureate level. The
foundation is funded primarily by our member’s contributions.

- The American Fellowship Program awards American women of

scholarly excellence or ﬁrom’ise of distinction fellowships in their

final year of professional study at the dissertation or the postdoc-

torate level. In 1917, the AAUW Foundation created the Interna-

tional Fellowship Program to extend support to qualified women

gbroad desirous of undertaking advanced study in the United
tates.

AAUW has. distinguished itself as an association committed to
both securing the legal rights to equal educational opportunity, and
the education foundation has provided the means for women to
take full advantage of these opportunities. Qur 100-year endeavor
has proven that equal financial assistance is an absolute necessary
precursor for equal participation at all levels of postsecondary edu-
cation for women. - : '

But our commitment and our resources are not enough. In 1982-
83, the AAUW Education Foundation received over 612 applica-
tions to fill 71 fellowships for the international program and over
1,160 applications competed for the 140 awards in the American
Fellowship Program. Clearly, more and more women are seeking a
college education as a means for enhancing their economic securi-
ty. But the educational route to the American dream of opportuni-
ty has a very high price tag. Women are becoming increasingly de-
pendent on outside financial assistance to help finance their educa-
tion. ’ '

We believe it is the proper role of the Federal Government to
assist these women through student financial aid programs. It is
not enough for the Federal Government to provide money, though;
it is equally important that aid programs and policies make funds
available to women in the same degree and under identical condi-
tions as for men; that institutions distribute public funds in a truly
equitable basis, and that aid programs reflect the changing socio-
economic and enrollment patterns of nontraditional students.

Equitable treatment of women in student assistance programs
has become a priority issue for AAUW. Recent studies indicate
that there exists both quantitative and qualitative disparities in
student aid awards to female and male students. Furthermore, Fed-
eral student aid policies may in and of themselves, create barriers
to full participation for women. ' |

Although it is unlikely that aid policies were intended to dis-
criminate against women, it appears that women’s socioeconomic
circumstances and enrollment patterns—circumstances and pat-
terns that different greatly from male students—were not fully un-
derstood or accounted for. We urge a review of these policies. We
have submitted suggested amendments to address some of these
problems. . ' :

In order to fully understand our proposed amendments, it is im-
portant to provide background as to who are today’s women stu-
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dents, how they differ from male students, why student aid is im-
portant to women, and how apparently equitable policies can dis-
proportionately limit a woman’s educational opportunity. The
AAUW rolicy brief entitled “Women and Student Financial Assist-
ance,” which you have attached to your testimony, seeks to provide
a context for these questions and act as a catalyst for a debate on
inequity in student aid.

An overview of the status of women and postsecondary education
provides both good news and bad news. The good news is the tre-
mendous growth of women in all areas of postsecondary education.
Changes in legal and social attitudes in the past decade have accel-
erated this participation: most notable is title IX.

Today, over half of the 12.4 million postsecondary education stu-
dents in the United States are women. Women constitute over
half—more than half of the undergraduates, half of our graduate
students, and almost a third of the doctoral students. Women are
the largest and fastest growing segment of adult learners reenter-
ing higher education.

1t is also important to note that two out of three college students
over the age of 34 are women, and 80 percent of these “older” stu-
dents are attending part time. But levels of participation of minori-
ty women is still unacceptably low. In 1976, Filipino-American
women had the highest proportion completing college at 51 per-
cent, but black women were only 11 percent, Mexican-American
women at 5 percent and native American and Alaskan Natives at 4
percent.

Labor force participation rates are positively related to earnings
and to education rates for minority women; therefore, the higher
the level of education, the higher the work rate and, conversely,
the lower average years of schooling, the lower the work rate.

In the past decade, women have made impressive gains in the
numbers earning degrees in male-dominated fields, but most de-
grees earned by women continue to be concentrated in the lower
status, lower salaried areas. The single most popular degree for
women at all levels continues to be education.

Areas which continue to concern researchers :n =ducation are
the negative educational environment or the “chilly campus cli-
mate” for women, the lack of confidence of women about their
preparation for graduate school, and the decline in academic and
career aspirations experienced by many women during their col-
lege years.

Of greatest concern is the 1974 Grove City v. Bell Supreme Court
decision that seriously eroded campuswide coverage and scope of
title IX and threatens the future of educational equity for women,
minorities, the aged and the disabled. The AAUW strongly sup-
ports the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1985 as a means to rein-
state title IX.

The profile of women students differs from that of male students.
The key causes of these differences are women’s greater child care
and dependent care responsibilities and their lesser financial re-
sources.

Women earn approximately 60 percent of what men earn. Two
out of three adults in poverty are women, and female-headed fami-
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lies have a poverty rate four times greater than that of other fami-
lies with children.

More women, than men ¢come from low-income families. In 1984,
31 percent of freshman women, compared to 26 percent of fresh-
man men, came from families with incomes of less than $20,000.

There is evidence also that freshman women students are twice
as likely as freshman mer: .+ be self-supporting. In a 1979-80 study,
66 percent of freshrizi s« 7=en, but only 34 percent of freshman
men were classified as z: - supporting or indepeandent students.
This is a critical differens:= between men and women, as self-sup-
porting students must cover far more of their ceilege costs.

Women are much more likely than men %o %ear child ars other
dependent care responsibilities. The over 6.2 million families
headed by women in 1984—double the numbes in 1970—accounted
for one-fifth of all the families with children that year, up from
one-tenth in 1970. Women are more likely to postpone or interrupt
their educations, due perhaps to their lesser financial resources,
greater reliance on self-support, and responsibilities for dependent
care. Women make up two-thirds of the 1.5 million students over
the age of 34. Women reentering college in adulthood are even
more likely to have low incomes and need financial help to contin-
ue their edt-ation.

Similarly, .7omen are more likely than men to be part-time stu-
dents. Among undergraduates, women and men are about equally
likely to be part time, but women graduate students are more
likely than men to be yart time.

Women are not represented with men in different fields of study
and in different types of postsecondary institutions. Women stu-
dents are less likesy to attend graduate school, and are more likely
to attend community colleges and vocational training programs.

Why should women care about student aid? Well, women should
care about student aid hecause it can mean the difference, obvious-
ly, between getting a college education and not getting one; and a
zollege education can mean the difference between getting a good
jol%’,vjust getting by, and being poor.

e strongly believe that the degree to which student aid pro-
grars are responsive to the particular needs of women students
can directly affect their and their familics’ future security. During
the 197¢’s, women who had 4 years of college education earned 2
percent more than women with high school djfglomas.

More women than men are renorting that financial aid is impor-
tant in making their college cnoices, and more women than men
report that financing their education was a major concern.

All the figures on women and student aid are not in yet; howev-
er, it appears that women sometimes receive less financial aid be-
cause student &aid programs have been designed with the tradition-
al student in mind, and >vomen are more likely than men to be
nontraditional etudents. Wecmen students are more likely to attend
part time, be self-supporting. and have to postpone or interrupt
their educations. In somie cases, because of women’s lower incomes
and higher child-care expenses, their resources are fewer and their
costs greater than men’s.

Many women who might qualify for student aid never apply be-
cause thev don't realize they are eligible for it. Most information
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about student aid is distributed by and in high schools. Women,
who are more likely than men to reenter college after the age of
92 are less likely to have access to information about their college
and career options.

Single mothers and displaced homemakers have reported the
lack of information about educational services and student aid pro-
grams has been a major obstacle to their exploration of educational
opportunities.

Overall, the student aid situation for women is mixed. On the
one hand, more women than men receive student aid. But on the
other hand, women students’ awards are often smaller. Among self-
supporting students at public colleges in 1981-82, women students
received smaller grants than men and had a smaller proportion of
their college costs covered by grants. ;

Women appear to receive less aid through loans than men at
both private and public colleges. Low-income women are less likely
than low-income men to receive guaranteed student loans. Women
graduate students receive less student aid than men do, and have a
greater reliance on self-support. Further, women in graduate school
are more likely to hold teaching assistantships rather than re-
search assistantships that provide greater opportunities for profes-
sional advancement.

Women are more likely than men to be part-time students, who
are excluded from receiving certain types of aid and are sometimes
charged higher rates of tuition and minimum per semester fees.

Perhaps the greatest problem for women reentering college is
covering child-care costs. Current Federal aid policies and regula-
tions allow campus aid officers to ignore child care costs in calcu-
lating student needs, a factor that affects primarily women.

Women students, especially those who are older than the typical
18- to 22-year-old student, report that child care is vital to th
their education and to their employment.

Low-income women have the most difficult time meeting child
care costs.

Only 2 percent of women receiving assistance through the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children [AFDC] Program were in school
in 1983. These women are often penalized financially if they enroll
in college, because student financial aid is frequentl counted as
income and may make them ineligible for continue subsistence
income, medical, and nutritional assistance. Conflictin, provisions,
regulations, and interpretations of Federal student aid and AFDC
laws make college attendance almost impossible for these low-
income women. This is counterproductive in the long run, since
higher education is generally the most dependable road to econom-
ic security and financial independence.

As previously mentioned, it is unlikely that student aid policies
were intended to discriminate against worzen students. But during
this reauthorization process, AAUW urges your review of the poli-
cies and hopes that members concerned as we are with educational
equality will take this opportunity to establish policies and pro-
grams that will meet the needs of women students.

Thank you.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Kristin Stelck follows:]
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PrEPARED STATEMENT OF KRISTIN STELCK, PUBLIC POLICY ASSOCIATE, AMERICAN
AssoCIATION OF UNIvERrsiTy WOMEN

Good morning, I am Kristin Stelck. I am a public policy associate for the Ameri-
can Association of University Women. In the absence of AAUW'’s national presi-
dent, Mary Purcell, who is on route to Nairobi, Kenya for the “UN: End of the
Dzcade” Women'’s Conference, I have been asked to present AAUW's comments on
the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

I serve as the association’s lobbyist on Capitol Hill and am co-chair of the Higher
Education task force of the National Coalition of Women and Girls in Education.
Before coming to AAUM, I had the opportunity to serve as a consultant to the Na-
tional Commission on Student Financial Assistance: a commission that many mem-
bers of the Education and Labor Committee had a hand in creating, and on which
Chairman Ford served as an active Commissioner. It is therefore a special personal
privilege to speak before you today, and share with you research and findings origi-
nating from the National Commission’s work.

AAUW has been requested to present to this committee an overview on the status
of women in postsecondary education, and share with you information on women
and student financial assistance. We are honored to do so.

The: AAUW is one of the oldest and largest women's organizations in America.
Organized in 1881, AAUW was founded on principles of securing and promoting
educational opportunity for women. Our missioi: statement, after a 100 year history
of involvement in educational equity reads: “AAUW promotes equity for women,
education and self-development over the life span, and positive societal change”.

The AAUW is organized at the national, State division and branch levels, with
over 193,000 members in nearly 2,000 branches in 51 divisions. Through study topics
and action agendas, AAUW members have consistently shown a strong interest in
educational equity concerns.

In 1958, the AAUW Educational Foundation was created to promote and adminis-
ter fellowships, grants and award programs for women students. The educational
foundation has pioneered the advancement of women's study beyond the baccalaure-
ate level. The foundation is funded primarily by our member’s contributions.

The American Fellowship Program awards American women of scholarly excel-
lence or promise of distinction, fellowships in their final year of professional study
at the dissertation or post-doctoral level. :

In 1917, the AA Education Foundation created the International Fellowships
Program to extend support to qualified women from abroad desirous of undertaking
advanced studies in the United States.

AAUW has distinguished itself as an association committed to both securing the
legal right to equal educational opportunity and the education foundation has pro-
vided the means for women to e full advantage of these opportunities. Our 100
year endeavor has proven that equal financial assistarce is an absolute necessary
precursor for equal participation at all levels of postsecondary education for women.

But our committment and resources are not enough. In 1982-83, the AAUW Edu-
cation Foundation received over 612 applications to fill the 71 fellowships of the
international program and 1,160 applications competed for the 140 awards of the
American Fellowship Program. Clearly, more and more women are seeking a college
education a8 a means for enhancing their economic security. But the educational
route to the American dream of opportunity has a high price tag. Women are be-
ggming increasingly dependent on outside financial assistance to help finance their

ucation.

We believe it is the proper role of the Federal Government to assist these women
through federal student assistance programs. :

It is not enough for the Federal Government to provide money. It is equally im-
portant that aid programs and policies make funds available for women students in
the same degree and under identical conditions as for men; that institutions distrib-
ute public funds in a truly equitable basis, and that aid programs reflect the chang-
ing socioeconomic and enrollment patterns of nontraditional students,

Equitable treatment of women in student assistance programs has become a prior-
ity issue for AAUW. Recent studies indicate that there exists both quantitative and
qualitative disparities iri the student aid awarded to female and male students. Fur-
thermore, Federal student aid policies may in and of themselves, create barriers to
full participation by women. Although it is unlikely that aid policies were intended
to discriminate against women, it appears that women’s socioeconomic circum-
stances and enrollment patterns—circumstances and patterns that differ greatly
from men students—were not fully understood and accounted for. We urge a review
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of these policies. We have submitted suggested amendments to address some of
these problems.

In order to fully understand our proposed amendments, it is important to provide
background as to who are today’s women students, how they differ from men stu-
dents, why student aid is important to women, and how apparently equitable poli-
cies can disproporticnately limit a woman's educational opportunity.

The AAUW policy brief entitled, “Women and Student Financial Aid,” which you
have attached to my testimony seeks to provide a context for these questions and
act as a catalyst for debate inequity in student aid.

An overview of the status of women and postsecondary education provides both
good news and bad news. The good news is the tremendous growth of women in all
areas of postsecondary education. Changes in legal and social attitudes in the past
decade have accelerated this participation: most notable is title IX of the 1972
Higher Education Act prohibiting sex discrimination in all federally assisted educa-
tion programs.

Today, over half of the 124 million postsecondary education students in the.
United States are women. Women now constitute over one-half of the undergradu-
ates, one-half of graduate students; and almost one-third of doctoral students.
Women are the largest and fastest growing segment of adult learners re-entering
higher education. It is also important to note that two out of three college students
over the age of 34 are women, and 80 percent of these “older” college students
attend part-time. But levels of participation among minority women is still unac-
ceptably low. In 1976, Filipino-American women had the highest proportion complet-
ing college at 51 percent, but black women were only eleven percent, Mexican-
American women at five percent and native American/Alaskan native at four per-
cent. Labor force participation rates are positivelglrelated to earnings and to educa-
tion rates for minority women; therefore the higher the level of education the
higher the work rate, and conversely the lower average years of schooling—the
lower the work rates. -

In the past decade, woraen have made impressive gains in the numbers earning
degrees in male-dominated fields but, most degrees earned by women continued to
be concentrated in the lower-status, lower-salaried areas. The single most popular
degree for women at all levels continues to be education. .

The news is grim for women faculty members as well, % omen constitute 19 per-
cent of the faculties of public and private universities, #iiere they are 45 percent of
the instructors and 43 percent of the assistants but oniy 17 percent of the associate
professors and 6 percent of the full professors.

Areas which continue to concern researchers of worzen in education are the nega-
tive institutional environment or “chilly campus climate” for women, the lack of
confidence of women about their preparation for graduate school and the decline in
acﬁdemic and career aspirations experienced by many women students during their
college years.

Of greatest concern is the 1974 Grove City v. Bell Supreme Court decision which
seriously eroded the campus-wide scope of title IX and threatens the future of edu-
cational e%uité for women, minorities, the aged and the disabled. AAUW stronf}l{v
supports the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1985 as s means to reinstate title 1X.
The profile of women students differs from that f men students. The key causes of
the differences are women’s greater child arid dependent care responsibilities and
their lesser financial resources.

Women earn approximately 60 percent of what men earn. Two out of every three
adulls in poverty are women, and female-headed iamilies have a poverty rate four
times greater than that of other families with children. .

More women than men students come from low-income families. In 1984, 31 per-
cent of freshman women, compared to 26 percent of freshman men, came from fami-
lies with incomes of less than $20,000 .

There is evidence that freshman women are twice as likely as freshman men to be
self-supporting. In a 1979-80 survey, 66 percent of freshman women, but only 34
percent of freshman men, were classified as self-supporting or “independent” stu-
dents. This is a crucial difference between women and men students, as self-support-
ing students must cover far more of their college costs. .

omen are much more likely than men to bear child and other dependent care
responsibilities. The over 6.2 million families headed by women in 1984-—double the
number in 1970—accounted for one-fifth of all families with children that year, up
from one-tenth in 1970. Women are more likely than men to postpone or interrupt
their zducations, due perhaps to their lesser financial resources, greater reliance on
self-support, and responsibilities for dependent care. Women make up two-thirds of
the 1.5 million students over age 34. Women re-entering college in adulthood are
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even more likely to have low incomes and need financial help to continue their edu-
cations.

Similarly, women are more likely than men to be part-time students. Among un-
dergraduates, women and men are about equally likely to attend part-time, but
women graduate students are more likely to attend part-time.

Women are not represented equally with men in different fields of study and
types of postsecondary institutions. Women students are less likely to attend gradu-
ate school, and more likely to attend community colleges and vocational training

programs.

Why should women care about financial aid? Women should care about student
financial aid because it can mean the difference between getting a college education
and not getting one—and a college education can mean tie difference between get-
ting a good job, just getting by, and being poor. The degree to which student aid
programs are responsive to the particular needs of women students can directly
affect their and their families’ future security. During the 1970’s, women who had
four years of college education earned 25 percent more than women with high
school diplomas. A woman college graduate earns over $200,000 over ker lifetime
than a woman without a college ﬂee

More women than men report t financial aid is important in making college
choices. In 1984, 22 percent of freshman women, compared to 18 percent of fresh-
man men, reported that the availability of student financial aid was a major reason
for their attending a icular college. Sixteen percent of freshman women, com-
pared to 12 percent of freshman men, indicated that financing their college educa-
tions was of major concern.

All of the figures on women and student financial aid are not yet in. However, it
appears that women sometimes receive_ less financial aid because student aid pro-
grams have been designed with “Traditional” students in mind, and women are
more likely than men to be ‘“nontraditional” students. Women students are more
likely to attend part-time, to be self-supporting, and to have postponed or interrupt-
ed their educations. In some cases, because of women'’s lower incomes and higher
childcare expenses, their resources are fewer and their costs greater than men'’s.

Many women who might qualify for student aid never apply because they do not
realize that they are eligible for it. Most informetion about ctudent aid is distribut-
ed by and in high schools. Women, who are more likely than men to re-enter college
after the age of 22, are less likely to have access to information about their college
and career options. Single mothers and displaced homemakers have reported that
the lack of information about educational gervices and student aid programs has

n a major obstacle to their exploration of educational opportunities.

Overall, the student aid situation for women is mixed. On the one hand, more
women than men receive student aid. On the other hand, women students’ awards
are often smaller. Among self—supporﬁni:‘;‘.udents at public colleges in 1981 82,
women students received smaller grants t men students and had a smaller pro-
portion of tneir college costs covered by grants. .

Women receive less aid through loans than men at both private and public col-
leges. In 1981-82, for example, loans covered an average of 18 percent of women stu-
dents’ costs, but 21 percent of comparable men students’ costs, at public institutions.

Low income women are less likely than low income men to receive guaran
student loans. Four percent of low income women, compared to 10 percent of low
income men, receivecﬁ}uaranteed Student Loans in 1980-81.

Women graduate students receive less student aid than do men, and have a great-
er reliance on self-support. Further, women in graduate school are more likely to
hold teaching assistantships rather than the research assistantships that provide
greater opportunities for professional advancement.

Women are more likely than men to be part-time students, who are excluded from
receiving certain types of aid and are sometimes charged higher rates of tuition and
minimum per-semester fees.

Perhaps the biggest problem for women re-entering college is covering their child-
care costs. Current fcderal student aid regulations allow campus student aid officers
to ignore childcare costs in calculating student need—a factor that affects primarily
women.

Women students, especially those who are older than the typical 18- to 22-year-old
student, report that child care is vital to both their education and their employ-
ment.

Low income women have the most difficulty meeting child care costs. close to half
of the colleg;a administrators surveyed in a 1984 study said that locating and paying
for adequate child care was a “serious” to “very serious” problem for very low
income students.
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Only 2 percent of the women receiving assistance through the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) program were in school in 1983. These women are
often penalized financially if the enroll in college, because student financial aid is
frequently counted as “income” and may make them ineligible for continued sub-
sistence income, medical, and nutritional assistance. Conflicting provisions, regula-
tions, and interpretations of Federal student aid and AFDC Laws make college at-
tendance almost impossible for these low income women. This is counter-productive
in the long run, since higher education is generally the most dependable road to
economic security and financial independence.

As previously mentioned, it is unlikely that student aid policies were intended to
discriminate against women students. During thia reauthorization process, AAUW
urges your review of policies and hopes that members concerned, as we are with
educational equity will take this opportunity to establish policies and programs that
will meet the needs of women students.

Thank you.
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Who Are Today's Women Students?
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I y in the last decade.
Tidrtyfive percent of women aged 1810 21
wereincollere in 1983, up from 24 percent
n 1973,

The profile of women students differs
from that of men students, The key causes
of the differences are women's greater child
and dependent care responsibilitics and
Aacir Jesser financial resources.
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(see Clun 2).
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supponting students must cover far more of
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to bear child and other dependent care
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families headed by wumen in 1984 —double
the number in 1970—accounted fur one-
fifth of all families with children that ear,
up from one-tenth in 1970,

Tanya, aged 37, applied to lau
school after sbe graduated from
college in 1970, bust was not admitted
hecatise of admisstons quotas on
uomen—quotas that woudd be
illegal today. Nou, after working as
aparalegal for ten years, sbe uants
10 puarsie ber dream 10 become a
lauyer. Sbe bas been accepted by ber
siate university and by a prestigiots
bt more expensive private law school.
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Why Should Women Care About”
Financial Aid?
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age 34 (we Chant 1), Women reeniering
cullege in adulthood are even more likely
o hrve low incomes and need financial help
10 continue their educations.

Simitarty, women are moce likely nun

uben she graduated from college
and married Jim. She worked to pus
Jim tbrough law school and now, as
a 36-year-old motber of two, she
wanis to enroll part-time in a master
of business administration program.
Hr-'(‘amlly and uork responsibilitics

Nec part-time enroll

men 10 be par
Rraduates, sumen and men are about
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Chart 4).
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year cullege —is une of the mont expensive

purchaves many Amerians ever make, In

1984-85, the average yeardy cost of tuition,
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was over $3,000 at public colleges and over
$7,500 at private colleges.

‘These high price tags force approximately
51 percent of today’s college students to
rely, at Jeast in part, on some sort of student
ald. Today, 63 percent of students at private
cullegesand 31 percent uf students at public
culleges receive some form of student aid,

Further, rising educational costs have
made student aid important for middic-
income as well as low-income students,
High school graduates of the class of 1962
with family incomes from $12,000 % $25,000
rrpuned a grux trlhnce on ’iludem adw
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Do Women Get Their Fair Share of
Student Financial Ald?

All of the figures on women and student
Anancial aid are vt yet in. Howewer, it
appears that women sometimes receive less
Anancial aid because sudent ald programs
have been devigned with “traditional” stu-
dents in mind, and women are more likely
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Overall, the student aid sitwation for
womien is mixed. On the one handt, more
women than men receive student aid (see
Chant 7). On the other hand, women stu-
dents’ awards arc often smalier.
self-supporting students at puhlic colleges in
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Women receive less ald through loans
than men at both private and public colleges.
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Low-income women are less likely than
low-income men 10 receive Guaranteed
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lifetime than a woman with simply a high
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Mary, a recently divorced motber of
three, plans to enroll in a botel

part-time students, who are exclud
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times charged higher rates of tition and
minimum persemester fees. Eligibility for
Pell Grants, Guaranteed Student Loans, and
National Direa Student Lians is restricted to
students antending az least half-time (six
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RorkStudy and Supplemental Educational
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re-entering college s covering their child-
care costs. Current federal student aid regu-
lations allow campus studens aid officers w©
ignure child-care costs In calculaing student
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program a the college
in ber bometoun. She nou' eamns
$9,800 as a secretary and needs a
college degree so that she can
improve ber job prospects and earn
more moncy, Her college expenses
will include child-care costs for ber
three young children.
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their education and their empkam Ina
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found that over one-fifth of its women su-
dents would seck more employment or
education if child care were available.

Low income women luve the mod didficutey:
aklvungduldumum Close to halfofthe
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Federal Student Aid Programs

Federal sudent aid poigramis help students
et therr college coms through direct
Arants, subsidized laans, and wurk-study

Re Y 1964 sty
sand thar locanng and paying fie adequate
child care was a “serion” to “very serious”
problem for very low-Income students.

Beth, a single parent, became
prognant inberjunior year in bigh
school and dropped out wher ber
baby uas bom. Now, three years
later, she bas earned ber General
Equiralency Diploma and wants to
take specialized courses at the
local commuanity college so that she
can get a job and get off of AFDC
(Aid to Families with Dependent |
Children).
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Mr. Forp. Mr. Williams.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Dean Alger, you mentioned during your testimony
that you had made available fo us research information concerning
the harm done by less than quality child care—am I saying that
correctly? ,

At this hearing can you share additional information with us re-
garding those findings?

Ms. ALGER. Yes. I am sorry I didn’t submit some of this in writ-
ing, although we have about 50 years of it now, so it is hard to
know where to start.

The early environmental studies were done by J. McVicker Hunt
and Benjamin Bloom; those are the classic ones. Some of the con-
cern for children in instituticns was emphasized by studies by
Samuel Kirk, also in the early thirties. One of the reasons that you
find that children are not placed in orphanages any more but
placed in foster care is because of the damage that occurred to chil-
dren, sometimes permanent retardation, when they were in group-
care settings and did not get enough individual attention.

I understand that the cue to all of this is enough individual at-
tention, so that hospitals now have also modified their policies and
they have more responsive training for nurses and for hospital per-
sonnel, they have added child life workers, they allow parents
much more access to children in hospitals—in other words, the af-
fection, the attention, the individual care, and also the individual
interaction with adults is important to young children, and we
have recognized that in other institutional care. Unfortunately, the
funding base for child care often does not allow for such individual
attention. : L _

Some of the later studies, some of the good day-care studies, for
instance, by Betty Caldwell; by Jerome Kagan, by Rishuto, people
at Cornell—there are just a number of them; I will be glad to list
them and to give the dates and to submit them to the committee—
that have shown that good child care not only does not do any
harm, it actually has some benefits to children and does not
damage the child’s attachment to parents.

Mr. WiLLiAMS. But as I understand your testimony, it was that
you had findings that demonstrated that less than quality child
care actually damaged the child. ‘

Ms. ALGER. Yes. :

Helen, do you want to try that?

Ms. BLaNK. There have been some—dJay Belsky has compiled
them at Pennsylvania State—that have showed that low quality
child care may affect an infant’s ability to attach to his mother,
and may affect in infant boys their socialization. They may find it
hard to establish attachments to other people other than their
mothers.

They are very preliminary studies, but they deal with low qual-
ity child care, and that is why we feel it is so important to enable
parents to access good supportive child care arrangements because
the other body of research shows that quality child care, the stud-
ies that have been done around Head Start—— '

Mr. WiLLiaMs. Well, let me move on because of limited time if I
may. I would appreciate it if either or both of you would share with
ifie sone of those findings.
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Ms. ALGER. There are also some studies on aggression for day
care.

Mr. WiLLiams. Fine.

Ms. Stelck, one of the concerns I have in the reauthorization of
the act is in how we reauthorize and make available to people, par-
ticularly women in this new student body we are talking about,
loans. I am informed that we currently have a situation in America
of an indebtedness to students of $35 billion—with a ‘“b”—$35 bil-
lion owed to the public because of student loans. We have created
an enormous pool of indebtedness, some of it among people who are
almost unable, almost completely unable to pay back the public.

It seems to me that if we are not careful in offering the continu-
ation of such loans we are going to end up providing those loans to
single-parent women who are going to be coming to college in ever-
increasing numbers, and upon graduation from college, through no
fault of this legislation, those people tragically are not going to be
able to get high paying jobs. - : .

We hope to change that—and I know you are all working at it at
least as hard as we are—before this century is out. But nonethe-
less, that is the fact. So the result is obvious. In this legislation we
make it easier for single-parent women and other nontraditional
students to get.loans, we are further strapping with tremendous in-
debtedness an entire group of people with less ability to pay back
than others of their peers. =~ - . ' B ‘

What does AAUW think about that problem? And do you have
any suggestions as to how this committee should deal with it?

Ms. Sterck. Well, I think we share your concern. Women who
are earning 60 percent less, or only 60 percent of what men are
earning. It is interesting that women continue to only make 60
cents to the dollar of men, and yet the repayment schedule for
women is identical as for male students, although women expect to
pay less. That repayment schedule is something I know that you
are reviewing right now. . , - -

1 don’t have any specific recommendations for that other than I
think the one way to get out of that is to look carefully at our -
grant program and expand our grant program rather than our loan
program. One of the problems that we have right now is we are
asking people to pay back a lot of money, and I think we need to
expand the kinds of programs and opportunities available to
women, particularly low income, and loans that don’t need that
kind of repayment. .

I think we would encourage a review of those particular policies.

As I said before, our foundation, which is a separate part of our
association, provides those kinds of fellowships that are not—they
are, in fact, stipends and fellowships. They are not required to he
paid back. And that is the kind of money that women need now.
They need it now, immediately. And certainly the future is not

that bright for women when they are making 60 cents to the dollar

for men once they get out of school. So I would suggest a review of
the repayment schedule and also a serious look at expanding the
opportunities for women in grant programs. :
Mr. Forp. Would the gentleman yield here?
Mr. WiLLiAmMs. Sure.
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Mr. Forp. In your testimony, Ms. Stelck, I think you said that
fewer women than men received grant aid. I don’t know exactly
how you put that. Does that mean in proportion to their numbers,
or just fewer?

Ms. STELCK. Let me find that in my testimony.

The information that we are using here is based on surveys of
student aid recipients in 1981 and 1982. J think that survey was
originally commissioned by the National Commission and spon-
sored, in part, with the State and public institutions. .

I think my statement was that women at that particular time re-
ceived less aid through loans than men at both private and public
colleges. In 1981 and 1982, for example, loans covered an average of
18 percent of women'’s costs but 21 percent of men’s costs at public
institutions. :

Does that address your question? :

Mr. Forp. Well, in the policy brief that you submitted, and it has
been inserted in the record as a part of your prepared testimony,
you have a chart showing student aid recipients, 1981 and 1982,
and then you go down to grants average. You show an average
grant for women of $1,236 and $1,373 for men.

Ms. SteLck. Yes; At public colleges in 1981 and 1982.

Mr. Forp. Did anybody reach any conclusicns about how that
happened? : S )

Ms. SteLck. Well, as I said before, I think people are continuing
to research this problem. There is some speculation that women
are centralized in lower cost institutions; in 2-year institutions, for
example. That is one concern. o ' :

Mr. Forp. Well, the committee is very concerned about the obvi-
ous inequities in the principal grant program, the Pell Program,
and we have spent some time in earlier hearings on that. There is
a desire, if we can find money someplace, to increase them.

But I would like to know if you could help us in researching—
that is one characteristic of the grants that has not been raised
before. There has been a lot of discussion about the arbitrary
breakoff lines of income levels. But what is the characteristic of the
women student population vis-a-vis the men that produces this
result from which you draw a conclusion in your brief that it is be-
cause they are women? What is it in the characteristics of eligibil-
ity and award amounts in the program that produces that kind of
apparent disparity with women? T :

Ms. SteLck. I wish I had all the answers to those questions. We
are continuing to research those issues.: :

Mr. Forn. Would you go behind the chart that you have submit-
ted to us and try to find out why the chart shows this? See, for the
~ purposes of your argument you say that the characteristic that
makes them different is being women. What is it in the way in
which we deal with the grant program that has this discriminatory
effect with respect to women? Is there something in the difference
in the mix of male and female students that is overlooked in the
fine-tuning that has been over the years on the Pell Grant Pro-
gram that could be corrected so that this disparity for whatever
- reason ceases and we continue to talk about people on the basis of
income and other characteristics and not find this result?
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Ms. SteLck. I would say that we stand ready to work with you on
that in finding the answers to that. I think one of the answers that
has been proposed at this point, and I think I should emphasize
again that this research is very new. That the whole area of look-
ing into women and student aid is a very new area, and that re-
search has just begun.

Mr. Forp. But therz is an apparent contradiction in your own
testimony with your statistics in which you say that twice as many
female students as male students will be found in the low-income
groups. The principal grant program is targeted toward low
income, so it should produce, theoretically, exactly the opposite
result. It should produce more money for women t for men if
there are more women in that group.

Ms. SteELcE. But if women are centralized in 2-year, low-cost in-
stitutions and there is a half-cost cap on the total amount of money
that women can receive in lower cost institutions, that may suggest
that women are just receiving less money because they are central-

Mr. Forp. That would explain the difference for all kinds of stu-
dents, male and female. But then you have an additional figure,
proportion of college zosts covered by grants, 20 percent for women
and 23 percent for men. Now, that is a narrower differential than
you had in the size of the grant. What you have said just now
would explain the size of the grant differential. If you had a higher
proportion of them in the lower cost institution, the grant would be
on the basis of cost. But it doesn’t explain the proportional non-
alignment.

Ms. StELCE. I can just say that we agree, and I don’t have all of
the answers for you right now.

Mr. Forp. Well, maybe you can help us find them. Because if
there is something that can be done to correct it, it is obviously not
what was intended.

Ms. Sterck. I think so. I agree, and we stand ready to help you
and assist in that.

Mr. Forp. Linda.

_Ms. TARR-WHELAN. 1 certainly don’t have better data than what
the AAUW has presented, but one of the areas we are concerned
about that we would draw to your attention in this regard is the
part-time question and the large number of institutions that do not
or cannot provide assistance to the same level if they are part-time
students, which I think alsc may deal with the statistics in part, in
addition to the point which you made about the students being in
Jower cost, 2-year colleges to a greater proportion.

Mr. Forp. Do you have anything else, Pat?

Before we go on, I would like to ackriowledge some special visi-
tors that ve have this morning. We have a number of members of
the Philippine Mational Assembly who are attending the hearing.
There are four from the Marcos party, four from the oppuosition,
one mediatory, and one independent. A well balanced delegation.
[Leughter.]

But we would like to acknow]ed%e your presence and welcome
you to our hearing. It is a particularly appropriate morning to visit
with us since we have all these high-powered women asserting
their rights here this morning.
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Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GoopLiNGg. One observation, Mr. Chairman, and ‘then one
question.

I just got back from Japan, and part of our trip dealt with visit-
ing schools and seeing what they are doing in education. I found it
very interesting. Apparently they have a commission going at the
present time, and they are going in the direction we are and we
are going in the direction they are. They are talking about more
flexibility, less pressure and all these kind of things. I told them
the pendulum will come around eventually, as it always does.

But the observation was when we were dealing with their higher
education people I noticed that in their junior colleges 80 percent
of the people are women, 20 percent are men, and I noticed in the
universities and colleges 80 percent of the students are men, and 20
percent are women. And I said, “isn’t there a problem here some-
how?” I was told that no, the women don’t think they need that
additional education because they believe that at age 24 they
should be married and start their family and should not work.

My Japanese is not fluent enough to go out in the community
and find out whether that is what the women believe. That is what
I was told. [Laughter.]

The same was als5 true in the plants. I asked, “Don’t you have
women working in the plants?”’ And they said, “No, they are up in
the offices.” :

I told Congresswoman Johnson and Kaptur really not to get too
upset because 39 years ago I was a member of the occupation forces
in Japan, and women still walked two steps behind the men and
wore the garb of their culture. We Westernized them pretty quick-
ly. So they have made pretty good progress in 39 years; they had 2
long way to go. :

My question is to Dean Alger. Realizing that there is tremendous
competition out there between colleges and umniversities to attract
the best students—in fact, to attract students period—is there a
ove; then, by the colleges and universities also to set up day-care
programis on their own without looking to anybody else te partici-
pate in this program?

Ms. Arger. As I have indicated in my testimony, the cest of pro-
viding quality child care, good child care, which is really only ade-
guate chiild care, is mainly the cost of staffing it. The only way that
ol save money in child care is by having less people on staff, by
aving lless well-trained people on staff. And so for universities and
colleges, it is the same problem that it is—I know at the State Uni-
versity of New York at Cobleskill now I am having the same diffi-
culties of trying to fund a child-care center that I have had on
every other campus and with community centers.

There simply is not a good funding base, and so we end up with
very creative multisource funding packages that change over the
years and occupy a good part of the time of those of us in adminis-
tration trying to put them together and keep them together and
stilldsknowing that they are still terribly insufficient to meet the
needs.

Mr. GoopLING. After all of the bad publicity we have heard about
some day-care centers, how do you determine what is a good and
an adequate day-care center?
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Ms. Arger. I am happy to have a chance to respond again to
something that relates to Mr. Williams’ question. When I was 1re-
ferring to 50 years of research, I was referring to what we know
young children need in the first 5 years. We haven'’t really extrapo-
lated that to child care effectively.

Now, it is interesting to me that we have asked what the Head
Start Program was doing, what good the Head Start Program was
doing, and we have been asking what harm day care does. And yet,
z}ﬁey are often the same children or the same kinds of children in

em. .

Young children do, we know, need certain things and, in the
main, the younger the child, the more individual attention that re-
quires. Physical care, of course, is obvious. But it is less obvious,
perhaps, the amount that younger children need of interaction,
social interaction, the kinds of affectionate relationships, the devel-
opment of language, the development of cognitive and intellectual
abilities—I have been trying not to use technical terms, but we
have a lot of technical terms for these things, too—and that is
where we have the good solid information. It is not yet really ap-
plied well to day care. We need a lot more good information about
specifics as far as day care.

But it doesn’t take much. Some of us had the same kind of gut
reactions to Head Start before we had statistical information. We
knew that Head Start was doing good things for children, but we -
didn’t have the proof. Now we have the proof. And I think we have
the same feelings about child care. That if it is done in the way we
know is developmentsally sound, it is going to enhance children’s
development and it is going to be cos: effective. And if it is not
done so that children’s developmental nieeds are met, we are going
to have problems.

I train people for elemen 'school, also, and did extensively,
when I was at Cleveland State University, as a matter of fact, work
with kindergarten and primary candidates for public school educa-
tion, and I know very well the problems that we pick up in kinder-
garten, primar{l, and elementary school and that go on in the
school career when children do not have the kind of care they need
in the preschool years. Whether that care comes at home or in cen-
ters or in family day-care homes really doesn’t matter. We do know
what young children need, and I have outlined it in my testimony.

Mr. GoopLING. Then your answer to my original question is that
colleg?es and universities do not have the funds to set up the pro-
gram?

Ms. ALGER. As a matter of fact, our funds have just been cut, and
I think, you know, that is common across the country, o that we
are having more difficulty meeting the needs of students than we
had before and more difficulty, naturally, providing some of the
services,

This is almost, ov each one of the campuses with which I have
been associated this has been used as a practicum site for students,
and so we also have an academic need for these programs. But
since public universities are pressed for funds, and colleges are
pressed for funds, and since private universities also have some dif-
ficulties, I expect that they will not be able to pick up even a small
part of this cost.

o7 .
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Mr. GoopLING. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. I would like to observe, Mr. Goodling, that this com-
mittee spent about 3 days with the Secretary of Education and his
people in Japan about 5 years ago. And one of the things that a
female member of the committee picked up rather quickly, when
we looked at the national statistics, was that 5 years ago the num-
bers that you just gave us, the percentages existed. This came to
light in our discussion when they were, literally, boasting about
how during the period of modernization, which is their euphemism
for the period since the war, they had recognized the need to eda-~
cate women because women were not permitted to go on to school
beyond the very lowest level historically.

When the question was asked, vwell, why is it that all the women
are in community colleges, he answered—it was really very practi-
cal—that women are particularly good teachers of small children,
and teachers of small ch:ldren do not need as much education as
teachers of more mature children; and, therefore, we send our
women to community colleges to be the teachers of small children.
é&fter all, it wouldn't be appropriate for men to teach small chil-

ren.

That didn’t go over real well with the women who were in at-
tendance, but it shows you that they have got a real problem. They
have all the terminology. That have a community ccllege system
that looks like ours until you start looking at it. And they have
tried to do everything possible to make it an identical copy of what
somebody tells them American education is, and that bumps right
up against thousands of years of cultural problems and becomes a
cropper by our standards.

If a Secretary of Education in this country had said what that
gentleman said there, you know that it would make Bennett look
like a moderate, thoughtful person.

Mr. GoopLING. They have made some progress. I noticed there
was a first-grade male teacher.

Mr. Forp. First-grade male teacher.

Ms. ALGER. If I may comment, as someone who has trained both
teachers for preschool programs and teacners for elementary
school, I find it more Aiffizult to train the teachers of very young
children and, as a matter of fact, it is more difficult to retrain
teachers who are used to working with older children and have
them work successfully with young children, too.

Mr. Forp. Well, I suspect that the advisers they had who told
them that that is the way we do it in America were telling them
about what some people refer to as the goed old days in education
in Americe. Because as an attorney for a teachers organization,
some locals, and also an attorney for some school hoards, I recall
that in guestions of tenure, for example, it was a common attitude
in the fifties when I wa» doing that, to believe that you held the
teacher of small children to a different standard than 2 high school
teacher. Because it really didn’t mattar what a teacher of small
children did as long as she was present in the clessroom and main-
tained discipline. _

Now, we think we have put that behind us in the last 30 years.
They are just catching up to where we were 30 years ago, and per-
haps people who were there during the occupatien gave them a pic-
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ture of what America was at that time and it is frozen in their
minds.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. Mr. Chairman, I just want to maybe make a general
kind of a comment. In it, it might require some response from the
witnesses. I think we have benefited from excellent and well-pre-
pared testimony, all of which adds up to support for the continu-
ation and the restoration of the kind of programs that have ema-
nated from the Federal Government. The main focus, as I under-
stood it, being on the women and their efforts to achieve and ac-
quire higher education.

But my main thing I guess, the point I want to make is that in
order to do what you have suggested in each of your statements
will require almost a 180-degree turn on the part of some of the
people who are part of this administration and part of the legisla-
tive body of our Government, and to redirect their priorities in the
direction which you suggest. I am all for it and very supportive of
it.

I am particularly concerned about what you said about the de-
cline in enrollment of blacks and other minorities in institutions of
higher learning. Ms. Whelan, I think you mentioned that. The ob-
vious question is why is there such a decline? Part of it is because
of lack of funds, lack of money, lack of support for their children
while they attend school, and inability to get student loans and this
kind of thing.

There is an increase in the dropout rate, even at the elementary
school levels, which indicates for the future the problem is going to
increase rather than decrease. Even at Head Start, when we look
at some of the proposals in that program as we make efforts to
reduce this huge Federal deficit of $200 billion a year plus. Some of
the efforts to recoup money is at the expense of these kinds of pro-
grams,

You mentioned there has been an increase in the number of non-
traditional students, that diverse group of people I guess, beyond
the age of 30 or somewhere thereabouts who are going to school.
On the other hand, I have also been noticing with interest the de-
cline in the number of teachers. The teaching profession is not very
attractive now, most of which is because of the salary level. And I
gee where your institution at its convention just last week directed
its attention towards the efforts to institute some kind of a testing
program to, I guess, produce teachers who are better prepared to
enter the profescion. But. that alone is not going to solve the prob-
lem, as you well know.

I think many of these mothers maybe want to become teachers
and want to prepare themselves to become teachers, but it is going
to require Federal help in order to do it.

I want to wind up by saying I don’t think, while your approach
seems to be that of trying to teach us, at least, here in Congress, of
what the magnitude of the problem is, I don’t think it is a lack of
understanding. My own personal opinion is I think this is by
design, particularly when it comes to the disadvantaged segments
of our society. I don’t think they intend to prepare them to fit into
the society of the future.
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I don’t think it should happen this way. I think your approach of
trying to do something about it is correct. But it is a serious, seri-
ous problem, and I just want to emphasize that. I think you need to
say more of what you have been saying, but I think you ought to
understand the magnitude of what you are trying to do.

You aren’t dealing with people who don’t know what they are
doing. There are expendables in our society, and it is being prede-
termined now—and it is the poor and disadvantaged, many of
whom are black, but there are other minority groups. It depends
upon what your economic status is in the society as to whether or
not you will be able to get a higher education.

This I wanted to make sure; and if you want to make any com-
ments toward my own feelings in respect to this issue, I would be
happy to hear them.

Ms. ALGER. Most of us at this table I think are well aware of the
problem that you have outlined, and have been working for a long,
long time. I think we have decided we have to be long-distance run-
ners and hang in there, and work on the inch that makes the mile,
because it has been a long struggle.

Your comment about the resent climate here in Washington is
apt. It does give us some courage that the Head Start Program has
not been dramatically cut, although it has been whittled away at;
and so our hope is that the same research which supports the Head
Start Program and the same political base which supports the
Head Start Program will allow support for child care by people
who might otherwise not be interested in government expenditures
for human welfare programs.

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. I would just like to add, Mr. Hayes, that I
think this committee as a whole has taken some leadership in this
regard. Certainly the hearings that were held by Chairman Haw-
kins across the country on the fact that education is, in fact, an
investment, a very important investment. And if we look at how
we are going to deal with the deficit problem that is not just this
year’s problem—it is the next generation’s problem as well—that it
is a very important tack.

And a way that 1 believe the Congress has been quite effective in
balancing off shortsighted budget cuts, for example, by the admin-
istration, of looking at our changing work force, is going to require
retraining, continuing education, adults going hack to school; that
it is a cost effective way for the Nation to look at the future. So I
think this committee has taken some extraordinary leadership in
that regard.

Ms. BLANK. Can I ditto that? I mean, the whole committee, in
terms of sticking to its guns and recognizing that an investment
now pays off, has really made a difference and kept up the beacon
by passing H.R. 7 twice, a bill that would provide increased nutri-
tional benefits and restore some of the cuts, by enormous margins
in the House. And yet, trying to pass it again this year, you show
you don’t give up. By moving the school-age bill to the floor, get-
ting that passed unanimously; by passing another modest bill that
helps families find child care by continuing to protect programs
like Head Start, you really have helped to allow all of us on the
outside to continue to say the message is not all wrong and that
prevention does pay off. ‘
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Mr. Hayges. One of you, I forget who, mentioned H.R. 700 and its
importance. But you realize its passage is being threatened now by
an amendment, which I am really opposed to in many respects. But
when it comes to title IX, it is important that we pass this bill.
Anything you can do to help us would be appreciated.

Ms. SteLck. Mr. Hayes, 1 just wanted to echo that aur associa-
tion, AAUW, one of the reasons that we wanted :: 7 . /wvely in-
volved in this process of reauthorization is beczuzc =s wiwe seen
such a retrenchment of women’s rights under the preseni adminis-
tration, and all our areas, econémic and educztion rights. Although
we have been involved with education for a good many years, this
is one of the first formal times that we have been involved in the
reauthorization process, and I think it is because we understand
that there is a sympathetic ear here in this committee and the
‘members are here that can look fairly at these issues and review
them carefully.

Thank you for the opportunity.

Mr. HaYEes. No further questions or comments, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. McKernan.

Mr. McKEr:iaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try not to plow
any ground that has already been plowed here, but I do want to
ask a couple of questions because many of us who have spent some
time talking with people involved in higher education feel that we
really are looking at the beginning of an acceleration of the non-
traditional student. I think it is important that we think about the
ramifications of the policies and the Higher Education Act.

I would like to get your opinions on the issue of grants versus
loans, which we have talked about with other panels. There seems
to be some concern, and you have expressed it here in a different
way than it has been expressed in the past, about women who have
traditionally earned'less in the work force; they are harder hit by
the high loans they have to repay than others. That is a very inter-
esting point.

How would you feel about trying to front-end load our packaging
of student aid to more grants at the beginning and more loans at
the end? Do you think that that would encourage more people to
come forward into higher education? Would it make it easier for
students to make the payments at the end sir:e they have been
able to get more grants up front and, therefore, get their feet
Lméie‘;- them in education? Do you have any comments on that, any-

ody?

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. We don’t have an organizaticnal position: on
that, but one of our concerns and one of our reasons for pushing
grants rather than loans as a priority, as a first priority grants and
then loans, is that the students who are looking at the possibility of
loans and don’t really understand the systemn, dor’t have good in-
formation, don’t have access to good information, really are closed
out altogether. So your proposal has some interest. I would like to
look at it and communicate with you further about it.

Mr. McKerNAN. I would like to just follow up on that. One of the
reasons—at least with the more traditional students, as we think of
them—for going to grants first is that for the most part the higher
default rate in the loans, it is my understanding, is from those stu-
dents who spend a year or two in school and then decide it is not
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for them. They may feel that, since this is not for them, why
should they be repaying the loans they took out to do it. The grants
might give people an opportunity to see whether or not they really
want to incur that indebtedness because they think that the educa-
tion is so important; and also, maybe if they do get in there, they
will get hooked and decide it really is.

Do you find any of that kind of thinking in the more nontradi-
tional type of students?

Ms. TArRrR-WHELAN. Well, the data that we looked at shows an
awful lot of students who start full time and then go part time for
a long time, or drop out and then come back. I haven’t looked at
that against default rates, and I am not sure whether we are talk-
ing about the same body of students or really a different body of
students.

Eut one of our concerns in looking at this is how you define an
independent student because a lot of the folks that we are talking
about that are somewhat cut out of access to the student grants
and loans are students who think of themselves as independent,
who are no longer carried on their parents income tax in a depend-
ent status, but for one reason or another don’t fit into the criteria
now. So I think that one of the things—and particularly the young
mother who is going back to school.

That is one of the areas I would think needs to be tied into this
particular construction. It is not just the question of whether de-
fault rate is among the students who are only in there for a year,
but whether we have opened that gate far enough to allow the
kinds of students that we are talking about in our testimony to
participate.

Mr. McKERNAN. Fine. Go ahead.

Ms. ALcer. We have mentioned that child care is of serious con-
cern for women students, and this is one thing that often isn’t cov-
ered in the traditional course. My assumption is that this would be
direct support as child-care services, and this would not increase
the indebtedness of women students. Is that right?

Mr. McKERNAN. I think that is.

Ms. Arger. It is important. We were talking to a woman in
Idaho who runs a research and referral program. She was talking
about women making $10,000 with three children and incurring
$3,000 just for child-care costs. And if they could provide it directly,
in addition to being able to buy better child care, she wouldn't
have the indebtedness of those child care costs later on, so it ac-
complishes two goals.

Mr. McKeRNAN. Finally, let me ask you another question. It is
moving away from the last comment, but I am very concerned that,
even in the reauthorization, we are not going to have the dollars
needed to fund these grograms at the level we would all like to
fund them at. I think that that is a given. We can debate how short
we are going to end up being but, in fact, we are going to be short.
That is not to say there won’t be more money than there is this
year, but this year we are short as well. :

Assuming that we do have limited resources, is it more impor-
tant to provide a lower interest rate for those students after they

aduate, after a 6-month or 9-month period, to continue to subsi-

ize the interest rate, or would it be better to have more loans
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available from the dollars that are available from the Government
by not subsidizing interest rates afterwards, so that people would
gradually start to pay the unsubsidized rate? For instance, if they
are getting a 3- or 4-percent subsidy when they get out of school,
when they start paying we might say we would subsidize it at 4
percent the first year, 3 percent, 2, 1, so that after 5 years out the
people would be paying a higher interest rate than they pay when
they first get out of school.

It is my understanding that 85 percent of the cost of the Guaran-
teed Student Loan Program is in the outyears, servicing the debt.
If we could somehow cut down on that cost, that, in turn, would
free up more money for reople to get the subsidized loan during
thieir school years.

Is that the kind of policy that you would support, or do you think
that it is important to maintain that subsidy in the outyears while
people are working, even if it means giving fewer loans when
people are in school?

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. Part of my concern is I think a lack of trust.
That if there was a decrease in the amount of subsidy in the out-
years that that would be turned into more loans for more students
as opposed to lower costs for the College Financial Assistance Pro-
gram. If there was a way to draft it so that what you suggest is
what happens, I think it may be one of the tradeoffs we have to
look at in the kind of economic times we are in. Because I think we
need both more loans and we need subsidy, certainly, if you are
going to teach in the United States with an average starting salary
of $13,000 a year. You can’t pay a very high loan rate.

In fact, my current setretary was a high school teacher in Cul-
peper, VA, who came to work as a secretary to pay off her college
loans because she couldn’t pay them off on a teacher’s salary.

So that certainly the subsidy is critically important, but more
lc%?ns are also important. I think we have to look at all those trade-
offs.

Mis. BLANK. Could I speak just to the resource issue and not to
this issue? I think that children need to be someone’s pet project. I
can’t help but—and maybe it is out of turn—refer to the article in
yesterday’s paper on the supplemental appropriation where there
were many millions of dollars being added for many projects, and
the amount for child care in this bill—the authorization level, not
the appropriation level—is $15 million. I think if we examined -
every amount we added to bills in conference or to appropriations
bills on the floor we could well afford to make the investment in
sowiething that we know pays off.

Ms. SteLcK. I think women certainly need subsidized loans, and
it is also clear that women, when they are going on to school, they
are not getting jobs immediately. And when they do get jobs there
is a turnover rate, too. So we are talking about people who get out
of school; start paying their loans off; may find a job, may not; are
still making 60 cents to the dollar that men are, so they are
making less to pay back their loans; and then may change their
job. And we are finding that true of men and women in these eco-
nomic times. Lots of people changing jobs. Lots of people moving

around.
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So I share the concern that the recycling may not, in fact,
happen. That it may get taken away. We don’t have a formal posi-
tion on that, but I would say given what we know about their posi-
tion or economic situation for women right now they critically need
that subsidy once they are out of school to pay back their loans.

Mr. McKernaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Dymally.

Mr. DymaLLY. Pass.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Perkins. »

Mr. PERKINs. I have a ceuple of questions. I believe the lady from
the AAUW was referring to several figures. Specifically, one
caught my interest, and I guess it relates somewhat back to the
chairman’s earlier questioning.

You said that 66 percent of first-year students—I am not sure
the figures are right—66 percent of women first-year students were
self-supporting versus 34 percent of the male students were self-
supporting the first year. Could you break that down, since you
later started talking about 2-year educational facilities and 4-year
educational facilities, or do you have the figures available to show
us exactly what sort of universities these students are attending?

Ms. SteLCK. I don’t have that information right at hand, but I
would be more than happy to try to find that for you. That was
based on a survey, and I think it is an isolated piece of informa-
tion. I think these facts here are based on one survey in 1979-80. I
think the statistics as far as self-sufficiency will vary throughout
the years, but that one was particularly dramatic because it
showed that women were almost twice as likely, as freshmen, to be
self-sufficient.

I don’t have the breakdown for institutions right now, but I
would be happy, if I can find that, to provide it for you.

Mr. PerkiNs. Just for the validity of that, and exactly where that
came from as well. ,

Second, I think the chairman was getting at exactly what I was
interested in. We are listening to a variety of suggestions here, and
you are talking about the graphs of why women are receiving less
than men in terms of the actual grant moneys that are being used
here, 1,300 versus 1,200 and something.

I suppose again my question there is, or I suppose my coment
and/or question, the only thing that I am listening to today that is
talking about trying to address some of the inequities is some sort
of adequate child-care facilities for woinen who are attempting to
enter college and go through the college process. And am I listen-
ing to anything else? Am I missing something today?

Ms. SteLCK. Mr. Perkins, in my testimony today I tried to give
some background in this situation of women. We have also submit-
ted our specific recommendations to try to address some of these
problems that are available to the committee, and they try to ad-
dress different problems in different ways, through amendments.

Mr. Perkins. I noticed you mentioned those amendments. Could
you just briefly outline what those are?

Ms. SreLck. Well, for example, extending the eligibility for part-
time students is one example. Opening up that eligibility. The
other is the issue of child care. Our concern was a little bit differ-
ent than here. That is, in assessing the needs for a student and cal-
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culating their student needs. Child care right now is not required.
It is not explicitly required of student financial aid officers to use
that as a legitimate cost in calculating student need. Many student
aid officers are sympathetic to that and do that automatically. And
in fact, I think the National Association of Student Aid Officers, in
fact, suggest that. But there is nothing explicitly in the law that
requires that, and so I think it is very possible that many financial
officers do not include that. Many women do not know that that
can be calculated in assessing their student need. So we would like
to recommend that that be explicitly put into law to require stu-
dent aid officers to calculate student aid in need assessment.

Commuting cost is another area that we are concerped. Many
people are commuting. We are also_interested in having the Center
for Education Statistics do some additional research on this whole
area of women and student aid. As I said before, we are posing
questions now about—we are asking the same kind of questions:
Why is this? Why are women receiving less? Are there reasons? Is
thcla;-e osomething that we can get to and change through Federal
policy?

Mr. PERKINS. It strikes me that what you are talking about is not
necessarily aid to women, but aid to the nontraditional sort of stu-
dent of whom women happen to comprise a significant number.
And the aid that you are talking about is really directed toward
the area of community education, a 2-year college sort of setting;
increased aid in that area as opposed to the 4-year institution, plus
the child-care component. Is that right? :

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. I would just like to second the fact that our
testimony deals with nontraditional students. Women are one cate-
gory that is certainly under discussion, but we raise a lot of others,
including migrant farm workers. The TRIO Program is also raised
in our testimony. And to the list that was already given I would
certainly add the question of dissemination programs about the
access to education. Certainly a look at the redefinition of the de-
pendent student versus independent student, as well as the kinds
of ideas that were already listed here. : .

So there is I think in the testimony a wide variety of issues that
relate, in addition to child care about which I think we feel univer-
zally strong, in addition to that which relate to nontraditionza! stu-

ents.

Ms. Brank. I came mainly prepared to talk about the child-care
services, but I also want to emphasize the need for support for part-
time students because this also is the same population that often
has to go to school part time.

In terms of child care, I think we have a somewhat different po-
sition than has been described. Rather than have this ag part of
the financial aid package, the coalition would support the direct
child-care subsidies to parents and that would be a grant, in effect,
and it would not be adding to their indebtedness.

Mr. PERKINS. What is the cost factor of direct child-care subsi-
dies, which obviously give greater flexibility to the individual,
versus the child-care Institutions, et cetera?

Ms. Brank. We wouldn’t support eliminating the child care
through student loan and grant. We would support adding another
option.
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Mr. PerkINs. Both? - :

Ms. BLaANK. Both, yes. I would like to just share one statistic with
you that I think supports the self-supporting statistic in AAUW’s
testimony. It was a survey of community college enrollment in the
spring of 1984 in California, and that survey found that four out of
every five students work; three out of every five are self-support-
ing; and then 1 out of every 10 self-supporting students is on public
assistance. I grant that it is only one community college system,
but I think it reaffirms the fact that a large portion of students in
community colleges are independent and self-supporting.

Mr. PERKINS. Thark you. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Bruce.

Mr. Bruck. No questions.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Penny.

Mr. PENNY. No questions.

17+, Forp. To take up where Mr. Perkins left off, the committee
has spent a lot of time on independent students, precipitated in
part by the administration’s proposal in its budget of an arbitrary
22-year age requirement. The response that has come from a
number of organizations, ACE, as an umbrelia over most of the
major higher education groups, and NASFAA representing the stu-
dent aid officers, is a proposal that ¥ would ask four of your groups
to look at and see what you think of it. ,

It says that you apply the present test of being claimed on the
income tax return for people over the sge of 22, and under the age
of 22 you presume that the student is dependent unless they are
the parent of a dependent child. And there are some cther circum-
stances delineated, but that is one specific category.

I would appreciate it very much if you would leok that proposal
over and see how you feel because very clearly it has been high-
lighted as one of the very difficult issues we are going to have to
deaé w%th in the reauthorization is how to define an “independent
student.” -

There is abroad in the land a miscorception, i sz whinion, but I
am sure that most of the Members ¢f Congress dats, 15! re my view
of it, that lurge numbers of people declare themsslsis to be inde-
pendent when indeed they are not so they can rip w03 the system.
And our job is not just to attack the real substantive problems out
there, but the perception of problems which goes to the support for
money for these programs. We would like you to look at that.

Ms. TARR-'WHELAN. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Yes.

Ms. TARR-WHELAN, Our organization strongly supports that defi-
nition and has joined in with those submissions,

Mr. Forp. On ACE? ) :

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Forp. Ms. Blank, very early in your prepared testimony you
start to identify the main emphasis of problems as you see them.
On the very first page, in talking for H.R. 2111, you say that it ad-
dresses two important child-care issues. First, the lack of child sup-
port for mothers enrolled in institutions of higher learning. What
happens 9to your position if we changed the word -“mother” to
“parent”?
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Ms. Brank. It should be parents. What we tend to do is we focus
on mothers because we find that single heads of household who
have this problem are more likely to be women. But it is parents.
It is obviously parents.

Mr. Forp. You see that language is more likely to comesfrom this
all-male committee than from you, and it would be considered a pa-
ternalistic, sexist sort of an approach.

What percentage of the single-parent students are male?

Ms. Brank. I don’t know.

Do any of you know?

I don’t know. But I do apologize because one ¢ the things we are
very concerned about is that many States again to cut corners have
cut child-care support for very low-income, two-parent families who
happen to be working.

Mr. Forp. Let me tell you what kind of problem you are setting
up for us and for yourself. I was here when we wrote title IX, and
there was a strong attempt to exclude athletics from any coverage
by title IX. And the reason for that most frequently given was
what you just said. Well, how many women participated in these
athletic activities we don’t know, but it isn’t very many, so it is not
a problem.

This cor:raittee chose to ignore that and we got ourselves into
several years of very severe difficulties and went through several
Secretaries of HEW trying to find the magic formula for athletics.
And we could have just eliminated all of that if Mr. O'Hara, who
was then chairman, was the kind of male chauvinist pig that his
district thought he was. He said: '

We don’t care how many; if there are any, they have to be treated the same, and

atﬂletics is not going to escape because it has been traditionally a male activity at
colleges.

I wouldn’t want to see us now go back on that and get in the
trap that the only kind of single parent we are concerned about is
a mother because that doesn’t do us any good in the discourse that
will come out of this.

Ms. Brank. We would n4sar want you to do that. And we tend to
speak of single parents aii hers because they frequently are, but
we would definitely wan{ & say parents.

Mr. Forp. One final quesisZe 0 all four of you. It occurs to me as

I look at the lineup that there are 32 members of the Education
and Labor Committee. There are fewer women on the committee
than ever in the 21 years I have been on it. This committee, over
the 21 years I have been on it, has probably dealt directly with
more issues involving women and children than ai:v other single
committee in the House. We have one woman on thLs ~ommittee
now, and she is also on this subcommittee. Some of the real movers
and ehakers in the sixties and into the seventies were the women
on ammittee.
%%-> don’t women coming to Congress now, or who have been
here, s2gk to serve on the committee that deals so frequently with
the very iractical and pragmatic issues that are of importance to
women? Why are committees like Armed Services, Foreign Affairs,
and Banking, and other things so much more attractive?
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And then I will give you one more dimension to it. I am also the
chairman of the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, and we
always have more women trying to get on that committee than we
can accommodate. In the last Congress it was the only committee
ever in the history of the Congress that had three female subcom-
mittee chairmen. It has two in this Congress, and looks like it will
continue apace with that, and they are very strong advocates of
women’s rights with respect to female employees of the Federal -
Government wherever they might be found. They fight the battle
constantly. But none of them have expressed any interest in
coming here. :

Now, Mrs. Burton was on the committee and was taken away
from w5 by the Rules Committee. But here we are reauthorizing
higher education in this Congress and in the next Congress we
have to reauthorize all of the rest of the education programs in ele-
mentary, secondary, vocational education, and we will have only
one woman veteran on the committee for both of these processes.

Somehow you have to get as visible as other special interests who
push very hard on Members of Congress to select where their legis-
lative career is going to be, so that we get the benefit of somebod
who can argue these ¢ases with more credibility than we, individ-
ually, have.

Ms. BLANK. We have to also trust that you can argue these cases
as parents and members of society, and that these aren’t f'ust tradi-
tionally women’s irsues but they are issues that affect all of us. So
we have to put ourselves in your hands I guess.

Mr. Forp. Well, it is pretty hard for me to tell a committee of 23
members with 1 woman on it that we have to put right up on the
front burner the women’s issues because the Members of Congress
;;vhc})1 are women aren’t so deeply concerned about it that they don’t

other. :

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. I think, Mr. Ford, I have probably a three-
part answer. One is that I share your concern, and I also Ms.
Blank’s feeling that perhaps many of the women in Congress feel
that this committee has an enviable record on being concerned
about women’s and children’s issues. :

The three-part answer really is, first of all, I do believe that in
many of the committees that women in Congress are currently sit-
ting on it was extraordinarily rare in the past for them to sit on
them, if not unknown, whether it be Ways and Means, Rules,
Budget, Armed Services, and so forth. There are very few women
in Congress. I would like to—my second point is—see a whole lot.
more women in Congress; 21 of them is not very much. And last, I
think that there is a real concern by a number of women going for
reelection that their constituency as a whole in their district is
very concerned that they are involved in what is still perceived to
be the “nuts and bolts” issues as opposed to “family”’ issues. I
happen to think that is wrong in terms of the way the perception
is, but I do think it makes a very real concern.

I sit on the board of the Women’s Campaign Fund, and one of
the concerns of women in getting reelected who have been elected
to Congress is that they are seen by their district in a wider view. I

* think that the opposite side of that is that in virtually every dis-
trict the majority of voters is actually women, whether it is & man
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in Congress or a woman in Congress. So that these are, indeed, im-
portant issues and I would like to see women more represented on
this committee.

Ms. STELCK. We would also like to see more women represented
on this committee, but we would also like tn scc more women in
Congress in general. I don’t think there iz xnough to go around
right now.

1 don’t think I can add much more to what Linda said. I think
she said it very well. But I guess it is just incumbent on members
of this committee to continue to ask those kinds of questions.

Mr. Forp. Well, several of you have mentioned the changes that
were made. You mentioned specifically title XX got chopped badly
in the 1981 budget, Gramm-Latta. That was the President’s budget.
And in 1984, the women lined up in extraordinary numbers and
voted to reaffirm those policies.

We have to look at the reality of the fact that they rejected our
alternatives and rejected a candidate who not only had an impecca-
ble record, including on the Senate side on title IX, and then did
the unprecedented thing of selecting a woman as a running mate.
The postelection statistics show us that women voted more over-
whelminglg against us this time than they ever have in previous
elections. Since the New Deal women have voted overwhelmingly
for our candidates. This is a reversal of it for the first time.

So somethizz is missing here in trying to tell the Members of
Congress that there are a whole lot of people out there, mere than
half the population, really concerned about these issues. And as
Linda I am sure didn’t intend, she suggests that advocating these
issues isn’t going to get you reelected. That is not a good thing to
tell nervous, young Members.

Ms. TARR-WHELAN. Well, I certainly didn’t mean to say that be-
cause I don’t believe that is true. I believe the Congress has a very
different record than the administration on education issues, for
example, whether i, be for women or across the board, and that the
same statistics of the 1984 e.action show that supporters of educa-
tion came back to Congress in very high numbers.

I think we were dealing with several other phenomena. I hate to
take the time of the committee on a philosophical discussion, but I
do believe that the Congress’ record is different from the adminis-
tration’s record on the kinds of issues that we are discussing today,
and certainly issues that are within the purview of this particular
committee and that standing on those issues is, in fact, a very good
way to approach the public and the constituency back home.

Ms. ALGER. 1 think also thet the Head Start Program has had
strong political support and that the supporters of Head Start have
been returned to Congress.

Mr. Forp. Well, the strongest supporter of title IX on this com-
mittee was claimed by Jerry Falweil as his first successful defeat =%
his primary in the Stat» of Alabama where they spread widely
upon the record his overwhelming iiberai tendencies in protectiry
the rights of women. And Falwell claimed John Bachanan as his
first scalp in that primary election. We still miss John. Not a liber-
al by our standards at sll. Bat because he got so far out on the
limb fighting the battle of title IX and women’s 2quity issues that

6:9:



64

didn’t float in Birmingham, AL, and they capitalized on that to his
detriment.

That is a l2sson to another person coming along in his place to
be careful. We haven’t yet reached the stage that these things that
you are saying here communicate very brcadly beyond the confines
of this room.

Ms. BLank. There was an interesting poll that said that, I think
it was 59 percent of the people—I can’t remember the exact fig-
ures—favored an increase in social spending and less than 30 per-
cent favored an increase in defense spending. That was a poll of a
few weeks ago. Maybe there is a ckisage.

Ms. SteLck. I think it is important, too, particularly in the posi-
tion that I presented here, is that we are not asking for this com-
mittee or the American public to give women special treatment; we
are just asking for this committee to look at policies which may
present barriers to women. I think that is what is important. 1
don’t think anybody here is advocating special or different or
better treatment to nontraditional students, but just equal treat-
ment of nontraditional students. I think that is a position that the
American public generally, and I think overwhelmingly, would sup-
port, and that is one that we would like to advocate.

Mr. Forp. Thank you very much for your assistance to the com-
mittee, and frr your time this morning.

Now, Mr. Dymally and Floretta McKenzie. Is Floretta here yet?
Oh, yes, I see her now. Floretta McKenzie, superintendent of
schools of the District of Columbia.

Mr. DymaLry. Mr. Chairman, thank you. If you don’t mind, I
would like Dr. McKenzie to lead off.

Mr. Forp. That is a pleasure. She is an old friend of this commit-
tee, and a very highly respected professional educator.

Mr. DyMaLLY. Mr. Chairman, I have the privilege of working
with Dr. McKenzie as chairman of the Subcommittee on Education
of the District of Columbia, and I am very pleased that she has
come to support this piece of legislation.

Dr. McKenzie.

STATEMENT OF FLORETTA D. McKENZIE, PH.D., SUPERINTENDENT
OF SCHOOLS, DISTRICT OF COLUNMBIA

Ms. McKEeNziE. Thank you very much, Congressman Dymally.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Postsecond-
ary Education, I appreciate the opportunity to appear today to
speak in *<half of the bill entitled ‘“The University-High School
Partns Bill.” I believe it is a special and unique approach to
addris *%% needs of nontraditional students.

it is & privilege for me to give testimony, not only as an advocate
of this bill, but as a witness to the success of partnerships, as a wit-
ness to the importanca of partnezships for quality education in this
country, and as a witness to the unphications that these programs
have for the economic well-being #f communities that participate,
but imost of all I speak as a witness to the significant difference
that these partnerships have made to the young people of the Die-
trict of Columbia.
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The District school system has initiated public-private partner-
ship programs, and we believe that some of our programs can be a
demonstration for the need for swift passage of a university-high
school partnership bill. Partnerships between the business sector,
universities, colleges, and schools are in their developmental stages
and they need support. And it seems as if, while much is being
written about the business school partnerships, not as much is
being said about partnerships betweer: the universities and schools,
and at that juncture there seems to be much that needs to be done
toheffiect the transition from secondary school to postsecondary
school.

In an effort to improve the secondary programs in the District
we are trying to provide a more reality-based education program
for our students, and it seems as if secondary, or particularly
urban secondary, schools are usually described in terms of high
dropout rates, low retention factors, teenage pregnancy, and other
negative terms. But we are seeking definitely through partnerships
and other creative relationships with the community as a whole to
turn this around. I frequently remind our teachers and principals
that while doctors can bury their mistakes, ours iive on to haunt us
through, not altogether the cost of schools, but crime in the streets,
overcrowded prisons and high percentages i unemployed persons.
And so it is really in our best interests to develop partnerships
trying to enhance our school programs to make for an educated
populace. '

I am proud to report that our initial efforts in public-private
partnerships have been successful. Over the last 4 years we have
piloted about five career focus high school programs, and each pro-
gram is industry specific in growth areas of the economy: Business
and finance, health, hospitality, communications, and preengineer-
ing. And for each one of these programs, we develop a private
sector advisory committee composed of high level executives end
administrators from the business sector, and also from universities.

The committee works with the local school educators to design
and deliver curriculum that focuses on a given career area. And by
doing such we try to provide a connection between the abstract
nature of subject matter and the reality of the work world. A sig-
nificantly high percentage of our students come from poor homes
and they find that the relationship between a private sector,
through the monitoring, through the development of curriculum,
through providing staft development opportunities for our teachers
and principals, that this actual work experience from the industry
and in cooperation with our local universities provide a much more
substantial base for changing the way that our students look at
themselves, and encourages ﬁ'xem to be better prepared for entry
level jobs and also to go on to postsecondary education.

Our programs, I thinlk that public-private programs with univer-
sities and businesses can be designed to be mutually beneficial. In
the skart term, of course, the students benefit from & highly #soti-
vating and exciting program that expects its graduates to be able
to compete in the marketplace or to continue into postsecondary
opportunities. The long-term benefit for the industry is a better
prepared employee -vho understands the world of work, who has a
strong work ethic, and acceptable emipi vubility skills.
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I believe that the foresight ¢f this committee to cousider the
university-high school partnership bill is timely, if we a2 to cap-
italize on the developing partnership movement, whicl: is still new
and is moving beyond the adopt-a-school-type program: ox the teach-
er or single school incentive to a much more comprehensively sup-
ported public school program that looks beyond the diploma but ac-
tuaily what the student is able to do when that student receives a
diploma.

Some of the national organizations are presently trying to do
more in school-university partnerships: The council of chief state
school officers, and then there is an urban university-school col-
laboration project, But with the passage of this bill, which would
provide development and demonstration funds, we believe that the
partnerships would go much further in helping minority and poor
youngsters move into the university and see themselves as univer-
sity graduates.

The university-high schosl partnership bill can facilitate sustain-
ing the movement and nurturing of the relationship between the
schools, colleges and university. I believe it adds a critical compo-
nent to universities to complete that necessary loop that connects
the world of education and work. The linkag:8 of universities, busi-
nesses, public schools, Federal, State, and lo...! gevernments, if this
bill passes, will provide a womb-like setting for our young people.
In essence, it will create an environment that nurtures the growth
of students in these institutioas. Student programs will be built on
success, rather than a failure syndrome, and we will graduate
classes of young people who can cope with the present and deal ef-
fectively with the challenges of the future. We will see less hope-
lessness among our students, and believe that the long-term impact
of these partnerships will be a profound response to the equity and
excellence issues of education, especiaily in light of the decline of
the number of minority students attending colleges and universi-
ties and the persistent high unemployment rate among these
students.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, partnership programs are about
reform in secondary education, giving focus to what we teach,
eliminating the sometimes dry subject matter that is sometimes
isolated, one from another, but showing that there is a direct rela-
tionship between what students learn in school and what they do
after school. It is about a better chance about winning not only for
this generation and the next, but for this community—that is, the
District of Columbia—and for the Nation.

I tried to summarize my testimony. I will be glad to respond to
questicns at some later point.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Floretta McKenzie follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. FLoRETTA MCKENZIE, SUPERINTENDENT, DISTRICT OF
Corumsia PusLic ScHooLs

THE UNIVERSITY-HIGH SCHOOL PARTMERSHIP BILL: A SPECIAL AND UNIQUE APPROACH TO
ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF NONTRADITIONAL STUDENTS

Mr. Chairman, Honorable and distinquished members of the Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Education of the House Committee on Education and Labor, thank
you for the opportunity to appear today before this committee.
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It is a privilege for me to give testimony, not only as a strong advocate of the
University-High School Partnership bill, but as a witness to the success of these
partnerships; as a witness 3 their importance for quality education in this great
Nation; as a witness to thi+ implications these programs have for the economic well-
being of communiifer +4. tarticipate; and ‘most important, 1 come as a witness to
report on the sig® %+ irencas these partnerships make to prepare our young
people to further 7% 2dwsiion after high school and/or to compete effectively in
the labor force. . )

The District of Covarsbia public schoals have initiated a pilot public private part-
nership program that may well serve as a demonstration project that documents the
need for swift passage of the University-High School Partnership bill.

In an effort to improve secondary education in the District of Columbia public
schools, we are trying to provide a more reality based education program for our
students. Unfortunately, in the past, secondary education programs throughout this
country have reported failures—high drop-out rates; low retention factors; babies
having babies and so forth. I frequently remind our teachers and principals—that
doctors can hide their mistakes, but we—the educators cannot. Our mistakes come
back to haunt us in various forms: crime in the streets; over-crowded prisons; high
percentages of unemployed persons due to the absence of marketable skills and
training. These problems of academic failure in the high school population, particu-
larly among non-traditional students, have serious implications for the health of our
economy and the expectations for quality of life.

I am proud to report our initial efforts in the public private partnership move-
ment have been successful. Over the last four years we have piloted five career fo-
cused high school programs. Each program is industry specific—business and fi-
nance; health; hospitality; communications and pre-engineering.

A private sector advisory committee ccmposed of high level executives and admin-
istrators who represent the different industries and universities serves each local
program. This committee works with the local school educaxors to design and deliv-
er a curriculum that focuses on a given career area and provides a connection be-
tween the abstractness of the subject matier and the reality of the world of work. A
significantly high percentage of our students come from pnor hames, some speak
little English. This focus on a specific industry area is higldy motivating. It says to
students there is a reason for school; that schooling leads to sarnething and has &
purpose. Through the joint efforts of these private sector advisary committees and
the local school staffs, students participate in internship experiences. Professional
development for teachers and principals is provided and incledes actual work expe-
rience in the industry. The local universities and some two year colleges in the sur-
rounding area are actively involved.

This bill would be of tremendous value to our program. We are beginning to reach
out to universities and colleges to interest them in our program and students. Next
year we will graduate the first class. We recognize the rveed for a network of higher
education institutions that support our programs and who will recruit our grade-
ates. Clearly, this bill would be a valuable asset to implement that plan.

Our programs are designed to be mutually beneficial. In the short term students
benefit from a highly motivating and exritl.g educational program that expects to
graduate students who can compete effcctively for slots at top universities and who
also have marketable skilis to meet the requirements for the labor force. There are
economic benefits for the community when schools graduate a literate employsble
product. The businesses in the long term benefit from a better prepared employee
who understands the world of work, has a strong work ethic and acceptable empicy-
ability skills.

In the Hospitality Careers Partnership Program, not only do we providz an excit-
ing program for high school students in hotel management and culinary arts, but
through our partrership with the private industry council, we accept students in
the culinary arts from the structurally unemployed rolls in the District of Columbia.
This program aiter five cycles of graduates has maintained 8 nearly 90 percent
placement rate for employment. This record and histog must be maintained. Cur-
rent research suggeets this window of opportunity could be lost—if public scheols
don’t act accordingly.

Dale Mann at Teacker's College, Columbia University examined public private
sector partnerships in 23 U.5. cities. He concluded that action now and during the
next fow years is critical. He states, “school/business partnerships is at a turning
point . . . that these tender shoots are vulnerable.” Dr. Mann suggests that schools
must demonstrate successes from the current round of partuerships with businesses,
or risk losing the chance for further cusperative ventures.
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His findings include: That long term mature coalitions depend on the quality of
the relationships developing now; that most btssiness activities in schools are brief
and episodic—not long enough to make a difference; that partnerships with business
continue to involve low levels of investment and limited objectives.

These findings strongly suggest the need for immediate action to nurture, sustain,
and expand the movement.

The foresight of this committee to consider the University-High School Partner-
ship bill is timely. The progression of the partnership movement, although still new,
is moving from the adopt-a-school, teacher/single school incentive programs to mag-
nets and industry-specific partnerships that link school curriculum to job opportun:-
ties and economic development. But to sustain what has been gained, passage of the
University-High School Partnership bill is critical. I commend the honorable Con-
gressman Dymally for introducing a bill that is designed to assist public schools
reform secondary education for the long term through partnerships with universi-
ties and businesses.

In the District of Columbia public schools, we value the corporate/private sector
commitment. More than sixty businesses, universities, foundations and private
sector organizations participate in the career focused high school programs. Like
other school districts throughout the United States, we have successfully gained the
attention of the private sector and our pilot efforts show rogress. We recognize the
implications for contributing to the economic growth of thi city. We also recognize
the potential improvement in quality of life and equal access for student partici-
pants.

The University-High School Partnership bill can facilitate sustaining the move-
ment and nurturing the relationship between partners. This bill adds the critical
component, universities, to complete the necessary loop that connects the worlds of
education and work. If we can, with the help of this bill, maintain the momentum of
this new and exciting approach—reality based education, students will not only see
the connection, but will beable to picture themselves as productive contributing citi-
zens. Ttl;?' will be better able to envision a future and, probably, more likely to be
motivated to stay in school and defer parenting. It is the feeling of hop2lessness, low
self-esteem, absence of role models and the inability to visualize themselves in a dif-
ferent place in life that contributes to this serious national problem facing our
society.

The linkage of universities, businesses, public schools and the Federal Govern-
ment, if this bill passes, will provide a womblike setting for our young people. In
essence, this will create an environment that nurtures their growth. Student pro-
grams will be built on success rather than the failure syndrome. We will graduate
classes of young people who can cope with the present and deal effectively with the
challenges of the future. The long term impact of these partnerships will be a pro-
found response to the equity and excellence issues of education.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, partnership programs are about reform in second-
ary education, giving focus to what we teach, eliminating the dry subjects isolated
one from another. It is about a better chance, and winning - for this generation and
the next; for this community and the Nation.

[From the Bell Atlantic Quarterly, Autumn 1984)
ScHooLs AND BusiNEss: A MERGER WitH DivIDENDS

(By Floretta Dukes %ic%anzie)

Not so very leng ago, leaders in public educsiesi and the private sector regarded
each other as total strangers, if not adversaries. At best, education and business had
one tenuous connection: Some students who passed through the schools might
pursue business careers. At worst, the business world assailed public schools for not
equipping students with the necessary employment skills, while educators com-
plained that corporate preoccupation with profit-making ruled out any genuine in-
terest in improving schools.

However, in the last five to stven years, businesses and schools across the country
have begun to abandon their “hold them at arms-length” policy and now, in fact,
frequently are embracing each other in projects, programs, and commitments for
mutual benefits,

Washington, D.C. is one place that is reaping the benefits of partnerships between
schools and business. In the last three years, some of the nation’s largest corpora-
tions and most prestigious local industries have been integrally involved in major
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improvement efforts with the District of Columbia Public Schools. How and why
would General Motors, Control Data, IBM, Xerox, the District of Columbia Bankers
Association, the Culinary Institute of America, a leading public relations firm, and
more than 60 other businesses join forces with a public school system?

We, the educators and administrators in the District of Columbia, believe the
almost overwhelming corporate interest in our schools developed because we ap-
proached the business community with a proposition that would result in mutual
gains, not merely an open-palm request for dollars. -

In September 1981, we opened five new career programs in our high schools, eaca
in a field with projected job growth and each with corporate sponsors whao partici-
pated in the program’s design and curriculum development. These progrims and
their lead private sector partners are:

Pre-engineering: General Motors, IBM, Goddard Space Center, and Potomac Elec-
tric Power Company; Hotel Management and Culinary Arts: Hotel Association of
Washington, D.C., Private Industry Council of Washington, and the Culinary Insti-
tute of Arnerica; Business arnd Finance: D.C. Bankers Association, and Blue Cross/
Blue Shield; Communications: Goldberg-Marchesano Public Relations, Time, Inc,,
Xerox Corporation, Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company, and WJLA Tele-
vision; and Health Sciences: George Washington University College of Medicine/
Allied Health, Howard University, D.C. General Hospital, and Capitol Hill Hospital.

In addition, the school system has sought-and received-assistance from the private

sector in revitalizing the management side of education. We told corporations that
“because education is our business, it's time to educate in a businesslike way.” As a
result, the Digital Equipment Corporation designed a three-day training course in
computer technology for tui administrators, General Motors sent a management
training expert to conduct a team-building workshop for key school personnel, and
the IBM Corporation loaned ons of its executives for a year to help mold and launch
the public-private partneesships for the career programs. .
. American businesses sprid an ¢stimated $50 billicn annually on em loyee t+uia-
ing. A large percentags o2 that amount is spent to upgrade employees’ basie ghiva,
For example, in 1981 AT&S spent an estimated $6 million to teach 14,000 employees
basic writing and arithmetiz during office hours. And Metrupolitan Life Insurance
devotes over 40 percent of its training ani development dollars to teach English
usage and general mathematics. Event greater cnounts of meaey are spent on em-
ployee recruitm=nt, hiring, #:zd turnover c%i<s. Ig one year, for example, General
Motors hired 9,000 employees to fill 1,500 jobs. Most entry-level training programs
are not cost-effective because to0 few employees are retained beyond the break-even
point of the training costs.

Thus, a shadow educational system is operating. Corporations arc pouring re-
sources into remedial education—an unnecessary expenditure if the schools could
providv better trained employees. We in the D.C. Public Schools examined this phe-
nomency and reasoned that a wiser approach would be for corporations to replace
their remedia] education costs with investments in basic education. By supporting
imr=ovement in schools, we contended, corporations can expect to profit from an im-
proved lubor force, lower training costs, reduced turnover rates, and more produc-
tive employees. .

_We also realized that the jobs of the future will call for employees armed with
highly advanced technological skills. Like so many other educational systems, we
were still relying primarily cn “paper and pencil” methods of learning. Our schools
had been teaching basically the same way for over 100 years. To close the technolo-
gy gap and to prepare our students for the realities of the 21st century, the sclnol
system needed to call upon the segnmient of society that had its eyes toward the
future: business and industry.

It is time for the managers of public resources to stop trying to pick corporate
pockets and to start helgmg our private sector companies find cost-justified ap-
proaches to coupling the business interests of their shareholders with spending cor-
poraie dollars for education.

Additionally, the school system recognized a need to change some longstanding
perceptions about career education. Historically, vocational education and career
education meant “those students not planning to enter college.” And although for
the past 19 years, vocational education in the D.C. Public Schools has included com-
plete programs of academic study, the image of vocational education. students taking
onéy metal shop and rudimentary accounting courses lingered on. .

0, in seeking corporate partners for the cereer programs, we first had to disabuse
ourselves and our public audiences of the notion that career training foreclosed the
possibility of pursuing higher education. I1i short, we had to realign our thinkinﬁ to
recognize that, almost without exception, students will be employed during their
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lifetimes and, therefore, the goal of our public-private career programs must be to
produce high school graduates who can successfully master both the academic life of
tke most rigorous colleges and universities and the challenges of a career in busi-
ness.

“Public-private partnership” is a loosely defined phrase these days. We have often
hesitated in using it, for so often it boils down to philanthropy, volunteerism, or
mere window-dressing. It is discouraging that so many of us in public education still
view corporate involvement as simply a one-way street, with the schools being the
recipi2nt of corporate benevolence. Productive relationships seldom endure without
a iwiid pro quo.

it iz time for the managers of public resources to stop trying to pick corporate
pockets and to start helping our private sector companies find cost-justified ap-
proaches to coupling the business interests of their shareholders with spending cor-
porate dollars for education. Given current business expenditures for basic training
and retraining and schools’ similar efforts to equip students with a sound education
and job skills, why not pool business and school resources and jointly design pro-
grams for equsl or better returns for each partner, at less cost? This-not volunteer-
ism and not philanthropy-is the classical notion of “partnership.”

The result of our teacher externship program is a better teacher understanding of
the world of work and a greater appreciation of the educator’s role by the business
community.

Therefore, as D.C. Public Schools approachet the corporate world, we started with
the common-sense proposition that people form partnerships to reduce costs and
reap mutual gains, not to subsidize one another. Project leadership and design sup-
port, rather than financial support, is the more valued and less expensive role for
major employers. It is not as quick or as tangible as a financial contribution, but it
implies accountability for these new programs and, therefore, helps to ensure the
quality and staying power of our partnership endeavors.

eed, financial contributions rank sixth in our lkist of ways we call upon private
sector partners to participate in our programs. More important to us is the help
businesses provide with (1) curriculum design, (2) service as a lizison with other
businesses in the same field, (3) paid employment opportunities for current or re-
cently graduated students, (4) technical support (for school facilities design or equip-
ment maintenance), and (5) classroom instruction.

All the career programs we have launched with our private partners emphasize
basic skills in reading, writing, mathematics, technology, and work aifituges and
habits, and they place students in co-op jobs and internships within each career
field. Students prepare for either a job upon graduation or enrollment in a post-
secondary program. This dual option differentiates these programs from traditional
yobcational education which frequently focuses only on the acquisition of entry-level
jobs.

These programs are organized under the direction of a prime corporate sponsor.
However, other companies participated in a task force that investedp:nd shared in
the programs’ curriculum development, staffing and management, the updating of
facilities and equipment, the on-the-job training and hiring of students, and the
training of teachers sx::d counselors. Each program operates with a Business Adviso-
ry Committee responsible for guiding the program, assessing resources and needs,
and assisting in setting standards and goals.

Students in the career programs take a regular or advanced academiz load as well
as classes for specialized training in the career areas. Their school days are general-
ly longer than those of a traditional high schoel student, and, for many, the school
year will run almost twelve months, because they will also participate in work expe-
rience projects.

Many teachers working with the career programs also catch the private
partnership fever when they serve externships with the various partner corpora-
tions during the summer months. Some teachers have had three-week tours as enEl-
neers at the General Motors Institute in Flint, Michigan. Other instructors who
work with the hosEitality career Yrotiram have served as chefs and assistant manag-
ers in large local hotels, and still others were placed in banks and public relations
firms, radio stations, a prestigious culinary arts school, and a local utility company.
The school system pays the teachers’ salaries and our private partners supply the
training. The result is a better teacher understanding of the world of work and a
greater appreciation of the educator’s role by the business community.

The externship concept has been so successful that this year we expanded the
effort. With a grant from the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, we established a
management training institute for principals and other school administraters. In
the belief that business management practices can be applied to several educational
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issues, we called upon corporations with distinguished training programs to provide
courses, workshops, and seminars for school principals, mid-level, and senior-level
administrative personnel. The basis for this management institute is the realization
that because the school system increasingly is constrained by its financial resources,
educators must have the mansgement expertise to get better results from the re-
sources that are available.

The institute is a long-term commitment by the public school system and its cor-
porate sponsors. In the years ahead, school administrators who complete the insti-
tute’s training modules will be paired with corporate trainers to serve as co-instruc-
tors for new entrants into the program. Ultimately, a cadre of institute graduates
will assume the instructional responsibilities for the training needs of the school
system, as well as for other school systems whose limited resources preclude creat-
ing such an institute themselves.

Our school system’s interest in and commitment to working with the private
sector is not limited to the five career programs and the management institute.
Other ventures with the business realm include: A highly successful program with
IBM to teach very young children (4 to 6 years old) to read and write via computer
technology; a three-year citywide project with Mobil Oil Corporation to bring more
visual and performing arts into the schools; the establishment of a computer techni-
cian training program with Digital Equipment Corporation; participation in an
interactive satellite communications network to offer cost-effective teacher training
by the nation’s leading educators; and the creation of a training program in infor-
mation processing with the support of Xerox Corporation.

Our most widely publicized partnership was forged in the fall of 1983 when Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan announced the White House’s “adoption” of one D.C. elementa-
ry school. Members of the White House staff, aware of the school system’s growing
efforts to create public-private links, initiated the Presidential adoption and, with a
memorandum signed by President Reagan, urged all federal agencies to adopt a
local school.

At the adoption ceremony, the President proclaimed 1983-84 the “‘National Year
of Partnerships in Education” and called on all sectors of society to “strike an
agreement” with schools to provide tutors, teachers, equipment, and other re-
sources. Such partnerships, he said, would help to kindle improvements in the
schools. The Reagan Administration, under the direction of James K. Coyne, special
assistant to the President for Private Sector Initiatives, promotes the creation of
school-community partnerships through regional conferences, a monthly newsletter
highlighting successful examples of the concept, an electronic mail system, and a
computer matching system called Civitex that brings together schools and business-
es interested in forming partnerships.

The White House adoption of D.C.'s Martin Luther King, Jr. Elementary School
has produced just such a partnership. Not only are the school children tutored by
the White House staff and given an insider’s education about the executive branch
of the U.S. government, the staffers also spend time at the school in more informal
exchanges. White House personnel also arrange students’ participation in cultural
events, serve as guest speakers at school functions, and even donate landscaping
advice and assistance to help beautify the school grounds. The White House touch
football team even joins in some Saturday games with the schcol’s students.

As the White House list of adoptive activities has flourished, so have the number
of federal agencies interested in adopting other schools. To date, more than 30 agen-
cies have launched simnilar partnerships with our schools.

Washington, D058 success in drawing serious, dedicated partners from the pri-
vate and goverzment sectors is now being replicated in many other school districts.
It is a concept worthy of still more exploration and experimentation.

In the District of Columbia, unexpected, spin-off benefits from these partnership
efforts continue to emerge almost daily. Our students’ self-confidence increases be-
cause they believe the adult business world truly cares about their futures, and the
private sector learns that the vast majority of young people are ambitious and eager
for an opportunity to make the most of their lives.

Similarly, the uniting of education and business toward some common goals has
served to dispel the dual myths that corporate leaders are merely ruthless profit-
seekers and that educators lack hard-nosed business sense. D.C. Public Schools must
heartily applaud our private partners’ compassionate, people-minded approach to
their businesses and, simultaneously, salute our teachers’ and students’ serious,
business-ininded commitment to learning.
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Mr. Forp. Mr. Dymally.

STATEMENT OF HON. MERVYN M. DYMALLY, A MEMBER OF
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. DymaLLY. Mr. Chairman, with your permission and the com-
mittee’s, I would like to enter my entire statement into the record
and just touch on a few points very briefly.

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished colleagues «f the Subcommittee
on Postsecondary Education, I appear in support of H.R. 2557, a
piece of legislation which I introduced and which I hope will be in-
cluded in the Higher Education Act of 1985.

The university-high school partnership bill has the capability of
making significant impacts on the quality of education which will
be afforded to very special groups of nontraditional students: The
educationally disadvantaged, potential dropouts, pregnant adoles-
cents, and teen parents, and the gifted and talented students of
this great and g)rosperous Nation of ours.

The Honorable Mario Biaggi, the distinguished gentleman from
the 19th Congressional District of New York, expresses extremely
cogent remarks on the topic of nontraditional students in a July 3
article which appeared in The Chronicle of Higher Education. Dis-
cussing his personal education experience, Mr. Biaggi stated, and 1
quote: “In some ways, I think maybe there’s a greater reason to
support them—nontraditional students—than the traditional.” And
while the bulk of his text was geared to the adult student, his logic
for support of the nontraditional student appropriately applies to
largtta e‘xilumbers of special students for whom this legislation was
created.

The university-high school partnership bill will give support to
partnerships by providing grants to institutions of higher education
and local education agencies that have agreements to develop ac-
tivities which will ena%le secondary students to improve their aca-
demic skills, to increase their opportunities to continue education
after high school, and to improve their prospects for employment
after high school. Businesses, labor organizations, professional asso-
ciations, community-based organizations or private or public asso-
ciations or agencies may also sign onto the partnership agreement.

Mr. Chairman, a recent report by President Reagan’s Commis-
sion on Industrial Competitiveness, a 30-member panel composed of
business leaders, labor leaders, and educators, stressed two vital
and extremely significant points about our youth:
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One, the high school dropout rate in secondary schools is contrib-
uting to the development of a growing permanent underclass in
our society.

Two, new approaches are required to address the problem of
school dropouts and stem this loss of human resources.

At a working conference on high school dropouts in April of this
year, here at the U.S. House of Representatives, and composed of
members of teachers groups, the Carnegie Corp. of New York, and
several congressional offices, it was concluded that:

?Sne, there needs to be improved data collection regarding drop-
outs;

Two, more information on what happens to a student after he or
she drops out of school needs to be made available; and

Three, more careful examination of the relationship between
early childhood education and the dropout problem needs to be
made available.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the university-high school partner-
ship bill will address this modern-day crisis, this potential devasta-
tion of an entire generation, and help to rescue our future—our
youth. The time is now to include this bill as a part of the higher
education reauthorization legislation of 1985 and establish this bill
as an act in that all-important legislation.

I thank you verv much, Mr. Chairman.

[The bill, H.R. 2557, follows:]
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991 CONGRESS &
re= H. R, 2557

To establish partnership agreements between institutions of higher education and
secondary schools.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

May 21, 1985

Mr. DymaLLY introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor

A BILL

To establish partnership agreements between institutions of
higher education and secondary schools.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled
That the Higher Education Act of 1965 is amended by redes-
ignating title XII as title XTIT, redesignating sections 1201
through 1205 as sections 1301 through 1305, respectively,
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and by inserting after title XT the following new title:
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11
12
13
14
15
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17
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21
29
23
24
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2
“TITLE XII—UNIVERSITY-HIGH SCHOOL
PARTNERSHIPS
“GENERAL PURPOSE
“Sgc. 1201. It is the purpose of this title to encourage
partnerships between institutions of higher education and sec-
ondary schools serving low-income students, to support pro-
grams that improve the academic skills of secondary school
students, increase their opportunity to continue a program of
education after high school and improve their prospects for
employment after high school.
“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
“Sgc. 1202. There are authorized to be appropriated
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 to carry out the purposes of
this title and such sums as may be necessary for fiscal years
1987, 1988, 1989, and 1990.
“PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT
“SEc. 1203. (a) To be eligible for a grant under this
title, an institution of higher education and a local education
agency nwst enter into a written partnership agreement. A
partnership may include businesses, labor organizations, pro-
fessional associations, community-based organizations or
other private or public agencies or associations. All partners
shall [sign] the agreement.
“(b) The agreement shall include—
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3
1 “(1) a listing of all participants in the partner-
2 ships;
3 “(2) a description of the responsibii‘iies of each
4 participant in the partnership; and
5 “(3) & listing of the resources to be contributed by
6 each participant in the partnership.
7 “GRANTS
8 “SEc. 1204. (2) From the funds appropriated pursuant
9 to section 1202, the Secretaiy shall reserve 65 per centum to

10 carry out programs operating during the regular school year
11 and 35 per centum to carry out programs operating during
12 the summer. ‘

13 “(b) From these funds, the Secretary shall make grants
14 of no less than $250,000 and no more than $1,000,000. The
15 grants may be used by the partnership for programs that—

16 “(1) use college students to tutor high school stu-
17 dents and improve their basic academic skills;
18 “(2) are designed to improve the basic academic

19 skills of high school students;

20 “(3) are designed to increase the high school stu-
21 dent’s understanding of specific subjects; )
22 | “(4) are designed to improve the high :school stu-
23 dent’s opportunity to continue a program of education
24 after graduation; and
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“(5) are designed to inerease the high school stu-
dent’s prospects for employment after graduation.

“(c) In making grants under this title, the Secre-
tary shell give a preference to—

“(1) programs which will serve predominan‘ly
jow-income communities;

“(2) partnerships which will run programs during

the regular school year and the summer; and

W 00 =1 & W o W D =

“(3) programs which will serve educationally dis-

—t
o

advantaged studente, potential dropouts, pregnant ado-
11 lescent and teen parents, or the gifted and talented.

12 ‘“APPLICATION FOR GRANTS

13 “Sec. 1205. (a) A partnership desiring to receive a

14 grant under this title must submit an application to the Sec-

15 retary.

16 “(b) The application shall include—

17 ‘(1) the written partnership agreement;

18 “(2) 2 listing of the secondary scheol or schools to
19 be involved in the program;

20 “(3) 2 description of the programs to be developed
21 and operated by the partnership;

22 “(4) assurances to the Secretary that—

23 *“(A) the partnership will establish a govern-
24 ing body including one representative of each par-
25 ticipant in—t_}.le I;Ertnership;
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5
1 “(B) Federal furnds will provide no more than
2 70 per cemium of the cost of the project ir the
3 first yesr, 60 per centvm of such ccsis in the
4 second year, and 5C per centut:: ! such costs in
5 the third year and 2 ../ ..2quent year;
6 “(C) a local . -iinal agenmcy receiving
7 funds under thie title shali not reduce its eombined
8 fiscal effort per student or its aggregate expendi-
9 ture on education; and
10 “(D) a local edueational agency receiving
11 funds under this title shall use the Federal funds
12 so as to supplement and, to the extent practical,
13 increase the resources thas would, in the absence
14 of such Federal funds, by made aveilable from
15 non-Federal sources for the education of students
16 participating in the project, and in no cuse may
17 funds be used to supplant such ron-Federal funds;
18 and
19 “(5) such information and meet such conditions as
20 may be required by the Secretary.”.
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Mr. Forp. Thank you. o
[The prepared statement oi 2f5+. Mervyn M. Dymally follows:]

Preparep StatemenT oF Hon. iEsy 5N M. DyMaALLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM ##i. STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Chairman, distinguished colleagues of +he Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education, I appesr before y:u in support of HL.R. 2551, a piece of legislation which I
introduced, and which I hcpe will be included in the Higher Education Act of 1985.
The university-high school partnership bill has the capability of making significant
impacts on the quality of education which will be afforded to very special groups of
nontraditional students—the educationally disadvantaged, potential dropouts, preg-
nant adolescents and teen parents, and the gifted and talented students of this great
and prosperous nation of ours.

The Honorable Mario Biaggi, the distinguished gentleman frum the 19th Congres-
sional District of New York, expressed extremely cogent remarks on the tepic of
nontraditional students in a July 3rd article which appeared in ‘“’he Chronicle of
Higher Education.” Discussing his personal education exparience, Mr. Biaggi stated,
“In some ways, I think maybe there’s a greater reason to support them (nontradi-
tional students) than the traditional.”” And, while the bulk of his text was geared to
the adult student, his logic for support of the non-traditional student appropriately
applies to large numbers of special students for whom this legislation was created.

The university-hich school partnership bill will give support to partnerships by
providing grants %2 institutions of higher education and local education agencies
that have agreemeants to develop activities which will enable secondary students to
improve their academic skills, t¢ iacrease their opportunities to continue education
after high school, and to improve their prospects for employment after high school.
Businesses, labor organizations, professional associations, community-based organi-
zations or public or private associations or agencies inay also sign onto the partner-
ship agreement.

The phenomenon of dropouts (persons who are nct enrolled in school and who
have not graduated from high school or received. the G.E.D. certificate) from our
educational systems is not a new one, and, irdeed, it is one which the Federal Gov-
ernment at one time provided financial a~sistance to a small number of schoal dis-
tricts for the purpose of preventing students from dropping out of high schl,

'oday, however, Title VIII of the Elemeniary and ondary Education Act is no
longer authorized and some 16,000 school districts of our Nation are faced with a 25
percent dropout rate for all students ninth through 12th grade.

In its heyday (1969-1976) the Elemenlt,zag and Secondary Education Amendments
of 1967 (Public Law 90-247) was authorized to make grants available to local educa-
tional agencies for demcnstration projects which were designed to prevent high
school dropouts. These programs were located in rural and urban areas which had a
high percentage of childzen: (1) from low income families, and (2) that did not com-
plete elementary or secondary schooling. The projects were based on an analysis of
why studeuts were dropping out and had to be apgroved by the State Education
Agency. A roKriations ranged from $30,000,000 in 1969 to $33,600,000 in 1976.

Title V1II—the dropout prevention program—was authorized under section 807 of
the Elementary and Serndary Education Act. For, fiscal years 1969 and 1970, Con-
gress appropriated $5,000,000 annually. These funds supported 10 projects. In 1971,
the appropriation was increased to $10,000,000 and a total of 19 projectz was sup-

ported.

The Title VIII projects followed many different strategies to reduce the dropout
rate. Some organized alternative schools, learning centers and began work-stu:ly
proFrams. Others offered after-school programs and summer camps. Still others es-
tablished special academic programs, individualized instruction, reading labs, com-
munity liaison assistance; and teacher-student “‘buddy” systems.

However, none of these programs attempted to merge several approaches, and as
a result, none sought the goal of the university-high school partnership bill—which
is to merge successful concepts and approaches onto a total pattern of addressing
the dropout rate.

A recent report by President Reainn's Commission on Industrial Competitiveness
(A 30 member panel composed of business leaders, labor leaders, and educators)
stressed two vital and extremely significant points about our youth: .

1. That the high school dropout rate in our secondary schools is contributing to
the development of a growing, permanent underclass in our society. Twenty-six per-
cent of all students enrolled in school drop out. At this rate, our Nation is producing
in excess of 1 million dropouts annually. In addition, the dropout rate among mi-
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norities is substantially higher—40 percent for black Americans and 43 percent for
Hispanics. Cne out of three of all American Indians and Alaskan Natives leaves
school before graduating.

2. New approaches are required to address the problem of school dropouts and
stem this loss of human resources. National attentjon must be focused on the severi-
ty of the problem, and if the dropout rate continues to accelerate, part of an entire
generation could be lost to the productive processes of sreating workers for and con-
tributors to this society.

The overriding recommendation of the Commission was for a national partnership
to be established between the Federal Government and the private sector to address
the dropout problem. The purpose of this partnership would be to coordinate special
services in the school setting, and to give intensive help to those students most at
risk. This legislation, the university-high school partnership bill, specifically ad-
dresses this recommendation and goes a step further by providing an avenue of to-
tally coordinated educational services for hifh school dropouts which could be of-
fered in a variety of sottings all of which would be academic.

In addition, the wsuiversity-high school partnership bill is based on a provision of
the children’s survival bill (S. 1257) a comprehensive blueprint for Federal invest-
ment in education and other program= designed to bolster the self-sufficiency of our
Nation's children, youth and families.

Recent studies, conducted by the national center for educational statistics, reveal
that in 1981, approximately 16 percent of all persons in their late teens (18 and 19
years of age) had dropped out of high school. Of the approximately four 4) million
persons who turned 18 in 1981, more than 600,000 were dropouts, apd the dropout
rate has experienced a significant increase since 1981,

In a recent article published by the Los Angeles Times, it was reported that half
of the students who were enrolled at 10 of the District’s 49 high schools, in Los An-
geles, eventually left without diplcmas.

In the mid-1970’s, 24 percent of those who started high school in Los Angeles did
not finish; in 1984, the figure rose to 44 percent, 4 percent higher than the 1983
State average,

In 1980, accordmgg to the Census Bureau, for the State of California, 14.7 percent
of all persons 16-19 years of age are not enrolled in high school. For Compton 18.4
percent are not enrolled in high school, and in Bellflower 17.1 percent are not en-
rolled in high school. These two cities have significant numbers of minorities en-
rolled in the high schools and these rates affect the nuzmbers of dropouts enrolled in
the public school systems in those two cities in the 31st CD which I represent.

In addition, 45 percent of all Hispanics {Mexican-Americans and Puerto Ricans)
who enter high school in California never finish school and these students tend to
drop out before reaching the 10th grade. In the Los Angeles area, 52 percent of the
student bedy is Hispanic.

According to a recent report from the California State Assembly Office of Re-
search, California experiences a dropout rate of 31 percent of all teenagers between
the ninth and 12th grades and, in 1983, the graduating class experienced a 40 per-
cent dropout rate. California has a compulsory school age of 18, whereas most States
have set 16 as the compulsory age. But, even this seems to have an insignificant
irapact on curtailing the dropout phenomenon.

When questioned, students give a host of reasons for droppizg out of high school.
Their problems are school related, family related, peer-group related and/or health
related. However, the overriding reasons for most dropouts leaving school are: (1}
thef: had poor grades; (2) school does not appeal to them; (3) they could not get along
with their teachers; (4) marriage (and pregnancy); and (5) they were offered a job,
and they wanted to work.

Qne particular catego? of dropouts whe need immediate attention by the univer-
sity-high school partnership bill is the pregnant adolescents and teen parents.

n 1580, national statistics revealed that 48 percent of all teen births were out of
wedlock. In 1982, 14.2 percent of all habies born were born to women under the zge
of 20, and today (1985) the figure approaches 16 percent.

In California (1982), 55,365 babies were born to teenagers 15 to 19 years of age
(12.4 percent of all births), anc 773 babies werc born to babies—teenagers under 15
years of age. For black Americans the statistics are more dramatic as 19.6 percent
of all black babies were born to mothers 15 to 19 years of age. It is no secret that
high schocl drc:routs are more likely to be poor and more often unemployed than
high school and college graduates. Coupled with the fact of being an unprepared
parent, teenage dropout mothers are at an extreme economic and social ris in this
society and this fos% is true for their offspring who immediately inherit the socio-
economic status of their teenage parents.

86 -



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81

At a “worlking conference” on thz problem of high school dropouts hich was held

:in April of this year here at the U.S. House of Representatives, and was composed of
‘members ¢f teachers” Zroups, the Carnegie Corporation of New York and several

congressioral offices, it was concluded that: (1) there nceds to be irzproved data coi-
lection regarding dropouts; (2) more information on what happens to a student after
he or she drops out of schoc! needs to be made available; (3) mere careful examina-
tion of the relationship between esrly-childhood education and the dropout problem
needs to be mede availabie.

The tonrepts and approaches proposed in the university-high school partnership
bill are not only reflectiva of research and demonstration projects which have
proven to be successful in the prst, but niso representative of 2 present growing phe-
nomenosn which need had dictated. \

More than 60 school and college districts representing colleir.rative projects in 16
major cities have united to form the Urban University-Urben Szhoo] Collaborative
Frogram under the coordination of the National Association of State Iiniversity and
Land Grant Colleges. In addition to coordirating educational servises tor the benefit
of dropouts, the role of school principals as an essential link in parizership arrange-
ments is being clearly developed, established and defined. The main purpos2 of this
partnership is to better prepare inner-citg students for work and colleges; £, & de-
velop a teacher-education program that brings 9th graders into a curricuium itack
that leads to a degree from a four-year institution and a teaching position in eight

years.

Public/Private Ventures, a non-profit organization in Philadelphia, which man-
ages and evaluates efforts to improve the education and employability of disadvan-
taged young people, created a program for potential dropouts which combined jobs
and remedial education. The Summer Training and Education Program (STEP) was
in three pilot sites and based on the positive and productive results which were at-
tained, multi-year national demonstration projects began in June of this year in
Boston, Seattle, Broward County (Florida), Portland (Oregon), San Diego and Fresno
(California).

The State of North Carolina runs two major dropout specific programs. One pro-
gram, the dropout prevention/job placement program operates in 73 secondary
school districte. This program serves 14 to 21 year olds who are experiencing aca-
demic and other difficulties associated with a high probability of dropping out. Each
of the participating local education agencies has formed partnerskips with private
sector organizations, and education and social services agencies.

The other program, the Extended Day Program, helps dropouts complete their
schooling. It serves persons with financial problems or those unable to succeed in
traditional school settings. Districts receiving funding under this program are detcr-
mined on a “need” basis which is determined by a formula applied by the State de-
partment of public instruction.

In Los Angeles, a large corporation granted $50,000 t¢ Garfield High School
through the district’s adopt-a-school program in order to create a program which
specifically addresses the dropout problem.

What has been learned in California is that dropouts are products of many fac-
tors. Most dropouts come from families and communities with so few life chances
and opportunities for them that they see no purpose fer sducation. Most dropouts
have parents who have poor jobs, or no jobs, and these *  tgsters sne no better
prospect for themselves. Others drift away from even i - “icst understanding of
parents, friends and/or teachers because they Lave lost 1t i, the system.

The university-high schocl partnership bill will address this modern day crisis,
this potential devastation of an entire generation, and help to rescue our future—
our youth. The time is now to include this bill as a part of the higher education
reauthorization legislation of 1985 and establish this bill as an act in that all impor-
tant legislation.

Mr. Forp. I have looked over the bill. One quick observation to
it. You might want to talk with legislative counsel on how to do
this, but while you talk about Federal funds will provide no more
than 70 percent of the costs of the project in the first year, 60 per-
cent of such costs the second year, and 50 percent thereafter, no-
where in the bill de you authorize this partnership to accept pri-
vate or corporate contributions. Unless you have a specific statuto-
ry authority for that, it could be questioned.
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Mr. Dymaziy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, it was so
meant.

Mr. Forp. It will be a simple change.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any comments. I want to
study it with interest because I am working on a bill dealing specif-
ically with the dropout situation, and I hope to be able to start
talking about it very shortly and introduce it, too. But I am very
supportive of what I understand to be the tenor of your H.R. 2557
as it relates to the tiein between the secondary and higher institu-
tions of learning level.

Mr. DymAaLLY. Mr. Chairman, I have one technical correction, the
last word in line 4 of page 5. It reads “coordinate social services.”
It should read “coordinate special services.”

Ms. McKenzie. If I may, Mr, Chairman, just one comment about
dropouts. Sometimes we consider there is a very big gap between a
dropout and a university student, but often we have dropouts be-
cause the student sees no real purpose for remaining in school.
And the college-university environment, whether it is 2-year or 4-
year, is so alien to that student until that is just not in her or her
mindset. But a bill that would enable and encourage partnerships I
could foresee, and some we already have in the District, where we
take poor youngsters to college campuses early on, in summer pro-
grams, in weekend programs, and for them to have mentors, tutors
from the university working directly with them, and then people
who look like them in as many instances as possible, so they can
see themselves in the university or in a work setting, and that
work setting often would provide the support to go on to universi-
ties.

So while sometimes you have difficulty seeing that relationship,
it is a relationship that needs to be made, because if youngsters
saw that there was the real possibility for them to become what-
ever it was that they wanted to become there would be fewer drop-
outs. That is why we have changed our focus from purely academic
to trying to show that when you study mathematics you are able to
do it in the work world. What you learn English for; it is not only
to be an Endglish teacher, but a researcher, a journalist, advertis-
ing—all kinds of things.

So t.iis bill has tremendous potential for changing the opporiuni-
ty structure for so many students.

r. Havgs. I just want to comment, I agree with what you have
seid in assessing the situation. I take it there has been here in the
Nation’s Capital an increase in tihe dropout ratio at the secondary
level, as it is in most inner cities. One reason is because of the
number of minorities and a lack of opportunity. People become dis-
couraged and say, “What is the use in going to school?” A lot of
them have taker: that position, I agree with you, because they have
trouble finding positions when they finish sc]¥

We have people now who arz jenitors : degrees in many
cities, and ti:at is no reflection on the janitorici position. But they
had assumed thai there was something at a higher level that would
Le available ic them. We find a double forward attack now even on
some of these affirmative action programs that have existed in
many cities. As a matter of fact, we are going into court in Chicago
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on this question, just in the police and fire departments, which
some people aspired for and trained for. These are the kinds of
things I think discourage people from going to school and acceler-
ate the dropout rate in many instances.

Ms. McKenzie. Yes. I am pleased to say that our dropout rate is
decreasing in the District of Columbia. But one example of trying
to hook in an outcomes based education, yesterday morning I met
with a young student who attends Duke Ellington School of the
Arts, a clarinet player. But she is also studying floral design. So if
the music doesn’t pay off, she still has a skill.

So it is that combination of skills that students need so that they
can pursue what it is they love also, b1t they are able to eat and to
make a contribution to society.

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Perkins.

Mr. Ferns. I think I will pass, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Bruce.

Mr. Bruck. No questions.

Mr. Forp. Thank you very much, Ms. McKenzie and Congress-
man Dymally, and we will look very thoroughly at this. You will
help us find out where we can get the money.

Mr. DymaLLy. I have some ideas. Thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Forp. The next panel is Ms. Susan Berube, former student at
Smith College; Mr. Paul Guarnieri, president, U.S. Association of
Evening Students; and Ms. Janet Hansen, director for policy analy-
sis of the College J3oard.

Your prepared statem -3 will be inserted in the record. And we
will start first with Suss...

STATEMENT OF SUSAN C. BERUBE, FORMER STUDENT, SMITH
COLLEGE

Ms. BErusk. Thank you very much.

I am Susan Berube, former weifare student, graduate of Smith
College, presently employed as marketing coordinator with Sync
Sort, Inc., in New Jersey.

I am pleased to be akle to submit testimony this morning before
the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, especially since I
earned a degree s a nontraditional student. I was asked to submit
a paper that I originally gave in April before the Public Policy Con-
ference on Women, Welfare and Higher Education at Smith Col-
lege in Northampton. The statement I am prea;4ting today was, in
fact, written for chat conference.

After 13 years of marriage and two children I found myself di-
vorced and responsible for providing a family wage. With no means
to do so, I was forced to resort to AFDC. While AFDC was the im-
mediate answer to my dilemma, for me it was no solution to eco-
nomic security and financial independence.

I am one of the fortunate ones. I sought out and found a real so-
lution. A unique opportunity was made available to me. I could
earn a degree at Smith College as a nontraditional student as an
Ada Comstock Scholar. But not all Adas are like iie. Not all are
receiving AFDC benefits or some form of Federal education subsidi-
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zation. And not all AFDC recipients are like me. Not all are asware
that pursuing higher education can be an option. This program is
not accessible to all individuals. It was not designed specificaily for
women on welfare. It is a privately funded program outside Federa}
auspices that have selective entrance requirements.

In my paper I share with you some of the difficulties one encoun-
ters as a welfare student. Most of the experiences are mine, bt
some incidents were experienced by other welfare students. My in-
tention is to point to some of the contradictions in present policy
and to suggest that Federal programs address these issues and
efytgn e(()lffer opportunities to welfare women like the one that I was
offered.

A student enrolled in a degree program who is receiving public
assistance has two major concerns. First, money; an overriding fear
of losing benefits. Second, the difficulty of handling multiple tasks
whilc fueling satisfied that she has achieved her personal measure
of success at each.

By definition, the person who has opted for a degree program
rather than the short-term vocational training wants more than a
job. She knows that she is capable of more than learning a specific
skill. She wants to open doors that will enable her to make more
rmoney than the typical femaie vocational job offers. She may even
want a carcer. She may not know specifically which door that
degree should open, but she knows she needs a position that will
challenge her intellect.

Typically, she is a mother. €% is a homemaker. She is an ex-
wife. She is a person with her own particular needs.

She has initiative, ambition and a distaste for financial depend-
ence. She wants more out of i%: and has come to realize that she is
the only person that she can rely on to get what she wants. Confi-
dence is not even at-issue-~she iz a driven woman.

She struggles with her priorities. Her children need her love and
attentic:s. Her courses require much time and effort. Her home-
making chores: Food, a necessity; clean clothes and house, nice but
not high on the list. There is the father of her children, ar.d all the
emotional ramifications of that situation. In addition, her family
and friends make demands on her, but at the same time chastise
her for subjecting herself to unnec:ssayy pressures.

Her children are growing. If she is not carefu!, she will have
missed their great triumphs and their pains. To what degree is she
responsible for their academic and extracurricular achievements?
How are they developing socially? If she conld just make the time
to listen. She carries an overricﬁng guilt that she is being selfish
@nd robbing them of appropriate nurturing. And she doesn’t want
them to leave the nest without heving really enjoyed them.

But she has three papers due snd two exams next week. Will
that professor be understanding and give her an extension? She is
behind on her reading. Can she really contribute something n:ean-
ingful, something worthy of a passing grade? She is sure she has
bitten off more than she can chew. Her ouly comfort is that her
counterpart has four papers due and three ¢xams and her child has
chickenpox.

When she gets home from cluss, she finds a notification in the
mail that her case is up for redetermination and a meeting has
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been set for next week. She must have her rent and utilities re-
ceipts, her pay stubs, and all other pertinent data available for in-
spection. Her checking and savings (?) accounts and those of her
children must be presented. The signature on the notification is dif-
ferent. A new caseworker. What will this one be like? Sympathetic
to her situation, or unreasonable and difficult?

The phone rings. It is the father of her children. He can’t take
the kids this weekend. He and his new girlfriend are having a
party and they feel it just wouldn’t be appropriate to have the ¢ il-
dren there. You do understand, don’t you? Besides, isn’t it Cousin
Mary’s birthday Sunday.and didn’t you want to take the children
to the birthday party?

She goes to the bathroom. She has her menstrual period again?
No, this is b'ood clots and she is feeling pain. Call the doctor. He
can’t see her till next month. But this is an emergency. OK. Come
in tomorrow at 4. How about an earlier time? I will have to get a
sitter at 4. Sorry, it is the best I can do. The doctor asks if she has
been under any unusual stress. Take it easy, he says. If the condi-
tion persists, call me, She is grateful for her Medicaid benefits and
gﬁl.ieved that hospitalization is not necessary; she has no time for

is.

Unfortunately, the emergency appointment conflicts with the ap-
pointment with the caseworker. Will the caseworker punish her for
this? Will her case be closed? Will shz have to resubmit ali the
intake forms again? The new date conflicis with her son’s baseball
gamt:. She must forfeit the game; she cannot miss this appoint-
ment.

Has there been any change in your income since your last assess-
ment? The caseworker is not particularly interested in her ex-
penses or in whether or not her public assistance is adequate. It
costs her $500 every month to provide housing and clothing. She
must be doing something wrong, the caseworker says. The Federal
standards dictate that a single person with two dependents can
provide for those needs on $300 per month. It always amazes her
how she makes ends meet. On paper, it doesn’t work, but somehow
she does make it.

Does she need fuel assistance? She laughs. This reminds her of
what happened last year. Conscientious as she is, she went for as-
sistance only when she had exhausted her personal funds. She
went to the location that had been indicated to apply for heating
assistance. The office had been moved to a new site. When she got
there, she was told that the office had been moved to yet another
site. She completed all the forms to prove her impoverished status
as directed, even though she had already presented them with veri-
fication of her AFDC status. Then she wax told that they would not
be able to grant her the full $750 allotment because the fuuda had
already been allocated for the seasor. It seems ironic that ihe
cutoff date for the guaranteed portion of the fuel assistance allot-
ment is February 28, the height of the heating season.

Next question: Has she enrolled in the WIN Program? No, that
is the ET Program. WIN was last year. But I am in school; I can’t
work, too. You have indicated here that your child is in day care 25
hours a week. If a child is in day care more than 20 hours pzr
week, the public assistance recipient is required te register to get a
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Jjob and to go on interviews. Furthermore, why dces your child need
day care for 25 hours when you are taking only two courses? Yes,
the earnings from your job would be deducted from your grant, but
on an incentive scale, of course.

if she works, her child will need to be in the day-care center for
more hours. When she figures out the net earnings, considering the
additional costs and the deduction from her public assistance allot-
menlsé she would be gaining 70 cents for every precious hour she
works.

She sighs in exasperation and complains that she has already se-
cured a loan to make ends meet. You have a loan. That constitutes
income. We will have to deduct the amount of your loan from your
grant. She gasps. Oh, if you wish, you can contest this, but it is not
likely you will win. The regulation is pretty clearly stated.

She is in class. Her mind is wandering. What is she going to
make for supper? There is nothing in the refrigerator. She will
have to go shopping. She starts compiling a list on the corner of
her class notes. After class, she heads for the store. Does she have
her food stamps? It is now the first day of the month. She can now
buy her food stamps, but during what hours? Will she get to the
_storg th;at sells them in time or will she have to wait till the follow-
ing day?

he is lucky. They stop selling food stamps at 5 ard it is 4:45.
She is careful to make sure that the clerk returns her identifica-
tion card. She remsmbers the time the clerk didn’t return it to her
and then couldn’t #id it when she went back 1 hour later to re-
trieve it. She had t> go to the trouble of getting a temporary card
only to have the original show up 1 month later. ¥ had besn
ﬁurned over to the welfare office by the store that saii they didn’t

ave it.

She makes it to the grocery store. She thinks about what she is
wearing. She knows that she and her purchases will be scrutinized
by other shoppers at the checkout and the grocery clerks. She is
careful about her purchases. The food stamps must last the entire
month. She would like to shop less frequently, but the children
don’t seem to understand that if they eat all the apples today or
share them with their friends, there wiil be no more apples tomor-
row. Growing children, they are always hunng. It seems as if they
eat everything she buys, no matter how much, an hour after she
has unpacked the groceries.

She is grateful for the financial support she is getting; the food
stamps, the AFDC grant, the educational grant, and especially the
Medicaid. She would have gone under last year had she had to pay
the bills when her son was hospitalized.

She often esks herself why she has decided to put herself
through such pain. Wil it all be worth it? School is so demanding.
Relinquishing control of her income and the invasion of he: griva-
cy is demeaning and anxiety-producing. Her self-esteem ig xifected
by the humilitation she feels every time she encounters & hastile
salesclerk or a caseworker who seems to be saying: How dare you
aspire to such things? Will she and her children really h:nefit from
all this emotional upheaval and strain?

I would like to say that it is worth it. Today I am zainfully em-
ployed. I am proud to say that I am a taxpayer. I am now helping
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to pay for other women who are presently going through this. I am
glad I dared to aspire to such things. .

My oldest son is now a junior in high school and he has been in-
vited to join the National Honor Society. He talks about applying
to Harvard or MIT. My younger son is producing some very fine
drawings and is a natural athlete. And I am presently back in
school to advance my career, Only this time my employer is paying
for the tuition. I feel good about myself; proud that I accepted the
challenge and earned it. I am especially pleased that, by doing this,
I set an example for my children, who are proud of me and who
seem to be striving to show me that they, too, can do it.

Mr. Fore. Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Susan C. Berube follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SusaN C. BERUBE

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Susan Berube, former wel-
fare student, graduate of Smith College, presently employed as marketing coordina-
tor with Syncsort, Inc. in New Jersey. I am pleased to submit testimony this morn-
mg before the Subcommittee on Post-Secondary Education especially since I earned
a degree as a non-traditional student.

I was asked to submit a paper that I originally gave in April before the Public
Policy Conference on Women, Welfare and Higher Education at Smith College in
{_\Iort ampton, MA. The statement I am presenting today was written for that con-
erence.

After thirteen years of marriage and two children 1 found myself divorced and
responsible for providin%a family wage. With no means to do so, I was forced to
resort to AFDC (Aid for Dependent Children). .

While AFDC was the immediate answer to my dilemma, for me, it was no solu-
tion to economic security and financial independence. I am one of the fortunate
ones. I sought out and found a real solution. A unique opportunity was made avail-
able to me. I could earn a degree at Smith College as a non-traditional student—an
Ada Comstock Scholar.

But not all Adas are like me. Not all are receiving AFDC benefits or some form of
Federal educational subsidization. And not all AFDC recipients are like me. Not all
are aware that pursuing higher education can be an option. This program is not
accessible to all individuals. It was not designed specifically for women on welfare.
It is a privately funded program, outside Federal auspices, that has selective en-
trance requirements.

In my statement, I share with you some of the difficulties one encounters as a
welfare student. Most of the experiences are mine, but some incidents happened to
other welfare students. My intention is to point to some of the inconsistencies in
present policy and to suggest that Federal programs address these issues and to rec-
ommend that opportunities like the one I was offered be made available to welfare
women through programs designed by the Federal government.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Guarnieri.

STATEMENT OF PAUL GUARNIERI, PRESIDENT, U.S. ASSOCIATION
OF EVENING STUDENTS

Mr. GUARNIERL Mr. Chairman and members of this House Sub-
committee on Postsecondary Education, my name is Paul Guar-
nieri, and I am the president of the United States Association of
Evening Students. I am pleased to have the opportunity to meet
with you today on behalf of the United States Association of
Evening Students, a national nonprofit educational organization
consisting of students dedicated to the enhancement of adult, part-
time and evening education throughout the United States.

When T began to write this testimony I was reminded of a state-
ment that Secretary Bennett of the Department of Education
issued that created a great deal of controversy. Essentially, Secre-
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tary Bennett said that the student in today’s society must make
certain sacrifices while obtaining a degree in higher education, in
essence, making a greater contribution. Some of the sacrifices in
the Secretary’s statement were stereos and summer vacations.

Well, perhaps Secretary Bennett did not utilize the best exam-
Ples to illustrate this point. However, I believe that the essence of
this argument is quite valid; that is, postsecondary students in soci-
ety must exhibit a certain degree of resolve. It is evident, however,
that Secretary Bennett directed his statements toward the tradi.
tional full-time student. For the adult, part-time and evening stu-
dent by far exceeds the resolve that the Secretary was calling for.

The nontraditional svudent most generally attends institutions of
higher education on a part-time basis because of many other press-
ing comm*'ments. In addition to maintaining a family and attend-
ing school on a part-time basis, 82 percent of the part-time students
li)n today’s society are employed on either a part-time or full-time

asis.

The total number of students enrolled in higher education is not
expected to change dramatically by the year 1950; however, the na-
tional student profile is expected to change dramatically. It is ex-
pected that by 1990, 46 percent of postsecondary enrollment will
consist of part-time students while full-time enrollment is expected
to decline by 5 percent.

In making ¢he transition from an industrial to a postindustrial
or high technology society, industries such as coal, steel, and auto- -
making have become less competitive abroad. As a result of this,
structural unemployment has risen sharply and our workers are no
longer trained or educated in a manner suitable for today’s society
or work force. If it is the intention of Congress to regain competi-
tiveness in the international arena and attain increased employ-
ment at home, which I believe it is, then Congress must realize the
utility and rationality of adult part-time education; after all, it is
an investment in the future.

Under current law and program practices, part-time students are
oring treated with a great deal of inequity. Students attending col-
lege less than half-time are not eligible to receive Pell grants, guar-
anteed student loans, or national direct student loans. Perhaps the
following case studies can best illustrate my point.

Tammy was a high school dropout. Took a GED, counseled with
the evening college for nearly a year, was awarded financial aid,
and attended the University of Akron whereby she took two
courses and got A’s in both. Inspired with this confidence, she
wanted to continue; however, she could not receive any aid because
of her part-time status. Needless to say, Tammy is no longer in
school, but working to rear her two children.

John had a 2-year-old daughter who had an incurable disease. He
made too much money for grants and needed a better position to
pay for the doctor bills, which were in the tens of thousands. Over
the summer, some friends of John gave him the money to begin
classes in the fall. In September, John’s child died but th: debts
remained. Yet, John cannot receive any financial assistance to con-
tinue his education.

Tom Elg resides in Pittsburgh, PA, has a wife and three chkildren,
and up until recently had been a strip mine worker in a West Vir-
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ginia coal mine. Realizing that the coal industry was struggling
and that he would soon be laid off, Tom decided to return to colicge
in pursuit of a civil engineering degree. Tom’s wife, Linda, decided
to return to work as a registered nurse at the Children’s Hospital
in Pittsburgh, while Tom reared the children, worked as a part-
time security guard, and attended the University of West Virginia
on a part-time basis.

Upon seeking financial aszistance, Tom realized that he could no
longer receive a grant or a loan because of his part-time status.
Tom is now attending college on a full-time basis; however, he is
still unable to receive aid. Needless to say, the hardships caused by
this are overwhelming. But, Tom is both a dedicated and diligent
individual, and will succeed in his educational endeavors.

The United States Association of Evening Students strongly rec-
cmmends that the Congress, when it reauthorizes the Higher Edu-
cation Act, enact corrective legislation that will ameliorate the cur-
rent inequalities that exist in today’s higher educational system.

We fully endcrse the recommendations of the National Universi-
ty Continuing Education Association to the Subcommittee on Post-
secondary Education regarding a new title I. Those recommenda-
tions include, but are not limited to:

One, providing funds to colleges and universities to make nontra-
ditional learners a priority;

Twu, assist colleges to educate off-campus and other learners
thror: whe use of technology;

Tiiree, support research regarding adult learning; and

Four, provide staff t ..ining in adult and continuing education.

Furthermore, we strongly urge the Congress to enact H.R. 2711,
the Fair Fii:ancial Aid for Part-Time Students Act, introduced on
June 11, 1985, by the Honorable Mario Biaggi. It is our hope that
this act will update the student living cost allowances to fairly re-
flect actray living costs, revise the current day-care allowances to
relect actual costs and to include care for older relatives as well as
children.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you tor giving the United States Associa-
tion of Evening Students the opportunity to speak before you today
at this subcommittee hearing. I sincerely hope that when consider-
ing the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act you will con-
sider the testimony presented by the United States Association of
Evening Students.

Thank you.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Paul Guarnieri follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PAUL GUARNIER), PRESIDENT, UNITED STATES ASSOCIA%LN
oF EVENING STUDENTS

I am Paul Guarnieri, President of the United States Association of Evenimg Stu-
dents. | am pleased to have the opportunity to meet with you today on behalf of the
United States Association of Evening Students, a national non-profit educationatl or-
ganization committed to the enhancement of adult, part-time and evening educa-
tion.

The nontraditional student, i.e. the adult, part-time, and evening student is cur-
rently in the process of altering the major assumptions and goals of this country’s
higher educational system. The total number of students envolled ii; higher educa-
tion is not expected to change dramatically by 1990; howeves, 2ha national ctudent
profile is expected to change radically.
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The most drastic chunge in higher education is the continued expansion of the
part-time student popul-‘ion. Between 1972 and 1982, part-time student enrollment
increased by sixty-five percent totalling forty-cne percent of post-secondary enroll-
ments, or five million students. It is expected that by 1990, forty-six percent of the
post-secondary enrollment will consist of part-time students. In the meantime, full-
time student enrollment is expected to decline by five percent in the 1980's.

The nontraditional student tends to be older than the traditional college student.
By the year 1990, the number of students who are less than 25 years of age will
dro%from sixty-two percent to fifty-two percent.

The adult, part-time student most generally attends institutions of higher educa-
tion on a part-time basis because of a number of other responsibilities. In addition
to maintaining a family and attending an institution of higher education, eighty-two
percent of the part-time students are employed either full or part-time.

WE ARE A POST-INDUSTRIAL SOCIEITY

In today’s society a major transition is under way—and that being the transition
from an industrial to a post-industrial, or high technology society. Perhaps one of
the most adversely affected segments of society that has feit the brunt of this transi-
tion is that of the structurally unemployed. Once considered the foundation of th=
United States economy; industries such as steel, coal, and automaking have become
less competitive abroad resulting in enormous trade deficits.

Unemployment hag risen at insurmountalle rates, and the unemployed workers
are no longer trained, or educated in a manner suitable for today’s industry. If the
U.S. is i0 become more compstetive in the international arena; and if we are to
attain increaried employment at home, then the Congress must realize the utility
and fationality of agult, part-time education. In considering tlie Higher Education
Atg; i2 I8 imperative that the Congress view part-time education as an investment
inte the Fiture.

CURRENT PRACTICES
{3ager current law and program practices, part-time college students do not re-

expyi federal financial aid nearly commensurate with students in the same or even
bet’sr financial circumstances attending college on a full-time basis.

fitudents attending college less than halftime are not eligible to receive Pell
Giavts, Guaranteed Student Loans, or National Direct Student Loans. Those stu-
dehts attending educational institutions on at least a half-time basis are eligible for
these programs in addition to programs such as SEOG and work-study; however,
thiese students receive far less support than would be expected based on their num-
bers and financial condition. In short, the adult and part-time student is not receiv-
ing federal financial aid on an equitable basis.
The financia] aid policies of the local educational institutions undoubtedly dis-
criminates against the adult part-time student. The nontraditional student is most
generally unable to receive assistance from financial aid offices because funds are
not allocated to said student. Furthermore, part-time students are ineligible to re-
ceive an overwhelming majority of the grants being offered by the institutions of
higher learning simply because of their part-time status.

CASE STUDIES OF NEEDY ADULT P4 «{-TIME STUDENTS

TAmmMY, Tammy was a high school drop out; took a GED; Counseled with the
evening college for nearly a year; was awarded financial aid; attended the Universi-
ty of Akron; took two courses; got A’s in both. Inspired with this confidence, she
wanted to continue; however, she could not receive any aid because of her part-time
stht;%gs. Needless to say, she is no longer in school, but working to rear two small
[ ren.

Joy. Joy has three children and no husband at the present time. She was suicidal
and went to a minister, and the minister sent her to see the Dean of the Evening
College and Summer Sessions at the University of Akron. The Dean helped her in
obtaining some grants, and over a duration of time, ehe accumulated 15 hours of
credits; received all A’s and one B. Joy was no longer suicidal but hap y; however,
she attempted to obtain further financial assistance; was refused; and she is now
back to square one. She cannot attend college.

JOANNE. Joanne has three children. Her husband loft her when the oldest was
seven; she began training to become a nurse and had to drop out because of a lack
of finances. After her children were reared to a negotiable age, she returned to
school with grants. Grants were stopped so she took out & loan. She could not pay

.96



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

91

her loan and received notice last week that they will attach her house. On Septem-
ber 1st, Joanne will be leaving her home with no place to go.

JouN. John had a two year old daughter who had an incurable disease. He made
too much mone¥1 for grants and needed a better position to pay for the doctor bills
(in the tens of thousands); some friends gave him the money to start classes in Sep-
tember. In September his child died but the debts remained; yet he cannot receive
any financial assistance to continue his education.

ARY. Mary was 55 before her children were reared. Her husband was a veteran
who had been wounded severely and was handicapped. Despite the handicap, he
became a CPA and made fairly decent mo‘nexﬂbut not enough for all expenses in the
years of time lost in educating the father. Mary applied for financial aid but was
not awarded them because of the family circumstances. She borrowed money from
the University of Akron to pay for the first semester. After waiting 55 years for her
dream to come true, she died a month and a half after school began. Her minuscule
insurance policy repaid the University debt.

GiseLLE. Giselle was a very brilliant high school student who went to the Univer-
sity of Akror. on a grant. She got a job in a local store and made slightl{ more than
an independant student could make at the time. Her home life was so bad and the
tax paper work her parents Sprovided wasg 8o impossibly confusing, that she was not
able to get a second grant. She went to the Dean’s office after having been recom-
mended by an anonymous friend to do so. She had not eaten for three days and had
walked into a grocery store, stolen some food so that she could at least be strong
enough to study. Sha felt so guilty about stealin% the food that she could no longer
contain herself and wanted to give herself in. A friend made restitution for her and
was able to get enough food for that day’s substance. Upon checking her attendance
it was found that Giselle had withdrawn from the University. Further investigation
found that she was working in the store where she had taken the food. She had
confessed to the owner and he hired her. She had saved some money to attend
school, but when she went to retrieve it to pay her dzhts, she found that her parents
had taken the money through subterfuge and she t.ected not to prosecute. She is
still not in school.

Tom. Tom resides in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; has a wife and three children; and
up until recently had been a strip mine worker in a West Virginia Coal Mine. Real-
izing that the coal industry he worked for was struggling, and that he would soon be
laid off; Tom decided to return to college in pursuit of a civil engineering degree.
Tom's wife decided to return to work as a registered nurse at Children’s Hospital in
Pittsburgh, while Tom reared the children, worked as a part-time security guard,
and attended the University of West Virginia on a part-time basis. Upon seeking
financial assistance; Tom realized that he could not receive a grant or a loan be-
cause of his part-time status. Tom is now attending college on a full-time basis; how-
ever, he is still unable to receive angoaid. Needless to say, the hardsaiss caused by
this are overwhelming. But, Tom is both dedicated and diligent, and will succeed in
his educational endeavors.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

The United States Association of Evening Students strongly recommends that the
Congress, when it reauthorizes the Higher Education Act, fake into consideration
the changing reality of Higher Education in today’s society. If the Congress is sin-
cere in its dedication to adult, part-time, and evening education; then it is impera-
tive that corrective legislation be enacted to ameliorate the current inequalities that
exist in today's Higher Educational system. .

Title I: The United States Association of Evening Students supports in its entire-
ty, the recommendations of the National University Continuing Education Associa-
tion to the Subcomnmittee on Postsecondary Education regarding a new Title 1.
Those recommendations include, but are not limited to:

(1) Provide funds to colleges and universities to make nontraditional learners a
priority.
te‘(:%) Alssmt colleges to educate off-campus and other learners through the use of

nology.

(3) Support research regarding adult learning.

(4) Provide staff training in adult and continuing education.

H.R. 2711, THE FAIR FINANCIAL AID FOR PART-TIME STUDENTS ACT

The United States Association of Evening Students also believes that the enact-
ment of HR. 2711, introduced on June 11, 1985 by the Honorable Mario Biaggi, is a
matter of national interest. This act will accomplish the following:
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(1) Update the student living cost allowance to fairly reflect actual current living
costs.

(2) Revise the current day care allowance to reflect actual costs, and to include
care for older relatives as well as children.

(3) Assure that independent students with dependents are required to contribute
no more to their education than dependent students. Today, this is not the case.

(4) Open Pell Grants, Guaranteed Student Loans and National Direct Student
Loans to students attending college less than half-time.

(5) Require that institutions with needy part-time students devote a reasonable
proportion of their campus-based aid to t{nose students and provide information to
them about available financial opportunities.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the United States Association of Evening Students, I
would like to thank you for giving us the opportunity to testify before your Subcom-
mittee. I am both confident and hopeful that you will give serious consideration to
o'l;;' recommendations for modifying the Higher Education Act via Title I and H.R.
2711.

Mr. Forp. Janet Hansen.

STATEMENT OF JANET HANSEN, DIRECTOR FOR POLICY
ANALYSIS, WASHINGTON OFFICE, THE COLLEGE BOARD

Ms. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 1
am Janet Hansen, director for policy analysis in the Washington
office of the College Board. I am pleased to present to you this
morning the findings of three papers the College Board has pub-
lished over the last 5 years on the interaction of income mainte-
nance and student assistance programs. I will be discussing from
another viewpoint the problems that Susan Berube has already so
eloquently described from an individual student’s perspective.

Federal student assistance programs were created to help equal-
ize educational opportunity. Educational opportunity for the Na-
tion’s most disadvantaged citizens, however, may be hindered by
the way student aid programs interact with other Federal pro-
grams designed to help maintain the income of the poor, the handi-
capped, the unemployed, and the disabled. These latter programs,
known as income maintenance or public assistance, include such
things as Aid to Families with Dependent Children, food stamps,
Medicaid, and public housing assistance.

In my oral remarks I will focus on the AFDC Program. My writ-
ten statement and our papers, which have been submitted to the
subcommittee, briefly review the others.

We found that individuals receiving benefits from both student
aid and income maintenance programs can indeed be caught in a
catch-22 situation. Receiving financial assistance to attend college
can have the effect of reducing aid received for other basic living
expenses. Moreover, the laws and regulations that determine how
individuals will fare if they are eligible for both kinds of programs
differ from place to place. They sometimes appear so confusing that
they may in themselves constitute a strong disincentive for the
very poor to enroll in college.

In this testimony I shall attempt to explain how these penalties
come about. I will also discuss some of tke reasons why it is diffi-
cult to remove these penalties by Federal fiat, especially when, as
in the Nation’s basic welfare program, an important value is
shared responsibility betwzen Federal and State governments.
Shared responsibility means shared decisionmaking and implies
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that State and local decisionmakers may have differing views on
the proper relationship between welfare and student aid programs.

AFDC is the major program designed to provide basic subsistence
to the Nation’s poorest citizens. The 1981 Budget Reconciliation
Act eliminated Federal payments for 18- to 21-year-old dependents
in AFDC families who were enrolled in college, leaving heads of
AFDC households as virtually the only grou% of recipients still able
to attend college while refaining AFDC benefits. Nevertheless,
there are still a large number of current AFDC beneficiaries who
could be affected by program inconsistencies if they desire to enroll
in college.

AFDC recipients attending postsecondary education can lose wel-
fare benefits if they receive student aid because both sets of pro-
grams can provide money for paying, yet use different standards in
calculating the daily living expenses and instructional cost of post-
secondary education. States are given fairly wide discretion in set-
ting ¢ules for AFDC because they jointly fund the program with
the Federal Government, and they differ in their treatment of stu-
dent aid in determining eligibility for public assistance.

Federal rules prohibit AFDC from counting any Federal grants
as family income in determining AFDC benefits. In many cases,
however, AFDC will count State and/or institutional grants as
income to the extent that they exceed direct instructional costs and
living expenses. Furthermore, AFDC benefits may be reduced be-
cause the allowance for living expenses given by student aid is usu-
ally more generous than the poverty level standard used in public
assistance programs.

Welfare recipients attending college usually encounter expenses
over and above those they would have anyway, such as the cost of
books, meals on campus, commuting, and child care. The welfare
office may not recognize such items as allowable costs of education,
though it normally disregards student aid that covers educational
expenses when determining AFDC eligibility.

If welfare caseworkers do recognize any of these expenses, they
may exempt only standardized allowances rather than actual ex-

nses, even if the latter are demonstrably higher. In several

tates students have had to sue welfare agencies in order to have
their actual expenses counted by welfare administrators. Suits
have also been filed to determine how far the Federal prohibition
against counting Federal grants and loans as family income when
determining AFDC eligibility should be extended. College Work-
Study, in particular, which does not fall, clearly, under the grant
or loan proviso has been the subject of litigation.

In recent years, stricter job search and work requirements in
AFDC have added to the diigficulties welfare recipients face if they
wish to enroll in college. There has been a trend away from view-
ing postsecordary education and training as options for AFDC
beneficiaries and toward a new emphasis on employing these indi-
viduals as quickly as possible.

A final problem faced by welfare recipients interested in college
is simply confusion resulting from overlapping brograms and incon-
sistently applied rules. We found that it is practicall impossible
for an AFDC family to determine in advance of enrollment what
resources it will have available if one of its members goes to college
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since public assistance benefits depend so directly on the exact
nature of the other assistance received.

In some States the complexity of the systems actually seems to
have made some public assistance administrators hostile to student
aid since the complicated adjustments that result when AFDC and
student aid interact make the already cumbersome process of de-
termining AFDC eligibility even more difficult.

One critical finding from our research, es ciallg our most recent
paper by Paul Franklin, is that many of the problems facing wel-
fare recipients who wish to enroll in college can be overcome when
student aid and welfare administrators work together to minimize
the difficulties caused by two very different kinds of benefits and
numerous specific programs. Examples of significant cooperation
abound at the campus and local level and collaboration has been
successful at the State level in places like Massachusetts, Califor-
nia, and Wisconsin.

Conflicting policies in student aid and AFDC can be overcome,
but only where there is a will to do so. Prospects for overcoming
conflicts are poor where AFDC agencies or administrators place a
high priority on reducing current public assistance costs by de-
creasing the welfare role and where, as a result, postsecondary edu-
cation is not viewed as a legitimate Eursuit for AFDC recipients.

There are a number of ways in which Federal policy could be
changed to reduce conflicts between student aid and welfare and to
ensure that welfare recipients attending college have sufficient re-
sources to meet all of the expenses they are likely to face. Each of
these suggestions, however, is fraught with difficulties which must
be weighed along with benefits that might be gained from changing
the current system.

For example, the Federal Government could require that all
public assistance programs adopt the same rules regarding the
treatment of student aid. It could require States to disregard all
student assistance, not just Federal aid, in calculating welfare eligi-
bility, or at least to exempt aid given for educational expenses de-
fined in a consistent way nationwide. Such changes, however,
would remove discretion that has traditionally been given to States
in accordance with their shared financial respensibility for pro-
grams such as AFDC and would engage ‘he Federal Government in
making decisions that have spernding implications for the States.

Likewise, the Federal Government might change the definition of
“cost of attendance” or the terms of need analysis in Federal stu-
dent aid programs to include child care, although such a change
would mean little unless funds were available to meet the in-
creased eligibility not only of welfare recipients in college, but of
other student aid program beneficiaries with children.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the subcommittee for focusing atten-
tion on the problems faced by welfare recipients who wish to
pursue postsecondary education. We have been told that our publi-
cations on this subject has spurred interest in the problems and
have encouraged affected parties to get together to discuss solu-
tions. This hearing ought to be even more si?niﬁcant in fostering
such a dialog. Our research shows that if welfare and student aid
administrators develop compatible goals and mutual good will ap-

parent contradictions in policy need not restrizt educational oppor-
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tunity for the Nation’s most disadvantaged citizens. Beyond this,

Congress can make clear its intention to support educational oppor-
tunity for the seriously disadvantaged by working to remove con-
tradictions in national policy on public assistance and student aid.

There are practicel and philosophical dilemmas in achieving con-
sistency between two complicated sets of programs, only one of
which comes under the jurisdiction of this subcommittee. The
effort, however, must be made if Federal education programs are to

achieve their goal cf removing financial barriers to higher educa-
tion.

This concludes my formal statement, and I would be glad to
answer any questions you and your colleagues might have.

Mr. Forp. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Janet S. Hansen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JANET S. HANsEN, DIRECTOR FOR POLICY ANALYSIS,
WasHINGTON OFFICE oF THE COLLEGE BoARrD

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Janet Hansen, Director
for Policy Analysis in the Washington Office of the College Board. I am pleased to
rresent to you this morning the findings of three Fapers the College Board has pub-
ished over the last five years on the interaction of income maintenance and student
assistance programs. Our publications were based largely on the work of four ana-
lysts working with the office: Nancy Mudrick, Paul ranklin, David Paul Rosen,
and Beatriz Clewell. Along with this statement, I am submitting copies of the
papers ! for the committee’s information.

The College Board, an association of 2,500 schools and colleges, has been engaged
in the movement during the past quarter century to eliminate financial barricrs to
higher education through aid to students. Since the mid-1960’s, the Board’s Wash-
ington Office has focused special attention on the expansion of federal need-based
assistance programs and has conducted policy research on student aid.

Federal student assistance programs were created to help equalize educational op-
Eortunity. Educational gg rtunity for the nation’s most disadvantaged citizens,

owever, may be hindered by the way student aid programs interact with other fed-
eral programs designed to help maintain the income of the poor, the handicapped,
the unemployed, and the disabled. These latter programs, known as “income main-
tenance” or “public assistance,” include such t ings as Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and Public Housing Assistance.

We found that individuals receiving benefits from both student aid and income
maintenance programs can indeed be caught in a ‘“catch-22" gituation: receiving fi-
nancial assistance to attend college can have the effect of reducing aid received for
other basic living expenses. Moreover, the laws and regulations that determine how
individuals will fare if they are eligible for both kinds of programs differ from place
to place. They sometimes appear so confusing that they may in themselves consti-
tute a strong disincentive for the very poor to enroll in college.

Our last report concluded that there is: “an apparent contradiction in federal
policy. On the one hand, the federal ﬁovemment has sought to increase educational
opportunity by providing financial aid programs to help meet college costs for those
unable to pay for postsecondary education on their own. The substantial federal in-
vestment In student aid programs is premised on the belief that attainment of a
college education provides the best opportunity for low-income citizens to break the
poverty cycle . . . On the other hand, low-income people may be penalized by the
public assistance programs upon which they rely for basic subsistence if they try to
take advantage of student financial aid programs and pursue higher education.”

In this testimony I shall attempt to explain how these penalties come about. I will
also discuss some of the reasons why it is difficult to remove these penalties by fed-
eral fiat, especially when (as in the nation’s basic welfare program) an important
value is shared responsibility between federal and state governments. Shared re-
sponsibility means shared decision-making and implies that state and locai decision-

1 Paul L. Franklin, “ llege Opportunitly:land Public Assistance Programs: Ideas for Resolving
Conflicts,” College Board, 1984. Janet S. Hansen, “Income Maintenance Programs and College
Opportunity,” College Board, April, 1982. Nancy R. Mudrick, “The Interactivi of Public Assist-
ance and Student Financial Aid,” College Board, 1980.
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makers may have differing views on the proper relationship between welfare and
student aid programs.
Our papers touch on a number of income maintenance Frograms but concentrate

ly reducing student participation. For example, the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act ended Social Security student benefits. Other legislative restrictions en-
acted over a decade have left few students eligible to receive Food Stamps, though
regulations make it almost certain that student aid, except for amounts used to pay
tuition and mandatory fees, will be counted as unearned income and will cause Food
Stamp benefits to be reduced for the few students remaining in the program. Medic-
aid interacts with student aid mainl through its tie to AFDC. AFDC recipients are
automatically eligible for Medicaid, but if the receipt of student aid causes them to
lose theixilAFDC eligibility, they may (depending on the state) lose Medicaid eligibil-
ity as well.

AFDC is the major program designed to provide basic subsistence to the nation’s
poorest citizens. The 1981 budget reconciliation act eliminated federal payments for
18-to-21 year old dependents in AFDC families who were enrolled in college, leaving
heads of AFDC households as virtually the only group of recipients still able to
attend college while retaining AFDC benefits. Nevertheless, there are still a large
number of current AFDC beneficiaries who could be affected by pProgram inconsist-
encies if they desire to enroll in college.

DC recxg‘l;ents attending college can lose welfare benefits if they receive student
aid because both sets of programs can provide money for paying—yet use different
standards in_calculating—the daily living .expenses and instructional costs of post-

DC, because they jointly fund the program with the federal government; and
they differ in their treatment of student aid in determining eligibility for public as-
sistance. Nancy Mudric’ wrote in 1980 that: “The AFDC program has varying rules
that sometimes count student aid as family income and sometimes do not, depend-
ing on the state involved and the source of the assistance. Federal rules prohibit
AFDC from counting any federal grants as family income in determining AFDC
benefits, In many cases, however, AFDC will count state and/or institutional grants
as income to the extent that they exceed direct instructional costs and (for residen-
tial students) costs for room, board, and perhaps other living expenses. Since stu-
dent aid grants frequently cover allowances for personal expenses, travel, and so

cause the allowance for living expenses given by student aid is usually more gener-
ous than the poverty level standard used in public assistance programs.”

Welfare recipients attending college usually encounter expenses over and above
those they would have an ay, such as the costs of books, meals on campus, com-
muting, and child care. The welfare office may not recognize such items as allow-
able costs of education, though it normally disregards student aid that covers educa-
tional expenses when determining AFDC eligibilitr. If welfare caseworkers do recog-

counted by welfare administrators. Suits have also been filed to determine how far
the federal prohibition against counting federal grants and loans as family income
when determining AFDC eligibility 2 should be extended: while Pell Grants, Supple-
mental Educational Opportunity Grants, National Direct Student Loans, and Guar-
anteed Student Loans are clearl covered, College Work-Study and State Student
Incentive Grants are more problematic. College Work-Study in particular, which
does not fall clearly under the “grant or loan” proviso, has been the subject of liti-

gation.
In recent years, stricter job search and work requirements in AFDC have added to
the difficulties welfare recipients face if they wish to enroll in college. There has
n a trend away from viewing postsecondary education and training as options for

2 Higher Education Amendments of 1968, Pub. L. 90-575, title V, sec. 507, 82 Stat. 1063: “For
the purpose of any rogram assisted under title I, IV, V, XIV, XVI, or XIX of the Social Securi-
ty Act, no grant or roan to any undergraduate student for educational pur| made or insured
under any program administered by the Commissioner of Education shall be considered to be
income or resources.”
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~ AFDC beneficiaries and toward a new emphasis on employing these individuals as

quickly as possible. Again, there is great variation across the natica, as states are
empowered to decide whether to set up “workfare” or other job programs for AFDC
recipients, how tightly to structure requirements for participation, and whether to
allow education and/or training as recognized elements in individual recipients’
“‘employability plans.” )

A final problemn faced by welfare recipients interested in college is simply confu-
sion resulting from overlapping progiams and inconsistently-applied rules. Mudrick
summarized the problems this way: “It is practically impossible for an AFDC family
to determine in advance what resources it will have available if one of its members
goes to college, since public assistance benefits depend so directly on the exact
nature of other assistance received. Not only will these resources not be known
until the student is ready to enroll in school, but the family will be unlikely to
detect any error that may be made as AFDC is adjusted to account for student aid
benefits received. In some states, the complexity of the systems actually seems to
have made some public assistance administrators hostile to student aid, since the
complicated adjustments that result when AFDC and student aid interact make the
already cumbersome process of determining AFDC eligibility even more difficult.”

One critical finding from our research, especially the most recent paper by Paul
Franklin, is that many of the problems facing welfare recipients who wish to enroll
in college can be overcome when student aid and welfare administrators work to-
gether to minimize the difficulties caused by two very different kinds of benefits and
numerous specific programs. Examples of significant cooperation abound at the
campus and local level, and collaboration has been successful at the state level in
places like Massachusetts, California, and Wisconsin. For instance, Massachusetts
welfare policy explicitly recognizes education through the baccalaureate level as an
acceptable activity for AFDC recipients. California has a program that encourages
AFDC recipients to attain high school diplomas, postsecondary certificates, or associ-
ate degrees as a way to break out of the welfare cycle. And Wisconsin has developed
a written set of joint procedures for both student financial aid administrators and
the Division of Family Services to ensure that receiving student aid does not unduly
penalize AFDC recipients. The result of the Wisconsin agreement is that the AFDC
benefits of a recipient attending school and receiving student aid will remain intact,
regardless of the source of the aid. !

Conflicting policies in student aid and AFDC can be overcome, but only where
there is a will to do s0. As Franklin points out, “we found that the prospects for
overcoming conflicts between AFDC and student aid vary significantly from place to
place. They are poor where AFDC agencies or administrators place a high priority
on reducing current public assistance costs by decreasing the weifare roll and
where, as a result, postsecondary education is not viewed as a legitimate pursuit for
AFDC recipients.” .

Mudrick suggested a number of ways in which federal policy could be changed to
reduce conflicts between student aid and welfare and to insure that welfare recipi-
ents attending college have sufficient resources to meet all of the expenses they are
likely to face. She noted, however, that each of her suggestions is ‘‘fraught with dif-
ficulties—conceptual, fiscal, or operational”—which must be weighed along with
benefits that might be gained from changing the current system. For example, the
federal government could require that all public assistance programs adopt_the
same rules regarding the treatment of student aid. It could require states to disre-
gard all student assistance, not just federal aid, in calculating welfare eligibility or
at least to exempt aid given for educational expenses defined in a consistent way
nationwide. Such changes, however, would remove discretion that has traditionally
been given to states, in accordance with their shared financial responsibility for pro-
grams suchas AFDC, and would engage the federal government in making decisions
that have sperding implications for the states. Likewise, the federal government
mgght change the definition of cost of attendance or the terms of need analysis in
fedoral student aid programs to include child care, though such a change would
mean little unless funds were available to meet the increased eligibility not only of
“i:a'll%we recipients in college but of other student aid program beneficiaries with
children. .

These examples suggest that modifying policies and procedures to make student
aid and public assistance interact more smoothly and consistently is not an easy
task. In addition to the practical problems involved, Mudrick has pointed out that
the quest for consistency runs headlong into: “basic philosophical questions about
the responsibility for, and the adequacy of, support for persons who receive public
assistance as well as student financial aid . . . (and) touches on an issue that has
been debated since the inception of public assistance. That is, to what extent should
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the welfare system merely relieve the distress of the needy or attempt to alter the
situations which created that need? Students dependent on public assistance are
caught between the long-run social objective of education as a means to upward mo-
bility and reduced dependency, and the short-run desire to use all available re-
sources in order to reduce the current costs of welfare.”

Mr. Chairman, I commend the subcommittee for focusing attention on the prob-
lems faced by welfare recipients who wish to pursue postsecondary education. We
have been told that our publications on this subject have spurred interest in the
problems and have encouraged affected parties to get together to discuss solutions.
This hearing ought to be even more significant in fostering such a dialogue. Our
research shows that if welfare and student aid administrators develop compatible
goals and mutual good will, apparent contradictions in policy need not restrict edu-
cational opportunity for the nation’s most disadvantaged citizens.

Beyond this, Congress can make cleer its intention to support educational oppor-
tunity for the seriously disadvantaged by working to remove contradictions in na-
tional policy on public assistance and student aid. There are practical and philo-
sophical dilemmas in achieving consistency between two complicated sets of pro-
grams, only one of which comes under the jurisdiction of this subcommittee. The
effort, however, must be made if federal education programs are to achieve their
goal of removing financial barriers to higher education.

This concludes my formal statement. I would be glad to answez s quwstlons yoir
and your colleagues might have. - )

Mr. Forp. Mr. Guarnieri, we have been forced to wge at least
half‘time as a definition of a part-time student for aid. Have you
and the members of your assocation sought out a better definition
than that?

Mr. GuarNIERrl. Well, we make a distinction between half-time
and less-than-half-time students. Half-time students and above can
and are eligible to receive NDSL and GSL grants. However, they -
are not allocated te them accordingly, to the number of students
that we represent. However, the less-than-hslf-time student, the
student that takes six credits or less, is simply not eligible to re-
ceive financial grants and loans, suclh as the NDSL loans, whatso-
ever.

Mr. Forp. I understand that. But how do you want to define a
part-time student for qualifying for aid?

Mr. GuarNIerl Well, it is our opinion that a part-time student
should be treated and should be defined as any other student
within the higher educational institution. Simply because he is at-
tending an educational institution on a part-time basis, not taking
a certain amount of credits——

Mr. Forp. That sounds nice. What is your definition that you
think we ought to have in the statute for a part-time student?

Mr. GUARNIERL Can you ask that one more time, Mr. Chairman.
I am sorry.

Mr. Forp. Well, suppose a group of a housewives out in McLean
decide that they heard that there is a course in art appreciation
being given someplace and they decide that that would be a nice
thing to do on Wednesday evenings. They are part-time students.

Mr. GuarNIERI OK.

Mr. Forp. Is that who you have in mind?

Mr. GuarnNigerl. Well, it would certainly encompass that. A part-
time student would be one that desires, or is unable to attend an
educational institution——

Mr. Forp. Now, I have nothing against one course in art appre-
ciation. But given the resources we have, I question whether you
want to take resources away from students who are pursuing some-
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thing for their ce:. er and give it to people who may have aesthetic
purposes in mind when they decide to take a course or two.

Now, how do you draw the line between those? Or are you sug-
gesting that we should use the resources for that type of student?

Mr. GUARNIERI. We draw the line based on whether or not it is a
degree program versus a nondegree program.

Mr. Forp. So your first limitation on a part-time student would
be that their study would have to be a study for credit toward a
degree?

Mr. GuarNierl. I believe so, yes. I think that a degree ought to
be the goal in mind for the part-time student. The part-time stu-
dent takes sometimes 4, sometimes 7, sometimes 15 years to obtain
their education. We believe that what we consider as the part-time
student that we are seeking aid for is one that is seeking it for
degree purposes.

Mr. Forp. Would you like to submit for us the language that you
would like to see in the statute defining a part-time student?

Mr. GUARNIERL Yes, sir; I would be more than happy to.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was really impressed
‘with the testimony of Ms. Berube. It brought to mind that song of a
number of years ago, “One In A Million.” To really be willing to
cite your own experiences, or you opted for a degree program
rather than a short-term vocational training program in order to
gett a job, and what you went through in order to achieve that ob-
Jective.

You mentioned, and I understood you, maybe—I want to find out
if I correctly understood you. You have stated now that you are in
a graduate school, I think.

Ms. BErUBE. I am not actually enrolled in a graduate program,
but I am taking courses that relate to the position that I presently
have that will enable me to advance my career within the company
that I am presently employed.

Mr. Haves. And you said that currently that program is being
financed by your employer?

Ms. BERUBE. Yes. Right.

Mr. HavEes. There aren’t too many that generous, I must say to
you. You are very fortunate.

But you also mentioned something that sort of attracted mi at-
tention. That is, when they came around and you thought about
mag‘?e trying to get a student loan. If you did it, that would have
to be at the expense of the public assistance that you were getting
at that time.

Ms. BERUBE. Yes.

Mr. Hayes. Did you actually get the student loan?

Ms. BERUBE. I had already had at that point. I slipped and men-
tioned it, and I shouldn’t have.

No, I mentioned it to the caseworker not knowing that it would
have an adverse effect.

Mr. Haves. You had it at that time?

Ms. BERUBE. I had the loan.

Mr. Hayes. Did you repay the loan?

Ms. BERUBE. It was deducted from the amount of money that I
was receiving for AFDC funding.
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Mr. Haves. Oh, so they repaid it.

Ms. BERUBE. Yes, it was deducted.

Mr. Haves. Now, Ms. Hansen, I was wondering, you mentioned
the Aid to Families With Dependent Children Program, and this is
very prevalent in my district because in terms of per capita income
it is one of the poorest districts in the whole State of Illinois, and it
ranks pretty high nationally. You mentioned if they got a student
loan that they stand to lose Aid to Families With Dependent Chil-
dren Program. Do you have =ny figures or are any figures avail-
able as to the number of students who are actually on aid pro-
grams now attending colleges or universities? Are there any figures
available to indicate that percentage?

Ms. HaNSEN. The last figures that I have, and there may be more
up-to-date figures available. The last numbers that I have seen go
back almost 10 years, and at that time there were about 250,000, I
think, if I recall correctly, AFDC recipients. But about 150,000 of
those were 18- to 21-year-olds who were eliminated from AFDC in
the 1981 Budget Reconciliation Act.

Kristin Stelck earlier this morning said that about 2 percent of
AFDC current recipients were enrolled in school. She may have
more up-to-date statistics in her paper than my 1975 numbers. But
I would say, if the 1975 numbers are approximately correct now, it
might be something on the order of 100,000 or more.

I think the real issue in this area has to do with the number of
potential students. There are many, many more AFDC household
heads who might be able to enroll if some of these barriers could be
reduced.

Mr. HavEes. That is precisely the point that I wanted to get to.
There are lots of people whe are recipients of aid programs who
would like to take advantage of any opportunity to enter institu-
tions of higher learning, but are deprived of it because of fear of
loss of what they are getting or having it reduced to the point
where they can’t exist. Sgo Lhis is a real dilemma people in that eco-
nomic status are really faced with.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. I am puzzled because the current regulations for
AFDC eligibility spell out that the following items are excluded
from income in determining the eligibility and benefits to be re-
ceived under AFDC:

Any grant or loan to any undergraduate students for educational purposes made
or insured under any programs administered by the Secretary of Education; other

loans and grants, such as scholarships, obtained and used under conditions that pre-
clude their use for current living costs.

Therefore, if they are deducting any of the Pell grants, GSL's,
NDSL's, from the AFDC for the purpose of determining either eli-
gibility or the size of the grant, they are violating the regulations.
Other loans and grants, such as scholarships, obtained and used
under conditions that preclude their use for current living costs are
excluded. But if the loan or grant is obtained under circumstances
where its use is not precluded from duplicating the living cost al-
lowance in AFDC, then that portion of it is taken into account.

‘ 4 Now, 9you are both telling me that that is not the way they are
oing it?
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Ms. HANsSeN. Mr. Chairman, let me make a couple of points.
First, you are correct about the prohibition against considering
Federal assistance. In fact, on the local level some students and ad-
vocate groups for students have had to exert efforts to make sure
that that practice is actually followed by the welfare office. I have
heard of student aid officers, for example, that include letters to
the welfare office in evexy one of their student aid grants to an
AFDC recipient, so the AFDC recipient can take it to the casework-
er and say, “You may not count this student aid.” There have been
problems, but I think you are right there is a clear legal prohibi-
tion and that can be used in appeals to overturn any adverse deci-
sions by the welfare office. Although people do have to know about
it, and that is an area where a lot of work Las been done in some
cases. '

Second, many grants that are given by States and institutions
are not specifically for tuition, which deals with the second part of
your question. They are simply general student aid grants, and
they don’t—it is often the case that caseworkers will not interpret
such a grant as falling under the provisions that you read. If a
grant is specifically given for tuition, it clearly does. But a general
purpose student aid grant which is not defined as being for tuition
o?f!y, may be considered, if it is not a Federal grant, by the AFDC
office.

And the reason that you run into problems when that happens is
that AFDC in many cases uses a very low standard of living for
living expenses. Student aid programs tend to use what is called
the Bureau of Labor Statistics Low-Moderate Standard of Living,
which is higher, so that if a student receives living expenses under
that standard and those living expenses are meant to include
things like books, and commuting costs, and meals on campus, and
other, perhaps child care, the AFDC office may say that is more
income than our standards allow for; therefore, we will reduce your
grant. And there is nothing in the current law that would preclude
them from doing that as long as the student aid they are consider-
ing is not Federal student aid. And for most very-low-income stu-
dents, they are going to have additional student assistance beyond
thﬁ Fiederal programs; that is the only way they can enroll in
school.

Mr. Forp. Well, I am informed that it is that area you are just
talking about that makes for the State deviation that you described
more generally. I thought I heard you saying that the States were
deviating and applying the first part of this prohibition with re-
spect to Federal aid.

Ms. HANseN. Excuse me. If I implied that, I was wrong. They do
not vary in the Federal prohibition.

Mr. Forp. The problem comes down to whether a State considers
transportation to and from school, child care, and things of that
kind as educational costs.

Ms. HanseN. That is a part of the problem. And if they do in-
clude it, whether they include real budgets or some standard allow-
ance. There have been court cases, for example, in New Jersey,
where a student went to court, suing the welfare agency to allow
her to deduct her verifiable costs of commuting which were higher

107



102

than the standard commuting allowance that the welfare office was
including in its budget.

Mr. Forp. How could you write legislation or a regulation clearer
than this that would prevent people from doing it?

Ms. HanseN. One of the things you could do is to first of all
extend the Federal prohibition, which now only. covers Federal
grant and loan programs, to cover all student assistance. Another
thing that gou could do is to require AFDC to use a standard kind
of student budget that corresponds in some fashion to the budgets
allowed in the student aid programs.

But I have to caution you, I think this is a very tricky area be-
cause welfare administrators are not required to allow AFDC re-
cipients to pursue education at all. So if they start out hostile to
education as an option, if they believe that AFDC students should
simply be gotten into employment as quickly as possible, then to
the extent that you strengthen the current prohibitions in the stu-
dent aid area, it is conceivable that some welfare offices might just
say, “The way we will handle that is we won’t allow students to
enroll in school at all.”

I think if you do try to strengthen the prohibitions in Federal
legislation I would encourage you to monitor the situation over the
next few years to try to see if in fact the problems that welfare re-
cipients are now experiencing are being overcome or whether some
of the negative effects that I have described are happening.

I think on balance, even though I recognize that tradeoff on that
potential problem at the local level, I would encourage you to t
to find some of these sorts of solutions at the Federal level. I thin
that doing so makes an important statement from the Congress
which hasn’t been made as clearly before; and that is, that in set-
ting up these programs, both public assistance and student aid, it is
the intent of Congress that welfare recipients have the opportunity
to pursue education as a way of eventually removing themselves
from the welfare rolls.

In some instances at the State and local level having that kind of
encouragement, having the two sets of agencies begin working to-
gether, has, in fact, overcome some of the hostility that existed in
the past on the part of AFDC. And in some States, the local admin-
istrators have been able to work out very good agreements so that
the kinds of problems that Susan Berube and I have been describ-
ing this morning don’t occur.

I might point out to you the situation in Wisconsin, which we de-
scribed in the most recent of our papers, where a statewide agree-
ment between the student aid administrators and the State public
assistance agency have eliminated contradictions in the actual op-
eration of the program, even within the confines of the current in-
consistencies at the Federal level.

Mr. Forp. Your organization did a study, and one of the charts
that they prepared was called “Highlights of 1981 Omnibus Recon-
ciliation Act and Effects on Postsecondary Students,” which you
pointed out changes that were made during that reconciliation
process that effected difficulties. But they were all changes in the
AFDC law, not in the Student Aid Program.

Ms. HanseN. The problems in this area really emerge, I think,
on the public assistance or AFDC side because that is where the
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standard living allowances are lower. That is where benefits get re-
duced if benefits from the other program are counted.

It is true that student aid programs consider AFDC as a source
of income when deciding on the appropriate family contribution,
and therefore the amount of eligibility for aid. But in point of fact,
AFDC benefits are lcw enough in virtually every State that inclu-
si%n of that is not likely to affect a student’s eligibility for student
aid.

Mr. Forp. Well, you have four cat.eiories of changes that were
made and there are none of them on their face reachable by legis-
lation we have before us because they are all changes in the AFDC
eligibility calculation. I don’t think anybody around here claims
that those who supported the 1981 reconciliation knew what was in
it. But it is not within the purview of this committee to unravel
that portion of it.

Federal regulation, for example, does not contemplate merely
AFDC payments when it talks about “other loans and grants, such
as scholarships, obtained and used under conditions that preclude
their use for current living costs.” That is an AFDC regulation..
The test, I guess, comes down to whether or not it increases the
availability of funds for current living costs as distinguished from
paying for additional costs incurred for the purpese of getting an
education. And that draws an even finer line between transporta-
tion to and from school or transportation, and eating away from
home at school as opposed to eating, period.

Apparently, when they were writing the regulation, they took
into account the fact that it would rot necessarily be State money
or Federal money, but could be private money as well, or institu-
tional money. Some lady had some institutional money in her
scholarship which under this regulation should be excluded from
computation of her AFDC if it was directed at noncurrent living
costs or expenditures.

Ms. HANSEN. Sometimes institutional aid officers do that very de-
liberately and sometimes in conjunction with the AFDC office.
When the institutional aid officer, for example, awards an institu-
tional grant, he or she will specify that it is meant for tuition, and
then by prior agreement the AFDC office will say, OK, that is
meant for tuition sc we won’t count it.

But again, in part, that comes back to a feeling of cooperation
and good will between the two agencies.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Perkins.

Mr. Perkins. Just as an informational point, quickly. Social Se-
curity benefits, are they included? If someone is drawing disability
from Social Security on a child, are their Social Security benefits
actually decreased if they are receiving a student loan?

You know, I am trying to jog my memory. { have run across
some cases where I think that has been true.

Mr. Forp. One of the other things that the 1981 reconciliation
did was knock out the student allowance for the orphan in the
Social Security, which had been extended years ago through age 22
if they were attending school, so that it took the load off the family
of losing the family’s share of that child while they were going to
school and not working. In 1981 that was knocked off, and it has
saved several billion dollars since then. The last children affected
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Iggisthat I guess are finishing school this year, or did finish school
his year.

It phased out and said nobody else going into college will be cov-
ered by this. Those who are still in will continue, and over the 4-
year period all of the eligible children who generally were orphans,
orphaned by the breadwinner who made them eligible for the
Social Security benefit, but also it could be children of a totally dis-
abled person on Social Security.

My impression is that the child under 18, that payment is still
excluded.

M-. Perking, Rasically, other than that I just commend the
panel on theajr discussion. I think in terms of the part-time student
the situation of § hours or less for someone who is trying to get a
degree over a period of time is a very strict, a very difficult limita-
tion that we have tc look at seriously.

The chairman has again pointed out the problem of how do you
define that sort of student and not take funds away from someone
who is actually trying to better themselves over the long term
versus someone who has, perhaps, a nice goal but an aesthetic goal
or something that is not going to be productive to the economic
unit. I think that is really what we are looking at in terms of this
committee,

I also think that there is a very good point, and again I have a
few questions in my own mind corcerning the—I don't think it is
just AFDC. We are talking about Soci Security, a variety of
areas, where people who actually want to get loans to go to college
are finding other benefits being cut. This is a generalized problem
that T have encountered numerous times in the last several
months. And if you see these people who are trying to better them-
selves and they are being actually cut, it is a disincentive to try to
improve. I think that has been pointed out here today, and I com-
mend you on your testimony.

Mr. Forp. Thank you very much.

Without objection, the record will be held open for 5 days for Mr.
Gunderson to insert a prepared statement at the appropriate point
in the record.

The committee will stand adjourned for today.

[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]

ALEXANDRIA, VA, July 19, 1985.

Hon. WiLLiam D. Forp,
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education,
Cannon House Office Building, Washington, DC.

DeAR CoNGRESSMAN Forp: I was present at the hearing on July 9 and was very
interested in all the proceedings. Tlgis was my first congressional hearing. Since it
was not pessible for me to appear as a witness, I had spoken previously to Ms.
McAdam, I am enclosing an abstract on lifelong learning for your perusal. I hope
that you and the committee find it of interest. It is a major concern olf)emine.

I am a non-traditional student, being in a doctoral program in higher education at
GW at the age of fifty. Furthermore I am a grandmother and taught in the elemen-
tary school for twenty-one years. I became completely “burned out.” I fully intend
to continue in the world of work for at least twenty more years. I do not find that I
am unique in this respect. My mother worked as an ADA dietition until age seven-

ty.

I have recently written and produced an educational TV show for FCAC Channel
10 in Fairfax County which has been shown several times. The subject of the show
was “Lifelong Learning Today.” I plan to make several more in a series of shows
with a focus on different aspects of lifelong learning, changing careers and so on.
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I will be engaged in numerous educational projects for the next few years as I
work towards my doctorate. I am also non-traditional in that I work full-time as an
executive aide in the Naval Science Department at GW in order to receive tuition
benefits. That is my only income. My salary is about half of that which I was earn-
ing as a teacher with a master’s degree plus in Florida but I am “making the sacri-
fice” and most of the time I consider it well worth my efforts. I want that Ph.D. and
the opportunities that it will afford me.

I expect to attend more of the hearings which your committee will be holding
since I am extremely interested in legislation focusing on educstional matters.

I had planned to speak to you after the hearing but it was necessary for me to
leave shortly before it was over. I look forward to meeting you next time.

Yours truly,
JaneaN HoLway.

Enclosure.

AnsTrRACT: LIFELONG LEARNING—THE ENHANCEMENT of HUMAN POTENTIAL

As our life span as human beings increases, we are finding, and will continue to
find, that there will be time and the desire to do many things after the age when it
has been traditional to retire. The increased life span, the extended good health and
the inclination to continue to be active and productive will allow people to stay in a
career longer, by choice. By the same token, people who have been used to mental
stimulation and continuing educational growth will still desire to keep their minds
active by participating in formal and informal learning situations. The average level
of educational attainment for older adults is increasing rapidly. Colleges and univer-
sities, community colleges, agencies such as YMCA/YWCA, churches and recreation
departments are experiencing growing interest from the older segment of the popu-
lation for services.

This continuing pursuit of knowledge on the part of the older adults in our popu-
lation is another potential source of income which can and should be tapped to help
stabilize the economic problems colleges and universities are facing with the decline
in population and enrollment of young adults.

Older adults are interested in formal learning through traditional institutions of
higher education, i.e., earning advanced degrees—often just for their own personal
fulfillment and sometimes for the purpose of changing careers. Many are also inter-
ested in more informal education such as continuing education departments offer,
i.e., more short term programs of study i improve skills in subjects they find inter-
esting such as computers or fund-raising. Those updated skills can be used in such
areas as volunteerism. Another area of interest is in very informal learning such as
arts and crafts, physical fitness, nature study and music. Other types of lifelong
learning experiences include: Elderhostel, living on a college campus and participat-
ing in college life for a week; travel; correspondence courses; credit by examination,
such as GED and CLEP: and, one of the most popular methods of adult educatior. is
through self-directed learning utilizing libraries, museums, telecourses and other
available resources.

Since we have long been oriented to the idea that education is appropriate for the
young but not for the older adult, a change in attitude will have to take place across
the board so that society will begin to realize that older adults desire to and can
successfully participate in the aspects of lifelong learning that interest them. Some
older adults will also need to be given encouragement to become involved in educa-
tional experiences, since this concept is new to many in that age group. Plans for
special consideration of older adults will have to be made by institutions in deciding
how to make education more appropriate and attractive to them.

The potential for effective education of older adults is enormous. Educational net-
works are being established through some groups and will no doubt continue to
grow. Advocates are needed who believe in the idea and will help convince people at
all levels of its merits. Action must be taken. Saying that the need exists is only the
starting point. Those who are in positions to establish policy favorable to the sup-
port of lifelong learning, such as legislators and educational administrators, must
take a serious look at this vital need, r:ﬁpt)nd to it and help give it impetus. The
media can and should be actively involved in the advocacy of all aspects of lifelong
learning in the community.

Lifelong learning has the potential to greatly enrich the lives of older adults—
ultimately improving the quality of life for everyone. The merit of this concept is
gradually gaining worldwide recognition. It can have a tremendous impact on some
of the preconceived ideas that society has held on how older adults should act and
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how they should be treated. It is a challenging and exciting process and it behooves
us to give it appropriate attention.

[Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to re-
convene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER
EDUCATION ACT

Nontraditional Students

Volume 3

WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, 1985

Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LAROR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:37 a.m., in room
2175, Rayburn House Offic2 Building, Hon. William D. Ford (chair-
man) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Ford, Hawkins (ex officio),
Biaggi, Perkins, Bruce, Solarz, Gunderson, Petri, and Tauke.

_Staff present: Thomas R. Wolanin, staff director; Kristin Gilbert,
cierk; and Rose DiNapoli, minorit, legislative associate.

Mr. Forp. I am pleased to call to order the Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Education. For those who are keeping score, I will
mention this is hearing No. 10 of the hearings scheduled for Wash-
ington. We have 5 of the 11 field hearings yet to go.

I want to repeat the same words that T stress at the opening of
each hearing, and that is that if there is anyone who wishes to give
us the benefit of any suggestions, even though they are not mem-
bers of any panel coming before us, we would be most pleased to
have your suggestions and include them in the record contempora-
neous with that testimony covering that portion of the Higher Edu-
cation Act that you express an interest in.

To introduce ouvr first panel, I would recognize Mr. Mario Bi%}ggi.

Mr. Biaggl. Mr. Chairman, three of the four members of the first
panel are from New York. Clearly, there is parochial interest and I
thank you for the privilege of introducing them. In addition to the
?Quca(\itlonal aspect of our relationship, several of them are my good
riends.

Dr. Joseph Murphy, who is the chancellor of the City University
of New York, is an outstanding gentleman in his field and has been
a gtgod friend for many years. He is a leader in the advocacy of edu-
cation.

Mr. Jim Harrison is, a: we know, the president of the Associa-
tion of Urban Universities. He has had the advantage, or disadvan-
tage, of working with us over a number of years. He comes steeped
in the philosophy of advocating educational opportunities.

(107)
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Dr. Harvey J. Stedman, dean of the School of Continuing Educa-
tion, New York University, who I just met, comes with the addi-
tional credential and advantage of representing the school that is
headed by our former colleague, Mr. Brademas, who is doing so
well in that area.

Miss Judy Koloski is executive director of the American Associa-
tion for Adult and Continuing Educaticn. Although she is not from
New York—

Ms. Kovoski. I am originally. [Laughter.]

Mr. Bragar. I knew there was something special about you.

We welcome all four of the witnesses and are delighted and hon-
ored that they would respond to the chairman’s request to make
some comments about my bill.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Tauke, did you want to make any statement?

Mr. TaUkE. No statement, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Without objection, the prepared statements of each of
the witnesses appearing today will appear in the record. We would
ask that members of the panel proceed to summarize, highlight, or
editorialize on your prepared statements in any way you find most
comfortable.

"I would like to start first with Dr. Murphy.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH S. MURPHY, CHANCELLOR, THE CITY
UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

Dr. Murpny. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the sub-
committee. Thank you for providing me with this opportunity to
present testimony today for your consideration.

I am here to speak on behalf of a new coalition organized to pro-
mote a more equitable Federal aid policy for part-time students. As
chairman of the Coalition for Aid to Part-Time Students, CAPS, I
represent 19 national education, labor, student, and advocacy asso-
ciations whose concerns are put forth in the statement and legisla-
tive proposal submitted to you.

Our membership includes the major associations of land-grant
colleges, State colleges, community colleges and urban universities,
the United States Student Association, the National Education As-
sociation, the American Federation of Teachers, the American As-
sociation of University Professors, as well as the Hispanic Higher
Education Coalition. A ccmplete list is attached to my testimony.

I am very pleased to note that Congressman Mario Biaggi has in-
troduced vitally important legislation, H.R. 2711, called the “Fair
Financial Aid for Part-Time Students Act.” Our coalition enthusi-
astically endorses this bill.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that the plight of part-time students
merits the utmost attention in your deliberations on the renewal of
the Higher Education Act for three principal reasons: First, part-
time students are now a critically important constituency within
the higher education community; second, it is in the national inter-
est to encourage the educational goals of part-time students; and
finally, part-time students are simply not getting a fair share of
Federal financial aid.
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Part-time students are the fastest growing segment of the stu-
dent population. They now constitute more than 40 percent of en-
rollments, some 5 million people. At the City University of New
York, more than 77,000 students—43 percent of our students—are
part-time.

This trend is expected to accelerate. A recent New York State
study projects a 25-percent decline in full-time undergraduate en-
rollment by 1997, while forecasting a steady increase in part-time
enrollment over the same period. Part-time students are surely the
wave of the future for higher education.

By and large, these students are older than full-time students.
More than 80 percent work, and most are motivated by a desire to
advance themselves educationally and economically.

Mr. Chairman, in the past part-time students have sometimes
been characterized as less serious than full-time students. In my
experience, today’s adult, attending college 2 or 3 nights a week,
and balancing the demands of a full-time job, with family responsi-
bilities at home, exhibits a level of discipline, seriousness of pur-
pose, and motivation that few others can match.

I also believe that the fate of the nontraditional part-time stu-
dent is as critical to the Nation’s future as it is to the educational
establishment. In today’s world, where new jobs are constantly
being created and old ones being eliminated, the country has a
vital stake in encouraging lifelong learning. Our leadership in tech-
nology and our competitive position in international commerce
depend in significant measure on our ability to retain midcareer
workers whose skills have been rendered obsolete by the changing
demands of a modern economy. We have a particular obligation to
education those who could not take full advantage of higher educa-
tion in earlier life.

Despite the obvious advantages of lifelong learning to the nation-
al economy, and despite the surge in part-time enrollment, Federal
student aid policy continues to discriminate against these students.
In general, part-time students do not receive aid nearly commensu-
rate with the aid given to full-time students in the same or even
better financial circumstances.

This is the situation. Under the Higher Education Act, students
who attend at least half-time are eligible for Pell grants, guaran-
teed loans, and the campus-based aid programs. Students attending
less than halftime are excluded from most of these programs, al-
though they may receive some aid under the supplemental grant
and work-study programs. In practice, a variety of factors work
against all part-time students receiving an equitable share of avail-
able funds.

The first problem is in the formula used to determine the
amount of the grant. For example, a student’s costs of attendance
are supposed to be included in calculating his or her Pell grant.
For a student living in a dormitory, the actual room-and-board cost
is included in determining the student’s expenses. Commuter stu-
dents, on the other hand, are restricted to a fixed cost-of-attend-
ance allowance which is far below their actual expenses.

Since virtually all part-time students are commuters, this be-
comes a serious impediment to getting an adequate grant. Similar-
ly, a child care allowance has nevery been included in determining
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college costs covered by Pell grants, and the child care allowances
for campus-based aid are unrealistically low. Again, part-time stu-
dents bear a disproportionate burden of their actual expenses.

The formula for determining grants for independent students is
also unfair. Generally, it is reasonable to expect independent stu-
dents to contribute more to their education than dependent stu-
dents. But those independent students who themselves have de-
pendents—such as a mother with young children returning to
school—deserve special consideration. Today, an independent stu-
dent with dependents; even at the lowest income level, is expected
to contribute more than twice as much of his or her income to the
cost of attending colleges as a dependent student with the same
income. This can give rise to the kind of anomalous situation in
which a muther supporting an 18-year-old son may be ruled ineligi-
ble for a Pell grant, while the son is considered eligible.

In some cases part-time students fail to get their fair share of fi-
nancial aid because of institutional practice. For example, part-
time students are often not sufficiently well-informed of the aid op-
portunities available to them. In addition, college financial aid offi-
cers may grant campus-based aid to full-time students rather than
part-time students.

Finally, no matter how needy they are, students attending school
less than half time are not eligible for Pell grants, guaranteed
loans, or national direct student loans under the law.

Inequitable formulas, inadequate information, institutional ne-
glect or indifference, legal barriers—all of these are serious obsta-
cles which have serious effects. A recent study of public colleges
showed that nearly half of full-time dependent students were re-
ceiving need-based student aid, while only 2 percent of part-time
dependent students received financial aid. Similarly, one-fifth of
the full-time independent students received need-based aid and
only one-twentieth of part-time independent students received aid.

This disparity is far too great to attribute to differences in finan-
cial aid. Mr. Chairman, unless we are prepared to say that finan-
cial aid eligibility should be based on some factor other than finan-
cial need, then these barriers to higher educational opportunity for
part-time students are difficult to defend.

Congressman Biaggi's bill proposes seven essential ways to
remove these roadblocks. First, it is recommended that eligibility
for Pell grants, guaranteed loans, and National District Student
Loans be extended to part-time students who attend college less
than half time. This provision would not include students in non-
credit, continuing education courses and would be restricted to en-
rolled students working toward a degree.

Second, the bill proposes an increase in the cost-of-attendance al-
lowance which would reflect attendance costs more accurately and
fairly. The amount should be prorated downward for students at-
tending school half time. An allowance for general living exFenses
would not be included for students attending less than half time.
These students would only be covered for expenses direcily related
to their education.

Third, the bill proposes that Congress adopt the provision origi-
nally included in the 1980 Higher Education Amendments which
required that independent students with dependents contribute an
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amount toward their education equal to the amount required of de-
pendent students.

Fourth, the bill proposes the inclusion in all Federal aid pro-
grams of an allowance for the actual expense of day care for chil-
drﬁn as well as older dependents in computing the cost of attending
college.

Fifgth, the bill would lower the amount of the minimum Pell
grant and eliminate the minimum for supplemental educational
opportunity grants. This provision would permit greater flexibility
to provide smaller grants to part-time students.

ixth, colleges would be required to provide written materials
c%learly informing part-time students of the benefits available to
them.

Finally, institutions would be charged with greater accountabil-
ity in the distribution of campus-based financial aid. The institu-
tion should be given the option to count all its part-time students
when applying for campus-based aid, or to exclude all part-time
students from the aid application.

If the institution does include part-time students on its applica-
tion and does get aid on this basis, the school should be required to
spend a reasonable proportion of the aid on those part-time stu-
dents. There is no such requirement now and, without one, experi-
ence tells us the part-timer is often overlooked.

Perhaps the benefits of the proposed legislation can best be meas-
ured by the impact on individual students.

For example, at one of our City University campuses, we have a
35-year-old welfare mother of two who attends part time. Current--
ly, she depends on an $800 Pell grant and SEOG, in addition to a
loan she has taken out. If the commuter allowance was changed to
reflect college costs fairly, the amount of this woman’s Pell grant
would rise by $112.

Another of our students, a 38-year-old sin%le, working mother,
would receive an additional $137 if a reasonable day care allowance
was permitted in computing her college expenses for her Pell
grant. Yet another independent student with dependents would re-
alize a gain of $400 in her Pell grant if she were only required to
contribute the same amount to her education as dependent stu-
dents in the same income bracket.

If some of these increases de not seem very large, I assure you
they would make a great deal of difference to the people involved.
For example, at one college bookstore, a basic accounting text and
workbook now costs $46. An economic theory book and a social psy-
chology text cost more than $30 each. A ?ioo increase in aid for
City University students would pay for one credit and the student
activity fee, or about 10 weeks’ subway fares to and from school.

There is much more to be said about the impact on individuals,
especially those who have not been able to go to college or those
who have dropped out because of the lack of financial aid. With
your permission, I would like to request that we be permitted to
submit supplementary written testimony on our findings before the
hearing record is closed. .

Mr. Chairman, for the past 2 years I have served as Chairman of
the National Pell Grant Coalition, which has worked closely with
your committee to increase funding for Pell grants. That experi-
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ence has proven that, despite the administration’s proposals, and
despite budgetary restraints, a bipartisan majority ofp Congress sup-
ports the enhancement of student financial aid.

It is our hope, Mr. Chairman, that this committee will support
the principle that every available dollar ought to be distributed
fairly among full-time students and part-timers.

Thank you for allowing us to present our views this morning. I
will be happy to answer any questions I can. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. -

[The attachments to Dr. Joseph S. Murphy's statement follow:]

CoALITION FCR AID TO PART-TIME STUDENTS STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

A new national Coalition has been formed—representing (3#) education, student,
labor and advocacy organizations—to promote more funds for part-time students
under the federal student aid programs. The national Coalition is chaired by Dr.
dJoseph S. Murphy, Chancellor of the City University of New York.

Under current law and program practice, part-time students do not receive their
fair share of federal aid. The Coalition for Aid to Part-time Students (CAPS) advo-
cates a five-part legislative program for inclusion in the higher education act, to cor-
rect this inequity.

THE NEED FOR PART-TIME STUDENT AID

Part-time students are the fastest growing component of postsecondary education.
Between 1972 and 1982, part-time student enrollment increased 65 percent until it
accounted for over five million students, 41 percent of postsecondary enrollments.
Projections are that part-time enrollment will continue to increase through the end
of the century, while full-time enrollment will decline.

Part-time students tend to be older than the “traditional” college student. Most
attend school part-time due to job and family responsibilities; over 82 percent are
emplo{yed full or part-time. Making new careers and upgrading job skills are the
most frequently-cited educational goals.

In today’s working environment, where new jobs are constantly being created and
old jobs re-designed, it is clearly in the national interest to encourage the trend
toward lifelong learning through part-time education. Part-time students who dem-
onstrate significant financial need should be eligible for federal assistance. Today,
however, federal student aid policy discriminates against the part-time student.

For example, students attending college less than half-time are not eligible to re-
ceive Pell Grants, Guaranteed Student Loans or National Direct Loans. Students at-
tending half-time or more are eligible for these programs, and all part-time students
are eligible for SEOG and work-study aid, but these students receive far less support
than would be expected based on their numbers and financial condition.

One reason is inadequate information reaching the students. Another reason is
that the formulas governing eligibility—formulas for independent students, depend-
ent care allowances and living cost computations—are detrimental to part-time stu-
dents. Finally, colleger have channelled almost all discretionary federal aid to their
full-time students.

A FIVE-PART REFORM PROGRAM

Individuals who can demonstrate financial need should not be excluded from fed-
erai aid because they are in school part-time. Here is the five-part CAPS program to
trat part-time students more fairly.

1. UPDATE the student living cost alivwance to fairly reflect current living costs.

2. REVISE the current day care allowance to reflect actual costs, and to include
care for older relatives as well as children.
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3. ASSURE that independent students with dependents are required to contribute
no more to their education than dependent students. Today, a single parent with a
small child is expected to contribute more to his or her education than a dependent
student at the same income level.

4. Open Pell Grants, Guaranteed Loans and National Direct Loans to students at-
tending college less than half-time.

5. Require that institutions with needy part-time students devote a reasonable
proportion of their campus-based aid to those students and provide moie informa-
tion to them about available opportunities.

Considerations of equity and national interest argue against the exclusion of part-
time students from federal aid. Some possible legislative language that would imple-
ment the CAPS proposal follows.
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Sec. 413(N1) (a) (2) (B) If thwe smount determined under
division (i) of subparagraph (A) with rcspect to a
student for any acadanic yoar is less than $200, no
payment shall be made to that student for that year.
For a stulent enrollad for less than a full acadamlc
yoir, the minimm payment roquired shall be reduced
proportionately.

Suqgeated ey

Justification Gont.)

111. In coch acadanic yoar sucaxding acadanic
yoar 1987-A8, the allasance for ruom, Loand,
Looks, supplies, transportation aml mise-
cllancous personal expenses will e incroasad
$100.

il. 1he cost of atlendaice for stdenls atlendim
less than full-time tut at Jeast half=Lims shatl
be deteaminad Ly the institution so as tn e pro-
portional to the cost of attenhince for full-time
students at the institution.

1ii. The st of attenlance tor stdonts attemdityg the  Alluwabile custs for stmlonts otlexlim
institution less than half-time rhall be limited  loss than half-time wxild be limitad Lo
tos dircet elwational exponses, not general
liviig cosls.
I. tuition amd fees; and

I1. an allowance for looks, supplies, Lransportation .
and miscellancous porsonal exper.es as determimgd
by the institution.”

Strike Sce. 413(B) (a) (20 (W) ss are ivarded ly the camuas [inan-
ciat aid of ficer and cant be Liiloral to
the studont’s imdividuatl ciranstonces,
includimg monctary soad il onrol linent
status. A $200 minipam awand is mot
appropriate in this program, especiolly
for part-time stwlents.
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S, A1) () An eligilile Institel ion may wee ot
mire than 10 per contum of its allocatjon for leas-
than-lalr-t ime andergraduate stindents v ate doter-
minad by Uke fimtitation to e io vl of sich qronls
anl Who et e reinmenls of seelion 484, ollwer
than the ropircuent of clause (2) of seclion 4R4(A),

S, 491N paewide thiat in U selection of
stadents Tor eoployment swaler such work-stivly proegrin,
only sludentr Win domnatrated fiswefal wed in ace-
ontluxe with U privisions of seetion 482, and Win
e rapirments of rection 484 will e assistal,
L that_each cligible institutlon my b
oL mare than 10 (v contien of Uie T

l%mc T this prt_for onddi ﬂ':;c}ll'
)

Sovte 4R4(D) A loan Trom a sLrlenl. Jow [l ana-
intel vmler this part may o wade only lo a stdenl
Wi domoest rates finmeial onnd o acevinbuse with
section 482 Al Wi moets the roquirosents of
sclinn 44,

Suygestes] Ancsabeatn (ont,) shustiticat benn fovnt o)

e ite S, AEHU) () an 1ol lowre Meis proaeision aaamest ol 50800 atee
mwkhe s Phaldes Loy wendy it -
I the fnstitotion’s Soppdowrntal Gl ional tgqen s L.
tmdty Grant allotpent §s Tasad i ot o thes Fino-

cial oonst domnet talad Iae shadeuds alteasliteg tiee joet i«
tution leas Usur fall=tims, a yrasonaile (opva tion of

Uwe fnstitution®s SIS allnhewnl shat] Jee manlo avail-

ahle 1o anch rtlonts,”

QAT N

Delote wnlerifomed clouse anl bl o tew 400 (10) a0 Hhia paawision aasuies 1l wock=stly
fol lowsy eqgen tand L i e ke pevuenahly
Vo Baledes 1oy tierly v b=t ime slinkenta,
“IT the Jostitution's wuk-stinly allotwnt i Insol
in part on e Finwial neosl domonstrated by sl
ontr attenditg U fostibilion less than full-tioe,
A reasomable progortion of e fostinnfon’s wirk-
stuly fuds shal! te male avadlable 10 sudd) stinlonts,”

Make A0 (L) into 464110 (1) avd ak) v, AGAND(2) an s prewinion asoren lat WL e are
Tod leme: mswbe peasekihly avai bbb Lev tusely el -
[RI rlenle,

IF e jostitotion's Takaal capital contuitation
under tive National Direct Stideat Tosm puogrom is

basedl fopart on the Tisancial oecd dammstvated 1y
stulonts attemling the bnstitotion 1eas tham fudl-1ie,
a nasosble projortion of Hatjom] Direct Stodent Teonn
Sl e nade avai lalde 1o soach stalals®
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S, AR2(cHU 1) in dotermining family remtzibution
for an indpvnbnt stiudont who s ane or e dopon-

chnts, provide that the assesawan rate ohich is te s
appelired to the stident®s discretionary incme shiall I

Uw s as the assesaast tate appslicd to disezet iomary

imtaac of Uw fmily of o deprmient. stadnl; and

S, AR2( W) 1 “For Ule putporses of iis Litie, Som
tenvm "ot of altendanre™ meann-

(1) Wiilion and fros ol ly ansensed o Ml I=time
atadent at the institation aL whicdt the stelat is in
atlendancn.

(2) an atlseywe for ks, Siylies, transportation,
sl miserel larons porrwnl exprmnes;

(3 an alksance for morm asl ioand ants fwacead 1y

the

stislrat wWhiche-

A levtinnis in aclcmic yeor 19RI-1982 shall e

(4]

i

an allowwee af gt less Usw $1,100 for o
stident without deyowdents residimg al hone
with patent
for stelents withat depeslents residing in
inal itntionally owinx]l or opvraled busing,
ahall te a stantand allawtae detemined Ty
Uw institintion hasnd on e xanl omally
aseetse] st of jis residents far nom anl
Taards

far alt other stoaknts witlesd deyrnionts,
shall e a standam Al lesance detemmined by
e Pnstitition Dased on the oxgenses reasm -
Ally incureed by such staknts fror poesn and
Toard: ansl

Sorpgeniten) Amctskoeats bregld KN FUSTRTL T (RPN

Lugeleamatat fom Of fipbpewhnt stk peovinions, Tishyersbnt slwhadts watl dqersbondn
Notwithntusling any growision of the Shabkat Fitom “dvwildd Joo 1 tesd in tlye w L ETA]
Ansigtanw Teeimical Areke il s Acl of 1902, tine S ekyurskoant <risien e gurttowa~ ot
retary of aleat jon Wbl melify the requlatjons 1 ket ecamingens tweis exqes-teed faamly erws

o

dotemmining expretal family coatrile Poilwst fonnt tee exlimet jeanal (ve: Thin
family incues o cugely with the topitomnnlo of in boasl om a trxsemitiom that dislqem-
sction ARZ2(e) (D A), (M, qued (10 af the Act . denit stslents witle digersbad e e lemin

dhesperialafer han ikywrrbant stlaen
willrmil ¢k j=vsbut s,

Sultitate the followiog: Mo prewicdes an wbepsiler szt ol atbeluene
Alleanuse 1o irbais meber teskeral aid

Soe. 38260 1) o the gurperess of 1his title, Prevgraurs cotleer Hew el Cram o,

oxerpt as provided in Sec. 411G (2) 1) for tee Petd

Crant prratam, the temm "t af Attegsbawre” or

fall-tim~ stixlenig meanss

(A) taition aml fees wemmally annenad a Ml
time ctalat at e justitution at wiied the
stwicnt. i in attomlvuse; awd

M) an allownwes for toun, Joand, I supyidies,
trangportat ion atel misertiannoos jorsonl ex-
ponans as detemminad Ly the inatitution, el
that mxdy allenuwe #ail nat 1o less Don tes
atlowance prowided ar Srea 4LTAN (2D 1C) .

(2) Mue cust of attoaslowe for siokits allowlie
foan tha Mtl-tise lab at Toast Batl-time stusll 1o
deteminnd Ly the institel ion s as 1o be pusgentionsl
ter Uwe cvsl of attelonee for fufi-time sticdents o
the inutitotion.

(3 The amt ol attrmlire (or stalnls altostiog

U fnstitution Jees o Wbl tine <ald foe Timild
I
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{D) for stwdents wilh depemionts, stall le an
allowwer Insed on the exprises trasonably in-
arred ly surch stisdents for rexaa med foowd,

14} for a stwlont engwyed in a progrom of stely 1y
corresponlence, only tuiting axd foes amd, if ropired,
Irokn and sgplies, avl travel and mom ant Ixard
onsts inaurred specifically in fnlfilling & reguired
rorial of residontial trainiovg;

{5) for a stulent ~wrolind in an acdnaic program
which numilly includes a formal prvnram of stody
Almnad, reasonahile onsts asmx:iatod with s

stdy;

{6) for a stslont with iopolont children, an
allewaner heed on e expentes 1oasmably in-
cureed [or child care; st

{7 for a handicapped stukent, an allowany [or those
expennes related Lo his lawedicap, incliling special
sorviers, Lransportation, espijwent, axd sigplics
that arce reasonably incurred and aol providad for by
atdwr ansisting moncies.

xt. AHA(A) {2} exerpt as otherwise specilically
prewvided, 1e carrylop or ptaming o carry at least
cor=l f the wumal ful 1=time worklond for the
cnae of stdy the staknt iz parsiing, as dotee-
wised by the insLitotion;

duestilicat iom {ovut )

Suggested Menyieonts (oot}

(A) taition and fees; jaxl

(M) an allowwee for ez, sigglics, tra
ation mxd miseel s jerenal oyense

Rostate Sec. 48261 {6} as folluwe: Ixgvartont eare al lesuxrs sheonded 1o basaced

“for a stukat with depeokats who tepiire cate in
the rludonts absonse, an allosmce determined ly the incleldd,
inmt ftution ascd ta Ume actant exprnses iienreed

for sich care,”

Strike section dR1(a) (2). Part=time skt e We st rad e
weeel venmmeranat e wilh

shawtlel not 1w b

124

811



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Current Lw {(cont.)

Sec. 485(n} {1} Each eligible institntion pt-
acipating in any program wsler this title shall
carry out information dissenimation aclivilies

for prospective and enrolled students regarding
the institution and financial assistame under

this title. “etc...”

Suggested Zacndnents {cont .}

Add (2)(3) a5 follows:

“Specific informational matorials sl ies mvke
available to current or prospsitive stukats
attending the institution lien than ful 1=t ime
about sources of finmcial assistance at Uwe
institution available for such stidents under
this title.*
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CoALITION FOR AID To PART-TIME STUDENTS MEMBERS

American Association of Community and Junior Colleges; American Association
of State Colleges and Universities; American Association of University Professors;
American Council on Education, Council on Higher Education and the Adult Learn-
er; American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO; Association of Community College
Trustees; Association of Urban Universities; California Community Colleges; and
California State University.

Also City University of New York; Hispanic Higher Education Coalition; National
Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education; National Association of
State Unjversities and Land-Grant Colleges National Education Association; Nation-
a] Organization of Black University and College Students; National University Con-
tinuing Education Association; United Negre College Fund; United States Associa-
tion of Evening Students; and United States Student Association.

Mr. Biacar [presiding]. In relation to your request to be permit-
ted to submit supplementary written testimony on your findings, it
wiil be granted, without objection.

Mr. Harrison.

STATEMENT OF JIM HARRISON, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION OF
URBAN UNIVERSITIES

Mr. HarrisoN. Mr. Chairman, I am Jim Harrison, president of
the Association of Urban Universities, a list of whose members is
appended to the testimony.

Later in the year this association will testify on title XI of the
Higher Education Act, specifically on the urban-focused part of the
law. But today I have been asked to testify on student aid issues
which are particular but not exclusively concerned to the urban
sector.

Our first legislative recommendation, Mr. Chairman, is that you
simply repeal section 484(a)(2), which is an overall ban in the
Higher Education Act on part-time students receiving grant, loan,
and 'work opportunity assistance under title IV.

That language being repealed, we would also recommend the
repeal of the provisions of sections 413(c) and 443(b) which consti-
tute the “otherwise specifically provided” exceptions to 484(a)(2).
These three provisions should stand or fall, preferably fall, togeth-
er.

AUU makes two other proposals—we did in our April 30 presen-
tation—which we believe would be helpful in bringing the part-
timer under title IV on a basis of quality principle. We propose
that such a student’s eligibility for assistance be capped in propor-
tion to his intensity of enrollment, and that his cost of living be
measured in the same proportional way.

I have to say here, Mr. Chairman, the enthusiasm even of my
own membership for some of the details of that proposal is, shall
we say, graduated. I have enthusiastic support from both the public
and private members of my association for the first of our proposi-
tions—strike the prohibitions in the law against assistance to part-
timers and drop the current setasides. The proposals that total as-
sistance itself should be capped proportionately to the student’s in-
tensity of enrollment also is unanimously supported by all of my
members.

Some of them—and they include both public and private mem-
bers—have said that the part-timers cost-of-living allowance should
not be similarly determined and take the position that the part-
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timer should have no cost-of-living allowance as suck, counted into
his aid formula.

The previous witness, Chancellor Murphy, is & mermber of AUU’s
Board of Directors and a most formidable spoks«z:nan for the public
sector. You have heard him testify that Pell grants jor the pasrt-
timers should be limited largely to direct educational costs.

A very persuasive argument along the same lines has heen ad-
vanced by another member of my board, Dr. Danizl Per!msn. presi-
dent of Suffolk University, a distinguished private instiZation. Dr.
Perlman has pointed out that the part-timers cost of iving is not
affected in the same manner as is that of the full-timier by his or
her decision to enroll. Therefore, it follows there is less direct con-
nection between cost of living and cost of learning.

The message fror AUU on the cost-of-living issue is a mixed one.
In pure logic, you cuuid argue that equal treatment of the part-
timer requires proportionate calculation of his cost-of-living allow-
ance. But it does no violence to the concept of equal treatment to
concede that there are differences in circumstances which can jus-
tify differences in formulas.

We have no position on cost of living which ranks as high as our
position on 484(a)2). That section of the law, Mr. Chairman, is
simply, unvarnished discrimination against part-timers. It should
be repealed outright, without any compromise suggesting that the
part-timer’s educational experience and needs are less than those
of full-time students.

In brief, Mr. Chairman, though our AUU proposal to the subcom-
mittee on April 30 did not anticipate Mr. Biaggi’s bill in every re-
spect, we wold find its enactment, as is, quite satisfactory, quite de-
lightfully satisfactory.

Let me underscore a couple of proposals AUU is not making and
which will not make, however generous they might be to part-time
students.

We are not proposing that a part-time student be subjected to
needs analysis one whit less rigorous than that applied to a full-
timer. We don’t propose that a single dollar of hard-won Pell grant
or campus-based program money be granted or lent or used to help
a part-time student who cannot, by the same tests applicable to his
or her full-time counterpart, show a need for it.

Most part-timers, given that requirement, probably will not qual-
ify for title IV assistance. So be it. If they don’t need it, save it for
those who do. There are plenty of students in the urban universi-
ties, public and private, who do need the money and who can solve
the needs analyzers’ most sophisticated mazes, and we would
oppose taking one penny away from any of them to give to part-
timers who have more resources or a more supportive family.

Second, we do not propose that any institution be directed to
package campus-based aid for part-time stucents if it is the institu-
tion’s policy, stated policy, not to do so.

That brings us, I suppose, Mr. Chairman, to the heart of AUU’s
position on the part-time student. There is a serious problem of dis-
crimination facing the part-time student in American higher edu-
cation, and the legislation we propose will not cure it. There is sub-
stantial discrimination against part-time students and it does not
stem from section 484(aX2) or any other provision of law. There are
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a lot of problems in higher education, Mr. Chairman, which are not
of the legislature’s devising, and this is one of them.

The problem confronting the part-time student is the sometimes
inarticulate and sometimes perfectly conscious assumption on the
part of educators that the part-time student simply isn’t serious
enough to warrant the time, trouble, and money it might cost to
bring them into the charmed circle reserved for the vanishing “tra-
ditional” student. That is the prcblem, and the ultimate solution to
the problem: lies not with you in the Congress—you haven’t created
the probleni—but with us in higher education. We have.

Mr. Chairman, there are full-time students, including some in
our urban universities, solely to kill time, full-time, until Dad or
Aunt Sue takes them into the family business. And there are stu-
dents, including some in our urban universities, who are registered
full time in college and who will remain so registered until about 5
minutes after thzir eligibility ends and they can accept the gladia-
torial contract which is why they went to college in the first place.
Those are included among the full-timers.

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, there are some part-time stu-
dents who are dead!y serious about learning a new skill, obtaining
a new ability, or finding a new insight into truth.

Our point, Mr. Chairman, is not that who is more serious or who
is less serious, but simply that intensity of enrollment is a lousy
proxy for seriousness. The two are not related. The law, I think un-
intentionally, assumes that they are, and they are not.

One of the best arguments I have ever heard for repealing sec-
tion 484(aX2) was voiced by a friend of everyone in this room, who
thought he was expressing his unbreakable support for that provi-
sion of the law. Our friend said, “We can’t casually throw away
?tude?!:te’zjd money on people who are only going to college for the

un of it.”

Mr. Chairman, as a spokesman from some in higher education,
let me assure you the concept of students getting “fun” out of their
education doesn’t offend me one bit.

The Higher Education Act, I submit, was not enacted to increase
the number of bachelors of arts. The Higher Education Act was not
even enacted to assure a neatly balanced flow of title IV revenues
to each of the several sectors of higher education—though that is a
legitimate criterion for measuring some of what you do.

If I read the legislative history of the Higher Education Act with
any comprehension at all, it was drafted, crafted, fought for, voted
for, funded and defended for the past 20 years because you in the
Congress, and especially you in this subcommittee, believe that
America is stronger, economically healthier, and yes, a better coun-
try, when it has more and better educated people, whatever their
age, vhatever the number of years it may have taken them to
ac}éie?e‘ their education, or whatever they hang on their wall at the
end of it.

The problem confronting part-timers, Mr. Chairman, will have to
be solved some day within the ranks of higher education itself.
Those distinguished universities and colleges that just don’t want
to adjust their policies or their curricula to accommodate the needs
of part-timers must be, in the spirit of the Higher Education Act,
left free to continue that refusal.
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My daughter got the best part of her educatien 40 miles away
from here at a very distinguished private college, St. John’s in An-
napolis, which couldn’t possibly adjust its curriculum to take much
recognition of the part-time student. It would run afoul of St.
John's definition of the liberal arts, which is a defensible one, and
they should be free to continue that. They do their students and
their definitions and their principles the honor of coming out in
front and say, “We don’t want part-time students.” Lord love ’em,
they should be free to continue to do that.

But there are institutions, Mr. Chairman, in higher education
who do want and are ready to meet and are anxious to serve the
needs of the part-time student. They should not be prevented, as
the law now prevents them, from even allowing such students to
see if they qualify for assistance.

Section 484(aX2), Mr. Chairman, does not permit institutions who
don’t want to be burdened with the part-timer from being so bur-
dened. They have that right with or without section 484(aX2).
Those institutions who have that policy, and admit it, would be in
no way affected by the repeal of this section. We part company
only with those who would retain a universal prohibition in the
law so they can exercise their own policy choices and then point to
the law as their excuse for doing so.

Section 484(a)2), Mr. Chairman, sccves no goal ever enunciated
by the Congress, in my reading of the Higher Education Act and its
legislative history. Congress knows, and you said so, Mr. Chairman,
and Mr. Biaggi, you have said—you have all said so—you know
that we are stronger and better and wiser because there are mil-
lions of Americans who want to go to school, including some who
want to go just for the fun of it. We suggest you remove the shield
of section 484(aX2) and let individual institutions decide for them-
selves whether or not they want to accommodate the growing num-
bers of part-time students. ‘

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Jim Harrison follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JiM HARRISON ON BEHALY OF THE AssociaTion oF URBAN
UNIVERSITIES

_Mr. CHaRMAN, I am Jim Harrison, President of the Association of Urban Univer-
sities, a list of whose members I have appended to the testimony.

Described as succinctly as possible, the Association is a group of universities,
drawn from both the public and independent sectors of higher education, in cities,
but, more importantly, convinced each of their obligation to the city in which they
are rooted. Our urban universities are both “in” and “of”’ the cities; they provide
educational opportunities to the fo le of the cities, but more than that, they offer
assistance in those areas in which they are prepared to do so, to the cities in com-
munity-wide efforts to ricet and cope with urban problems.

Perhaps the attitude of the urban universities is best exemplified by the theme we
have chosen for our Annual Meeting, scheduled for Boslon this fall. *“The Urban
Universities Celebrate the Quality of Urban Life.” We have chosen that ﬁhrase and
the word “Celebrate” deliberately because we look upon the city as the natural
home of the university, and the challenges of urban life to be calls to excellence, not
excuses for anything ghort of it. .

On a later occasion, this Association will teetilff'y ‘before your Subcommittee on
Title XI of the Higher Education Act, the one speci ically urban-focussed part of this
law. But today, I have been afforded an opportunity {9 testify on student aid issues
which are of particular, but not exclusive, concern to the urba# sector. .

Mr. Chairman, I shall not repeat what the distinguished chancellor of the City
University of New York has said about the non-traditional student. I will even
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resist the temptation to quote your own eloquent remarks about the changing
nature of our student body. There may be people in higher education itself who still
think we can return to the past, when students were all from the same mold, but
surely no one on this Subcommittee believes that we either can or should.

Today, then, Mr. Chairman, we are here to recommend that relics of a past era be
removed from the law so that, with particular respect to student financial assist-
ance, the Higher Education Act may appropriately serve all of today’s student body,
not merely that declining fraction of it which reflects the past.

Our first legislative recommendation is that you repeal the overall ban on part-
time students receiving grant, loan and work opportunity assistance under Title IV.
That language, Sec. 484(a}2) of present law, says: “in order to receive any grant,
loan or work assistance under this title, a student must (and here is where we
would start repealing) except as otherwise specifically provided, be carrying or plan-
ning to carry at least one-half the normal full-time workload for the curse of study
the student is pursuing, as determined by the institution.” :

This language being repealed, we would also recommend the repeal of the provi-
nions of Secs. 413C and 443(b) which constitute the “otherwise specif:cally provided”
«2xceptions to Sec. 484(a)2). Both the ban and the exceptions should be repealed to-
gether. They should stand or fall together.

AUU makes two other proposals which we believe would be helpful in bringing
“#= pari-timer under Title IV on a basis of equality of principle. We propose that
-«.n a student’s eligibility for assistance be capped in proportion to his intensity of
surollment, and that his cost-of-living be measured in the same proportional way.

In all fairness for our AUU membership, Mr. Chairman, I must say right here
that our association’s enthusiasm for the details of this proposal is graduated.

I have heard enthusiastic support—from both the public and private members of
my Associations for the first of our propositions—that the prohibitions in the law
against assistance to part-timers be removed, and that the current setaside language
be dropped as a part of that change.

The proposals that total assistance itself should be capped proportionately to the
student’s enrollment is also one on which there is solid and enthusiastic support
from within the urban university community.

Some of my members—and they include both public and private members—dis-
sent from the suggestion that the part-timer’s cost-of-living allowance be similarly
determined, and take irstead the position that the part-timer should have no cost-of-
living allowance countes into his aid formula. The previous witness, Chancellor
Murphy, is a member of AUU’s Board of Directors, and a most formidable spokes-
man for the public sector of higher education. You have heard him testify that Pell
Grants for the part-timers should be limited to direct educational costs.

A particularly persuasive argument has also been advanced to this effect by an-
other member of my Board, Dr. Daniel Perlman, President of Suffolk University, a
distinguished private institution. Dr. Perlman has pointed out that the part-timer's
cost of living is not affected in the same way as is that of the full-timers by his or
her decision to enroll, and that therefore, it follows that there is less direct connec-
tion between cost-of-living and cost-of-learning.

The message from AUU on the cost-of-living issu¢ is a mixed one. In pure logic,
one could argue that equal treatment of the part-timer requires proportionate calcu-
lation of his cost-of-living allowance. But it does no violence to t%e concept of equal
treatment to concede that there are differences in circumstances which can justify
differences in formulas.

Mr. Chairman, AUU has no position on cost-ofliving which ranks as high as our
position on 484(a)2). Sec. 484(aX2)’s simple, unvarnished discrimination against part-
timers should be repealed outright, without any compromise suggesting that the
part-timer’s educational experience and needs are less than those of fulltime stu-
dents. Formulas determining the exact composition of particular awards can be
made, as they are now, taking varying sets of circumstances into account.

In brief, Mr. Chairman, though our AUU proposal to the Subcommittee did not
anticipate Mr. Biaggi’s bill in every particular, we would find its enactment as is,
eminently satisfactory.

Let me underscore a couple of proposals we are not making—and will not make—
however generous they might be to part-time students.

We are not proposing that a part-time student be subjected to needs analysis one
whit less rigorous than that applied to a full-timer. We do not propose that a single
dollar of hard-won Pell Grant or campus-based program money be granted or lent or
used to help a part-time student who cannot, by the same tests applicable to his or
her full-time counterpart, show a need for it.
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Most part-timers probably cannot qualify under those tests. So be it. If they don’t
need it, save it for those who do. There are plenty of students in the urban universi-
ties who do need it and who can solve the needs analyzers' most sophisticated
mazes, and we would oppose taking ore penny away from any of them to give to
part-timers who have more resources, or a more supportive family.

Secondly, we do not propose that institutions be directed to package campus-based
aid for part-time students if it is against their stated institutional policy to do so.

'I:ihis brings us, Mr. Chairman, to the heart of AUU’s position on the part-time
student.

There is a serious problem facing the part-time student in American higher edu-
cation, and the legislation we propose will not cure it.

There is substantial discrimination against part-time students, and it does not
stem from Sec. 484(a}2) or any other provision of law.

There are a lot of problems, Mr. Chairman, which are not of the legislature’s de-
vising, and this is one of them.

The problem confronting the part-timer is the sometimes inarticulate, sometimes
perfectly conscious assumﬁtion on the part of educators that the part-time student
simply isn’t serious enough to warrant the time, trouble and money it might cost to
bring them into the charmed circle reserved for the vanishing “traditional” student.
That is the problem, and the ultimate solution lies not with you in the Congress, but
with us, in higher education.

Mr. Chairman, I would be the last to deny that there are part-time students, and
some of them are in our urban universities, who are not really out to earn baccalau-
reate degrees as fast as they can so they can enroll among the Yuppies before they
go out of style.

And yes, Mr. Chairman, there are full-time students, including some in our urban
universities, who are in college solely to kill time until Dad of Aunt Sue takes them
into the family business. And there are students, including some at our urban uni-
versities, who are registered full-time in college and will stay so registered until
about five minutes after their last season of eligibility ends and they can accept that
professional gladiatorial contract which was the reason they went to college in the
first place.

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, there are part-timers who are deadly serious
about learning a new skill, obtaining a new ability, or finding a new insight into
truth, just as there are full-timers who are pursuing their studies with the joy of
Keats Upon First Reading Chapman’s Homer.

Our point, Mr. Chairman, is not who is more serious or who is less.s0, but simply
that the number of hours a student is enrolied is a lousy proxy for the seriousness
of that student’s pursuit of learning.

Mr. Chairman, one of the best arguments I have ever heard for repealing Sec.
484(a)(2) was voiced by a friend of everyone here who thought he was expressing his
profound support for that provision of the law!

“We can’t casually throw away student aid money,” our friend said, “on people
who are only going to school for the fun of it!”

Mr. Chairman, as a spokesman for some, at least, of higher education, let me
assure you that the concept of students actually getting fun out of their education is
not one that offends me very deeply.

A r’If"?e Higher Education Act was not enacted to increase the number of Bachelors of

The Higher Education Act was not even enacted to assure a neatly balanced flow
of Title IV revenues to each of the several sectors of higher education—legitimate as
that criterion is for measuring much of what you do.

The Higher Education Act, if I read its legislative history with any comprehen-
sion at all—was drafted, crafted, fought for, voted for, funded and defended for the
past twenty years because you in the Congress, and especially you in this Subcom-
mittee believe that America is stronger, economically healthier and, yes, better
when it has more and better educated people, whatever their age, whatever the
number of years it may have taken them to achieve their education.

Mr. Chairman, the problem confronting part-timers must one day be solved
within the ranks of higher education itself. Those distinguished universities and col-
leges that just don’t feel they can adjust their policies or curricula to accomodate
the needs of part-timers must be free to continue that refusal, if they so choose.

Let me cite and defend an example very near to this spot.

The great Maryland Colleg: at which my own daughter obtained the best part of
her education—St. John's College in Annapolis, has a curriculum which cannot
easily accomodate part-timers because of its assumptions about the nature of the
Liberal Arts. Those assumptions, Mr. Chairman, are defensible, and St. John’s Col-
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lege does them, and its prospective students, the honor of stating forthrightly that it
requires virtually all its students to attend fulltime. With that approach, Mr. Chair-
man, we can have no quarrel, and St. John's like other institutions which straight-
forwardly and the reasons satisfactory to themselves limit their enrollment to full-
time students, must retain the freedom to do so, without any penalty.

But, Mr. Chairman, those in higher education who do want and are ready to meet
and who are anxious to serve, the needs of the part-time student should not be pre-
vented, as they now are, from even allowing such students to see if they qualify for
assistance. .

Sec. 484(aX2), Mr. Chairman, does nct permit those who don’t want to be bur-
dened with the part-timer from being so burdened. They have that right with or
without Sec. 484(aX2). In cases like that of St. John's College, the right is exercised
in an open manner. Those institutions who have that policy would be in no way
affected by the repeal of Sec. 484(a}2). We part comany only with those who would
retain a universal prohibition in the law so they can exercise their own policy
choices, and point to the law as the reason for so doing.

Sec. 484(aX2), Mr. Chairman serves no goal ever enunciated by the Congress. This
Congress knows that we are stronger and better and wiser because there are mil-
lions of Americans who want to go to school, including those who want to go “just
for the fun of it”. We suggest you remove the shield of Sec. 484(aX2), and let individ-
ual institutions decide for themselves whether or not to accommodate the growing
numbers of part-time students.

The Members of the Association of Urban Universities (and Board of Directors):

Brooklyn College, Robert Hess, President.

Chicago State University, George L. Ayers, President.

Cleveland State University, Walter Waetjen, President.

Columbia College, Mike Alexandroff, President.

University of the District of Columbia, Robert L. Green, President.

George Mason University, George Johnson, President.

Georgetown University, Rev. Timothy S. Healy, S.J., President.

Georgia State University, Dr. Margaret Sullivan.

University of Houston System, C. E. Bishop, President.

University of Illinois at Chicago, Don Langenberg, Chancellor.

John Carroll University, Rev. T.P. O’'Mailey, S.J., President.

University of Massachusetts/Boston, Robert Corrizan, Chancellor.

University of Michigan at Flint, Clinton B. dotr3, Chancellor.

University of Minnesota, Kenneth H. Keller, Prezident.

University of Missouri/Kansas City, George Russell, Chancellor.

University of Missouri/St. Louis, Arnold Grobman, Chancellor.

University of Nebraska/Omaha, Del Weber, Chancellor.

University of New Orleans, Cooper Mackin, Chancellor.

City College of New York, Bernard Harleston, President.

City University of New York, Joseph S. Murphy, Chancellor.

New York Institute of Technology, Matthew Schure, President.

New York University, John Brademas, President.

Northeastern University, Kenneth G. Ryder, President.

Northeastern Illinois University, Ronald Williams, President.

Old Dominian University, Alfred B. Rollins, Jr., President.

Pace University, William G. Sharwell, President.

St. Peter’s College, Rev. Edward Glynn, S.J., President.

University of Tulsa, J. Paschal Twyman, President.

Associate Board Members: Representing the National Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities—Daniel Perlman, President, Suffolk University; Repre-
senting the Mational Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education—seat
temporarily vacant.

Board Members Emeriti: Dr. Werner Baum; Dr. Carlo Golino; Dr. James G.
Miller; and Dr. Donald Riddle.

Washington staff: Jim Harrison, President; Michael B. Goldstein, Counsel; Carol
Frances, Economic and Program Advisor; and Mei Lie Ching, Administrator.
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need.

These amendments, offered to separate parts of Title Iv,
at less than half time levels, apply for Pell Grants, and to be

apply to other students. They would further permit, but not require
(Supplemental Grants, Work-Study, and Direct anns)

would hasve the cumulative effect of making students enrolled
awarded such grants, subject to the same need requirements as
» institutfons to open their campus-based packages

to such students, again assuming the student in question can demonstrate

permit them to erroll for a half-load or more, are not “serious”.

PRESENT LAW

) An 5 inslitution may use not more than 10 per centuin
ol its alrpz lees-than-half-time undergraduate .lg'denu wha
are detevmined by the institution o be in need of such grants and
whit méct the requirements of section 4H4, other than l’:e require.
ment of cluuse 12) of section 4H4(a).

GRANTS FOB WORR-STUNY PRINCRAMYE

See 441 (n) The Secretary is authorized to enter into agreements
with institutions of higler education under which the Secretary
wil! muke grants to such institutions to ansist in the operation of
work-sludy programa as provided in this part.

{b) An agreement entered into pursuant to this section shall—

) provide that in the scl.ction uf students for employment
*under such work-study ,program, oaly students who deninn-
stente finuncisl need in accordunce with the provisions of sec.
tion 482, and who meet the riquirements of section 484 will be
nsaisted, except thnt each eligible institution may reserve and
awnrd not more than 1% ger centum of the funds made avail-
uble nnder this part for esch fiscal year fur lesathan-half-time
students whu are determined by the institution ta be in need of
such grunts and who meet the requirements of section 484,
other than the requirement of clause £2) uf section $R )

PROPOSED AMENDMENT

St A13c(c) s repedled

Strike all of Sec. 443(b)(3)
begirning with the word"except*
through "484(a)".
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Taken as a whole, they would remove from the law the assumption that students whose personal situations do not

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT

Current law permits a setaside
not to exceed 102 of SEOG funds
for less-than-half-time students.
This amendment would remove this
limitation, andif Sec. 484 (a)

(2) is also “repeated , 2%
proposed, would permit TnStitutions

to award Supplemental Grants to
such students, '

Present law treats Work-Study

as it does SEOG with respect tg
part-time student eligibility,
This amendment would make the same
change as the SEOG amendment ,with
the same effect,



PRESENT LAY

s For purpemes of this lille, the term “independent student™

oy a student who i determined, pursuant 1o regulations of the
Sevrelary, o be independent of the parents or legal guardiana of
the student

th) Fur the purposes of thia title, the term “'cost of attendance”
means—

O
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1) tuition and fees normally amessed a full-time siudent at
the institution 8t which the student is in atl noe;

21 an nllowance for books, supplics, transportation. and mis-
celluncous personal expenncs; .

¢t an allowance for rvom and board costa incurred by the
student which— .

1A) beginning in academic year 1981-1342 shall be an al-
lowance of not leas than $L100 for & student without de-
prndents residing st hone with parents;

(I} for students without dependents residing in inslity.
tionally ownad or vperuted housing, shall be a standard ui-
lowance dewermined by the institution bused on the
amount normally assessed most of ils residents for room
and hoard;

11 for all other students without dependents, shall be a
stundard all » detézrnined by Lhe institution baned on
the expenses reasanubly wncurred by such students for
room and board: and

1l fzt Mudents with dependents, shall be an allowance
Lased on thet expenses resvonably incurred by such stu.
denis fur 7oun) snd board;

1h for G studerit_engaged 1n o program of study by corre-
spondence, only tuitics gnd fees and, if required, buoks and
supulies, and travel and room and board custa incurred specifi-
<. lly in fulfilling a required period of residential training;

15) for a student enrolled in an scademic program which nor-
nially includes s formal program of study abruad, reasonable
conts associnted with such study; )

iy for a student with dependent children. an usllowance
lused on the expenses reasonably incurred for ¢hild cure: and

(71 for o hlndicawl'd student, an allowsnce for thuse ex-
pewss relited to his hondicap, including speainl wervices,
tr.nsporintion, equipment, a bl
curred iand not provided for |

nd bies that aire re ly in-
)

v olher assISLnE uEencivs

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

Sec. 482(d} is amended by adding at
the end thereof, the fullowing new
clause:

"(8) fur a student enrolled at less
than half of the course luad deemed
full-time at the institution which
the student is attending, that

pruportion of the standard allowance

set fur @ full-time student which is

commensurale with the student’s
intensitly of enrollment, *
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EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS

This amendment would set the cost

of attendance for a i
part-time

student at a level proportional

to that student's enrollment



Swx-. K1, (a) In o
ance under this titl

PRESENT LAW

STUDENT KISGIRaTY ¢

rder Lo receive any grant, loan, or work assist

e, a student must—

th be enrulled or uccepted for enroliment at an institution of

higher educat;

on that is an el!';’ible intlitution in sccordance

with the provisiona of section 4

(2) except as otherwise specifically provided, be carrying or
lnlunmnx to carry al least one-half the normal full-time work-
wisd for the course of study the student is pursuing, as deter-
mined by the inutitution;

() if the at
maintaining

udent is presently enrolled at an instilution, be
n matisfactory progress in the course of study the
nt is pursuing wcorr’:

ng tu the standards and practices of

the institution at which the student is in attendance;

. t4) not owe a refund on grants previously received at such
institution under this title, or be in default on any loan from a
student losn fund at auch institution provided for in part E, or
8 loan made, insured, or guaranteed by the Secrelary under
this title for attendance at such institution; and

(%) file with

the institution of higher education which the

student intends to attend, or is attending tor in the case of a
loan or loan guarantee with the lender), a statement of educa-
tional purpose twhich need not be notarized) stuting that the
nwney attributable to such grant, loan, or loan guarantee will

be used

solely for expenses related tu sttendasnce or continued

uttendunce at such institution.
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Sec. 484 (a) (2)
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is repealed

EXPLANATION OF AMENOMENT

sri. 484(a) (2) prohibits a grant
1uan  or work award to a sgudent
enrolled at less than half-time,
unless specificaily provided
elsewhere, The Act permits awards
under the SSIG program without re-
striction(See Sec. 415C(b)(6), and
under the SEOG and CWS programs
with no more than 10% of the
funds available, Passage of this
proposed amendment AND the
proposed amendments to Sec. 413C
and 443(b) set forth above would
have the effect of permitting .
institutions to make SEOG and CWS
awards to less-than-half-time
students, and assuring such
students of eligibility for Pell
Grants, if otherwise eligible.
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Mr. Biacai. Miss Koloski.

STATEMENT OF JUDITH A. KOLOSKI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR ADULT AND CONTINUING EDU-
CATION

Ms. Koroskl. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and other distinguished
members of the committee. My name is Judy Koloski and I am
here as the executive director of the American Association of Adult
and Continuing Education. Our association represents more than
4,000 professionals in the field of adult and continuing education
who serve over 21 million adults involved in adult and continuing
education in this country.

I would like to begin my discussion by focusing on the title of
this testimony, which is on the term “nontraditional.” The concept
and terminology of the traditional college student, as we know, has
changed drastically during the last decade. Full-time college stu-
dents, directly out of high school and between the ages of 18 to 22,
are rapidly diminishing, and older, returning, and part-time stu-
dents are swiftly approaching a new majority in our Nation’s insti-
tutions of higher education. You have already heard the data from
the distinguished panelists prior to me that today 41 percent of all
students in higher education are older, part-time students. Current
pggj(;actions indicate that this number will increase to 46 percent by
1990. .

But it is not just the notion of part-time enrollment that I think
is significant for our higher education community. It is also critical
to note the aging of the college population. By 1992, half of all col-

lege students will be 25 years of age and older, and one in five will
" be 35 years of age and older. In 1980, the number of part-time stu-
dents 25 years of age and older was 3.5 million; in 1990, we antici-
pate that number will have increased to 4.3 million, an increase of
approximately 23 percent. Given that data, one might assume that
the term “nontraditional” will soon be outmoded and that these
clients will become the ‘‘traditional” students of the future.

As we focus on aid to part-time older students, there is another
area that I think we need to explore, and that is the necessity of
providing aid to part-time students. Due to the baby boom of the
1950’s and the 1960’s, and subsequent declines in the birth rate, 80
percent of the work force of the eighties is currently in the work
force. In 1990, today’s adults will make up 90 percent of the work
force. And up through the year 2000, they will continue to be 75
percent of our Nation’s work force.

Technological change and the retraining needs of the American
work force to regain the competitive edge in our global economy
make it apparent that we need to provide equal access to those stu-
dents to ensure America’s continued growth and productivity.
Indeed, the majority of part-time, older students attending college
today, though they might be there for some fun as well, are also
doing so to facilitate career changes or to upgrade job skills.

The need to provide skills and resources for our changing labor
market is going to continue in the future as many jobs become ob-
solete and new careers are being created. Today we estimate that 3
percent of America’s work force needs to be retrained at any one
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time. We talk about that number increasing to 6 or 7 percent in
the future. The U.S. economy needs retrained, reeducated individ-
uals as much as they are in need of Federal support to pursue
higher edication. The trend toward lifelong learning is not a myth.
It's a rezlity. We are living it; our economy is mandating it; and
the Federal Government, in its own self-interest, needs to acknowl-
edge and support it.

gpeciﬁcally, our association joins with other national educational
associations in supporting the legislative recommendations that Dr.
Murphy spoke about earlier; that is, those of the Coalition for Aid
to Part-Time Students.

Specifically, we would urge that inequities in Pell grant awards
between dependent and independent students and between com-
muting and boarding students be eliminated.

We are particularly concerned about the need to support needy,
independent students with dependents, and urge that the current
legislation be changed to revise day-care allowances which reflect
actual costs and that care for older dependents also be included in
the computations. I think if you read more and more about the
needs of displaced workers, the need for this change becomes more
and more apparent.

We certainly support reform that will ensure that independent
students with dependents are asked to contribute the same amount
to their education as dependent students.

An area that has not previously been mentioned, but one which
we also believe deserves attention, is the need for institutions of
higher education to design flexible graduate education programs
attractive to the older, part-time students, and to provide equal
access to fellowship awards for both full-time and part-time stu-
dents. I think in the areas of science and engineering technology
this is particularly critical.

Finally, our last recommendation focuses on the need, already al-
luded to, for institutions of higher education to make available and
accessible information about financial resources to the part-time
student. Information and referral, counseling and tutorial services,
such as those now provided through the TRIO programs, need to be
expanded to reach out to individuals from disadvantaged back-
grounds as well as the general part-time student.

In conclusion, I would like to state that our association does not
believe that the responsibility for retraining our work force and en-
suring a productive economy lies solely with the Federal Govern-
ment via its Student Aid Program. We certainly applaud the part-
nership of support generated by the majority of older students who
are financing their own educational endeavors. We do, however,
want to assist any of those for whom personal financing is a strong
deterrent to the pursuit of postsecondary education or, in fact, a de-
terrent to their being able to compete effectively in our economy in
the future.

We know the business community has a great stake in the proc-
ess of education and training. In fact, corporate in-house education
and training now accounts for more than $30 billion in annual ex-
genditures—that’s about half the amount spent by the Nation’s

,280 colleges and universities. Further, I think notions such as in-
dividual training accounts and the use of IRA’s for education are
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interesting and need to be explored further as we deal with this
problem.

However, it is the intent of cur association to emphasize the im-
portance of the role of the Federal Government, in cooperation
with the institutions of higher education, in servizg effectively and
with equal access what we believe will be the “tradiiional student”
of the future.

Thank you. .

[The prepared statemert "7~ lith A. Koloski follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDITH 4. 1.0LOSKI, EXECUTIVE TIRECTOR, AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION FOR ADULT AND CONTINUING Ept#.aTiON

Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of the sitcommittee, My nai<e is
Judity Ann Koloski and, as Executive Director of the Ameri-an Association for
Adult and Continuing Education, I am here on behalf of more than 4,000 adult and
continuing education professionals who annually work with over 21 million adults
involved in adult and continuing education programs. We are pleased to be here to
represent or association’s position on financial aid for the “non-traditional” student.

I would like to begin my discussion by focussing on the term *non-traditionai.”
The concept and terminology of the traditional college studeni hss changed substan-
tially during the last decade. Full time college students, directly out of high school
and between the agez of 18 to 22, are rapidly diminishing and older, returning and
part-time students are swiftly approaching a new majority in our nation’s institu-
tions of higher education. You have already heard the data that, in 1980, 41 percent
of all students in h ;. >er education programs were part time. Current projections in-
dicate that this numr .er will increase to 46 percent by 1990. But, it is not just the
notion of part time enrollment that is significant for our higher education communi-
ty. It is also critical to note the “‘aging of the college population.” By 1992, half of
r1] college studeais will be 25 years of age and older and one in five will be 35 years
oldl or older. In 1980, the number of part-time students, 25 years of age and older
was 3.5 million; in 1990, that number will have increased to 4.3 million, an increase
of 23 percent. Given these data, one might assume that the “non-traditional” stu-
dent will becom the “trac.tional” client of postsecondary education in the future.

As we focus on aid to part-time, older students, we must also fully explore the
necessity of providing this support. Due to the baby boom of the 1950’s and 1960’s
and subsequent drclines in the birth rate, 80 percent of the work force of the 80’ is
already in the labor market; in 1990, today's adults will make up 90 percent of the
labor force; in the year 2J00, 75 percent. Technological change and the retrainirﬁ
needs of the American work force to regain the ‘“‘competitive edge” in our glob
econuiny make it apparent that we need to provide equal access to these non-tradi-
tional studernts to ensure America’s continued growth and productivity. Indeed, the
majority of part time, older students attending college today are doing so to facili-
tate career chenges or to upgrade job skills. The need to provide skills and resources
fur our chu.nging labor market will continue in the future, as many jobs become ob-
solete and nes careers are being created. It is estimated that 3 percent of America's
work force needs retraining at any one time. The United Stales economy needs
these retrained, re-educated individuals as much as they are in need of Federal sup-
port to pursue higher eJucation. The trend toward Life Long Learning is no longer
a myth. We are living it; our eonomy is mardating it; and the Federal Government,
in its own self-interest, needs to acknowledge and support it.

Specifically, the American Association for Adult and Continuing Education Jjoins
with rther naticnal educational associations in supporting the legislative recommen-
datioas of the Coslitior For Aid to Part-Time Students (CAPS):

1. We would urge ihat the inequities in Pell grant awards between dependent and
independent students and between comtuting and boarding students be eliminated.

. We are particularly concerned siont the need to support needy, independent
stuaents with dependent= ard urge thau the current legislation be changed to revise
current day care allowances which reflect actual costs and that care for older de-
pendents also be included in the computations. The significantly growing number of
displaced homemakers who are in desperate need of eg::cationa and training oppor-
tunities necessitates this change.

3. We support the reform that will ensure that independent students with depend-
Sntstsare asked to contribute ¢L:e same amount to their education as dependent stu-

ents.
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4. An area not previously mentioned but one which we believe also deserves atten-
tion is the need for institutions of higher education to design flexible graduate edu-
cation programs attractive to the older, part-time student and to provide equal
access to fellowship awards for both full-time and part-time students.

5. Finally, our last recommendation focuses on the need for institutions of higher
education to make available and accessible information about financial resources to
the part-time student. Information and referral, counselling and tutorial services
such as those now provided through the TRIO programs need to be expanded to
reach out to individuals from disadvantaged backgrounds as well as the “general”
part-time student.

In conclusion, I would like to assure you that our association does not believe that
the responsibility for retraining our work force lies solely with the federal govern-
ment via its student aid program. We applaud the partnership of support generated
by the majority of older students who are financing their own educational endeav-
ors. We do, however, want to assist those for whom personal financing is a strong
deterrent to the pursuit of postsecondary education.

Certainly, the business community has a great stake in this process. In fact, cor-
porate in-house education and training now accounts for more than $30 billion in
annual expenditures (about half the amount spent by the nation’s 3,280 colleges and
universities) Further, notions such as Individual Training Accounts and the use of
IRA’s for retraining are being examined with much interest.

Rather, it is the intent of our association to emphesize the importance of the role
of the Federal Government, in partnership with our institutions of higher educa-
tion, in serving the “traditional student” of the future.

I thank you for the opportunity to speak before this distinguished body.

Mr. Bragar. Dr. Stedman.

STATEMENT OF HARVEY J. STEDMAN, DEAN, SCHOOL OF
CONTINUING EDUCATION, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

Dr. STeEDMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
appear before you today representing the National University Con-
tinuing Education Association and its nearly 350 member colleges
and universities and the millions of adult part-time students they
serve. For more than seven decades, NUCEA has provided leader-

»#ip in continuing education and extension services. I also bring

setings to you from the president of New York University, Dr.

in Brademas, who as you know for over 20 years served as a
member of this subcommittee.

I should like at the outset to commend you, Mr. Chairman, and
your colleagues for your efforts to focus a portion of the debate sur-
rounding the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act explicit-
ly on the needs of nontraditional students.

Let me also say how pleased I am to be sharing speaking privi-
leges this morning with two so knowledgeable and effective advo-
cates of higher education and the special role of urban universities,
Chancellor Joseph Murphy and Mr. James Harrison, as well as
with Miss Koloski, a respected leader in the field of lifelong learn-
ing.

In my time this morning I would like to speak briefly about the
changing educational environment and the changing constituencies
which colleges and universities need to serve.

Working men and women over the age of 25 who cannot afford to
attend full time, and minority youth who may never attend college
if special incentives are not provided for them, are the populations
about whom this hearing is directed this morning. I want to under-
score that it is important to raise questions today about this coun-
try’s Federal assistance strategies if we are to meet the needs of
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the new student population which will prevail for the balance of
this century.

I would also like to comment briefly on changes in the current
law which NUCEA members believe should be made in order to
ensure that nontraditional students are treated more fairly.

Mr. Chairman, many Americans, including educators, as well as

business leaders and public policymakers, continue to think that
the traditional college student is the young person recently grad-
uated from high school between the ages of lg to 22 years old, and
attending classes full time. The reality of our Nation’s campuses is
very different, however, as Chancellor Murphy has already indicat-
ed. .
Part-time students represent the fastest growing segment of post-
secondary education. At New York University, for example, nearly
40 percent of our students today enroll part-time, and indeed, part-
time enrollments are projected to continue nationally through the
end of this century, while full-time enrollments decline.

In addition, fully one-third of the Nation’s college students en-
rolled for degrees today are over the age of 25, and millions of addi-
tional students are participating in nondegree programs offered by
these institutions.

In a word, Mr. Chairman, the face of American higher education
is changing. The shifts which have already taken place point the
way to a very different future for America’s colleges and universi-
ties.

Today, just as two decades ago when the Higher Education Act
was initially adopted, the Nation is at another educational cross-
road. If students today, defined as nontraditional, are not encour-
aged to participate in the educational system of this country, valu-
able human resources are wasted, potentials are left unrealized,
?%d é)ur future as a productive and innovative people will be dimin-
ished.

We invest in education, in part, so that each individual can have
an opportunity to find his or her place as a contributing member of
the working community. We invest also to assure the competitive
edge which sustains our national economy in a rapidly changing
world. Support for nontraditional college students advances both of
these important objectives.

Among the areas where national interest and Federal policy
intersect with higher education, none is more consequential than
the range of student aid programs which have opened the doors of
educational opportunity to hundreds of thousands of Americans.
And yet, under current law, Federal student aid policy discrimi-
nates against many part-time older students, as has already been
pointed out.

With these circumstances in mind, and with attention centered
on the Higher Education Act of 1985, NUCEA is pleased to join
with others in the Coalition for Aid to Part-Time Students to ad-
vance the seven-point proposal which Chancellor Murphy has al-
read%' reviewed for you and which is appended to my formal state-
ment.

Taken together, these proposals are designed to ensure that indi-
viduals who can demonstrate financial need are not excluded from
Federal aid programs simply because they may be older and at-

i
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tending school nn a part-tiice basis. To borrow from the jargon of
the tax reformers, the goal should be to make student aid programs
“adult neutral.”

I want to emphasize that these programs affect campuses across
the sepctrum of the higher education community. Chancellor
Murphy, for exampie, leads one of the most dynamic and diverse
systems of public higher education in the Nation. I serve at the
largest private university in the country. The needs of our two in-
stitutions differ in many ways. This is to be expected. Yet as to the
importance of these proposals affecting nontraditional students, we
are in full agreement.

1 want here also to draw special attention to H.R. 2711, the “Fair
Financial Aid for Part-Time Students Act,” recently introduced by
Congressman Biaggi. NUCEA commends Mr. Biaggi for his leader-
ship on this issue and for helping to bring the concerns of the non-
traditional student to the forefront in the current debate. We hope
that this legislation will figure positively in the reauthorization
plan which will ultimately emerge from this subcommittee.

In the realm of student aid, given the tremendous unmet need
across the board, it is easy for this debate to become framed in
terms of full-time versus part-time student assistance. We recog-
nize also that in 1985 this reauthorization process is taking place in
an environment of potential budget freezes, cutbacks, and slowed
program growth. In designing alternatives, we must not, however,
give way to the status quo merely because we fear that any discus-
sion of new financial aid approaches will lead to a dismantling of
current programs. Indeed, when the case for financial aid has been
made effectively in the past, both Democrats and Republicans alike
have supported increases in student assistance wrograms. It is title
IV, with its special provisions such as the "5’}}!10 program, that
n;ake it so potentially critical to constituencies outside the main-
stream.

Let me conclude by emphasizing that the principal questions
before us today are not only confined to the exact formulas or tech-
nical adjustments which can be made in the existing legislation—
important though such matters are. The more basic task is to pro-
ceed in earnest, to grapple with the educational and economic con-
sequences of meeting the needs of constituencies which will com-
prise the college student population of the future.

NUCEA welcomes the continuing opportunity to work with the
members and staff of this subcommittee and with leaders in the
gig}tl;r education community to help meet the needs of those stu-

ents.

I thank you very much for the opportunity to comment here this
morning.

[The prepared statement of Harvey J. Stedman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Dr. HARVEY J. StEpMAN, DEAN, SchooL OF CONTINUING
EpucaTioN, NEw York UNIVERSITY, ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL UNIVERSITY CON-
TINUING EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am Harvey J. Stedman, Dean
of the School of Continuing Education at New York University.

1 appear before you today re resenting the National University Continuing Edu-
cation Association and its nearly 350-member colleges and universities and the mil-
lions of adult, part-time students they serve. For more than seven decades, NUCEA
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has provided leadership in continuing education and unjversity extension services. I
also bring greetings from the President of New York University, Dr. John Brade-
mas, who as you know, for over 20 years served as a member of this Subcommittee.

I should like at the outset to commend you, Mr. Chairman, and your distinguished
colleagues, for your efforts to focus a portion of the debate surrounding the reau-
thorization of tf;e Higher Education Act explicitly on the needs of these nontradi-
tiona! students.

Let me also say how pleased I am to share speaking privileges this morning with
two so knowledgeable and effective advocates of higﬁer education and the special
role of urban universities; Chancellor dJoseph Murphy and Mr. James Harrison—as
well as with Ms. Judith Koloski, a respected leader in the field of lifelong learning.

In my time this morning I would like to speak briefly about the changing educa-
tional environment and the changing constituencies which colleges and universities
need to serve. Working men and women over the age of 25 who cannot afford to
attend full-time and minority youth who may never attend college if special incen-
tives are not provided them are the individuals at issue in this hearing. What I
want to underscore is that it is important to raise questions, today, about thig coun-
try’s Federal_studen_t assistance strategy if we are to meet the needs of the new stu-

made in current law governing distribution of student aid in order to ensure that
non-traditional students are treated more fairly.

Mr. Chairman, many Americans—including educators, as well as business Jeaders
and public policymakers—continue to think of the typical colleg student as a young
person recently graduated from high school between the ages of 18 to 22, and at-
teFfding classes on a full-time basis. The reality on our nation’s campuses is very
different.

students today enroll part-time. Nationally, projections are that part-time enroll-
ments will continue to jncrease through the end of the century, while full-time en-
rollments will decline;

Fully 5one-third of this nation’s college students enrolled for degrees are over the
age of 25;

Millions of additional adults are participating in non-degree programs offered by
these institutions.

Diverse in background and personal circumstance, these nontraditional students
share in common life patterns which are at odds with the conventional definitions
of “the right time and right place for schooling”. They encompass:

The working father, married at 19 and who at 30 realizes his advancement in the
workplace requires a college degree;

he single-parent mother, who at 27 finds her job eliminated with no real alterna-
tive but to start a new career;

The 20 year-old Hispanic or Black youth who gave up on success before he even
had a chance, and who thouﬁh unemployed today can be a part of the work-force of
tomorrow if he can acquire the necessary skills;

The youngest child from a family of five who chooses to work and study part-time
rather than accumulate an enormous debt by borrowing to attend school full-time.

Mr. Chairman, in a word, the face of American higher education is changing. The
shifts which have already taken place point the way to a very different future for
America's colleges and universities.

Tod:g, Lust ag two decades ago when the Higher Education Act was initially
pted ¢ 7 LW !

country, valuable human resources are wasted, potentials are left unrealized, and
our future as a productive, innovatjve people wilf be diminished. We invest in edu-
cation, in part, so that each individual can have an opportunity to find his or her
place as a contributing member of the working community, We invest also to assure
the competitive edge which sustains our national economy in a ragidly changing
\\g;rld. Support for non-traditional college students advances both of t ese important
objectives.

Among the areas where nationa) interest and federal policy intersect with higher
education, none is more consequential than the range otp student aid programs that
have opened the doors of educational opportunity to hundreds of thousands of
Americans.

And yet under current law, federal student aid policy discriminatess against
many part-time and older students.

sy
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For example, students attending college less than half-time are not eligible to re-
ceive Pell Grants, Guaranteed Student Loans or National Direct Student Loans.
Students attending half-time or more are eligible for these programs, and all part-
time students are eligible for SEOG and work-study aid, but these students receive
far less support than would be expected based on their numbers and financial condi-
tion.

There are multiple causes for this state of affairs: inadequate information reach-
ing these students; eligibility formulas that are detrimental to part-time students;
the channeling by colleges of almost all discretionary federal aid to their full-time
students, etc.

With these circumstances in mind, and with attention centered on the Higher
Education Act of 1985, NUCEA is pleased to join the others in the Coalition for Aid
to Part-time Students to advance a seven-point propoesal. Included are the following
recommendations:

1. Update the student living cost allowance to fairly reflect current living costs.

2. Revise the current day care allowance to reflect actual costs, and to include
care for older relatives as well as children.

3. Assure that independent students with dependents are required to contribute
no more to their education than dependent students. Today, a single parent with a
small child is expected to contribute more to his or her education than a dependent
student at the same income level.

4. Open Pell Grants, Guaranteed Loans and National Direct Loans to students at-
tending college less than half-time. The computation of aid to these students would
include only expenses directly related to college.

5. Revise the Pell Grant and eliminate the SEOG minimums to permit flexibility
to meet the smaller needs of part-time students.

6. Assure that colleges provide information about aid availability targeted to part-
time students.

7. Change the procedures by which institutions apply for campus-based aid provid-
ing flexibility to include, if desired, part-time students in their funding applications
requiring only that if they are included a reasonable proportion of aid is allocated to
these students.

Taken together, these seven proposals are designed to ensure that individuals who
can demonstrate financial need are not excluded from federal aid programs simply
because they may be older and attending school on a part-time basis. To borrow
from the jargon of the tax reformers, the goal should be to make student aid pro-
grams “adult neutral”.

I want to emphasize that these proposals affect campuses across the spectrum of
the higher education community. Chancellor Joseph Murphy, of The City University
of New York, for example, leads one of the most diverse and dynamic systems of
public higher education in the nation. I serve at the largest private university in'the
country. The needs of our two institutions differ in many ways. That is to be expect-
ed. As to the importance of these proposals affecting nontraditional students we u7e
in full agreement. .

I want here to draw special atterition to H.R. 2711, the “Fair Financial #id for
Part-time Students Act”, recently introduced by Congressman Mario Risgei.
NUCEA commends Mr. Biaggi for his leadership on this issue and for hely -0
bring the concerns of the nontraditional student to the forefront in the ¢ :=:nt
debate. We hore that this legislation will figure positively in the reauthorize..icn
plan which will ultimately emerge from this Subcommittee.

In the realm of student financial aid, given the tremendous unmet need across
the board, it is easy for this debate to become framed in terms of full-time vs. part-
time student assistance. We recognize that the 1985 reauthorization process is
taking place in an environment of potential budget freezes, cutbacks, and slowed
program growth. In designing alternatives we must not, however, give way to the
status quo, merely because of a fear that any discussion_of new financial aid ap-
proaches will lead to a dismantling of current programs. Indeed, when the case for
financial aid has been made effectively in the past, both Democrats and Republicans
alike have supported increases in student assistance programs. It is Title IV with its
special provisions such as the TRIO programs, that make it potentially so critical to
constituencies outside the mainstream.

Let me conclude by emphasizing that the principal questions before us today are
not only confined to the exact formulas or technical adjustments which can be made
in the existing legislation—important though such matters are. The more basic task
is to proceed, in earnest, to grapple with the educational and economic consequences
of meeting the needs of the constituencies which will comprise the college student
population of the future.
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. The National Usiversity Continuing Education Association welcomes the continu-
ing opportunity to work with the members and staff of this Subcommittee and with
leaders of the highcxr education community to help meet the needs of these constitu-
encies.

Thank you for the appoitunity for me to testify here today.

Mr. BiagG1. Thank ycu very much.

Mr. Ford.

Mr. Forp. Thank ‘you, Mr. Chairman. :

First, I would like to observe that I am pleased to see all of you
recommending the reenactment of what we did in 1980. This com-
mittee sent forward from the House a bill that did, indeed, treat
the independent student on the same basis as the dependent stu-
dent. It survived the ¢onference with the Senate and became part
of the 1980 amendments to the act, and was one of the victims of
;‘Jmidnight massacre No. 2,” which was the passage of Gramm-

atta.

I think jt was an unintended result, particularly since one of the
strongest fighters for that provision, and the one who provided the
amendment that was adopted by the House, was the late ranking
member from the State of Ohio, the ranking Republican member of
this committee. We knew then there was no partisanship involved
in David Stockman’s massacre of our bill because he knocked John
Ashbrook’s amendment out with mine.

It made a lot of sense to us then and we have had ample opportu-
nity—and you have agticulated it this morning—to see that there
was a very bad xiistake to back off from that change in 1980. I
trust that the cotzmittee will be persuaded to return to where we
were. It is not askirg too much, even in the time of freezes, to ad-
vance to 5 years ugt. That is really what we would be asking for.

I do want to ask each of you to respond to one observation. The
ACE and NASFAA and a number of other organizations have sug-
gested a new test as an alternative to the administration’s sugges-
tion of an arbitrary 22 years of age for an independent student—
and I'm sort of paraphrasing it. It says that undergraduates under
the age of 23, who have not reached age 23, will be required to pro-
vide parental information, unless the person is an orphan or a
ward of the court, is married, has a dependent child, is a veteran,
or if the aid administrator has other information which would
cause him or her to waive the prohibition or requirements with re-
spect to dependency. In other words, the aid administrator looks at
the facts of life as they exist for that student and determines that
they are, in fact, independent. Then it would provide that all grad-
uate students would not have to provide parental information.

I believe, Jim, that your organization may have participated in
putting this together for ACE. I'm not sure. But how do you on the
panel react to that kind of a definition of independent student?

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, I am still awaiting some guidance
from my board members on that. It has been greeted with mixed
reactions.

I think that ACE and NASFAA have done a remarkable job in
trying to come up with a more reasonable approach to the whole
idea of the independent student. I think they are beginning to
abandon the traditional notion that somehow the independent stu-
dent is some scoundrel who doesn’t fit the definition and, therefore,
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we ought to try and get rid of him or pretend he or she isn’t there.
I think NASFAA and ACE have come a long way away from an
attitude which was all too prevalent a few years ago.

I would like to be held excused from saying “‘yea” or ‘nay” to I
think the rather good and thought-provoking proposal that Dallas
Martin and the ACE people have put together, though, if you will,
until my board tells me what it is I really believe on the subject.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Forp. I remember, Mr. Chairman, when he was running this
committee through Chairman O’Hara, that he was never that un-
certain about anything. [Laughter.]

Mr. HarrisoN. I don’t remember that.

Mr. Forp. You had Mr. Biaggi and I convinced that you always
knew what you were talking about. [Laughter.]

Mr. HarrisoN. Oh, come on, Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.]

You were never convinced of that, sir.

Ms. Koroskr §, too, would like to defer. Being relatively new in
my role with AAACE, I'm not sure I know enough about the nu-
ances, quite frankly, of what you just proposed to be able to speak
to it. I am sure there are other panelists that could, though.

Mr. Forp. Dr. Murphy.

Dr. MurpHY. Mr. Ford, we have tens of thousands of people in
New York City who are under 23, maybe even under 22, who are
not orphans, not married, not dependents, not veterans, who when
children had children and have been independent for a long time
and may want to go back to school. Largely women, often minority,
under the particular age, it seems to me these people would be ex-
cluded from the category of independent, despite the fact they
would be dependent.

Mr. Forp. Suppose it includes the parent of a dependent child?

Dr. MurpHY. Once that’s in there, it makes a great deal of dif-
fernce to the constituencies that we serve. But I suspect that is
something we would want to take a much closer look at before we
give an assent to it.

Mr. Forp. For your information, when Mary Ann Lawler was in
testifying on behalf of her proprietary school and her association,
she gave us an example of what she would depict as an almost typi-
cal student at one of the campuses of her school—I believe in
Queens. She described an Hispanic girl 19 years old, with two chil-
dren dependent on her, without a high school diploma, taking those
children by subway to a day care center, then by subway to school,
and then repeating the process and then going to work at night.
And while she was only 19 years old, she was seeking in a relative-
ly short term entry level skills for a basic office job, which would
be far above her expectations for eiriployment otherwise.

It is almost a classic case of taking somebody off of welfare, if
you will, and putting them into productive citizenship, who would
have been blocked out by the proposals that have been made to
arbitrarily cut off at age 22 and also cut off the student without
the high school diploma. I think it was that kind of testimony that
started emerging rather early in this process in response to the
budget that caused people to start looking at this dependent-inde-
pendent status more realistically.
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If one looks at the 1980 census figures—you know, back in the

sixties, we were legislating around here with census figures and
they were all lump-sum numbers and we had to make a lot of gen-
eralizations with them. In 1970, we had the census computerized
for the first time and in 1980 that was refined even further. You
can go through the computer and you discover in the printouts
that the conceptions that most of us have about what traditional
American families are are obsolete, that, indeed, those definitions
find a very small number of people. We are still hearing about the
typical family of four—mom and pop and two kids. The census tells
us that in 1980, of all families in the United States, only 11 percent
of them fit that pattern. And yet we still use that over and over
again and you hear it every place you turn, “Let’s measure every-
thing against the typical family of four.” That represents 11 per-
cent of the people living in a family situation, laying aside all of
the others in society. It indicates that we have long since passed
the stage where we ought to be held by those things.

The phenomena of the young girl that was described to us by
Miss Lawler is something that has been around for a long time, but
they were invisible in the past. Now they are more visible and per-
haps we have—I don’t doubt that there are more n20ple now who
at that age, under those circumstances, would opt for some sort of
training or education instead of what they did a generation ago,
which was wait around until something else would happen, or go to
the streets and do something else as an alternative.

I don’t have any difficulty with the idea of trying to accommo-
date that kind of student in the program. It seems to me that’s
really at the base of what we’re trying to do and have been trying
to do for over 20 years with this legislation. Qur difficulty is in get-
ting people in this institution to trust you people at the institution-
al level as far as this amendment would trust you, because it really
moves the responsibility for the determination and it broadens the
discretion, in effect, of applying the criteria, but applies it at the
local level.

The imperfect test we have had in the past, no one has ever be-
lieved had any real relation to dependence-independence, and if
you wanted to cheat and rip off the system, as people tend to think
independent students are doing, the present rule makes it easy.
You just have so many opportunities to present evidence of nonap-
pearance on a 1040 that it is ludicrous that we’ve been using it all
these years and with some kind of fairy tale belief that, indeed, it
meant something. It doesn’t mean anything.

Since the age of the Xerox, I don't know what prevents people
from presenting any kind of a 1040 to a school that they want to.
It’s the one they file with the IRS that nobody can look at that
counts. You don’t go to jail for filing a phoney 1040 showing de-
pendents or lack of dependents with a student aid officer. You do
go to jail if you claim dependents you don’t have on your tax
return—or something happens to you for that.

Did you want to comment?

Or. STEDMAN. I would just say that the good news is that the
very important and influential players in this scene are now within
the higher ed community trying to grapple with this. Clearly, all of
us are concerned about abuse. I think the difficulty is that it illus-

146



141

trates here that, in fact, we're in the business now of trying to
define what may turn out to be the majority. So it takes a terribly
long list of descriptive words to describe, and I think that is hark-
ening back to Jim’s point before, an important point to keep our
eye on. We want to be inclusionary here to the degree that it is
possible, and be exclusionary to the most minimal degree, but
clearly we've got to start someplace writing practical regulations.
So I would just simply say that I think we applaud the effort to get
some of these significant senior players in this business grappling
with the notion that it is a very potentially broad population we're
talking about here.

Mr. Forp. One final question, if I might, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Murphy, on page 5, begins to delineate the seven salient
points of Mr. Biaggi’s bill, which I hasten to say I wholeheartedly
endorse at this point for our consideration.

First, it is recommended that eligibility for Pell Grants, guaranteed loans, and
National Direct Student Loans be extended to part-time students who attend college
less than half time. This provision would not include students in non-credit, continu-
ilng education courses and would be restricted to enrolled students working toward a

egree.

Now, I thought I detected—although you endorsed the bill, Jim—
a distinction in how you describe your idea of the breadth of cover-
age for part-time students. This would restrict the part-time stu-
dent in two very important ways. First, it must be credit courses
and, second, that they would be restricted to enrolled students
working toward a degree. Do you have trouble with that kind of
restriction?

Mr. HAgrISON. “Trouble” is maybe not the word, sir. It is not the
way I would have written it precisely. There is nothing in the law
now, as I read it—I mean the law; I'm not talking about the regula-
tions invented downtown to explain the law to itself. I am talking
about the law that you people have written. It says a student has
to be pursuing a degree in order tyo be eligible for title IV aid. As I
said in my testimony, the proliferation of bachelors’ degrees was
not the purpose of the Higher Education Act. So I wouldn’t have
included the requirement that a student be pursuing a degree.

I think the seriousness of a student’s pursuit of learning is not
easily measured, either by his credential objective or by the
number of hours for which he is registered. If I were rewriting the
law, I would put fewer restrictions in there, offering fewer opportu-
nities for our friends downtown to rewrite the law. I would remove
restrictions rather than add any to it. I would remove the restric-
tion on intensity of enrollment, for example, and let it go at that.

Mr. Forp. Dr. Murphy.

Dr. MurpHy. You're quite right. There hasn’t been unanimity on
this issue. I think our sense of it is that historically people have
looked at the notion of continuing education as somehow life en-
richment rather than carreer, economic, or social advancement.
That is not universally or necessarily the case. It was in here also I
think to allay concerns that a whole new and perhaps overwhelm-
ingly large constituency might be included with costs that would
frighten people. So, I think the conformity here with prior practice
is intended to allay fears more than to establish a policy. I am in-
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clined, I think, to agree with Mr. Harrision’s view that a more com-
prehensive and inclusive mechanism is desirable.

I have even taken the position that I think publicly, which is not
a widely shared position, that the proprietaries in many instances
do what I believe to be an important job and that the class distinc-
tion that often exists between established colleges and universities
and proprietaries is an unfortunate self-defeating one. Indeed, I
think we ought to be working more with proprietaries. There are a
good many respectable institutions these days in the United States
that actually started as proprietaries, a number of them in New
York City.

I would want to see, whatever we do, provided as broad a base of
opportunity for as many people as qualified under the established
means test as possible.

Mr. Biagal. Mr. Chairman, would you yield?

Mr. Forp. Yes.

Mr. Biacagl Mr. Harrison and Chancellor Murphy, you're really
talking about the optimal situation. No one disagrees with that
fact. But the bill really is addressing itself to a new policy, and
from a very practical perspecitve. All of you have been around a
considerable period of time. I think it is important to get the foot
in the door. This is just a legislative proposal. We don’t know that
it will be successful in enactment.

I know, as long as we're talking to each other, it is fine to talk
about the ultimate. We're having trouble getting funds for existing
programs, and we need more; clearly we need more. There is a
demand out there. So, in order to deal with it in a practical fashion
and not permit the opponents any opportunity to come out and say,
“Well, this is going to be a wide-open situation, it’s going to be an-
other area of potential abuse,” we must limit this program.

Mr. Harrision, you talk in terms of baccalaureates like they're
trite achievements. I know some people who obtain baccalaureates
a whole lot easier than others, but they do obtain them. If they go
no further with them, they haven’t enriched their own lives, con-
sciously or unconsciously—and some students obtain them uncon-
sciously. But they do obtain them. And some of that whole educa-
tional environment had to seep in, if only by osmosis.

I would be fearful of eliminating any restrictions at this point.

Mr. Harrision. Well, as I said in response to the chairman'’s
questions, your proposal and the chancellor’s proposal, limiting it
as the bill would limit it does not give me trouble. In principle, I
could argue against it all year, but you have to make prudential
judgments, and you're good at it. So I wouldn’t argue that point.

Mr. Biaccl I appreciate that. But I'm just giving you my
thoughts and our thoughts in crafting the legislation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. I think Mr. Biaggi is really stating the kind of reserva-
tions we all have. Jim, you will recall that, in the late sixties when
this committee and another subcommittee was passin%' something
called the Adult Education Act, we were hung up for a long time in
a fight between Mr. O’Hara and another member from Michigan
no longer in the Congress, on the other side of the aisle, over using
the: term “adult education.” The other member from Michigan was
afrdid that people would go to night school for the fun of it. So he
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insisted that we had to call it adult “basic” education and that we
tie it down so that you could teach reading, writing, and arithme-
tic, and not fool around with other things.

T still recall somebody pointing out that high schools were teach-
ing women who had never written a check before, who had never
opened a checking account, now were widowed and on their own, a
very basic course in how to do things like that, which wouldn’t fit
anybody’s curriculum as adult basic educacion. We finally resolved
it as adult education and said if it was a relevant sort of skill that
someone could profit from, they ought to have it. I think we went
to the floor and still had that member insisting that people would
be taking music appreciation.

Indeed, I not too long ago saw a woman graduating in a com-
mencement I was at, in her late sixties, with a degree in music ap-
greciation, something that she had wanted to do and put off all

uring the years that she raised her children and perhaps her
grandchildren. That offends some people.

I think Mr. Biaggi has very accurately anticipated the kind of re-
action we're going to get from folks who themselves have not had
experience with part-time students and will be very reluctant that
this will be kind of a handy thing to do.

It's interesting that yesterday, when we had the young man who
was the president of the National Association of Part-Time Stu-
dents, I asked him if he coud write a definition for a part-time stu-
dent that would be eligible for Federal aid. He said they hadn’t
thought about it.

Then I asked him, suppose that a housewife out in Scarsdale dis-
covers that a particular school has a nice course on music apprecia-
tion, that they teach one evening a week, and she and her neigh-
bors decide over a coffee clutch that that would be kind of a nice
thing to do on Wednesdays while the husbands are bowling or play-
ing cards or whatever, and they decide to go do it. Do you want
them covéred? Well, no, he didn’t want tc cover that kind of a part-
time student, and that is the kind of example that would be thrown
at us if we go out there with a wide-open “part-time is adequate”
sort of approach. I think Mr. Biaggi has accurately gauged that.

I have one caveat about your restriction, however. en you add
the words “be restricted to enrolled students working toward a
degree,” I wonder what happens to all of our community college
students who are going for 6 months, a year, or 2 years, for some
specific career-orinented program. So we would have to find some
language to clearly include those people and satisfy the nervous
nellies that we weren’t going to let the housewife frem Scarsdale
slip in the door.

Mr. Harrison. I thought a lot about that question ever since I
got a call yesterday that you had asked it, and before that, on how
to define a part-time student. I suppose if I were trying to write the
regulations for the department, the first thing I would do would be
to throw away the statute and the committee report and start out
according to the way things were when I was 25 years old. But I
learned from you and the previous chairman that that isn’t the
way you really want those questions answered.

T came up here to talk to you about part-time student. That
really was the only question that was in my mind. The point that I
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am trying to make in this testimony is that the number of hours
for which a student is enrolled is simply a lousy proxy for his seri-
ousness. You can be enrolled full time at a distinguished university
in the Los Angeles area and study economics from Arther Laffer
and still be considered a serious studnet because you're enrolled
full time. [Laughter.]

Or you can be enrolled for one course in astrophysics because
you want to know more about how God made the universe, and
under the present law you’re not serious.

Sure, you can find people who are going to school for no useful
purpose. I don’t know how to write those definitions. As far as the
definition of “part-time” is concerned, I suggest you amend the law
to remove the necessity to write a regulation, simply stop talking
about part-time students not being eligible, and therefore folks
downtown don’t have to write a regulation. They will, but they
don’t have to. You can make a pretty good case that what you're
saying is, If a university of college admits a student at whatever
level of intensity, that’s good enough for the law. If the university
says this is a legitimate student, at 25 percent of the normal work-
load, then that’s a legitimate student eligible for 25 percent of a
normal aid package.

We already say that in the law, essentially. We say a half-time
student, as determined by the institution, will be eligible for full-
time aid. That’s a standard to which the wise and honest can
repair.

Mr. Forp. Dr. Murphy, also in your statement, you said, with re-
spect to campus-based aid:

The institution should be given the option to count all its part-time students when
applying for campus-based aid, or to exclude all part-time students from the aid ap-
plication. If the institution does include part-time students on its application and
does get aid on this basis, the school should be required to spend a “reasonable pro-

portion” of the aid on those part-time students. There is no such requirement now
and, without one, experience tells us the part-timer is often overlooked.

That raises a question with me. Do institutions now count the
part-time student?

Dr. Murpny. Yes, I believe so.

Mr. Forp. So what you would do would not be to change the
rules in effect to allow an institution that hadn’t been counting
them to get more money by doing this, but to simply say that, if
you choose to count them, to get the money you have to apply it to
those students?

Dr. MurpHy. Right.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

Mr. B1aGGr. I have a number of questions, Mr. Chairman, but our
colleague, Mr. Solarz, is required to go to the floor so I will defer to
him for a short period.

Mr. SorArz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
your indulgence. As you know, the foreign aid bill is on the floor
and I have been somewhat involved in that legislation.

Let me just say that I think the bill that you have introduced to
deal with this matter is characteristic of the kind of creativity
which you have brought to your career in the Congress. I think it
is really an exemplary indication of your determination to deal
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with the kinds of problems that affect the working people in our
country.

Mr. Buacar. If you keep talking that way, I will extend the
period. [Laughter.]

Mr. Sorarz. I am constantly impressed with your energy, your
wisdom, and your friendship. [Kaughter.]

Let me also say, Mr. Chairman, that the last time I had an op-
portunity to put any questions to Dr. Murphy was 27 years ago
when he was my insiructor in a course in political philosophy,
when I was a frezhman at college. I remember particularly well his
lecture on Hobbes. It ultimately suited me very well for Brooklyn
politics. [Laughter.]

And his lecture orr Machiavelli was also quite useful—not neces-
sarily in advancing my academic career, but certainly in helping
my political career. [Laughter.]

1 have a few guestions I would like to ask about the essential jus-
tification to this approach.

I just want to make one other parenthetical comment, and that
is, I did teach for 2 years in the City University of New York, part-
time students, in the School of General Studies. I must say they
were among the most impressive group of students I have ever en-
countered, particularly in terms of their evident determination to
get an education. These were not people who were there because it
was expected they would go to college, or because it was the thing
to do, or where there was parental pressure, or they didn’t know
what else to do at that stage of their life. Each and every one of
those people was there because they wanted an education. I found
that enormously impressive and exciting.

Now, having said that, let me ask you some questions which I
imagine will be raised in the course of the debate over this legisla-
tion as it moves forward in the legislative process.

First of all, if, in fact, there has been, as the testimony seems to
indicate, a 65-percent increase in the number of part-time students
enrolled in the country between 1972 and 1982, then what is the
need for the legislation? Presumably, the primary purpose of these
higher education assitance programs is to make it possible for
people to get an education that otherwise would not be able to get
one, because they lack the resources.

It seems to me that someone could conceivably turn this statistic
which you have used to justify the legislation around against you.
It so many more stvdents are, in fact, enrolling on a part-time
basis, doesn’t it constitute possible evidence that they don’t need
these programs in order to go to college, because they’re going in
increasing numbers even without it. As one of the witnesses point-
ed out, the purpose of these programs is not to give people degrees
for the sake of degrees, but to give them an education. My very
good friend and colleague rightly pointed out that, you know, you
can’t accomplish everything in one bill, that this is perhaps a step
in that direction.

But how do you respond to the argument that if there has been
such a dramatic increase in the number of part-time students, it
perhaps suggests that we don't need this kind of legislation if, in
fact, the purpose of it is to make it easier for people to get a part-
time education.
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Dr. MurpHy. The very fact that you raise the question the way
vou do suggests that the course you did have in philosophy 20-some
years ago was not frivolous but, in fact, ended up havirg more util-
ity than you might have imagined. You’ve got colleagues who
would argue that our history and philosophy are =imply for your
own private, subjective benefit. Here is a fine example of how cul-
tural advancement can also be politically useful. [Laughter.]

Mr. SoLarz. You mean how a raw, untutored youth from Brook-
lyn can be transformed into a contemporary equivalent of a Tal-
mudic scholar asking nitpicking questions that drive young gradu-
ate instructors to distraction. [Laughter.]

Dr. MurpHY. I confess that there’s a bit of pilpul in the question,
but I won’t press the issue.

The first is the question of fairness, obviously. If some part-time
students will receive certain kinds of assistance, then it is srbitrary
and capricious to argue that part-time will be defined in a particu-
lar way, such that 50 percent—even an Aristotelian golden mean
was not 50 percent but somewhat off center. So, there is a kind of
arbitrariness that suggests that the fairness doctrine is violated.

The second issue is, a parallel case would be the issue of day
care, for example, or child support of some kind. There are those
who will say there has Lzen such a tremendous increase in the
numbers of students whe seek day care services for their children
that it’s not necessary, after all, to provide these facilities, since ob-
viously there are sufficient facilities to account for that increase
now being provided.

The answer is that higher education has become the principal ve-
hicle for upward mobility of all our people, and because it is that,
more and more people seek it than ever before, as I think Mr. Ford
pointed out correctly. The result is that those who are seeking it
now for the first time are often those who have never sought it out
before as a vehicle for upward mobility, and, therefore, we do not
know and cannot even begin to know what the extended availabil-
ity of thet.service would bring into the system.

For _example, if you doubled today the day care facilities in the
City Univewsity, you would fill up every available spot, and if you
doubled it again tomorrow, you would continue to, so that the per-
centage increase would be enormous.

Mr, SoLarz. Joe, let me interrupt you at this point and ask this
questiop; Ape there any studies available which indicate how many
people are mot availing themselves of part-time educational oppor-
tunities, because they lack the financial resources to do so, who
would avail themselves of such opportunities if assistance were
available?

Dr. MurpHY. As you know, confirmation of a contrary-to-fact con-
ditional is extremely difficult. We have prior experience, however.
For example, the State of New York put in place last year an $11
million part-time tuition assistance program for the first time, de-
spite the fact that it spends $390 million a year for full-time tui-
tion. Only about half of those dollars were actually spent, and we
got curious to find out whcf'. The answer was, (a) people didn’t know
about it, (b) institutions didn’t press for the program, and despite
the fact there was no support even among the institutions that
took State money for that program, half of the money was, in fact,
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spent. It was easy to determine that with a little effort, namely,
making the availability of the program known, we would have re-
cruited more students.

Mr. SoLAarz. You make the point that one major argument for
this legislatin is the equity argument, that part-time students
ought not to be treated differently and, therefore, unfairly in com-
parison to full-time students. But { would imagine that the primary
justification for this would be the presumptive expansion of oppor-
tunities which it would make possible.

Would it be a fair statement to make, that if an approach like
this were tried and it was determined after a period of time that it
had not produced an increase in enrollments above and beyond
what might have been expected without it, that it was not serving
that primary purpose of increasing education, albeit, part-time op-
portunities——

Dr. MurpHY. Only if that were the only variable and you were
able to isolate it. But you have another experience you might ex-
amine. Prior to the imposition of tuition in the City University in
1976, the total enrollment in the university was 260,000 students.
Three years after tuition was put in place, the total enrollment in
the university was 180,000 students. There was no dramatic in-
crease either in the State university or in private institutions.
Clearly, the tuition rate had something to do with the enrollment.

Mr. Sorarz. Right. Well, you're talking about enrollment for full-
time students or enrollment for—

Dr. MurrHY. For all.

Mr. SoLArz. Was there a comparable decrease in part-time en-
rollments?

Dr. MurpHY. There was a dramatic ir-rease in part-time enroll-
ments because the tuition difference made it more economically
possible for students and part time.

Mr. SoLARz. But you would agree that, in justifying this legisla-
tion, that in addition to the equity arguments, the increase in edu-
cational opportunities would be another major argument for this?

Dr. MurrHY. Of course.

Mr. SoLARz. Let me say, I think it would be very helpful for the
record if you or any of the others could supply whatever supporting
statistics, analogies, references, documentation, or whatever, be-
cause I do think that’s a critical point.

I just have one final question, and that is——

Mr. BiaGgcl. Before you pose the question, will the gentleman
yield on the issue?

Mr. SorARz. Certainly.

Mr. Biacai. Incidentally, I believe the question is a very substan-
tial question and the responses to it are essential in order to bol-
ster the position of the advocates of the legislation and resist any
criticism.

But let me give you my personal experience. I only started to
work for my degree %% the age of 45. I was given a full scholarship.
Otherwise, 1 wouldn’t have commenced. While I was teaching in
City University for 2 years as an adjunct, part-time professor, 1
made a point to ask the older students what motivated them to go
back to school and what prompted ther to get started. Well, they
said they would have been happy to do this sooner and wanted to
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do it sooner, but they simply couldn’t afford it Apparently as they
matured and advanced in their jobs, they earned a higher income.
Also those with children saw the children grow up and leave home,
lessening the financial burden. However, that was a delay in their
own personal enrichment, and it was a delay in the development of
those human beings that could have commenced years earlier and
benefited the community as well as those individuals sooner.

I would like to commend Miss Koloski on her reference to what
is a part-timer. I think that term should be eliminated. They’re ctu-
dents, nontraditional students.

I remember having a hearing some 6 years ago upstate, and I
was impressed because it was the first time the notion of nontradi-
tional students came to my attention. I was also impressed by the
facttsthat there was a growing population of nontraditional stu-
dents.

Given the testimony today of the entire group, clearly nontradi-
tional students are not simply a part of the total system; they are a
very substantial part. Clearly, they are the part that is sustaining
many of the institutions today. Without the nontraditional stu-
dents, many of the marginal schools and the universities would
find themselves in extreme difficulty.

Chancellor Murphy just mentioned the reduction in enrollment
from 260,000 to 180,000. Without governmental assistance, these
would be far less than 180,000 students. So I think we can make a
case for governmental assistance, but the more information we
have, the better.

ank you.

Mr. SoLarz. I think that this kind of impressionistic analysis
which you have put forward, based on your own experience, sounds
very, very persuasive to me. I think it is very helpful.

My sense also is—although you’re much more familiar with the
politics of this issue than I am—that our ability to make the case,
that this will, in fact, result in an expansion of opportunity, will be
very, very important in terms of persuading our colieagues that
this is an initiative worth supporting. We must demonstrate it is
not simply making it easier for those who are already there, but
will, ir: fact, open up the dsorz to educational cpportunity for hun-
dreds of thousands or milions that might pot otherwise be in a po-
sition to avail themselves of higher educatio.

Now, the final question I have is, in view of the fact that what is
being proposed here is not an overall increase in tt: level of fund-
ing in which more is being made available for part-time students,
but rather, is simply a redivision of the existing resources in a way
which will result in more being available to part-time students, it
inevitably and: escapably follows that less will be available for full-
time students. I would like you to address yourselves ti the nation-
al interest implications of that question,

I mean, I take your points »n eq:tity, but in terms of the national
interest, presumably, if we take from the same pot of movney a cer-
tain amount and make it available to part-time students, there will
be a number of people who are then able to go to school on a part-
time basis who otherwise wouldn’t be able to go. Bu similarly, it
presumably should follow that there will then be less money avail-
able for the full-time students, and there may then be a number of
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full-time students who will have to withdraw from a full-time
ls)t;ai:_us because they don’t have enough money to continue on that
asis.

As educators, I would be interested in your view as to whether
this is something that ought to concern us, whether it is fundamen-
tally irrelevant, or whether we’re better off having more part-time
students at the expense of less full-time students.

Mr. HarrisoN. First, sir, under the proposals I think made to
Mr. Biaggi and everyone here at the table, the criterion would still
be irdividually demonstrated need. So the part-time student would
not be taking money away from an equally deserving full-time stu-
dent. That would be absolutely essential.

Mr. Sorarz. The overall level of funding automatically increases
because it’s an entitlement?

Dr. MurpHY. It's an entitlement.

Mr. HarrisON. Yeah.

Second, the limited experience that we have had with the set-
aside in present law, where universities that want to can set aside
up to 10 percent of their money for less-than-half-time students,
has suggested, as I said in my testimony, that indeed, most part-
timers under rigorous needs analysis cannot qualify. Fine. They
should not. But the numbers of part-timers who will qualify for stu-
dent aid if this prohibiticn in the law is lifted is very small.

Mr. Sorarz. Well, if the adoption of this legislation will not
result in a reduction in aid for full-time students because it’s an
entitlement program and it’s based on need, coes anybody have an
estimate as to what the cost would be in adciitional obligations on
the Treasury? I mean, that’s obviously a question which some of
our colleagues, in a year of $200 billion deficits, are going to ask.

Dr. MurpHY. We have not reached any agreement about what
this cost would be, and we have asked that it be researched. The
best I can provide for you is a personal guess, and I would say $100
million to begin, just on the numbers of part-time students who are
presently attending. But there is no clear number at this point that
anybody is prepared to support.

Mr. Soragz. One doesn’t quite know what to say about that,
except that I would imagine that as we move forwardy some precise
estimates may be asked for. I think the idea is a fine one, and I
fully agree with Mr. Biaggi that there are millions of Americans
whe can benefit from a part-time education, and the sooner they
cai get it, the better, because then they have more of their life to
utiiize the benefits of an education.

But I also think that we have got to keep in mind the political
and fiscal realities within which we’re operating. There are a lot of
very, very constructive ideas, of which this is one, that if they’re
going to be sold have to be sold on the basis of their also being com-
patible with the contert within which we’re operating this year.

Dr. StepMaN. Doesn’t this in a way harken back to the chair-
man’s definitional question before? I mean, clearly, if we are able
to put some kind of parameters—albeit Jim does limit the universe
that we're talking about—it gives us a dcable way to manage the
change which is all about us. I think in terms of national interest,
what we have really got to accept is that the education of older
people is as vital to the country as young people and children.
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Mr. SoLarz. Supposing somebody on the other aisle, to limit the
financial drain on the Treasury, offered an amendment to this
which included the formula changes which made part-time stu-
dents eligible but set a cap which limited any overall increase in
the program, so that, in fact, whatever went to the part-time stu-
dents was taken out of the pool available to the full-time students?
Wogld you still be in favor of it and, if so, why; and if not, why
not?

Mr. Forp. Let me say to the gentleman that if the House got
crazy enough to adopt such a cap, the chairman would move that
the committee rise and we would go back to the drawing beard.
That bill would never go to conference with me and the Senate.

Mr. SoLarz. Well, if the chairman says so, I am sure that is the
case. But just on the merits, I am interested in your responses.

Dzr. MureHy. This bill has a title, and in the title is the word
“fairness.” I think that is the principal thrust here, at least initial-
ly. We want to do what is fair. It is fair to define somebody as eligi-
ble because they’re taking three courses, and it ought to be fair to
give someone who is taking one course a third of that, everything
else being equal. ‘

§ would emphasize I think the notion of fairness here, rather
than any other kinds of arguments that are essentially institution-
al arguments.

Mr. SoLaRrz. So you think, in effect, we have no national interest
in encouraging full-time as opposed to part-time students?

Dr. MurpHYy. It is not a question of the Government encouraging
an interest. It is providing opportunities for people who have that
interest but can’t exercise it.

Mr. SoLarz. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you very much for
indulging me. I appreciate it.

Mr. Biaccr. We will have a 10-minute recess.

[Whereupon, the subcommittee was in recess.]

Mr. Forp [presiding]. The committze will come to order.

Mr. Biagg.

Mr. BiaGger. What groblems, if any, do you see in implementing
aid to the part-timers?

Dr. MurpHY. One of the difficulties we encountered with similar
iegislation at the State level, Mr. Biaggi, was the dissemination of
tiaformation on the availability of the dollars and the conditions
under which they are to be granted. So I would say the two issues
we would face technically is dissemination of information so that
enough people know about the program, and secondly, the whole
issue which at some point needs to be addressed, the extraordinary
complications involved in both the application for grants and as-
sistance for aid and the administration of the program. .

We are Preparing now a report for this commiittee and others in-
terested of ways of simplifying the language on the way the whole
student financial aid programs are to be administered. Right now
the amounts of paper required to do the award, the determiantion
of eligibility, the application forms themselves, verification and so
on, are extremely complicated.

Mr. Biagat. Can it be dong?

Dr. MurpHy. Yes, sir.

Mr. Biagat. Dr. Stedman.
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Dr. Stepman. I would just simply echo that you take the experi-
ence with the aid for part-time students at the State level in New
York, I think you have there an indication of, on the one hand, the
complications, but on the other hand, an affirmation that it is very
doable.

Mr. B1aGGl. Jim.

Mr. HarrisoN. I wouldn’t add a word to what has been #7i4,

Mr. Biagar I have no further questicns, Mr. Co -~ .+ but I
would once again like to thank the members of the pay 2} 7+ their
contributions, and also for their support, without which the iegisla-
tion clearly would have great difficulty.

Mr. Forp. I want to thank you very much for your preparation
for today’s hearing and your participation today. You can tell that
you provoked a lot of interest.

I think we are wearing some of the members out by this method
of going through the Higher Education Act. In the old days some-
body threw a bill together and you either got groups to support it
or oppose it and then you compromised it and you had a bill. We
are trying to not overlook the minor things that usually got settled
at two o’clock in the morning in a conference. This whole question
of the independent student and the part-time student would get
lost in the shuffle if we don’t do it up front.

We appreciate the fact that you have put so much time into it
and trust that you will continue to work on all of the sources you
have to see that other people understand it in the light you are
projecting here.

Thank you very much.

Mr. BiagGl. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make one further ob-
servation. I think reference was made to the greying, student popu-
lation. Some people have raised the question of why is it so impor-
tant that we educate those who have moved along in years. I am
talking about the more adult rather than the older young folks.
Given the extension of life expectancy, even if one obtains a degree
at 60 or 65, the vigorous nature and physical condition of the elder-
ly in our country is such that one would have a good 10 to 20 years
further to contribute and participate in a life that is even more en-
hanced because of that education—aside from the personal gratifi-
cation of having achieved it.

Mr. HarrisoN. They're not getting old, Mr. Biaggi, they’re just
getting more serious.

Mr. Biaga. It’s intergenerational. They like to go back and study
with young folks.

Thank you.

Mr. Forp. The next panel is Mr. Gerald Bird, associate dean for
Student Affairs and Financial Assistance, University of Alabama
at Birmingham; Dr. Dolores E. Cross, president, New York State
Higher Education Services Corporation; Miss Jean Frohlicher, staff
director, National Council of Higher Educaiion Loan Programs;
and Miss Dee Brock, vice president for adult education, Public
Broadcating Service.

Your testimony will be inserted in th2 record, and we will start
first with Mr. Bird.
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STATEMENT OF GERALD T. BIRD, ASSOCIATE DEAN OF STUDENT
AFFAIRS AND DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL AID, UNIVERSITY OF
ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMIN-
ISTRATORS, ACCOMPANIED BY A. DALLAS MARTIN, JR., EXECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR, NASFAA

Mr. Birp. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am
Gerald Bird, the associate dean of Student Affairs and director of
Financial Aid at the University of Alabama in Birmingham. I am
currently president of the National Association of Student Finan-
cial Aid Administrators.

I appreciate this opportuntiy to appear before you today. I am ac-
companied by NASFAA'’s executive director, Dallas Martin.

We are pleased, as a part of your hearing on the reauthorization
of the Higher Education Act, that you have scheduled time to dis-
cuss the role and the needs of the “nontraditional” student in
today’s postsecondary educational system.

Research data gathered in 1982 and 1983 by the National Center
for Educational Statistics shows that 5.25 million students were en-
rolled in higher education on a part-time basis, or roughly two out
of five students. A little more than 8 million of these students were
enrolled as undergraduates. As such, part-time students are report-
ed as one of the fastest growing groups in postsecondary education.

As a result of these facts, many educators and policymakers are
increasingly focusing attention upon the needs of these students
and upon the current policy of primarily delivering financial aid to
those students who are enrolled half-time or more.

While NASFAA does not have any specific legislative recommen-
dations at this time, we feel there are a numbe: of facts and cir-
cumstances that need to be carefully considered before this sub-
committee decides upon an appropriate course of action to deal
with the needs of the adult part-time student.

In 1980, our association supported the legislative change that al-
lowed institutions to expend up to 10 percent of their college work-
study and Supplemental Educationalp Opportunity grants to stu-
dents who were enrolled less than half-time. It was our belief that
such an approach would enable schools who wished to attract and
serve these students to do so under their existing operational struc-
ture without having to administer such funds under a separate set
of program regulations. Additionally, grants and employment
would be more preferable to those underserved part-time students
than would loans, not to mention the administrative costs and/or
complexities associated with providing small balannce loans to
most of the students.

But, unfortunately, this option has not been utilized by the vast
majority of institutions. In fact, during the past academic year
ending on June 30, 1984, only 64 institutions elected to expend any
of their 1983 college work-study or SEOG funds to less than half-
itime students.

Of the total $355 million appropriated for SEOG programs in
fiscal year 1983, $95,677 was awarded to less than half-time stu-
dents, while $191,519 out of $530 million in college work-study
funds were expended. We have a complete chart using data provid-
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ed to us by the Education Department which outlines these figures.
That is in your testimony as Appendix A. It was not available at
the time the testimony was prepared and is now available here.

In order to better understand why more schools have chosen not
to utilize the 10 percent option, NASFAA randomly surveyed a
number of our members. While several reasons were given, the
most frequently stated reason was simply that scarcity of available
funds and the school policy to first provide financial aid to its full-
time or at least half-time students who have financial need.

The second issue we have attempted to examine is whether the
current trend of more and more older students enrolling in school
is going to be with us for many years, or is it strictly a function of
the aging of the “baby bcomers.” Clearly, all of the demagraphic
data shows there is definitely a decline in the number of persons in
the traditional college age group of 18- to 24-year-olds.

In a paper prepared in the fall of 1984 by John Lee, formerly of
Applied Systems Institute, inc., for the Department of Education,
an analysis was done to study the changing age composition of the
U.S. population and then compare this changing pattern to the
tendency of various age groups to enroll in postsecondary educa-
tion. His study shows that both the overall population and college
enrollment are becoming oider. It is the relative shifts in both pop-
ulation and enrollment which must be assessed to determine if a
greater proportion of older individuals are enrolling in college.

Table 3, found on page 8, indicates the population 35 years and
older was very slightly more likely to be enrolled in 1982 than in
1974. The largest increase in participation rates, however, occurred
within the traditional age group. While 24.61 percent of all 18- to
24-year-olds were enrolled in college in 1974, 26.67 percent were en-
rolled in 1982.

Mr. Lee’s study also examined the age shifts with full-time and
part-time enrollment, and again the results seem to parallel those
found in this age composition’s analyses. Table 4 on page 9 summa-
rizes his findings.

Students over the age of 24 comprise a growing proportion of
full-time enrollment. However, 81.62 percent of full-time enroll-
ment is still made up of students under the age of 25.

The age composition of part-time enrollment differs substantially
from that for full-time enrollment. Students aged 25 and over com-
prised 68.28 percent of all part-time students.

Given Mr. Lee’s analysis, it is reasonable to conclude that while
the number of older students on campuses has increased, that in-
crease is primarily a function of the aging of the total population
and not so much a function that a higher proportion of older
people are going back to college.

Similarly, shifts in full- and part-time enrollments seem to paral-
lel the shifts in age composition. While a greater proportion of full-
time students come from the under 25 age population, an almost as
high a proportion of part-time students comes from the older popu-
lation. His study also clearly shows that while the traditional col-
lege age group has declined, enrollments have remained relatively
steady, because a higher proportion of the 18- to 24-year-olds have
been enrolling. This trend may be more difficult to maintain in the
future, however, simply because of the decreasing number of these
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people in the immediate future. Likewise, while declines in the av-
erage size of America’s high school graduating classes will continue
until 1998 and beyond, the characteristics of the next wave of tradi-
tional college age students will be quite different.

As Dr. Bud Hodgkinson points out in his paper entitled “Guess
Who's Coming to College,” a much higher percentage of high
school graduates after 1998 will be minorities, simply because of
the current birth rate statistics.

If Dr. Hodgkinson’s predictions are correct, and we believe that
they are, then the total demography of postsecondary education
will be quite different in the near future.

We also believe that Dr. Hodgkinson’s predictions seem to imply
that in the future it may be harder for institutions to maintain the
same proportion of their student bodies from the traditional college
age group and therefore competition for the older students may in-
crease among the various sectors of postsecondry education. Addi-
tionally, there is the question of whether or not these older stu-
dents will actually avail themselves of the more traditional forms
of postsecondary education even if they are offered.

Clearly, there is compelling evidence that large numbers of older
adults wish to continue their education. Today as many people are
participating in adult continuing or recurrent education as are en-
rolled in our traditional postsecondary educational system, and the
system that serves them seems to be working very well. Therefore,
if new student assistance program are going to be developed to
serve this part-time adult population, it seems prudent to carefully
design them to meet the needs of those who truly need such assist-
ance as opposed to simply providing universal subsidies for all part-
time students.

In hearings that were held by this subcommittee on September
25, 1975, Mr. George T. Nolfi advanced a similar set of recommen-
dations based upon a study made in Massachusetts, and the ration-
ale for establishing selective entitlements for adults from lower
income and lower provisions educational attainment levels. In his
testimony, Mr. Nolfi correctly observed that:

- - . while may adults of upper-middle income, previous educational attainment
level and job status are utilizing existing continuing education opportunities, and
have ample financial resources to do 80, many adults of low or moderate income,

lower previous educational level, and low job status are in need of direct financial
assistance to realize their desire for continuing education.

Additionally, he noted:

While continuing education at present theoretically exists as an open and equal
opportunity for all adults, in fact, adults of lower income and lower socioeconomic
status and previous education level do not have an egual opportunity due to inad-
equacy of information, inadequacy of financial resources, and inadequacy of per-
ceived ability to succeed. For these and other reasons, the social benefits from public
investment in increased recurrent education for lower income and low previous edu-
cation adults will be quite high.

He then went on to outline the four policy tradeoffs that he felt
were evident given the limited financial resources that were then
available. We would suggest they are just as relevant today.

First, either we support more students on a part-time basis and
fewer students on a full-time basis, or retain the status quo.
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Second, resources are either diffused through a universal subsidy
or are utilized in a focused way for selective subsidies to target cli-
enteles and specific activities for whom there is a high social rate
of return from participation in recurrent education.

Third, awards either result in the replacement of private moneys
now flowing into the support of recurrent education with public
funds, or they are used in a manner which complements those pri-
vate moneys and, indeed, stimulates further investment in recur-
rent education.

Tourth, either the funds are diffused for a totally discretionary
broad range of general interest education and activities and occu-
pationally related education, or they are targeted first at providing
necessary support for target clienteles to use additional education
as a vehicle for advancement of their socioeconomic and employ-
ment positions.

Mr. Chairman, while matters have changed somewhat since Mr.
Nolfi offered his proposal, many of the issues that he raised are
still appropriate today. As I noted earlier, NASFAA has not devel-
oped any formal policy or proposal on exactly what should be done
for the nontraditional or adult part-time student. However, we
have attempted to provide you with a number of facts that we feel
must be carefully considered and have raised the issues that need
to be addressed. {?Ve also would encourage you to continue to allow
schools to utilize up to 10 percent of their SEOG and CW-S moneys
for less than half-time students. However, we do not believe that it
is necessary to expand this option to the other title IV student as-
sistance programs.

Further, we hope in developing any new program serious consid-
eration will be given to keep it simple, thereby avoiding unneces-
sary administrative burdens and costs upon all parties. Lastly, we
would encourage you to target such public subsidy upon those who
are most in need and upon whom the aid will make the greatest
impact.

In an incidental matter, NASFAA is engaged with the Associa-
tion of Independent Colleges and Schools in reviewing needed
changes to regulations te ensure a better and more equitable co-
ordination of all pubic assistance benefits with student aid. When
those results are available—and they should be available in late
August—they will be made available to you.

Thank you for inviting us to testify on this important issue. Be
assure we will be happy to work with you in any way we can to
ensure the educational needs of all of our citizens.

[The prepared statement of Gerald T. Bird follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GERALD T. BIRD, AsSOCIATE DEAN OF STUDENT AFFAIRS,
UNIVERSITY OF ALARAMA AT BIRMINGHAM, oN BEHALF oF THE NATIONAL AssoCia-
TION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am Gerald T. Bird, Associate
Dean of Student Affairs and Director of Student Financial Aid at the University of
Alabarna at Birmingham, and President of the National Association of Student Fi.
nancial Aid Adminsitrators for 1985-86.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today. I am accompanied by
NASFAA’s Executive Director, Dr. Dallas Martin.

We are pleased, as a part of l’);our hearings on the reauthorization of the Hi?her
Education Act, that you have scheduled time to discuss the role and the needs of the
“non-traditional”’ student in today’s postsecondary educational system. The term
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students who are different from the preceived norm. As such, adult students, or
those 23 years of age or older sre often referred to as “non-traditional” regardless of
whether they are enrolled fulltime or part-time. Likewise, married students, self-
supporting students, or students enrolle‘f in continuing education, retraining or rec-
reational programs also sre usually categorized as non-traditional, as are special
groups of students such as the handicapped, high school dropouts, or those individ-
uals who are instituticaslized. Therefore, in order tg appropriately examine the
facts and needs of “non-traditional” students, we first must define the specific
cohort of individuals we are trying to assist.

Research dats gathered in 1982-83 by the National Center for Educational Statis-
tics (NCES), showis that 5.25 million students were enrolled in higher education ona
part-time basis, or roughly two out of five students. A little more than 3 million of
these students were enrolied as undergraduate students. As such, part-time students
are reported as one of the fastest gyowing cohorts in postsecondax_'y education. NCES

cusiue attention upon the needs of these students and upon the current policy of
primarily delivering financial Aassistance only to those students who are enrolled
half-time or more. More over, many of these individuals are: quick to point out, and
correctly so, that students who are enrolled less than halftime are currently ineligi-
bie for Pell Grants, and all Federal student loan Prograins. A recent article on this
sabject which appeared in the July 3, 1985 Chronicle of ‘Higher Education, contained
a quote by New York University Dean of Continuirig Education, Harve Stedman

and many other persuasive arguments can be made in favor cf fipening the existing
Title IV student aid programs up to less than-halfitime students, and they should be
carefully examined. In fact NASFAA, in developing its own reccmmended policy
guideline for awarding aid to less than half-time students, in 1980 adopted the posi-
tion that the number of hours or credits for which a student js enrolled should not
in and of itself be the single factor upon which to determine whether or not a stu-
dent should be considered for financial aid.

On the other hand, while NASFAA does mot have any specific legislative recom-
mendations at this time, there are a number of other facts and eirctimstances we
believe need to be carefully considered befGys this Subcoramitt fucides upon an
appropriate course of action to deal with the needs of the §guit yiuct-time student.

In 1980, our Association supported the legislative chinge ket #narad instituti
to expend up t» 10 percent ofp their College Work-Study and Dupsi
tional Edcuaticfial Opportunity Grants to students wiio were erzoricd Je

without having to administer such funds under a separiite set of program regula-
tions. Additionally, we reasoned, perhaps correctly or incorrectly, that %rants and
employment would be more preferable to these underserved part-time students than
would loans, not to mention the administrative costs and/or complexities associated
with providing small balance loans to most-of these students. But unfortunately this
option has not been utilized by the vast majority of institutions, In fact, during the
past academic year ending on June 30, 1984, only 64 institutions elected to expend
any of their 1983-84 Collefe Work-Study or SEOG funds to less than half-time stu-
dents. Of the total $355 million apgro riated for SEOG programs in fiscal fyear 1983,
$95,677 was awarded to less than alf-time students, while $191,519 out o $590 mil-
lion in College Work-Study funds were expended. A complete chart using data pro-
vided to us by the Education De artment listing the individual schools and the
amounts they expended under bot programs is included in Appendix A of this tes.
timony.

In order to better understand why more schools have chosen not to utilize the 10
percent option, we random] surveyed a number of our members. Almost all of the
respondents indicated the I‘;ad far more eligible full or three-quarter time students
with documented financial need than available funds. As such, their schools’ policies
were to award federal funds to these students first. Several of them indicated how-
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ever, they did have small amounts of institutional or private aid sources. A couple
of the schools also noted that limited state aid funds were also available. Three low
priced institutions responded it would cost them more to actually account for the
funds and produce the student’s check than the amount of the tuition that would be
paid to the student. Therefore they had decided not to use their federal funds in this
manner.

Several of the institutions noted that the only students who attended their schools
on a less than half-time basis were those enrolled in their evening continuing educa-
tion programs, and as matter of policy they did not serve these students because
most were not enrolled in degree or certificate programs, or were employed full-
time. Still other respondents cited problems, or were employed full-time. Still other
respondents cited problems with knowing how to effectively calculate the financial
need of these students as the reason they did not award a’d to these students. How-
ever, the most frequently stated reason was simply the scarcity of available funds
and the school policy to first provide financial aid to its full-time or at least half-
time students wﬁo have financial need.

The second issue we have attemped to examine is whether the current trend of
more and more older students enrolling in school is going to be with us for many
years to come or is it strictly a function of the aging of the “baby boomers” and the
fact a higher percentage of women who dropped out earlier to get married and have
families have now returned to complete their educations., Clearly, all of the demo-
graphic data shows there is definitely a decline in the number of persons in the tra-
ditional college age cohort of 18-24 year olds,

In a paper prepared in the fall of 1984 by dohn B. Lee, formerly of Applied Sys-
tems Institute, Inc., for the Department of Education, an analysis was done to study
the changing age comgosition of the U.S. population and then compare this chang-
ing pattern $zhe tendency of various age groups to enroll in postsecondary educa-
tion. As Mr. ’.ee notes, “Since institutional funding is generally directly related to
enrollment counts, the economic well being of the institution may be at stake in
getting the over 25 age population to participate in college.”

However, his analyses, which were based upon data obtained from the October
Current Population Survey (CPS) of the U.S. Census Bureau, show some rather sur-
prising facts that may differ from current perceptions. The measure used in Mr.
Lee’s study is the colle%e- oing participation rate within age groups. The participa-
tion rate is a ratio in which the numerator is the number of individuals from an age
group reported to be enrolled at a given time, and the denominator is the number of
individuals in that population. The measure links changes in the population and en-
rollment in a single value that indicates the probability a member of a group is en-
rolled in college. The following is taken directly from this report:

Table 1 documents the shifts which have occurred in the age composition of the
population between 1974 and 1982. The aging of the population is evident in the de-
cline between 1974 and 1982 of the proportion of the population under age 25 and
the increase experienced in all but one of the older age groups. The decline in the
45-54 age group marks the passage of those born during the depression years when
the birth rates fell markedly. 4 ::5e percent change in this table represents approxi-
mately two millon individuals - aging of the baby boom generation is evident in
the shifts of more than four = “individuals from the under 18 age group be-
tween 1974 and 1982. This is % subject to much discussion among those who
worry about from where collegz w43 sJraw their students in the coming years. As
the bottom line of Table 1 indicates, iliere has been relatively little change in the
proportion of the population over age 35. That group will begin to grow relative to
other age groups in the next decade.

TABLE 1—AGE COMPOSITION OF THE POPULATION 1974, 1.78, 1382

Age growp 1972 1978 e 19 82

28.96 28.75 26.85 =211

1292 12.75 12.59 -0.33

14.71 15.53 16.98 +2.27

11.26 11.39 1241 +1.15

1187 10.88 9,93 -1.94

975 9.80 9.81 +0.06

65 and over 10.53 10.89 11.42 +0.89
35 and over 4341 42.96 43.57 +0.16

Source: CPS; October 1974, 1978, 1982,
Compiled by Applied Systems Institule, Inc.
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Students enrolled in college also are becoming older. This is shown in Table 2.
Enrollment of students under age 25 comgrised 3.15 percent less of total enrollment
in 1982 than it did in 1974. In 1974, 67.2 percent oFenrollment was accounted for
within this age group. Only 64.10 percent of enrollment fell within this group in
1982. The age group 25-34 gained 1.88 percent in share of enrollment between the
two years.

The enrollment of students aged 85 and over comprised 1.28 percent more of total
enrollment in 1982 than it did in 1974. However, this age group represents a small
fraction of total enrollment, 10.40 percent in 1974 and 11.68 percent in 1982, It
should be noted that this age group became a slightly smaller proportion (—0.29
percent) of enrollment between 1978 and 1982.

TABLE 2—AGE COMPOSITION OF COLLEGE ENROLLMENT 1974, 1978, 1982

{Head count)

Age group 1974 1978 o 197410 1382
Under 18 KAL] 2.45 2.08 ~1.06
18to24 64.11 62.59 02.02 -2.09
25t 22.35 23.00 24.23 +1.88
35 to 44 114 1.82
45 to 54 3.56 2.63
55 to 64 1.07 0.87
65 and over 0.20 0.36 ...
35 and over 10.40 11.97 11.68 +1.28

Source: CPS; Octobes 1974, 1978, 1982
Note: CPS agpregaled alt enroliment of fhe population aged 35 and over in 1974,
Compiled by: Applied Systems [=-titute, tnc.

Both the overall population and college enrollment are becoming older. It is the
relative shifts in both population and enrollment which must be assessed to deter-
mine if a greater proportion of older individuals are enrollin in college. As Table 3
indicates the population 35 years old and older was very slightly (+0.26 percent)
more likely to be enrolled in 1982 than in 1974. This is not a very encouraging in-
ggeaset to those who have identified this age group as a potential market for higher

ucation.

The largest increase in participation rates occurred within the traditional college
age group. While 24.61 percent of all 18-24 year olds were enrolled in college in
1974, 26.67 percent were enrolled in 1982. There was an increase of 2.06 percentage
points in the probability enrollment in this age group.

TABLE 3—CHANGE IN COLLEGE-GOING PARTICIPATION RATES BY AGE GROUP 1974, 1978, 1982

[Head count)

Age group 1974 1978 1 1974 1o 1962
Under 18 0.54 0.45 0.42 ~0.12
18to 24 24.61 25.63 26.67 +2.06
25t 34 1.54 113 172 +0.18
35t 44 327 341
4510 54 1N 143 .
55 to 64 0.57 048 .
65 and over 0.09 017
35 and over 1.19 145 145

Source: CPS: October 1974, 1978, 1982,
Note: Compiled by: Applied Systems Institute. Inc.

The National Center for Educational Statistics continues to report increasing na-
tional enrollment each year, confounding exlpectations that the decline in size of the
18-24 year old cohort over the past several years would be translated into falling
enrollments. The data reported here suggest that colleges are having greater success
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in drawing more enrollment from their traditional clientele than from th+ older
population.

Mr. Lee’s study also examined the age shifts within full and part-time enrollment
and again the results seem to parallel those found in his age composition’s anzlyses.
Table 4 and the following description summarizes his findings.

TABLE 4—AGE COMPOSITION OF ENROLLMENT FULL- & PART 2. %% 1574, 1978, 1982

Age group 197 1978 e i 1982
Full-time:
Under 18 .. 425 3.96 2.95 -130
18 to 24 80.08 8053 1861 —14l
2510 34 1247 12.88 14.96 +249
35 and Over 319 283 M2 +023
Total 10000 10000 10009
Part-time:
Under 18 091 0.28 047 -0
1810 24 32.34 30.10 31.25 —1.09
2510 34 1207 1121 413 -0
35 and Over 24.67 2841 26.93 +2.26

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: CPS; October 1974, 1978, 1382,
Compiled by: Appiied Systems Institute, Inc.

Students over th» age 24 comprise a growing proportion of full-time enrollment.
They provide 2.72 percentage points more of enrollment in 1982 than they had in
1974. However, 81.62 percent of full-time enrollment is still made up of students
under the age of 25.

The age composition of pari-time enrollment differs substantially {rom that for
full-time enrollment. Whereas 78.67 percent of full-time enrollment in 1982 was
made up of 18-24 years olds, only 1.25 percent of part-time enrollment came from
this age group. Students aged 25 and over comprised 68.28 percent of all part-time
students. The only age group which gained enrollment shars among part-timers be-
tween 1974 and 1582 is the oldest (35 & over) group. Their share of part-time enroll-
ment increased 2.26 percentage points between the two years.

Given Mr. Lee's analyses, it is reasonable to conclude thal while the number of
older students on campuiss: has increased, that increase is primarily a function of
the aging of the total popalation anc aot so much & function that a higher propor-
tion of older people are geing back to college. Similarly, shifts in full and part-time
enrollments seem fo paraiiel the shifts in age compesition. While a greater propor-
tion of full-time students come from the under 25 population, an almost as high a
preportion of parttime students come from the oﬁer population. His study also
clearly shows that while the traditional college age cohort has declined, enrcllments
have remained relatively steady because a higher proportion of the 18-24 year olds
have been enrolling. This trend may be more difficult to maintain in the future,
however, simply because of the decreasing number of these people in. the immediate
future, Likewise while declines in the average size of America’s high school graduat-
ing classes will continue until 1398 and beyond, the characteristics of the next wave
of traditional college age students wiil be quite different.

As Dr. Bud Hodgkinsos points out in_his paper entitled, “Guess Who's Coming to
College” a much higher percentage of high schocl graduates after 1998 will be mi-
norities simply because of the current birth rate statistics. He also cites several
other current facts that seem to have a bearing on this issue, including the follow-

ing:

Higher Education analysts have svstematically igrored the rapidly increasing pe?-
centage of minorities in American Public Schools, zow 46 perceni 1n Texas; 43 per-
cent in California, and 32 percen’ in New York. .

The declining proportion of youth in large segments of America durinﬁ the decade
may mean that many able youth will be 20le Lo mcve dirertly from high school to a
good paying job, either bypassin coilege ealirely (and gelting s good education at
the college level from their employer who will incveasingly provide these services)
or deferring college for a few years. At present time, over 20 percent of new college
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enrollees have not come directly from high school—"stopping out” seems to be ac-
ceptable ané desirable.

Today, 52 percent of undergraduate enrollments are female . . . 28 percent of the
Black youth age 18 to 24 enter college, and 46 percent of all female youth, but the
percentage of Hispanic youth who enter college is much lower. Estimates vary from
5 percent to 15 percent.

Regardless of attrition, any surge of new enrollments during the next two decades
in higher education will be led by minorities, particularly Blacks and Hispanics.

In 1980, the Census reported that of these children being born in 1980, 48 percent
of them would basically be raised by a single parent. This is particularly important
because of new research that has established that children from single parent fami-
lies have a great deal of difficulty learning in schools—they are far more often disci-
pline problems than are the children witi: twe parents living at home, and their
level of achievement is considerably lower than stose living with two parents.

If Dr. Hodgkinson’s predictions are correct, and we believe that they are, then the
total demography of postsecondary education will be quite different in the near
future. What is now often referred to as the “traditional student” may in fact
become the “non-traditional student of the future.”

This view of our changing demography also strongly suggests that institutions
themselves are going to need to change, and certainly the frequency of students
coming to schools from single-parent homes is going to place additional economic
pressures upon our student aid program. We also believe that Dr. Hodgkinson’s pre-
dictions seem to imply that in the future it may be harder for institutions to main-
tain the same proportion of their student bodies from the traditional college age
cohort, and therefore competition for the older students may increase among the
various sectors of postsecondary education. Additionally, there is the question of
whether or not these older students will actually avail themselves to the more tradi-
tional forms of postsecondary education even if t*rey are offered.

Clearly there is évmpelling evidence that large numbers of older adults wish to
continue their education. Today, as many ple are participating in adult continu-
ing or recurrent education as are enrolled in our traditional postsecondary educa-
tional system, and the system that serves them seems to be working very well.
Therefore, if new student assistance programs are goig to be developed to serve this
part-time adult population; it seems prudent to carefully design them to meet the
needs of those who truly need such assistance as opposed to simply providing uni-
versal subsidies upon all part-time students.

In hearings that were held by this Subcommittee on September 25, 1975, Mr.
George T. Nolfi advanced a similar set of recommendations based upon a study
made in Massachusetts, and the rationale for establishing selective entitlements for
adults from lower income and lower provision educational attainment levels. In his
testimony Mr. Nolfi correctly observed that:

". . . while many adults of upper-middle income, previous educational attainment
level and job status are utilizing existing continuing education opportunities, and
have ample financial resources to do so, many adults of low or moderate income,
lower previous educational attainment level, and low job status are in need of direct
financkal assistance to realize their desire for continued educsation. These adults
have clearly expressed desires to improve their own position j1 life through educa-

tion to upgrade their employable skills. Public resources investtd selectively to in-

crease access for such people would be money well spent.” Additionally he noted,
“While continuing education at present theoretically exists as an open and equal
opportunity for all adults, in fact, adults of lower inconme and lower sociceconomic
status and previcus education level do not have an equal opportunity due to inad-
equacy of inforrintion, inadequacy of financial resources and inadequacy of per-
ceived obilit -~ ~ceed. For these, and other reasons, the social benefits from
public inv +& increased recurrent education for lower income and low previ-
ous educaf; its will be quite high.

“Given tha. fuct, the appropriate subsidy mechanism should be derived from the
particular characteristics of the continuing education system and of the adglt clien-
tele. An approprizte mechanisza wiil have thres characteristics: first, mature adults
should receive a subsidy in a sianuer that sermife them o mske their own deci-
sions about how they want to pursue their ‘e sea; sueond, adults (particularly
disadvantaged ad:ulis) must be provided with wi yaate information to permit them
to make inteiligent decisions, and third, the recurrent and continuing «ducation
system presently operates almost entirely in a market mode, and hence the natural
responsiveness of that system to the needs of aduits will be enhanced through the
provision: of demand subsidies directly to adult consumers.”
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Mr. Nolfi also appropriately observed that recurrent education is unique and dis-
tinet from traditional higher education and that a simple expansion of current post-
secondary education policies to include pari-time adults is not sufficient. He also ad-
dressed the foregone income question often posed when discussing the desirability of
awarding aid to part-time students and stated:

“In the traditional ‘full-time-study’ model of higher education, one of the largest
costs to the individual is the cost of foregone income. Importantly, recurrent educa-
tion policy need not subsidize the foregone income of working adults leaving their
employment to attend school full-time. Moreover such subsidies would be a highly
inefficient use of limited education subsidy resources. This is true because adults
typically now study on a part-time basis in addition to their employment activities.
This pattern yields significant berefits to the adult who wishes to achieve a greaier
integration of his work and learning experiences, and it reduces the foregone
income cost to nearly zero. Part-time study also reduces the potential cost to society
of loss productivity income and taxes while the adult is out of the labor force in the
full-time study model. Hence public policies for recurrent education should specifi-
cally support and encourage part-time adult study.”

He then went on to outline the four pelicy trade/offs that he felt were evident
given the limited financial resources that were then available. We would suggest
that they are just as relevant today.

“First, either more students are assisted on a part-time basis or fewer students
are assisted to pursue full-time study while receiving income stipends.

“Second, resources are either diffused through a universal subsidy or are utilized
in a focused way for selective subsidies to target clienteles and specific activities for
whom there is a high social rate of return from participation in recurrent educa-
tion.

“Third, awards either result in the repiacement of private monies now flowing
into the support of recurrent education with public funds or they are used in a .
manner which complements those private monies and indeed stimulates furt! er in-
vestment ir: recurrent education.

“Fourth, either the funds are diffused for a totally discretionary broad range of
general interest education and activities and occupationally related education, or
they are targeted first at providing necessary support for target clienteles to use ad-
ditional education as a vehicle for advancement of their soci-economic and employ-
ment positions. Various proposals have been made for recurrent education finance
will reflect different positions on these four policy trade-offs.”

Therefore, to address these policy issues Mr. Nolfi suggested a National Adult Re-
current Education Entitlement Voucher Program and outlined the criteria that he
believed needed to be considered to develop an effective and equitable program.
Those thirteen criteria were:

1. Precision is essentiai regarding exactly what societal need or problem a policy
or program of educationa] entitlement is intended to meet.

2. The design justification for departures in adult educational entitlement must be
responsive to social priorities such as alleviating social dependency and unemploy-
ment.

3. Public policy should encourage new clientele to pursue recurrent education and
then public subsidy should be targeted on clienteles not now well-served.

4. The selective entitlement concept—vouchers should be designed to target aid on
those of low income and low previous education.

5. An entitlement program must be designed to target effectively the limited
available resources on those adults most in need and for whom the aid will make
the greatest impact.

6. Any public policy for adult education entitlement must be designed to be con-
tirgent both upon income and previous educational attainment level.

7. The recurrent education should be paid for by individuals who benefit from it
according to their ability to pay.

8. Any new public investment in recurrent education or public program of educa-
tional entitlement must supplement but not supplant the existing private invest-
ments i; continuing educatian.

9. Any public policy of adult educational entitlement must utilize effectiveiy the
vast array of providers of recurrent education services.

10. The recurrent education policy should adopt a consumer’s point of view, giving
adults self-determination over their educational choices: community-based educa-
gi'onal and career counseling should also be available to suppi¢ment iinancial subsi-

ies.
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11. A state or federal program of educatic=al entitlement for adults shaiid be
simply administered, avoiding complicated nexds tests, being geared to past-time
study, and rationing limited resources in an equitable and efficient manzer.

12. Mechanisms of state support should primarily subsidize students id=mand) in-
stead of institutions (supply).

13. Demand subsidization of instruction and supply subsidization 3 counseling
and referral services are the most appropriate strategies.

Mr. Chairmen, while matters have changed somewhat since Mr. Nolii offered his
pro , many of the issues that he raised are still apFropriate today. As I noted
earlier, NASFAA has not developed anf' formal proposal on exactly what should be
done for the “rra-traditional” or “adult part-time student.” However, we have at-
tempted to provide you with a number of facts that we feel must be carefully consid-
eredp and have raised the issues that need to be addressed. We also would encourage
you to continue to allow schools to utilize up to 10 percent of their SEOG and CW-S
monies for less than half-time students. However, we do not beleive that it is neces-
sa;_y to expend this option to tke other Title IV student assistance programs.

urther, we hope in developing any new program, serious consideration will be
given to trying to keep it simple thereby avoiding unnecessary administrative bur-
dens and costs upon all parties. Lastly we would encourage you to target such public
subsidy upon those who are most in need and upon whom the aid will make the
greatest impact.

Thank you for inviting us to testify on this important issue, and be assured we
will be happy to work with you in any way we can to insure the educational needs
of all of our citizens are met.

1 will be pleased to respond to any questions that you may have,

APPENDIX A

ACCOMPANIES THE JULY 10, 1985 STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS (NASFAA)

SEOG/CWS EXPENDITURES LESS THAN HALF TIME STUDENTS FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JURE 30,

1984
Institution City and State SE0G WS
Snead State Jr. College. Boaz, Al 0 $814
105 Angeles BUSINESS COHIBER v vmerereeeeerersererersesssossssrossssrses Los Angeles, CA.... $6,950 0
Southwestern College Chula Vista, CA 18,225 0
U.S. International Univ. San Diego, CA.. 400 0
Universal College of Beauty Los Angeles, CA 1,360 0
Northwestern Cornecticut Community College.......vnruvn. Winsted, CT ..... 150 2,008
Norwalk Community College Norwalk, CT 200 0
Florida ASM University Taliahassee, FL. 1,600 0
Brown College of Court Reporting Atlanta, GA 280 0
Fort Valley State College Fort Valley, GA...... 4,520 3912
Gainesville Jr. College Gainesville, GA. 200 1]
Hawait Business College Honolufu, HI. 800 0
Sherwood Conservatory of Music Chicago, IL 300 0
Spertus College of Jucaica...... vese ene CICAEO, L 0 347
Ancilla College Donaldson, IN.......euene. 0 1,800
Indiana University-East Richmond, IN .......coee. 0 2,354
Centzal College, Inc Wichita, KS 455 0
Kenticky Christian £o'lege Grayson, KY 0 4,584
Yiiiv. of Southwestern LOUISIaNa......ueemesseirescersssesseseseses LHAYEHE, LA worrverreeresrsoeronssesensosenes 5,250 1,9%
Mid-State Bus. Sch. Corp Auburn, ME 200 385
Montgomery Comm. College Rockville, MD......crveevssermssssessmsessmensessens © 2411 0
Prince Georges Comm. College Largo, MD 9,900 0
Berklee College of Music Boston, MA 0 2,104
Bunker Hill Comm. Col........ Charlestown, MA.... 18,841 0
Northern Essex Comm. Col Haverhill, MA ... 1427 0
Kirtland Comm. Col Roscommon, MI..... 156 817
Willmar Comm. Col WIllNar, MN...covvccecesesreressssssssessssessinccesme " 0
Jackson State University. Jackson, MS 1 643
Dana College BIAIT, NE..ovcoceeressseressssmesssessasssssssses v 400 0
Luna Voc. Tech. Inst Las Vegas, NM 947 i
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SEQG/CWS EXPENDITURES LESS THAN HALF TIME STUDENTS FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30,

1984—Continuad
Instirsian ] City and State SEOG cws

Bard COllege cooveeeemmrmrrres oo o v i .. Annandale-on-1/udsom, NY weoeerecceconnnnnnne 0 421
Orange County Comm. Col..n.... . cvuc v iocomsmoniesasaseons Middletown, ¥Y...... 4,600 0
SUNY Agri. & Tech. Col . Alfred, NY 0 860
Trocaire College Bulfaiy, NY 500 0
Tri-County Comm. Col Murphy, NC. 0 1,843
Univ. of N.C.-Greensboro Greenshord, NC . veeemrereecsssscssesmsesserssssunns 0 481
Defiance College Defiance, OH 1,498 484
Dyke College Cleveland, OH 300 0
Northwest Technical College Archbeld, OH i) 0
Owens Technical College Toledo, OH 0 1,084
Northern Qklzhoma College Tonkawa, 0K 400 0
Oklahoma Christian College Oklahoma City, OKeuueeescmmmsmsnnscscscssesssones 2,300 0
Phillips University Enid, OK 1 0
Columhia Christian College POrHIANG, OR woecueueresenmassemsns sossesssrsnsssssaseee 0 300
University of Pittsburgh PISEURER, PA.cocvevens emmmmneserssmsssssssssasass 0 66,148
Univ. of the Sacred Heart Santurce, PR 209 9
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Educational Center Cheraw, SC 160 177
Denmark Technical College Denmark, SC 0 5,065
State Tech. Inst.-Memphis ... Memphis, TN 0 75,903
Tennessee State University Nashville, TH 3,298 1333
Tenn, Technological Univ e COOKENIIR, TH wovsreeseenmnnecscsnesesscnn vsssssssse 0 178
Trevecca Nazarene College Nashville, TN 200 0
Univ. of Tenn.-Knoxville KNOSWIIE, TN eummmmmmrsesssssnsssnsseses - - esssssmssss 0 223
Mclennan Community Cotlege Wace, iX 400 0
St. Edward's University Austin, TX 0 163
Norwich University NOEATIEIS, VTeoumenecesererrrrscosssemessssssensssens 0 0
Gearge Mason University Fairfax, VA 0 3,575
James Madison University Hartisonburg, VA..eveeecemessssecsoene 1,400 471
National Bus. Col., Inc Roanoke, VA .... 3,286 1]
Cclumbia Basin Comm. Col Pascs, WA 300 0
Gonzaga University Spoxane, WA. 0 2,830
Washington State Univ Pullman, WA 0 1,950
Lawrence University. Appleton, Wl.....cun....... 200 0
Silver Lake College of the Holy FAMIlY ccveeeeursssesssssonnenenes M3NILOVZOC, W1 .. 875 0

US. total 95677 191,519

Mr. Forp. Dr. Cross.

STATEMENT OF DOLORES E. CROSS, PRESIDENT, NEW YORK
STATE HIGHER EDUCATION SERVICES CORPORATION

Dr. Cross. Good morning. I would like to thank Chairman Ferd
and members of this subcommittee for the opportunity to testify on
the reauthorization of the Federal Higher Education Act. My com-
ments will place particular emphasis on nontraditional students.

As President of the New York State Higher Education Services
Corporation, our State’s student financial aid agency, I am respon-
sible for the centralized administration of 19 State programs and
four Federal programs, which this year are providing $1.4 billion to
approximately 750,000 New Yorkers. It is from this perspective, as
well as from my own personal experience as a former ‘nontradi-
tional” student, that I would like to address that issue within the
context of Federal aid support.

In 1982, my agency undertook a survey involving 8,000 students
in the State of New York to determine the way the role that finan-
cial aid plays in financing the education of these students. I would
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like to share with you the findings as it relates to traditional stu-
dents who are going full time, part-time students—and I am adding
part-time students; it is not in the report that you have before you,
but I will be pleased to send you a copy of that report.

I would also like to share with you the preliminary results of the
survey that New York has conducted on our part-time assistance
program, a bill that was signed last year.

First on the report on full-time students, specifically those full-
time students who are minority and low income. First, after aid
and the expected family contribution was considered, a “need gap”
remained which averaged over $800 for all undergraduate aid stu-
dents, with financially independent students reporting an average
need gap of over $1,500.

Minorities, women and part-time students, part of the so-called
“nontraditional” student popuiation, were overrepresented among
independent students and reported much higher incidences of a
need gap and higher average amounts. For example, 76 percent of
the Hispanic full-time undergraduate aid recipients reported an av-
erage need gap of $1,830; 68 percent of the black full-time under-
graduate aid recipients reported ar average need gap of $2,300; and
67 percent of the part-time aid recipients reported an average gap
of $p2,002. Many of these students were working full time.

I should add that many of the students who were attending
school full time were also working full time to meet the costs of
education.

Among fulltime undergraduate students responding to the
survey, minorities reported vastly lower family inceme levels than
their white counterparts, averaging only $13,800 for Hispanics,
$15,000 for blacks, compared to an average of $81,000 for whites.

Minority students were more dependent on financial aid than
their white counterparts and were more likely to perceive student
aid as critical to their educational plans by reportirg a higher like-
lihood of dropping out or lowering their aspirations if financial aid
were cut back.

On the survey as it relates to part-time students, we looked at
the data and focused specifically on part-time students. We found,
as was reported, that there is an increasing number of part-time
students, that the numbers are increasing in terms of women and
minorities, women with children of their own. The reason most
often given to why students are going part time was necessity, fi-
nancial necessity rather than preference. The greatest need gap for
a part-time student was experienced by woiion and minorities be-
cause they had lower levels of aid.

When we looked at those students who were subsidized by em-
ployers, we found that employers were subsidizing the education of
people who had average incomes of $22,000, and that far fewer dol-
lars were being provided to subsidize minorities, specifically minor-
ity females.

Minorities made up 26 percent of those who we received data on
in the part-time study, but only 10 percent of those were subsidized
by their employers.

Oun our survey of part-time assistance, last year the State of New
York passed a new program, the first program of its kind, for part-
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time aid. $11 million dollars was appropriated. As the chancellor
indicated, we have spent barely $4 million.

We conducted a survey to find out why the dollars were not
being used. The reason most often given was the State statute
which says that if the student does not receive a passing average,
the institution has the liability. So it was a fact of institutional li.
ability that has led to the low utilizatior: of this program.

We and other groups have sought in the statute to charge that
institutional liability and encourage students to participate in the
program. The colleges are charged with the responsibility of select-
ing the students, but the clause of institutional liability has per-
haps caused many colleges to be reluctant to offer the opportunity
to high risk students.

The results also indicate the importance of increased counseling,
that more counseling must be provided to part-time students. Also
concern was raised about improved instruction, providing a first-
class education to part-time students. Concerns were also raised as
it relates to child care and encouraging other segments of the com-
munity to provide aid for direct as well as indirect costs.

In talking to the cwunselors themselves on a personal basis,
many of them felt that efforts shouid be made to encourage more
male minorities, more mates who are members of minority gronss
to attend school.

In New York, mans of us in the higher -education community
have been quite assertive in our belief that the part-time student is
a serious student, that z student wko goes pari time goes of neces-
sity. Like Congressman Biaggi, 1 have the personal experience of
also being a nontraditiorial siudent. i3’ interesting in that at that
time that didn’t call thers nontraditional students, and I'm not
really sure what nontraditional means, but I think it's a compli-
ment of some sort.

My own personal experience includes that of—and I have shared
this on other occasions—that of being married at age 17. By the
time I finished my first year of coilege at 20 I had two children. I
went to school a mixture of full and part time for 8 years. I attend-
ed an urban university. I was a serious student. I also had the
honor or the pleasure of completing my NDSL payment, my last
payment, in 1973, which was 3 years before my son went to college.

I offer thir as an example, because I feel that's important, I
think the aspect of having gone to school the nontraditional route,
and as a parent being undercapitalized by the time my son was
read for college, is an important point, because it is a problem that
is faced by traditional as well as nontraditional students who are
first generation in school.

The data that we have on low-income students, minority stu-
dents, and part-time students, is in agreement with much of the
data that has been provided by the American Council on Educa-
tion, the College Board, the Anierican Association of State Colleges
and Univerisities, as well as the National Association of Financial
Aid Administrators. These data support our findings and highlight
the fragility of access support systems for vulnerable populations.
Clearly, the national goal of providing equity and educational op-
portunity at the higher education level is in jeopardy.
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As Congress considers the policy direction for the Higher Educa-
tion Act, demographic expectations, particularly as they describe
the emerging role of the nontraditional student, shculd be kept in
the forefront.

Consider the following projection: By the year 2020, 35 percent of
the Nation’s population will be from minority groups, with some
Sta§&§ Jike New York having even a higher proportion of minority
stndanis,

Thie higher education pool is changing to include more students
from nontraditional backgrounds. However, the ability of student
support systems such as financial aid programs to adequately meet
the needs of these populations appears to not do what we had
hoped it would do as a policy, and it fails to meet the needs of
many of these students. .

Students from nontraditional backgrounds are reporting, as I
mentioned earlier, the greatest need, but they are also reporting
that they’re losing ground in terms of available aid. Thus, many
are dropping out of college. A tremendous waste will continue to
occur. It will be a lost opportunity for millions if the programs are
not refocused and redirected to meet this new population.

Since the current level of hardship for these nontraditional stu-
dents is a documented reality, many of us were very much dis-
tressed by the President’s fiscal year 1986 budget proposal, that ap-
peared on the face of it not to reflect the reality of the human con-
dition. The proposals appear to be developed without the input of
the educational community and were definitely biased against par-
ticular groups.

We realize in the higher education community that the war for
the survival for higher education is not over. For example, I read of
a document recently circulated by the U.S. Office of Management
and Budget which indicated a target of $3 billion in student aid
savings over the next 3 years, with only $650 million, 22 percent of
that amount, to be derived from changes to the guaranteed student
loan program. Thus, funding for Pell grants znd the campus-based
f;‘Jrograms are definitely targets for more proposed cuts in the

uture.

While we acknowledge that reducing the Federal deficit is essen-
tial, we must also highlight that Federal student aid programs
were level-funded from 1979 to 1984, thus losing nearly 20 percent
in purchasing power. I doubt that defense programs can make the
same claim. Thus, I would contend, and my colleagues would con-
tend, that higher education has done its fair share to control Feder-
al costs; now it is time to look elsewhere.

I would also suggest that for this country, as well as for other
countries, the best defense for us is an educated work force. In
1957, when this country felt the threat of Russian and Sputnik, we
invested more dollars in education. Today I think it is essential to
begin looking at that again and saying loud and clear that the best
defense is an educated work force and defending, as well as in-
creasing, the aid that we provide students.

Earlier tbis year New York State, as well as other groups, sent
recommendations to you, Chairman Ford, on the reauthorization. I
would like to just share three with you that I think are especially
relovant for this nontraditional community.
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For example, we have recommended higher Federal grant fund-
ing levels, including higher grant levels for the Pell Grant, the
State Student Incentive Grants, and the Supplemental Education
Opportunity Grants.

A second recommendation is an increase in loan limits for stu-
dents who have used all available grant and assistance. This is to
help students who are going to institutions with higher education
costs.

And third, an extension of the guaranteed student loan repay-
ment period in a way which ensures that the student receives the
same level of Federal subsidies as would have been paid over the
current 10-year repayment period.

In sum, we are here today because we feel strongly about the
principles of equity, excellence, as well as choice for students. We
are here today because we are concerned that many students are
being discouragd. Many students see the threat of cutbacks and the
actual cutbacks as an indication that we are no longer interested
in their education.

In my experience in meeting with minority students at the com-
munity level, I am devastated when I observe what has happened
to them. What has happened is something that none of us talk
about or could anticipate. These events are killing the spirit of our
young. And even though many of them aspire for a higher educa-
tion, what has been done to the threat of cutbacks has perhaps dis-
couraged them.

We are working to disseminate information to individuals at the
community level and at the same time to convince others that the
students we’re talking about are serious students, they are the
future, and that in order for us to maintain the leadership that we
have in the world, we have to, by examply, provide for their educa-
tion and retention in this postsecondary system of this country.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dolores E. Cross follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF DoLores E. Cross, PH.D., PresipeNT, NEwW YORK STATE
HicHeR EpucaTioN ServicEs CORPORATION

Good morning. I would like to thank Chairman Ford and members of this subcom-
mittee for the opportunity to testify on the reauthorization of the Federal Higher
(Iilducation Act. My comments will place particular emphasis on nen-traditional stu-

ents.

As President of the New York State Higher Education Services Corporation, our
state’s student financial uid agency, I am responsible for the centralized administra-
tion of 19 state progresms and 4 federal programs, which this year are providing $1.4
billion to approximately 750,000 Wew Yorkers. It is from this perspective, as well as
from my own personal experience as a former “non-traditional” student, that I
would like to address that issue within the context of federal student aid support.

This coming year, more than three-fourths of all government sponsored aid re-
ceived by New York students will be from the federal Title IV programs. New
York’s system includes over 600 degree-granting and vocational institutions which
enroll more than one million students annually, employ 200,000 faculty and staff,
and contribute $15-20 billion annually to the state’s economy via direct and indirect
expenditures. Because of our mix of institutions and students, we depend heavily on
federal student aid to maintain these opportunities. Over 44 percent of our college
students attend non-public colleges (twice the national average) and roughly one of
every five college students in this state is a member of a minority group (25 percent
higher than the naticnal average).
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To determine the extent to which financial aid plays a role in the financing of
higher education in New York State, our agency conducted an extensive research
project in 1982 which found the following:

1) After aid and the expected family contribution were considered, a “need gap”
remained which averaged over $800 for all undergraduate aid recipients, with finan-
cially independent undergraduates reporting an average need gap of over $1,450.

2) Minorities, women, and part-time students, part of the so-called “non-tradition-
al” student population, were over-represented among independent students and re-
ported much higher incidences of a need gap and higher average amounts. For ex-
ample, 76 percent of the Hispanic fuil-time undergraduate aid recipients reported
an average need gap of $1.830; 68 percent of the Black full-time undergraduate aid
recipients reported an average need gap of $2,300, and 67 percent of the part-time
aid recipients reported an average gap of $2,002, Many of these students are work-
in§ full-time.

) Among full-time undergraduate students responding to the survey, minorities
reported vastly lower family income levels than their White counterparts—averag-
ing only $13,800 Hispanics, $15,000 for Blacks, compared to an average of $31,000
for Whites.

4) Minority students were more dependent on finanzial aid than their White coun-
terparts and were more likely to perceive student aid as critical to their educational
plans by reporting a higher likelihood of dropping out or down-grading their aspira-
tions should aid be reduced.

Recent national studies by the American Council cn Education, The College
Board, American Association of State Colleges; and Universities support our findings
and highlight the fragility of access support systems for tulnerable populations.
Clearly, the national goal of providing equity and educati«nal opportunity at the
higher education level is in jeopardy.

As Congress considers the policy direction for the Higher Education Act, demo-
graphic expectations, particularly as they describe the emerging role of the non-tra-
ditional student, should be kept in the forefront. Considsr the following projection:

By the year 2020, 35 percent of the nation's population will be from minority
groups (with some states like New York likely to exhibit even higher proportions).

The higher education pool is changing to include more students from non-tradi-
tional backgrounds. However, the ability of student support systems such as finan-
cial aid programs to adequately meet the needs of these populations appears to be
doubiful. Students from non-traditional backgrounds are reporting the greatest
need, but also are reporting that they are losing ground in terms of available finan-
cial resources. Thus, they drop out of college. A tremendous waste will occur with
the continuation of such a scenario. A lost opportunity for miilions will result if gov-
ernment programs are not refocused and redirected to better meet the needs of
these needy populations. I submit that the intellectual, economic, and emotional
“price tag” of such a course of action is unaffordable to this nation.

Since the current level of hardship for these non-traditional students is a docu-
mented reality, we were clearly distressed by the President’s fiscal year 1986 budget
gljo osals, as they appeared to reflect no sensitivity to the important issues in

igher education. They appear to be developed without any input from the educa-
tional community and were definitively biased against particular groups.

We realize that the war for the survivai of hliher education is not over. For ex-
amJ)le, I read of a document recently circulated by the U.S. Office of Management
and Budget which indicated a target of thee billion dollars in student aid savings
over the next three years, with only 650 million dollars (22 percent) of that amount
to be derived from changes to the Guaranteed Student Loan Program. Thus, fund-
ing for Pell grants and the campus-based programs are evidently targets for more
proposed cuts in the future. While we acknowledge that reducing the federal deficit
1s essential, we must also highlight that federal student aid programs were level-
funded from 1979-84, thus losing nearly 20 percent in purchasing gower. I doubt
that defense programs can make the same claim and, thus I woul contend that
higher education has done its fair share to control federal cost; now it’s time to look
elsewhere.

A more recent example of the Administration’s lack of thoroughness and concern
for non-traditional families was evident within the President’s tax reform roposals.
These proposals, while ostensibl{ serving to simplify the tax system antf improve
fairness and equity, could actually work to diminish opportunities for higher educa-
tion. In states such as New York where significant support is provided to nontradi-
tional families via educational and other social support programs, the President’s
tax reform proposals would serve to dramatically increase the federal tax burden.
Such an increase would cause immediate pressures to reduce public support pro-
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grams at the state and local levels which, without replacement by federal monies,
would likely result in higher tuition levels at public and community colleges and
lower levels of student aid support via grants and scholarship programs that are
state-funded. Ironically, such pressures would come within states with high minority
populations thus causing a disproportionate impact on opportunities for these
people. I urge the members of this subcommittee, as you are asked to consider the
proposals for tax reform, to reflect cautiously on their likely impact on the higher
education enterprise which nationally serves over 12 million students and contrib-
utes, directly and indirectly, $150-$200 billion annually to the nation’s economy.

Too much is at stake to allow short-term budget-driven considerations to override
the long-term educational and economic sccurity of this country. If the current
trends of hardship to minority and other non-traditional student groups continues,
we're virtually assuring that a growing component of our population will be under-
educated, unemployable and non-contributing to the nation’s economic well-being.
How ?can we possibly expect to serve as a world model within such a shameful sce-
nario:’

Las’. year our agency developed a Reauthorization Position Paper. This spring, we
selected 16 recommendations from that report and submitted them to this subcom-
mittee by the April 30th, 1985 deadline. Inherent in those recommendations were a
philosophy which seeks to protect the neediest. For example:

1) Higher federsl grant funding levels, including Pell Grant, State Student Incen-
tive Grants, Supplemental Education Opportunity Grants,

2) An increase in loan limits for students who have used all available grant and
assistance first, and

3) An extension of the Guaranteed Student Loan repayment period in a way
which ensures that the student receives the same level of federal subsidies as would
have been paid over the current ten-year repayment period.

I urge this subcommittee to consider our recommendations as they are based on
the experience of the oldast and largest State guarantee agency in the nation. Ad-
mittedly, they are just a ie'w of the many options possible for consideration.

Finally, at the heart of American idealism is the belief that opportunity, equality
and the right of choice are intrinsic values in a democratic society. In aspiring to
these democratic ideals, we have learned that freedom and opportunity are fragile
and elusive abstractions that require vigilance, care and protection in order to be
real, to survive and grow. At present, one of the greatest expressions of American
freedom and opportunity, our system of postsecondary education, js seriously threat-
ened and in need of safeguarding. ¥e must strive to stand firm against irrational
proposals which irrevocably reverse social progress. Let us make those who would
put forth these proposals hear the voices of wisdom and experience. And let us
assure that equal opportunity does not become an experiment of past decades, but
rather a realization before the next millennium.

Thank you for this opportunity to address you.

Mr. Forp. Ms. Frohlicher.

. STATEMENT OF JEAN S. FROHLICIIER, STAFF DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF HIGHER EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAMS

Ms. FrouLicHER. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee,
my name is Jean Frohlicher and I am staff director of the National
Council of Higher Education Loan Programs. However, I would like
to emphasize that today I am not really testifying in that capacity
as the council has not taken any position on the legislation before
the subcommittee on expanding eligibility for part-time students in
the guaranteed loan program. Rather, what I would like to do
today I think is simply share with the subcommittee some of the
technical concerns that I see in proposals which have been made to
expand eligibility for GSL.

The first comes in the area of what actually are we doing for stu-
dents by deleting subsection 2 of section 484 and opening up eligi-
bility to below half-time students. By simply making this change,
we are really offering students a hollow promise that loan assist-
ance will be available in that under the GSL statute itself a stu-
dent borrowing for an education at a part-time level would not be
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entitled to deferral of his obligation while he was in school and,
therefore, 6 months after he took out his loan he would be thrown
into a repayment status, even if he were still in school on a part-
time basis. So really, all you are doing is giving a free 6 months
before the loan repayment starts becoming due.

On the other hand, if one conforms to deferral provisions of the
Guaranteed Student Loan Program to allow for a deferral of loans
of students who are attending on a part-time basis, you really
create a potential thicket of having a Federal policy which is af-
tempting to assist the nontraditional student being converted in
practicality into a Federal policy, inadvertent though it might be,
of supporting a perpetual student.

A student who would be allowed to have his loan repayment obli-
gation deferred as long as he took one course a semester would be
crazy not to continue to take one course a semester into perpetuity.
The Federal subsidies of interest and special allowance would con-
tinue for an absolutely endless period of time while the student’s
obligation to repay—this would include, obviously, if you just con-
formed the deferrals generally of students who might have substan-
tial outstanding loan balances from having gone full-time to under-
graduate or graduate level school. So I question whether the sub-
committee wants to get into the thicket of creating the potential
for serious abuse into the perennial student, perennial Federal sub-
sidy sitnation. This is at least something that should be given seri-
ous colsideration as you consider expanded GSL’s into this area.

The cost of education is another issue which has been raised this
morning. Mr. Biaggi takes care of it in his bill by limiting the al-
lowable costs of education to less than half-time students to those
costs of education which are strictly related to the educational ex-
perience, not extending to the less-than-half-time student the provi-
sions of current law which also allow for a portion of living ex-
penses, rent, transportation, room and board, that sort of thing.
This does modify to a large extent what kind of loan level a part-
time student would be eligible for. However, I would point out, es-
pecially in the light of earlier testimony, talking sbout rigid needs
analyses for students before they would be eligible for benefits, and
at least ii: ihe case of guaranteed student loans, any student from
a family with an adjusted gross income of $30,000 or less would be
automatically eligible under current law today, unaffected by
either budget reconciliation or reauthorization provisions, to
having a full entitlement for the amount of the cost of his educa-
tion without any needs assessment being done. So this is again I
think something that needs to be considered as one talks about the
effects in GSL.

A third problem ‘hat expansion of the GSL program as it’s cur-
rently constituted into the less-than-half-time student really comes
into the question of access. The subcommittee has heard from innu-
merable witnesses the truism that a small loan costs a bank the
same to malie as a large loan. We have really very few access prob-
lems to loan capital in the country today, for two major reasons.
One is that the average loan balance right now is running about
$2,300, so we're really not talking about minuscule balance loans.
The second is that the States have been very active in setting up
lender-of-last-resort programs, either directly or through commer-
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cial lenders who indicated their willingness to serve as lenders of
last resort.

I am concerned that if we're talking about extremely small bal-
ance loans here, the $100 or $200 loan that has been discussed in
some of the testimony, has the tipping point that would enable
part-time students to go to school or not go to school, again you're
threatening to hold out a promise that may or may not be there.
We don’t have access problems now. If the market is flooded with
requests for $100 loans, you may very well see access problems for
that portion of the population because lenders are extremely reluc-
tant to go through the amount of paperwork and Federal regula-
tion that they have to do to participate in this program for a loan
of that size.

I think personally, philosophically, if we are talking about the
extremely needy part-time student who needs that $100 to $200 or
a small amount, I would have questions as to whether that person
should borrow in the first place. If that size and amount of money
makes a difference, that person probably should be getting a grant
rather than a loan. One thing that the National Council is strongly
on record on—our president has testified, Dr. Cross has testified—
we believe that we should have a much stronger balance between
grants ar.d loan programs and that the loan program should be the
last car on the train of student financial aid for individuals, rather
than being pushed up front and having people thrown into loan sit-
uations and into an assumption of debt burden, that they should
not handle or are not capable of handling.

Although a large portion or the bulk of part-time students are
probably extremely serious students, a number of people in school
who are part-time are testing the waters to see really if higher edu-
cation is for them, if this is what they want. A number of them
may very well find it is not.

Where the guaranteed loan program does not serve students well
is where the system does not serve students well, whether it is the
educational system that does not provide the student what he is
looking for when he goes to college, or whether it is the economic
system that, does not provide him the job appointment upon leaving
scheol that is salary commensurate with the expectations he has
when he went to school.

The student that walks out, that drops out, or that gets his
degree and goes to work at McDonald’s because the economics of
his area such that he can’t get a job for which he was trained, is
probably the most likely student in the GSL Program to default be-
cause he doesn’t see that he got anything for his money. I think
that if we are talking about extremely marginal students, or ex-
tremely great need, they shouldn’t be put into the loan program.

I recognize that this is an extremely difficult budget period. As
the spokesman for a_program that has been a leader on the hit
parade, the Office of Management and Budget, for a long period of
time, I recognize the constraints, but I would urge the subcommit-
tee to at least give some thought to the establishment of a program
of some small size at the beginning directed toward the specific
needs of part-time students. I think it grobably would be as cost ef-
fective to the Federal Government to do it that way as to attempt
to modify the major programs that are currently on the books.
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Those institutions which do enroll sizeable proportions of needy
part-time students would be able to apply for money from the Sec-
retary or from whomever and be able to distribute that money on
campus, depending upon the individual needs of the student to be
served, whether the grant makes the difference or whether the stu-
dent comes into school, whether they could supplement a work-
study, whether the institutions wants to run a sraall loan program
on its own.

But I would suggest that given the dangers ¢t creating a class of
perpetual students with deferred CSL obligations, of adding debt
burden to students who may or may not succeed in the system and
who may or may not default on their loans, that the c¢ssis and the
efficiency of running a separate special program for part-time stu-
dents, to recognize the real needs there are in this country for as-
sistance to those students, would be at least as efficient a use of
Federal resources as amending the existing Pell grant, campus-

based and especially the existing GSL, Program.
I wouid be happy to answer any questions.
[The prepared statement of Jean Frohlicher follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF JEAN S. FROHLICHER

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: My name is Jean S. Frohlicher.
I am testifying today as an individual, and not as Staff Director of the National
Council of Higher Education Loan Progams, Inc. The Council has not taken a
forma} position cn the question of amending the Guaranteed Student Loan Progran)
to include eligibility of students attending postsecondary education on a less-than-
half-time basis. Therefore, my testimony today will be limited to a technical discus-
sion of some of the implications of proposals to make part-time students eligible to
receive Guaranteed Student Loans.

Ample evidence has already been presented to this Subcommittee on the growth
in the numbers of nontraditional students in postsecondary education. It is clear
that, for many institutions, the traditional, full-time, 18-22 year old is no longer the
average student.

The Guaranteed Student Loan Program recognizes this, as current law enables a
student to borrow if he is (1) attending at least on a half-time basis, (2) enrolled in a
degree-credit course, and (3) making satisfactory progress, in the judgment of the
institution. As long as an individual is enroiled in school on at least a half-time
basis, his obligation to begin repayment of his Guaranteed Loan is deferred.

DEFERRAL AND REPAYMENT

If the law were simply amended to authorize less-than-half-time students to
borrow, the promise of increased assistance from the Federal government would be
basically hollow. Upon taking out his Guaranteed Student Loan, a student would be
thrown into a six-month grace period prior to beginning repayment, even though he
was enrolled in postsecondary education on a part-time basis. Deferral of repayment
is triggered only by enrollment on at least a half-time basis.

On the other hand, if the legislation were to conform the deferrals to reflect part-
time attendance, a new set of problems would be created. A Federal policy of assist-
ing the nontraditional student could be easily converted into a practice of support-
ing perennial students. As long as a student, even one previously enrolled full-time,
continued to take a minimum course load, his repayment obligation would not be
triggered, and the Federal treasury would continue to subsidize both interest and
Special Allowance payments.

While I recognize the real need of many nontraditional students for financial as-
sistance, I do not believe that this Subcommittee wants to encourage students to
remain perpetually in school, at a one-course-a-term level, in order to avoid their
legitimate repayment obligations.
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COST OF EDUCATION

Under curre~t law, an undergraduate student is eligible for up to $2,500, so long
as the total does not exceed the cost of his education. If the adjusted gross income of
the student’s family does not exceed $30,000, no needs test is applied to the student.
For an AGI in excess of $30,000, a student must undergo a needs analysis to deter-
mine the amount for which ke is eligible.

In determining cost of education, room, board, and transportation costs are includ-
ed, as we!ll as direct school charges suchk as tuition and fees. It is expected that a
portion of the loan proceeds may be used to pay for a student’s living expenses,
since the student is attending schoo! and unable to work fuli-time.

Yet the less-than-half'time stizdent may well be able to hold a full-time job while
attending postsecondary education on & part-time basis. His earning ability is not
impaired by his status a3 a student. While college may add to his expenses, and
therefore some assistance may be merited, I question whether the Subcommittee in-
tends to subsidize the student’s day-to-day living costs—expenses totally unrelated
:,lc thfi:ost of his attending school—through the mechanism of a Guaranteed Stu-

ent Loan.

SMALL LOANS

Much of the testimonry concerning part-time students stresses that their need for
financial assistance in smail amounts is great. I cannot dispute this assertion.

However, as the Subecmmittee has heard repeatedly, it costs a lender the same
armount to make a low-balance loan as it does to make a high-balance loan. Lenders
are anderstendebly reluctant to undertake the pzperwork necessary to make a $100
Guaranteed Student Loan, when they could just as cheaply make a $10,000 car loan
or $75,000 hoine mortgage, on which the return would be much greater.

Currently, the Guaranteed Student Loan Program does not experience problems
with student access to loan capital for two major reasons: (1) the average loan bal-
ance is currently more than $2,300, close to the statutory limit, and (2) States are
increasingly establishing lender of last resort programs, either directly or through
pariicipating commercial lenders, to provide loans to studerts unable to obtain
them through regular sources. )

However, the petential increase in small-balance loans which opening up the pro-
gram to part-time students might generate could, in some aress, create new access
problems. The Federal government should not hold out the promise of assistance if
it is unable to deliver on that promise.

GRANTS V. LOANS

Finally, I have personal philosophical reservations about encouraging part-time
students to borrow under the Guaranteed Student Lozr Progrem. If such students
are in such great need that $100 or $200 will make the difference between their at-
tending schoo! or not attending, then I believe that they are needy enough to war-
rant grant support.

Guaranteed loans gshould not be the first form of financial aid offered to extreme-
ly needy students. They should only be made available after other grant and work
sources have been exhausted, to make up the difference between educational cost
and other forrus of aid. An extremely needed student should not have his postsec-
ondary education cereer burdened with debt, on top cf the other obstacles confront-
ing him. Marginal students—those who are “'testing the waters” of higher education
to see if it really is for them—are the most likely to default on their loans if the,
determine that the postsecondary educational experience is not what they need.
Their experiment with higher education should not be allowed to wreck their credit
rating for the future.

BUGGESTIONS

While I reaiize that the realities of the Federal Budget make new programs Gues-
tionable at best, I believe that the financial aid problems of part-time students
would best be met with the enactment of a modest program specifically directed at
their needs.

Rather then altering the eligibility standards for existing student financisl assist-
ance programs, the Congress should authorize a small discretionary program in the
Department of Education, to which institutions enrolling significant numbers of
needy part-time students could apply. Funds derived from this program could be
used on-campus for grants, work-study, or institutionaliy-based loans, in the discre-
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tion of the student financial aid administrator, depexding on the individual’s par-
ticular situation.

I believe that such a program would have a substantial impact on the financial
aid problems now faced by less-than-half-time students. It would be more directly
responsive to their particular needs than the reformulation of any existing aid pro-
gram directed at full-time or half-time students. And, in the long fun, it would prob-
ably not cost the Treasury substantially more to provide such aid directly than to
provide it through the mechanism of the Guaranteed Student Loun Progiam, with
its attendant subsidies—especially if an expansion of deferments craz:ed a group of
non-repaying ‘“permanent students”—and default costs.

I urge the Subcommittee to consider authorizing a new program of financial aid
for less-than-half-time students, as an alternative to amené'a’ existing programs.

I would be happy to answer any questions the Suhcommittee i..2y have.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.
Ms. Brock.

STATEMENT OF DEE BROCK, VICE ; ,,i.5/DENT FOR PUBLIC
EDUCATION, PUBLIC BROADCASTING SFRVICE

Ms. Brock. Mr. Chairman and committee members, thank you
very much for the opportunity to speak on behalf of the use of tele-
communications for adult learning in this country.

Let me speak primarily about television used for poctsecondary
education, because as vice president of adult learning for PBS,
Public Broadcasting Service, that is the area I know best. Further,
television is the telecommunications technology used by most adult
learners and most institutions of higher education today. And
third, since your invitation to speak, I have checked with a number
of educators and a number of students, and it is in television, along
with computers, that they see the most promise for the future in
adult learning using telecommunications.

In 1981, PBS initiated the Adult Learning Service. It was a bold,
new enterprise to combine telecommunications and postsecondary
education. The idea is a partnership of local public television sta-
tions working in cohort with their colleges and universities in their
communities and the delivery then of college credit courses by tele-
vision. In just 4 years, over 900 colleges and universities, about
equally divided between 2-year and 4-year institutions, have offered
over 10,000 sections of college credit courses and enrolled almost a
third of a million students. We think this is very significant
progress and we think that it’s important in thinking about what
should be done for adult learners.

Who are these students who are now enrolled in television
cours2s? Well, study after study demonstrates the same kind of
thing. About 60 percent of them are full-time workers outside their
homes. About 30 percent of them are part-time workers outside
their homes. Over half of them are women. Almost all of them, men
and women, have home responsibilities, dependents for whom
they’re responsbile. About 60 percent of these students say that if
the course they are taking were not offered by television, they
would not be enrolled.

Now, averages and numbers don't really tell the story of who
these students are. In my written testimony I have offered you a
number of examples of students who are now enrolled in television
courses Or who in the very recent past were enrolled in television
courses. You will see over and over again the story of people like
my colleague here, your neighbors, and perhaps even yourself.
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What, then, can this new legislatiav. d on behalf of adult learn-
ers who want to or must use tetaccsnmunications in order to
pursue their education? I think thers s:re two basic answers to this
question. The first one is_that the “avr:iers to the use of telecom-
munications can be denied, can be takesn out of the legislation. The
second thing is, I think that this bill could authorize a significant
sum of Federal money to be used for tha exzpress purpose cf post-
secondary education offered via telecommunications.

Let me speak to my first puint, removing barriers. It seems
unfair that there should be any barrier to part-time students and
their access to student aid. Most of the television students are, in
fact, part-timers. Probably all of them are. These stzdents are
workers and they have families, and they are still ambitious and
determined to continue their education and to improve theraselves
despite the fact that it is a real burden upon them to do that.
Rather than penalizing them for their diligence, they should be re-
warded, in my opinion; but at least they should have equal access
¢o whatever funds are available to assist students.

Second, there shouid be no restrictions against the mode of in-
ctruction. A college 9r university should be left to determine for
itself how it wishes to offer instriction, and that instruction then
should be the choice of the student as well. There should be no bar-
riers against telecommunications g8 & way of offering telecommuni-
cations. There are literally hundreds and husitreds of stories and
studies, research studies, demonstrating the exiiacy of television as
an instructional medium, ar:d that medium should be fully utilized.

Third, students who are adults and have dependents, either chil-
dren or aged parents or others for whoio they have to care, should
not be penalized in access to Federal lozns and aid and should have
the same care and equity given to them as dependent children are
given when their parents are supporting them and their education.

Fourth, students need to know that loans and grants are avail-
able to them equally, even though they might be part-time stu-
;{ents, even though they might wish to learn via telecornmunica-

ions.

Now to my second point. I am sensitive to the fact that we are at
a time when people are very concerned about Federal moneys
being allocated. The fact remains that there are many educational
needs in this country tha: are not being mef now, and those needs
often cannot be met by traditional methods. We have needs not
only for peo%le who want to earn baccalaureate degrees, but needs
for people who want to take vocational education training for grad-
uate programs, for recertification for professionals. We have needs
for adults who do not have the basic skills to function adequately
in our scciety. We have needs for employability skills, for, retrain-
ing for people whose jobs have been phased out by a changing econ-
omy. We have needs for science and math professionals who need
to be updated regularly and often, and for those science and math
teachers to be updated as well.

These needs can be taken care of through telecommunications.
They aren't being taken care of that way now. The expertise and
the technology are here, but the furds are not.

‘Courses produced for national distribution via television are very
expensive. The courses that are in the Adult Learning Service cata-
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log right now cost between $500,000 and $6 million each to produce.
But they are very cost-effective once the initial funds have been
made. They are cost-effective because they can be used nationwice.
They are being used nationwide right now, each one of them, by
hundreds of colleges. Further, they can be used repeatedly, and
they can be used for many years without any diminishment in
their quality.

Furthermore, the quality itself is something that shouldn’t be
overlooked. There are very few postsecondary institutions in this
country that can aggregate the level of scholarship, researchers, ex-
perts, practitioners, instructional designers, that any one television
course now has to offer. Further, very few intitutions can afford to
produce a course for national distribution. In fact, the Annenberg/
CPB project, a few pioneering colleges and univerisites, and a few
pioneering public television stations are about the only funders of
such courses now. So though we have a slowly growing catalog of
first-rate television courses, we realy need much mors. We need
many more courses in many more fields, and in marny more levels.
We also need full curricula if we are to meet the needs of adults
for education, and we need new delivery systems.

Right now, the public television sateilite interconnectiorn and
public broadcasters across the country are putting a significant
number of postsecondary instructional hours into 80 percent of all
television households in this country right now. But. the postsecond-
ary instruction is really only one of dozens of needs that are put
upon the public broadcaster today. And despite the fact that open
circuit television is important now and must continue to remain
important in the delivery of postsecondary instruction, the fact re-
mains that public broadcasters cannot do this job on open circuit
television alone.

As a result of this need, PBS right now is working on a new
project called the National Narrowecast Sevice. It is a new program-
ming service designed to be delivered directly to worksites, to com-
munity centers, to libraries, as well as to colleges and universities.
It is going to be tested this spring in 20 communities across the
country. But the expertise exists, the technology exists, to make
this a national service. But the funds to harness that system, the
funds to create that Courseware, are not available. Thus, it seems
critical that you authorize funds specifically for the development of
postsecondary educational telecommunication. The investment,
though it may be heavy, will be well paid off, handsomely paid off,
in the development of our most important national resource,
human beings, and will pay off in a more productive and vital
country.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dee Brock follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF Dex Brock, Vice PRrESIDENT, PUBLIC BROADCASTING
SERVICE

Thank you for the opportunity to speak on behalf of the use of telecommunica-
tions for adult learning. Since telecommunications have wrought such dramatic
changes in our society and in our economy and continue to change our lives with
ever-ncreasing speed, it is only fitting that they be used just as efficiently and as
pervasively to matie educational opportunities available to all levels and in all areas
of educational need in ways that are instructionally sound, cost-effective, and con-
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vemiently accessible. Because telecommunications technology can deliver education
to :adults in their homes., oa their jobs, and in their community centers, it could
ensble all niotivated and capable adults to earn college degrees; teachers and other

rofessionals to keep up-to-date in their specialties; workers to learn te b2 more pro-
Juctive in their cirrent jobs or retrain for entirely different jobs as our economy
increasingiy requires; every American to be at least functionaliy literate; thus, it
2uid make the dream of life-long, contiruous education a reality.

After years of dreams anf experimentation by visicnaries and practioners, the use
of wducation and training via telecommunications has achieved a level of excellence
that makes it possible for it te act:ieve a place in the mainstream of postsecondary
education. Literally hundreds of research studies demunsirate that telecommunica-
tions is an effective way to reach and teach students. Farther, students find tele-
communications a satisfying and convenient way to learn as the gwing number of
enrollees attest.

Whii are the students who need and use telecommunications now to achieve their
educational goals? Let me speak primarily about students taking ccliege credit
courses by television, because as Vice President of Adult Learning iar the Fublic
Broadcasting Service (PBS), I know this use of telecommunications best. Further,
television is used by more institutions of higher education and by more coilege tu-
dents for full college courses than any of the other telecommunications techsologies.
Also, since receiving your invitation to address this committee, I have checked with
many educators and students in many states, and it is in broadcast and nonbroad-
cast television and in computers used for instructional purposes that they sce the
greatest potential for the future of adult learning via telecommunications.

1n fall, 1981, PBS launched the Adult Learning Service, a major new initiative in
higher education and telecommunications. This service delivers quality college
credit television courses via satellite to local partnerships of public television sta-
tions and the colleges and universities in their communities. These partnerships
then deliver the courses to local students, primarily over open circuit broadcast-
channels. The result is that in just four years over 300 colleges in collaboration with
280 public television stations have offered over 10,000 class sections of PBS Adult
Learning Service television courses, and almost a third of a million students have
enrolied in those courses to earn college credit. .

Demographic studies by representative institutions among participants in the PBS
Adult Learning Service, as well as a national study conducted by the Instructional
Television Consortium, a group of community colleges, last year, tell the same story
over and over again. Students enrolled in television courses are largely older ‘han
so-called traditional students, with the biggest cohort between the ages of twenty-
five and forty. Most of these students are workers. Some sixty percent hold down
full-time jobs outside their homes; some thirty percent work part-time cutside their
homes. Most of the rest are housewives, whom we all know work full-time inside
their homes. Somewhat over half of these students are women. Almost all of them,
men and women, have family responsibilities to fulfill, along with their jobs. Indeed,
these students are hard-working and ambitious adults, looking io education and
training to help them get a promotion or a raise, to keep up to date in their fields,
to retrain for new careers. Often students are enrolled in both on-campus &nd televi-
sion courses at the same time. However, some sixty percent of the television stu-
dents say they would not have enrolled in the course if it had st heen available by
television. It is important to note that to students the method = - siructional deliv-
ery is secondary to their two primary demands: quality and ¢~ .- isence. Fur many
busy adults, college courses delivered directly to th.eir homet - -.J/9r worksites are
the only ways these needs can be met.

But the truth about the~e students is told not in numbers and averages, but in
real stories, for these students are real people living in every state of this union.

Effie Pack of Moorefield, Kentucky, a wife and a mother of three teenagers, is
employed with the Head Start program in her hometown. Because of her busy life,
Effie appreciates the convenience of television courses via KET, for they allow her
to learn in her own home. She says television courses have helped her grow person-
nally and professionally—and they have already earned her a raise.

Lynnanre Eddington of Denver, Colorado, had to drop out of her on-campus
courses when her new baby arrived, but she did not want to drop out of college.
Television courses broadcast over KRMA/TV on behalf of Metropolitan State Uni-
versity allow her to continue to work without interruption toward her degree while
she cares for her growing family. When her children are older, she will be prepared
to begin the career of her choice.

Merilla Konitzer of Abrimes, Wisconsin, got her chance to begin college because
of television. Although she had dropped out of high school years before, Merilla, like
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ihouzands of others in Wisconsin and across the nation, completed the GED televi-
sion course offered on her local public television station and thur nassed her exami-
nation for her high school equivalency diploma. As a result, Met %2 is now working
tow::d a college degree at Northeast Wisconsin Technical Irstitute. Indeed, because
of her enthusiasm about learning via television, all of her family has joined her in
viewing lessons, and her son Randy has also enrolled in a television course.

When Dave Mercer, an instructor at The Pennsylvania State University, asked
his students to comment on the value of the political science television course he
was teaching, he was greatly impressed by the thoughtfulness and the importance of
the replies. He calls the following response typical: “I was apolitical until I took
Congress: We the People. After this class, I learned how to distill important facts
before putting my voting power to work.”

Anna Jones, a sixty year old early retiree in Chicago, Illinnis, decided she had a
lot of good years left in which to make a contribution to her community, and televi-
sion courses opened the way for her to learn a new field. She is enrolled in The
Write Course, an introduction to vomposition course offered by Wright College of
the City Colleges of Chicago and broadcast over public television station WYCC/TV
and hopes {0 become a teacher or tutor for students with special needs.

Fernardo Gonzalez, a surgical nurse in Dallas, Texas, finds it impossible to attend
on-campus classes because of his erratic work schedule. With telecourses, however,
he never misses a call from his -work, nor does he miss out on finishing his educa-
tion. Despite his demanding job, he does not worry about missing lessons, for El
Centro College tapes the programs, and Fernando can replay them at his conven-
ience.

Several years ago when I taught college courses via television, my student roster
included hundreds of students like these. Indeed, the ranks of television courses are
full of people whose life styles require a new delivery system if they are to progress
as quickly as they wish; with people who feel apprehension at entering college class-
rooms sfter years away from schools; with people who have spent their work lives in
one job, only to find in their middle years that the job has been phased out; with
people whose home responsibilities make going to campus regularly a difficult or
impossible task; with people who look to learning to keep them vigorous and active.
For growing numbers of students, courses offered via telecommunications can pro-
vide the quality and the convenience they need. Yet among the same groups are
students who need, but cannot afford postsecondary education without the financial
assistance from which current legislation bars them.

What, then, can Congress do in the higher education reauthorization legislation to
insure that all students who need to or wish to do so can benefit educationally from
telecommunications? There are two basic answers to that question: (1) remove bar-
riers to financial assistance to students who are learning via telecommunications;
(2) provide support for further development of postsecondary education via telecom-
munications.

1. Financial barriers to telecommunications as a delivery mode for college courses
should be removed from the new legislation.

Students learning via telecommunications should receive the same consideration
for federal loans and grants as students learning via other methods, regardless of
the number of credit hours earned through any particular instructional mode.
There is nu persuasive research to associate a lack of instructional inter ity with
learning delivered via telecommunications, and there is a lon tanding and valuable
tradition to leave to institutions of higher education the freedom to use any instruc-
tional methodology they choose so long as they meet the standards of their state
higher education authorities, their regional accrediting agencies, and their own
boards and faculties. Thus, students should ue eligible for federal loans and grants
based on their needs, rather than on the technology used to deliver their education.

Parttime students, regardless of the number of hours of which they enroll each
term, should have equal access to all federal loans and most students who learn vis
telecommunicatior.« are parttime studer:s. Because of job and home responsibilities,
many can spare the tin:e to work on only one or two courses during any academic
term. However, their restricted hours of study do not reflect i Yeskadasical attitude
toward learning; oi. the contrary, these students are dete: to continuw their
education despite their busy schedules, ani they should b: #:xuraged, rather than
penalized, for theil ambitions.

The new legislation sniould include a fully-funded reaffirmation that independent
studants with deperd~nts should pay the same amount, but no more, of their discre-
tionary income tow:xd che: cost of their education than that of families with depend-
ent students. Many telecommunications students learning via telecommunications
are single parents, and despite the strain of full responsibility for themselves and
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their children, they diligently try to continue their education. Their persistence and
aspirations should be encouraged rather than penalized.

Current and prospective students should be informed that financial assistance is
equally available to less than full-time students and to students learning via tele-
communications as to any others.

2. Congress should provide support for the development of postsecondary educa-
tion telecommunications curricula and systems.

While the jurisdiction for education clearly resides in each state, it is also evident
that local postsecondary interests can often be best served by national initiatives
and support. In no area is this statement more true than in the arena of telecom-
munications. Today’s nationally distributed television courses pull together from
across the country and even from around the world the best scholars, practioners,
instructional designers, and production teams available to create the courses. Televi-
sion courses take students to the real places wher: events happen and introduce
them to the real people who are invclved or most knnwledgeable. Television courses
give every student a front row seat and engage not only their intellect but their
censes and emotions s well. Of course, these courses are more than just television
series, they are fuily integrated learning systems complete with a full complement
of textbooks, guides and other learning materials. Typical examples from this slowly
growing caialog ui superior, courses include:

The Lrain, produced by WNET/TV, New York, features the very latest scientific
knowledge about that most mysterious and wonderful organ the human brain and
serves as an introductory level course in both psychology and biology departments.

The Business File, produced by Dallas Count Community College District, not
only describes the way American business world functions, but also takes students
inside large and small firms to learn from those who operate businesses, as well as
from those who study them.

Congress: We the People, produced by WETA/TV, Washington, D.C. and the
American Political Science Association, moves the student inside the United States
Congress. For example, one program, explores a Congressional Committee such as
this one and lets students hear from Representatives and Senators, their staffs, lob-
byists, and ordinary and extraordinary citizens interested in a particular piece of
legislation.

The New Literacy, produced by  .onsortium of colleges in Southern Califorrniz,
makes students computer literate.

The Mechanical Universe, proouced by the California Institute of Technology,
teaches the introductory course in physics, uses experiments, dramatizations, the
latest in computer graphics, and textbocks at different levels to make this course
serve both science and non-science majors.

These courses cost between $500,000 to $6,006,000 each to produce and might seem
excessively expensive if they were produced by only one institution for only ore
broadcast signal area. But among the benefits of superior television courses is that
they can be used in every part i the country, and they can be used repeatedly for
many yeurs. Further, the local faculty members assigned by local institutions to
teach the courses insure that students have the opportunity for the kind and the
level of personal interaction they need and that the course is adapted to meet local
needs and standards. Most importantly, once the courses are produced, the fact that
they have long lives and can be used nationwide, combined with their superior qual-
ity, makes these products very cost-effective. With fuily developed delivery systems
in place, telecommunications cculd deliver quality education even more widely and
more efficiently.

Because of t%e initig} investments these courses require, fo Snstitutions attempt
to produce for national distribution without assistasire, and theee are few sources of
funds. Indeed, the newly created Anunenberg/CPB Project, along with a few colleges
and a few public television stations, have been the principle funders to date. Though
currently available college television courges are models of their kind, much more
needs to be done if the use of telecommunications is going to come close to reaching
its true potential to serve the educativnal needs of the nation’s adults. It is not only
essential that we develop many more academic courses in many more fields, but 1t
is also critical that we develop courses in_technology, manufacturing, robotics, and
other technical and vocational areas. Further, it is essential that we create full cur-
ricula to help us move ahead in a very competitive world.

To create full curricula for academic degrees; for continuous up-dating and im-
provement of science and math professionals and for science and math teachers; for
professional recertification; for lapggading of work skills; for retrainiryg of employees
who find themselves unemploye cause of disappearing industries; and for a ully
literate America rzquires more than a serendipitous approach to course develop-
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ment; it requires a body of funds administered even-handedly on behalf of the -edu-
cational needs of all adults. And it requires delivery systems devoted to educalion
and training. Public broadcasting’s statellite interconnection and broadcast facilities
across the country put a significant number of hours of formal postsecondury in-
struction into over eighty percent of all television households in this coursts eiich
fall and spring. But formal postsecondary instruction is only one of dozens of educa-
tion and community demands upon those scarce broadcast hours; and public broad-
casting, as important as it is and as important as it must remain in the delivery of
Postsecondary instruction, cannot do the Jjob on open circuit broadcast channels
alone.

Currentlé/, public television is developing a demonstration of a new delivery

tions, Instructural Television Fixed Service (ITFS), cable, and direct reception from
the satellite. All of this technology exists now, as dees the ability to integrate com-
puter programs into the television signal so that students can receive both video
and -ccrmputer components simultaneously and to deliver separate television and
compuier courses simultaneously for record and replay. While the technology and
the expertise exist. adequate funds to harness the systems and create the
courseware do not. Thus, it is critical that such funds be all)c,)cated and set aside spe-
cifically to develop Postsecondary educational telecommunications. Though some en-
tities may devote a sart of their funds to this need, as does public television, a good
deal more is needed to deliver full curricula to those places where adults find it
most congenial to study and most Decessary to learn—to campuses, yes, but also to
worksites, to community centers, and t» homes.

Therefore, to better serve adult learners across the country, the new higher edu-
cation reauthorization bill should allocate funds to be used specifically to research
postsecondary education needs, to fund the development of course materials and full
curricula to he delivered via telecommunications to meet those needs, and to assist
in the creation of the systems to make ttese materials available to serve a full
range of postsecondary students. These furies might be administered as a part of the
Department of Education or as a special National Endowment for Postsecondary

national resources, augmented as possiliy by state, corporate, and private sources,
can we build the new systems and develop the new courseware to serve our nation’s
learners well. However, through a coordinated and fully-funded national effort, ex-
penditures in money. energy, and treativity can be expertly invested in our most
valuable resource—human capital. Such an investment will yield a handsome pay-
off in excellesit, cost-effective education, a more productive American economy, and
a more vital American society.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

I would ask you first, the present title I permits States to use
money, among other purposes, for the promotion of resource shar-
ing and for innovative uses of techriology, including telecommuni-
cations, either on an interstate or instrastate basis to overcome
barriers to postsecondary educational opportunities.

Do you know of any State that does that?

Ms. Brock. I know of many States who, in fact, do use telecom-
munications quite weil. But I also know that nationally, if we are
to take care of these needs using telecommunications, that there
will have to be a Federal effort.

Mr. Forp. But this spesks specifically of contracting with col-
lages and universities to conduct an actuai eiiucational program.
Are any of them doing that?

Ms. Brock. Yes. I'm not sure that I understand your question
fully. But across the country right now, there are hundreds of col-
leges who are using telecommunications to offer college credit pro-
grams to students in their area. Nine hundred of them work with
us through PBS, and there are ihers who work on their own.
There are also Stat® networks who are heavily involved. But basi-
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cally this is happening through public television across the coun-

try.

Mr. Forp. Thank you.

Ms. Frohlicher, I take it that you're suggesting that there should
be some form of grant aid set aside for part-time students, but that
they should not participate if they're less than half-time in the ex-
isting grant programs?

Ms. FroHLICHER. Yes. I think my suggestion is simply that there
is an obvious need for assistance for pari-time, especially in light of
the fact that the current programs, or at least the current funding
levels, for the nonentitlement programs don’t meet the needs that
have been demonstrated right now for the full-time student.

I think Mr. Solarz’ question earlier about a displacement of
funds for full-time students as a result of expanding the program to
part-time, GSL would be the only program in which you would ac-
tually have a situation where additional eligibility would lead auto-
matically to additional funds availability because of our entitle-
ment nature.

I feel it is probably just simpler, both for the student and the in-
stitution, to provide the flexibility that a separate program would
offer, rather than attempting to make all sorts of modifications in
the existing programs to reflect the unique character of the nontra-
ditional student.

I recognize the budget implications, but I just think, just as 2711
begins to start defining cost of education differzntly, I am very con-
cerned that as it progresses, and the concern about the Scarsdale
housewife who wants to take music appreciation or flower arrang-
ing, I would hate to see the basic aid programs right now begin to
look like the later stages of the GI bill, where eligibility for specific
curricula started creeping into the law and the law started saying
your can’t take dance courses, you can’t take flying courses. I think
you get into a situation where the needs of the nontraditional stu-
dent are sufficiently different from the needs of your standard 18-
to 22-year-old or your full-time student of whatever age, that it
would probably be more efficient and less subject to abuse to allow
the aid officer on campus to craft a needs program specifically di-
rected at those students, rather than trying to artificially force
them into the structure we already have.

hM;. Forp. Does anyone else on the panel want to respond to
that?

Mr. Biaggi.

Mr. BiagGr. Miss Brock, how do you monitor the kind of curricu-
la you're talking about?

Ms. Brock. Currently, with college credit courses, we work
through the local colleges and universities. v/e are wedded {o the
idea that public broadcasting is a local entity, and so is educstion.
Therefore, we offer the courses nationally ¢dordinated and distrib-
uted, but then local colleges and universities choose from our cata-
log the courses they wish to offer. They then make them available
via their local public television station, sometimes by cable, and
also by other technologies.

Mr. Biagcr. Let me understand this. It is an interesting concept.
Eou gvill be televising to the classroom or to the individual at

ome?
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Ms. Brock. They are going directly to individuals at home. Some
colleges do use them in the classroom, but primarily they are for
home use.

Mr. BiaGar. That'’s what I thought. How do you monitor that?

Ms. Brock. The college and university offering the course moni-
tors those—

Mr. BiaGaI. In what fashion?

Ms. Brock. There is always a local faculty appointed to be in
charge of each class section, and that faculty person is responsible
for seeing that the student learn in the same way that he or she is
responsible for seeing that students learn in other classes.

Mr. BiacGr It would seem to me that, in order for that to
happen, there would have to be a contact between the faculty and
the student somewhere along the line.

Ms. Brock. There is. There is. For the most part—you see, once
the university has chose to use the course, it appoints a faculty.
The faculty then designs the local input, the local design of the
course. Almost always that faculty person will hold one on-campus
session before the course begins to acquaint the students with the
way the course works, to tell them about their textbooks, to give
them the communication system that will be used throughout the
course. So while the students may come to campus on¢g, twice, four
times, during the course of the term, basically they are able to
learn at home.

As my studenis used to tell me, “Well, I don’t mind ¢oming to
campus three timys a term, four times a term, but I can’t afford to
come to campus regularly three times a week or, two times a
week.” So the faculty and the students communicate “« letter, they
communicate by phone, they communicate sometimes by computer.

Mr. ¥orp. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. BiaGat. Yes.

Mr. Forp. Wayne State University in Detroit has, for a number
of years, had a program they called weekend college, where you
can enroll in a full, regular college program, and the only time you
see a classroom is on a Saturday or & Sunday. Then you fill in be-
tween that with the television courses they offer through public
broadcasting. The same program will be show= at several different
times during the day, so if you’re working a day shift, afternoon
shift, or night shift, there is some time during the day you can find
that program. Then there is a requirement of a number of class-
room hours that go with it.

We had a fight with the Veterans’ Administration back early in
the Carter administration because the Veterans’ Administration
could not—as Jean has pointed out, they got into this mentality of
trying to stop anything that didn’t look like a traditional olass-
room. They could not accept this, so they started trying to imraze o
number of classroom hours requiremeni and really couldn't get
across the concept that a classroom hour could be made iw by an
hour or half-hour television program, that they actually uas it and
fit it into the program like a lecture.

I don’t know what the proportion of time is, but there’s a rela-
tively small amount of time to maintain a rogram suent on the
college campus. Indeed, not all of the time is spent at the coilege
campus. They have satellites. They use high schools and other
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places for a teacher to go out into parts of the city and be available
to the people in that area so that they don’t have to come all the
way downtown. It’s been going on for a number of years and they
actually graduate people from that program. But they don’t just sit
at home and watch TV and write a test.

Ms. Brock. That’s right. Each course, as a matter of fact, in addi-
tion to having a wonderful television series, will also have a full
complement of associated materials, always a textbook, a student
guide, a faculty guide to help them deal with adult learners, and to
develop a communication system that works.

Mr. Biagcr. I know the illustration that the chairman gives is an
integrated situation. That is more palatabie. I'm not bound to any
ironclad traditional situation, but on the other side of it, 'm a
little skeptical about having a course or degree totally on televi-
sion.

Ms. Brock. I think to think of a television course as totally on
television is probably, in itself, inaccurate. Every television course I
know includes an on-campus teacher and some on-campus activi-
ties, as well as a whole complement of books.

Dr. Cross. I would like to add something to that. I think what is
important here is when we think about the student who doesn’t go
to school the traditional route is that there is more to talk about
than financial aid. It is financial aid, it is knowledge of available
programs, it is child care, it is the quality of those programs, tele-
communications. It is broad.

I think it has been brought out here by your questions and the
chairman’s question that what we will eventually have to come to
grips with is not only aid but the quality of instruction and how
the instruction gets to the student who has a different personal cir-
cumstance.

Mr. Biacar Thank you.

Mr. Bird, you made reference to the institutions not availing
themselves of work study moneys and SEOG moneys. First, the
amendment that would allow up to 10 percent of moneys to be used
for SEOG is my amendment, and I am just curious as to why the
money available wasn’t used. What is the reason?

Mr. Birp. Well, in the testimony we address the fact primarily
that there is not enough money for the full-time students and that
most institutions have policies or perceived policies that would say
we aid first the full-time student or the student who is a persister,
one who is going to complete a degree, one who is seeking a degree.

Mr. Bingcl. Except my amendment said set aside 10 percent, 10
percent of those moneys available to be used.

Mr. Birp. Well, I certainly would not be in a position of correct-
ing you, but I think——

Mr. Biagcr. I'm always subject to correction, Mr. Bird.

Mr. Birp. That it stated that 10 percent may be used.

Mr. Biacal. That’s correct.

Mr. Birp. Rather than setting it aside. So really, it actually was
not a set aside amount.

Mr. Biaccr. That's correct. It was may be used. Then what we're
talking about is an attitude in the institutions?

Mr. Birp. Surely.
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M;- BiacG1. How do we change that attitude through this legisla-
tion?

Mr. Birbp. I think that I sincerely do not know the answer to that
question, and I'm not sure many of the panelists would submit they
do.

Mr. BiAGGL Does anf'one have an answer for that?

Dr. Cross. Eventually, I think as more students become part-
time, they will begin applying the pressures to have things change.
I agree with Chancellor Murphy, that information is very impor-
tant. Students need to know about available programs. They need
to know their respon-ibilities as well as how the institutions can
help them complete taeir programs. I believe they will use that in-
formation.

Mr. Fep. If the gentleman will yield——

Mr. Biacal. Surely.

Mr. Forp. I am looking at the added chart te Mr. Bird’s testimo-
ny, and there are only four schools in the State of New York that
use any of their SEOG’s or college work-study for less than half
time. Nonc of them are in New York City. There is only one in the
State of Michigan which is way up in Roscornmon in the boon-
docks, and they use both SEOG money and college work-study—not
a lot, but they used some of each.

When you see, out of all the institutions in New York, only four
of them—and they’re all Middletown, NY, Alfred, NY, Buffalo, An-
nandale-on-Hudson—that’s a new one on me. Where in the world is
Annandale-on-Hudson?

Mr. Biacai. On the Hudson. [Laughter.]

Mr. Forp. But those are the only schoois in the whole State that
are using it. .

Mr. BiagGl. Dr. Cross, first let me, at this late date, welcome you
and commend you for the work you have been doing in this area,
representing the States so well.

. Have you any data on the number of part-time students who
arop out of school because they can’t afford to continue?

Dr. Cross. No; we don’t have that data now, but we are under-
taking currently a second study on part-time students and we are
attempting to identify where those students are. We have, for ex-
ample, information that there are many students who get TAP,
which is a State grant, who seem to be in good academic standing,
who are there one semester and not there the following. We are
going to begin communicating with those students as to why they
aren't there. We also can get similar information on students who
have received part-time Pell, and there again to find out more in-
formation about the dropouts.

I think the big problem for us is that we don’t know how many
potential part-time or full-time students there are. We know that
with high tech, with the advent of high tech and the importance of
increasing your skills, there should be more part-time students just
because of the nature of jobs. So I would suggest there are probably
potentially more part-time students, and the students heve to get
the information about Pell that is available, and in New ‘fork, the
State PT assistance that is available,

Mr. Forp. Could I ask a question?

Mr. B1AGGL Sure.
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Mr. Forp. Are you restricting your study of New York to part-
time students in postsecondary institutions, or all part-time stu-
dents?

Dr. Cross. You mean postsecondary, 4-year colleges?

Mr. Forp. For example, would you pick up the person who is
taking a single course in computer operating 1 or 2 nights a week
through one of the high schools while working?

Dr. Cross. Yes; it is all postsecondary. You mean the proprietary
schools?

Mr. Forp. The high school vocational educaticn program.

Dr. Cross. No. It is limited to postsecondary institutions, the in-
dependent——

Mr. Forp. Then you're going to miss a lot of them, aren’t you?

Dr. Cross. You mean BOCES-type institutions?

2ir. Forp. But you're going to miss a lot of part-time students.

Dr. Cross. Those who are in adult education.

Mr. Forp. In my area, there are numerous high schools that
have programs such as computer operating, basic computer oper-
ations, math courses and others, where factory workers and others
are taking advantage of going to what they call night school. They
go to one of the local high schools a couple of evenings a week.
They may be 30 years old. But they see the seniority list coming
closer and closer each time there’s a layoff in the plant and they're
trying to get some new skills.

The: sua’t all go to the community college or to one of the uni-
v¢ wsities. The high schools are more and more filling that gap. As a
matter of fact, some of ~..e high schools are combining their adult
education money with their vocational education money, and when
they do that :n Michigan, they have to agree that at least 10 per-
cent of all the students participating in their program will be non-
traditional. They have got to be beyond high school age. So they
are forced .0 meet that kind of a quota in order to be able to com-
bine the funds.

Dr. Cross. I'm not sure, but t at is very helpful. When I go back,
I'm going to find out, and also find out to see if we can do that.

Mr. Forp. Somebody in your State vocational education division
ought to be able to tell you, because it is very rapidly growing, just
as it is in higher education.

On the other subcommittee, we have been watching this growth
in adult vocational education at the high school ievel. And then
you've got the complex one that also operates in my area, with
what they call articulated programs, where some of the classes are
given in the high school, some are given in the junior college, and
some of the students are getting high school credit for the class a#nd
some are getting college credit for the class.

Dr. Cross. OK. I will find out. I think there is time for us to give
the survey instrument on that group, too. Thank you.

Mr. Forp. We have the second bell on the vote, which cuts us off.
Do you have any more questions?

Mr. Biagai. No.

Mr. Forp. I think we will let the panel go. I apologize for keeping
yoi so long this morning. It took longer than we had expected.
Thaiik you very much for your assistance.

[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]
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[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

Tue City UNiversiTy oF NEw YoRk,
New York, NY, July 31, 1985.
Hon. WirLiam D. Forbp,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DeAR BiLL: Just a note to thank you again for providing me with the opportunity
to testify on behalf of part-time student aid. I am grateful for your longstanding in-
terest in the non-traditional student, and I hope our testimony was helpful. I also
wish to clarify two points that arose at the heuaring.

First, you asked about a phrase in my testimony indicating that the proposed ex-
tension of aid to less-than-half-time students would “not include students in non-
credit courses and would be restricted to enrolled students working toward a
degree”. You asked whether this would constitute a new restriction beyond current
law, and our response is no. The proposal neither expands nor contracts the current
restriction of eligibility to “students enrolled in a course of study”.

Second, you asked if institutions currently count their part-time students whe::
applying for campus-based aid. The answer is that institutions count students at-
tending half-time or more; they do not count less-than-half-time students. The pre-
posal would enable institutions to count al] their part-time students in applying for
aid. If the part-time students were counted, the school would be required to spend a
“reasonable proportion” of the aid on those students. This does not impose any par-
ticular percentage requirement on institutions, but it dees not mandate that purt-
time students not be ignored when aid is distributed.

Once again, 1 want you to know that we appreciate the open and comprehensive
manwer in which you have been guiding the subcommittee’s reauthorization delib-
eratis=es If my staff or I can be of further assistance, please let us know.

Warmesd regards.

Cordially,
JOSEPH MURPHY,
Chancellor.

THE AssocCIATION oF UraaN UNIVERSITIES,
Washington, DC.
Hon. WiLLiam D. Forb,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Washington, DC.

DeEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During the July 10 hearing, you asked me what AUU’s po-
sition was on the proposals being advanced within ACE and NASFAA with respect
to the definition of independent student for the purposes of student assistance. Es-
sentially, I punted, asking for time to consult with my Board on this issue.

Having now heard from my Board, I can say that AUU is not prepared to endorse
the ACE-NASFAA proposals in the form they have thus far taken.

Essentially, where current practice provides for the establishment of student de-
pendence or independence on the evidence of the student’s income tax status, and
where the Administration would like to make a blanket assumption about age as an
automatic determiner of independence, the ACE-MASFAA plan involves assuming
that students who are age 22 or less on January 1 of the year they apply for aid, ara
dependent, unless they fit into one of a number of criteria, such as being a veteran,
being a ward of the court, being a graduate student, being married, having depend-
ents of their own, ete, Students who fall into the “dependent” category under this
formula would be required to present parental income data, whatever their actual
family relationship might be. Student aid directors at the institutions, under the
terms of the ACE-NASFAA proposal, would be permitted to determine student inde-
pendence, if adequate documentation is available.

The problem we have with the ACE-NASFAA stand on student independence is
precisely the same as our trouble with the present state of the law regarding part-
timers. Basically, it rests on the same honest assumpiios that the “real” student is
essentially what he was forty years ago—single, just out of high school, enrolled
full-time in a serious effort to obtain a Baclielor’s degree, so that he can thereafter
enter the world of work. As you have pointed out so frequently in your own speech-
es on the subject, today’s typical student is no longer any of the above—just as he is
no longer overwhelmingly “Ee”.

Your perception of reality, Mr. Chairman, on this point, coincides precisely with
the reality we see on the urban university campuses—and which can be seen as well
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in the community colleges, and in other institutions, urban and otherwise, all over
the nation.

We have said before and we will say again, that the nature of the nation’s student
body is changing and that this is not something we can aveid by pretending it isn't
s, or should change if we could.

There are two reactions to the increasing number of claims of student independ-
ence. On the one hand, there are those who sincerely believe these claims to be
largely fraudulent, and who would “meet the problem’ by making it harder to dem-
onstrate the fact.

On the other hand, there are those who believe that the increased number of
claims is a reflection of changing reality, to be ireated as a challenge to be met, not
a problem to be eliminated.

In a recent study on trends in the ability to pay for cullege, Dr. Carol Frances
pointed out, drawing on NCES and Census figures, that by 1982, only one college
student out of three was a dependent, 18- to 24-year-old member of a primary
family. Two-thirds of America's college students no longer fit within that time-hon-
orle;tli, but time-worn definition of the “traditional” college student. (See attached
table)

Mr. Chairman, if we had to conclude that someone is cheating, it would not be
our automatic assumption that it is the student. Rather, we might conclude that the
student—the truly growing number of truly independent students are the victims,
not the culprits. ﬁut, Mr. Chairman, we don’t think we need to determine who is
“cheating”. Let's simply recognize that the growing number of independent students
is a reality, and not a symptom of sharp practice on anyone’s part. Let us try to
understand that more and more college students are in fact, emancipated, and
should, in fact, be treated as the adults they are—adults old enough to vote, old
enough to fight, old enough to make mature choices and young enough—as I hope
we all are—to want more education. .

The ACE-NASFAA proposal seeks to swim upstream, Mr. Chairman, against the
actual direction of change rea% taking place on our campuses, It is a well-inten-
tioned effort to conserve Title money, the total amount of which is not keepin;
race with the growing cost of higher education. But it seeks to conserve those dol-
ars by concentrating them on students with whose image we are comfortable be-
cause they remind us of a quieter time. It seeks to conserve those dollars by making
arbitrary choices in the statute or regulation books rather than by calling upon the
:{{aills of aid administrators to make individual decisions based on individual circum-

nces.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, if one believes that the increase in the number of
independent students stems primarily from student efforts to defraud the taxpayer,
the ACE-NASFAA proposals are a step in the proper direction. If, on the other
hand, one believes, as we believe, that these numbers reflect changes in the actual
demography of A merican higher education, then those steps must appear to be in
the wrong direction.

We urge ACE and NASFAA to return to the drawing board, and we urge the Con-
gress to leave independency to be determined case-by-case on the actual facts cover-
ing each student.

Sincerely,
Jim HArrisoN,
ident.

PERCENTAGE OF COLLEGE STUDENTS 18 T0 24 WHO ARE DEPENDENT MEMBERS OF PRIMARY
FAMILIES

{Nunibers 1 thousands)

Qpening falt ervollment Primary families with members 18 to 24

Fan

? Tota fbtire PONO pengog colege TP S0 Percent of 1ok
L1 1 FOS U ——— 8581 5.815 678 1339 1396 1584
197) e 8949 €.077 679 13430 1383 1 564
1972 e 9,214 6,072 659 3,681 40.0 606
L TR 9,602 1i.189 B4.5 3.594 374 581
L1 £ SRS 10223 53170 623 3446 337 541
LT £ T —— 11.185 5.841 612 3914 350 512

193



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

188

PERCENTAGE OF COLLEGE STUDENTS 18 TO 24 WHO ARE DEPENDENT MEMBERS OF PRIMARY
FAMILIES—Continued

[Numbers n thousands)
Opening fall enroliment Primary families with members 18 to 24

Fal

’ Tota fuine PR ptendng olege  Pecent o ol Pecnt otk
11,012 6,717 61.0 4,019 36.5 59.8
11,286 6,793 60.2 3997 354 8.8
11,260 6,668 592 3911 k[N 58.7
11,670 6,794 587 3,788 327 55.8
12,09 1,008 587 3,905 323 58.0
12,312 1,181 58.0 4,158 336 51.9
12,426 1,221 581 4115 KK | 51.0
1231 1,070 LA 2 2 2

Notes: * Estimated, 2 Not available. . )
Source: Calculated by Carol Frances, Economic Indicators Project, National Hlighu Edycation Industry Group. Coopers & Lybvand, based on data
fom the US. Department of Education, National Center for Edyeation Slatistics, and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

THE NATIONAL ApVISORY COUNCIL 0N CONTINUING Epucarion,
Washington, DC, July 10, 1985.
Hon. WiLLiam D. Forbp,
Chairman, House Postsecondary Education Subcommittee, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN FORD: On behalf of the members of the National Advisory Coun-
cil on Continuing Education, I am pleased to submit a statement on the status of
non-traditional learners in the Hifher Education Act, particularly title IV.

The Council submitted on April 30 a more detailed statement of its recommenda-
tions regarding title I of the Act, and on May 31 submitted another statement at the
field hearing in St. Louis.

The Council welcomes the leadership you have once again exercised on behalf of
postsecondary education in the United States. Your many statements regarding edu-
cation and training opportunities for adults are particularly welcome.

If the Council can provide you and your colleagues with additional information,
please let us know.

Respectfully,
JACK A. KINDER,
Chairman, NACCE.

Executive Secretary, Missouri State Teachers Association.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JACK A. KINDER, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
oNM CONTINUING EDUCATION

What conclusions do we draw from the fact that, for the first time in our national
history, over fifty percent of American households do not have school-age depend-
ents as part of those households? What do we conclude when we are told by the
Censg,s ureau that the median age of Americans js about to reach thirty-one
yearg?

How do we react when annual tabulations of postsecondary enrollments relport
yearly drops of several hundred thousand students from among the traditional re-
cruitment cadre of eighteen-to-twenty-two year olds, with accelerating declines pre-
dicted for the years ahead?

One observation may be worth noting. Adults and adult householders, most of
whom own groperty and are wage earners, rrovide the tax base in the United States
for the funding that underwrites most public education. If, as some expect, the tax
burden on individuals shifts from federal to state and local jurisdictions, the tax
base that supports public education ma{ have to be expanded at those levels in re-
sponse to rising insistence by individuals and families for an improved school envi-
ronment.

This shift may weigh heavily on adults and perhaps more noticeably heavy upon
(tihe ﬁtdty reent of American households who do not themselves have school age

ependents.

Rilults are, of course, the major consumers of postsecondary continuing education.
By all accounts, their participation in postsecondary continuing education has in-
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creased substantially over the past two decades. They now account for forty percent
of all postsecondary enrollments. Adult participation in education and training of-
fered by non-academic providers has increased just as dramatically, even more dra-
matically in the opinion of some. ‘

If pustsecondary enrcllments show slight net increases, despite declines in the
number of young and traditional students in their programs, it is because of the
large numbers of adults studying n a part-time basis, who are continuing their edu-
cation.

Participation by adults in postsecondary continuing education has always been
highest among those between the ages of twenty-four and thirty-five. Now these
same increases are occurring among adults between thirty-five and fifty-four.

Why? As a consumer of education, each adult has his own personal motivation for
seeking more education and training. But the common denominator shared by the
majority of adult participants is their expressed interest in using continuini educa-
tion to the direct benefit of their employment status, a particular job, a future job,
or as an enhancement to their careers.

Adults frequently report that continuing education increases their general em-
ployability. It enhances their professional competence, their competition with others
for better jobs, their success in getting new jobs, and, particularly among the many
women coming into the labor market for the first time—and often after an extended
period—continuing education provides the lift they often need to capitalize on an
earlier formal education that may not have been applied in subsequent employment
opportunities.

When the National Advisory Council on Continuing Education submitted testimo-
ny to the Committee on April 30 and again at the field hearing in St. Louis on May
31, it singled out this central issue—continuing education’s relationship to employ-
ment—for special consideration by the Committee. We do so again today.

The Council welcomes the focus the Committee is giving to non-traditional learn-
ers as part of its hearings to reauthorize the Higher Education Act. In light of the
strength of non-traditional enrollments in postsecondary education, this focus, how-
ever resolved, makes particularly good sense.

Most adults pay out-of-pocket for continuing education. Presumably, most of these
adults can afford this expense. Other adults have their education and training costs
supplemented or reimbursed by their employers, trade unions, professional associa-
tions, and others.

But like many youths, there are many adults who need or want continuing educa-
tion but who cannot afford it or who, for some equally valid reason, cannot partici-
pate in continuing education. Like the millions of young men and women who cur-
rently participate in various forms of federally funded financial aid programs, many
adults too can cite demonstrable evidence of pressing financial need.

Unfortunately, the several provisions introduced by the Committee in the Educa-
tion Admendments of 1980 affecting title VI if the Act, and which were ostensibly
designed to encourage states and institutions to help the “part-time” learner and
the “less-than-half-time” learner, have not yet produced any clear indications of
having done so. The latest tabulations, for instance, indicate that less than one per-
cent of funds available for state or institutional aid to less-than-half-time learners
has been used for that purpose.

Perhape this is evidence that few adult learners who study on such a limited basis
are in need of financial assistance. Perhaps this figure indicates that such students
are not informed of the possible aid available from these title IV programs. Or per-
haps this low level of participation suggests that states and institutions are opting
to use available funds to help full-time students as the competition for all funds gen-
erally increases and as college costs rise.

The Council does not believe that there are adults who wish or must study on a
less than full or half-time basis who are not in need of financial support. It is more
likely the case that these adults are not benefiting proportionately from federal stu-
dent aid programs because of, a) a lack of dependable information about the exist-
ence of such programs, and b) the policies of most states and institutions to provide
preferential treatment to full-time enrolled students.

If the former is the case, then such a situation can be remedied quickly through
administrative practices. If the latter is the case, such policies by state and institu-
tional leaders are short-sighted and might have a legislative remedy.

If state and institutional policies are effectively barring certain kinds of students
from gaining access to postsecondary resources and learning experiences, then the
earlier pronounced federal policies of equal treatment under law, equitable access to
postsecondary education for all citizens, and freedom of choice in selecting educa-
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tional programs—all policies asserted and reasserted by the Higher Education Act—
are being undermined. Such practices run counter to the intent of Congress.

Such policies are made even less valid if the law requires a separate scale for de-
termining financial needs among adults that is more stringent than the scale used
to determine the needs of younger and full-time students.

For adults, further education and training is rarely an intrinsically “education”
matter. If “employment” and “employability” are the primary motivations identi-
fied by adults for continuing an education, then other national and federal objec-
tives that deal expressively with these issues are affected.

It is the Council’s position that support for continuing education for adults,
whether by federal or state jurisdictions or by public or private funding, cught to be
premised on the effect such support will have on the general economic condition of
society. Worker productivity, the professional competence of individuals, the need to
find more jobs for more individuals coming into the labor market, and the nation’s
ability to produce and manufacture quality goods for an internationally competitive
economy—may all be affected by the federal government’s actions determining who
in society can benefit from title IV’s financial aid provisions.

The Council believes in the idea of partnership between the public and private
sectors in many educational endeavors. This idea is particularly vital in postsecond-
ary contincing education. What postsecondary institutions do, and what the federal
government does to help them do it, can often have an immediate impact on work-
ers, workers’ families, and the American workforce.

The Council has already testified on the subject of title I, the legislative base his-
torically reserved for discussions of non-traditional education and adult learning.
The Council has submitted to the Committee a proposal that would substantially
rewrite title I to give it a stronger, more precise focus on continuing education’s re-
lationship to employment and to job- and career-related issues.

The Council’s proposal, however, is limited to the establishment of a modestly
funded demonstration program with an @mphasis on pilot projects worthy of replica-
tion by others. It is an institutional grant program that encourages eligible institu-
tions to do more than they have done in the past to design, develop, and disseminate
model programs for non-traditional Iearners.

Our title I proposal does not address the important question of direct aid to stu-
dents, a form of federal assistance that carries the idea of decentralization of the
federal effort to its ultimate conclusion.

As the Committee reexamines the question of non-traditional student participa-
tion in title IV of the Higher Education Act, the Council recommends that it consid-
er the following options in light of that discussion:

First: Expand eligibility in all title IV’s student aid programs to those who study
on a part-time basis, including less-than-half time.

All title IV’s grant and loan programs could be made available to part-time learn-
ers on the basis of their financial need. ApproPriate provisions could be incorporat-
ed in the title that would acknowledge the “independent” status of virtually all
adult learners and measure their ability to contribute to the costs of their education
accordingly. The income of these inc}:gendent students should be assessed rigorously
but fairly in light of the many non-education relatec expenses not shared by tradi-
tional and dependent students.

Second: If the Committee does not opt to open all title IV programs to part-time
students, including less-than-haif-time students, current provisions in certain pro-
f'rams (SEOG, SSIG and C-W Study) could be revamped to ret}uire certain minimum
devetl;s of support by institutions and states for part-time and less-than-half-time stu-

ents.

The current provisions introduced by the Education Amendments of 1980 to help
these students are not enforced and are unenforceable. Since the FTE formula is
used by HEA to determine basic allotments under certain prog'rams, it would
appear to be in order to enforce the intent of Congress by mandating minimum
funding (now about 10% of eligible funds under select programs) for aid to non-tra-
ditional students, particularly to less-than-half-time students. .

Third: Title IV could enhance its emphasis on public information regarding possi-
ble financial assistance available to adult learners.

As in many other federal and non-federal programs that are intended to support
adult learning, public information regarding their availability is often minimal or
ineffective. New and imaginative techniques, including mass media and dissemina-
tion of informaiton to homes and worksites, could be used to reach non-traditional
learners. The on-campus and in-school devices often used to reach traditional stu-
dents, most of whom are already enrolled at some level of instruction, are inappro-
priate for adults.
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Fourth: Renewed emphasis could be placed on education and work-related guid-
ance and counselling services and other non-academic services, including day care
facilities.

Given the strong relationship between continuing education and the employment-
related interests of adults, institutions and other involved agencies could expand
their counselling and guidance services to adults in an effort to strengthen that
linkage to insure that the educational objectives of adults are being met by institu-
tions. Infurmation regarding day care facilities is vitally important to many women
wglo are returning to postsecondary education and to employment after prolonged
absences.

Fifth: Title IV programs could acknowledge the existence of this education/em-
ployment linkage among the majority of adults.

It would strengthen the impact of the Higher Education Act on broad economic
and social trends prevalent in society if the Act welcomed the bridge that continu-
ing education provides between postsecondary education and the private sector,
which provides Americans with eighty percent of their jobs. A statement in support
of this linkage would add substance to the oft-proclaimed desirability of encouraging
better working relationships between the postsecondary community and the private
sector. Even greater substance could be added if the options favoring increased aid
to non-traditional learners were adopted.

Sixth: Clearer linkages should be established between title I and title IV's provi-
sions to aid non-traditional learners.

For nearly twenty years, Congress has made no special effort to link the success
of title I, in whatever form, to the relevant student aid provisions contained in title
IV. If title I were to be reauthorized to address better the issues of continuing edu-
cation, non-traditional learning, and postsecondary involvement with employment
and the workforce, it may be desirable to link institutional eligibility to participate
in title I funding to an institution's willingness to demonstrate its intent to use title
IV's financial assistance funds to help part-time and less-than-half-time students.

There may be a SEVENTH option open to the Committee, one that is far-reaching
and dramatic and which has been suggested in the past, but to no avail. It is an
option raised repeatedly by Council members and which has been proposed to the
Council at public meetings.

At some point, now or in the future, the Committee may want to consider a new
bill, separated entirely from the Higher Education Act, that would incorporate ex-
isting and future provisions affecting federal assistance to adults. This consideration
could include the adult-oriented programs in the Higher Education Act and could
also include other federal laws or sections of them, including the Adult Education
Act, certain sections of the Carl Perkins Vocational Education Act, certain titles of
the Job Training Partnership Act, and others, that would, finally, provide the feder-
al government with a comprehensive, more consistent, less duplicative and wasteful
approach to the important subject of adult learning in the United States.

The demographics of American society, most of which are already reflected by
postsecondary enrollments, and other prevailing trends in_ the nation’s economic,
social and educational development, suggest that a new federal law, made up sub-
stantially of existing federal laws, c31ld open new opportunities for learning in the
United States.

The Council intends to continue its examination of this seventh option. If this
option appeals to members of the Committee, the Council would welcome an invita-
tion from the Committee to submit its detailed analysis of the merits of such new
legislation and outline what it believes ought to be contained in it.
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To amend title IV of the Higher Education Aet of 1965 to improve the
availahility of student assistanee for part-time students,

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JUNE 11, 1985

Mr, Bragal introduced the following bill; whieh was referred to the Committee on
Edueation and Labor

A BILL

To amend title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 to
improve the availability of student assistance for part-time
students.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

[ 8]

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCE.

(a) SuorT T1TLE.—This Act may be cited as the “Fair
Financial Aid for Part-Time Students Act”.

(b) REFERENCE.——-I}eferenceS in this Act to ‘‘the Act”

N e ot s oW

refer to the Higher Education Act of 1565.
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2
SEC. 2. ACCESS BY PART-TIME STUDENTS TO PELL GRANTS
AND GUARANTEED AND DIRECT STUDENT
_ LOANS.
Section 484(a) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1091(a)) is
amended—
(1) by striking out paragraph (2); and
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through (5) as
paragraphs (2) through (4), respectively.

SEC. 3. C(?ST OF ATTENDANCE ALLOWANCES.
(a) ALLowaNCE For EXPENSES.—Section 482(d) of
the Act (20 U.S.C. 1089(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking out paragraphs (2) and (3) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) an allowance for room, boaid, books, sup-
plies, transportation, and miscellaneous expenses, as
determined by the institution at which the student. is in
attendance;”’; and

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through (7) as
paragraphs (8) through (6), respectively.

() Cost OF ATTENDANCE FOR PART-TIME StU-
DENTS.—Section 482(d) of the Act (20 U.8.C. 1089(d)) is
further amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by in-
serting “when used with respect to a full-time student”
before “means’’; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following:

ofk 711 B
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“When used with respect to a student attending less than
full-time but more than half-time (as determined by the insti-
tution on the basis of the normal full-time academic work-
load), the cost of attendance shall be determined by the insti-
tution so as to be proportional to the cost of attendance for
full-time students at the institution. When used with respect
to less than half-time students (as so determined), the cost of
attendance shall be limited to tuition and fees and & sitow-
ance for books, supplies, transportation, and miscellazeous
personal expenses as determined by the institution.”.

() LIMITATION ON ALLOWANCE | FOR EXPENSES
UNDER PELL GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 411(a)(2) of the
Act (20 U.8.C. 1070a(a)(2)) is amended—

(1) by inserting *“, but subject to subparagraph (C)
of this paragraph” after “section 482(d)” in subpara-
graph (B)()[D); and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new
subparagraph:

“(C) For purposes of subparagraph (B), the amount
which may be included in the cost of attendance as an allow-
ance for room, board, books, supplies, transportation, and
miscellaneous expenses under section 482(d)(2) shall not

excéeed—
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“(i) $1,800 for a student without dependents re-
siding with the student’s parent, and $2,600 for all
other students, for the academic year 1986-1987; or

“(ii) for each succeeding academic year, an
amount equal to the amount determined for the preced-
ing academic year under clause () or this clause, as
the case may be, plus $100.”.
4. FAIR SHARE OF ASSISTANCE FOR PART-TIME STU-

DENTS.

() PeLLr Grant MiNIMUM GRrANTS.—Section

411(a)@)B) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1070a(2)(2)(B)) is

amended—

(1) by redesignating the second sentence of divi-
sion (iii) as division (iv);

(2) by inserting before the period at the end of the
first sentence the following: ““in the case of & student
attending full-time (as determined by the institution),
$100 in the case of 2 student attending less than full-
time but at least half-time, and $50 in the case of 2
student attendizg less than half-time"’;

(3) by striking out “$200” each place it appears
in division (iv) (as so redesignated) and inserting in lieu
thereof “the minimum amount required by division

(iid)”.
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(b) SEOG RESTRICTIONS.—Subpart 2 of part A of title

IV of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1070b et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 413B(a)(2), by striking out “(2)(A)”
and inserting in lieu thereof ““(2)"” and by striking out
subparagraph (B) of such section; and

(2) by striking out subsection (c) of section 413C
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“(c) If the institution’s allocation under this cubpart is
based in part on the financial need demonstrated by students
attending the institution less than full-time, a reasonable pro-
portion of the institution’s allc;cation shall be made available
to such students.”.

(c) Work-STUDY RESTRICTION.—Section 443(b)(3) of
the Act (20 U.S.C. 2753(b)(3)) is amended by striking out
“except that” and all that follows through “clause (2) of sec-
tion 484(a)”’ and inserting in lieu thereof “except that, if the
institution’s grant under this part is based in part on the fi-
nancial need demonstrated by students attending the institu-
tion less than full-time, a reasonable proportion of the institu-
tion’s grant shall be made available to such students”.

(@ Direcr STUDENT LoaNs.—Section 464(b) of the
Act (20 U.S.C. 1087d¢(b)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: “If the institution’s Federal capital
contribution under section 461 is based in part on the finan-

cial need demonstrated by students attending the institution

el 211 1
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less than full-time, a reasonable proportion of the loans under
this part shall be made available to such students.”. |
SEC. 5. DAY CARE ALLOWANCES.

Section 482(d)(5) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1089(d)(6)), as
redesignated by section 3(a)(2) of this Act, is amended to
read as follows: |

. “(B) for a student with dependents who require
care in the student’s absence, an allowance determined
by the institution bascd on the actual expenses incurred
for such care; and”.

SEC. 6. INFORMATION REQUIREMENT.

Section 485(a) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1092(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(8) For purposes of this section, the term ‘student’ in-
cludes students attending full-time and students attending
less than full-time.””.

SEC. 7. IMPLEMENTATION OF INDEPENDENT STUDENT PROVI-
-SIONS.

Notwithstanding any provision of the Student Financial
Assistance Technical Amendments Act of 1982, the Secre-
tary of Education shall modify the regulations for determin-
ing expected family contribution and effective family income
to comply with the requirements of section 482(c)(1)(A),.(B),
and (D) of the Act.

®)
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