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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER
EDUCATION ACT, 1985

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 1985

U.S. SENATE,
SuscoMMITTEE oN EDUCATICN, ARTs AND HUMANITIES,
_ CoMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
Notre Dame, IN.

The subcommittee met, at 9 a.m., at the Continuing Education
Center, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, IN, Senator Dan
Quayle presiding.

Present: Senator Quayle.

Mr. O'Meara. Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Timothy
O’Meara, and I am the provost of the university. Our president,
Father Hesburgh, is in Washington today and, on his behalf, I
would like to welcome you to the university. We are very pleased
to hav these hearings here. And we also realize, as you all do, how
imgémunt the reauthorization is to to higher education.

,» welcome, Senator Quayle It is good to have you on the
campus, and also all the witnesses and to everybody present.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR QUAYLE

Senator QuAYLE. Why do we not go ahead and get the first panel
?eail:ed, if you will. Dr. gchnabel and Dr. Beering, Dr. Ryan and Dr.
ngle.
will go ahead and officially call this hearing to order.

As most of you know, I am a member of the Senate Education
Subcommittee which will have the jurisdiction over the Reauthor-
ization of the Higher Education Act. Technically, it expires this

ear, but there is an automatic 1-year extension. We will probably
e doing most of the work and most of the reauthorization next
year, hopefully, to get it done by September 30 of next year.

But as we proceed to have a discussion on how the legislation
ought to look, I think the best thing to do from time to time is to
call on the experts and see from their viewpoint how successful the
Higher Education Act has been and the modifications that possibly
can be made.

I am very deeply indebted to the number of reccmmendations
that have been made by the Indiana Conference of Higher Educa-
tion. Your report is the only one in the Nation that is like this; and
you got, I think, over 170 people representing college presidents
and universities to agree. If I could just get the Indiana fgrmers to
get together on the agricultural problems, I would be in really
great shape.
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But I think congratulations are in order because it certainly is
helpful to me. I have dispersed this report to many of the people in
the Congress, around the country, and feedback has been very,
very positive. So, as far as having an input, Indiana certainly is
going to have a definite footprint on what this legislation is going
to look like because we were out there first in developing consen-
sus.

As you look at the continual struggle with the budget deficit,
there is no doubt that we have got to look for any kind of efficien-
cies and improvements in the program. We have got a lot of tough
policy choices to make, policy choices on how we get our student
aid, grants, and loans geared to not just the traditional student but
the ever-increasing nontraditional student. And what role does that
individual have and will he have the same kind of requirements,
the same kind of access that were afforded to the traditional stu-
dent over the years.

There has been a lot of discussion of, perhaps, a cap on the
family income for GSL eligibility. The administration started off
with a 32,000 cap. Now, the budget reconciliation calls for savings
to be realized of $800 million in the GSL program over the next 3
vears. And, you know, that is no small task. When you sit down
and try to get that amount of money and $100 million in the first
fiscal year, 1986, there are going to have to be some changes. But
we also have got to be exceedingly sensitive about preserving
access to education that has served this country of ours so well. De-
nying access would be, in my opinion, not only counterproductive
but morally and ethically wrong.

As we review the act we have to define the limitations and the
boundaries of the policies that are going to preserve access to
higher education that we have certainly benefited from.

This is the first of a series of hearings that the Senate Education
Subcommittee is going to be having. We have about 10 of them,
some in Washington, some around the country. I think from time
to time it is better to get out of Washington and find out what is
going on rather than staying there and having everybody come to
us.

We have a very healthy witness list. We have five different
panels today. I am going to hopefully be able to wrap this up in 2%
hours or thereabouts. So, I would ask our witnesses to summarize
their statements in approximately 5 minutes. The full statement
will obviously be made a part of the official record.

We have a recorder here that will make this as a permanent doc-
ument for the Education Subcommittee that we can have for our
discussion and deliberations. But, to allow some time for questions
and give and take, please try to keep your remarks to 5 minutes.
After you have gone beyond 5 minutes, an assistant will probably
slip a piece of paper before you saying that time is expired. So, if
you can summarize your thoughts, it would be greatly appreciated
S0 we can, in fact, move forward.

[The prepared statement of Senator Quayle follows:]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF
U.S. JENATOR DAN QUAYLE (R-IN)
AT THE NOTRE DAME FIELD HEARING
OF THE SENATE LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES
September 9, 1985

It is a pleasure to call the Senate Subcommittee on Education,
Arts and Humanitiea to order for this hearing on the reauthorization
of the Higher Education Act. I am very pleaaed to be holding this
hearing in Indiana, and especially at one of the most respected
inatitutions of higher eduocation in our country, the University of
Notre Dame. Father Theodore Hesburgh, President of Notre Dame, is
unable to be with us today, but he has been very gracious and generoua
in allowing the Subcommittee to use the facilities here, and I
appreciate the warm weloome we have received.

The hearing being held today is one of approximately 10 hearings
that the Senate Suboommittee on Education is holding on the subject of
the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, or HEA. The HEA
provides more that $7 billion to students and institutions cf higher
education aoross the country to help improve access to and the quality
of education. This Act, although officially expiring on September 30,
1985, has an automatic extension through Fiscal Year 1987. The Senate
ia now beginning to review the programs under the Act and will prepare
a bill to extend the prograns which will be considered next year.

The testimony that I receive today will enable me and the other
Members of the Education Subcommittee to understand better the needs
of colleges and students across the oountry in the years ahead. From
my standpoint, it is extremely helpful and important to know how
Indiana schools and their students feel about the future direction of
higher eduoation in this country.

In addition to the hearing today, I have been fortunate to have
worked very closely with the Indiana Conference of Higher Education
(ICHE) as they have reviewed the HEA and made recommendations on the
Act. The ICHE spent many houra on this projeot, and involved over 170
individuals in this work. The result is a fine dooument which has
been very well received by my colleagues in Washington. I am certain
that a number of our witnesses today will discuss some of the
recommendations made by the ICHE, and I very much appreciate the
amount of time and effort that went into this project.

The Higher Education Aot funds a number of programs that have
ensured acoess to higher educutllon to millions of Amerioans over the
years. Title IV of the Aot, which authorizes the student financial
aid programs, is clearly the most important, und largest of all the
programs. The Pell Grant program is the foundation of student
finanoial assistanoe in our country, and is aimed at the lower income
student., Over two and & half million students received a Pell Grant
during the last academio year. This year's funding for Pell Grants
wil: ensure that the most needy students will receive 8 maximum grant
of $2,100,

The next most popular federal program is the Guaranteed Student
Loan (GSL) program. This program, which leverages private capital
through federal guarantees, has provided over $42 billion sinoe the
program's inoeption, and last year, 3,67 million students got GSLs
averaging $2,300. The oampus-based programs and the State Student
Incentive Grant program, whioh enoourages States to set up their own
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grant programs, have grovlded millions of dollars more to needy
students, and to middle income students who were ineligible for basic
granta.

Today, with the rising cost of tuition at many schools, and the
influx of older, non=traditional students intc colleges, student
financial assistance is at a preamiun and the demand for it has been
steadily inoreasing over the years. Because demand 13 sc high, and
the federal, as well as state and inatitutional, rescurces are
linited, we are being forced to look at ways to mord effioiently
administer the programs and basioally toc raticn what aid is available.
During this resuthorization prooeas, one of the major issues we will
be facing is to whom to give atudent financisl assiastance, and on what
eligibility criteria.

For example, we will be discusaing whether or not we should
restrioct eligibility for aid programs on the basis of income and set a
Gap on an upper limit. The Administration has suggested this a number
of times, moat recently in the Fiscal Year 1986 budget proposal, when
they requested limited access to GSLs to students with family inocomes
of $32,500, There is another proposal being di d in tion
with the Budget Reconciliation bill that the Senate will be working on
when we resume in September thet would out off GSL eligibility to
students with family incomes of $60,000 or less. There has alac been
8 great dsal of discussion about refoousing the Supplemental
Educatioss) Opportunity Grant (SEOG) program on the needier students
and requi-:ng a more stringent needs analysis.

Another type of raticning system that cercain Members of Congress
are discussing is to award grants to fresh and soph e students
and to give loans to Juniors and senicrs. The higher education
Sommunity is alsc engaging in a dialogue about what to do about the
inorease in older, non-traditional students who are returning for Job
training or further career skilla. The original intent of the HEA was
to heip the firat-time student who tended to be bet the ages of 18
and 22, As demographics have changed and as ocur economy evolves, a
new oategory of older individuals are receiving aid under the HEA for
returning to school. The question is, then, should we ration the
available aid tc only first-time students, and deny the same bsnefit
to those who return for additional skills later in their lives?

Another decision relating to where benefits should be fooused
oocurs when we look at the ourrent subsidy atructure of the GSL
pProgram. Students who are out of 8chool, a3 well as students who are
in achool, receive a subsidy from the government, This subsidy is
less after graduation, but it represents a large amount of the federal
commitment to the program, Benefits should be given to students while
they are in school, but after they have !rudulttd and had two or three
years to establish themselves, thoy should be responsible for the full
repayment of the loan. This would free up additionsl resources to
help more atudents get into school and to atay there.

Finally, there w!ll be talk about rationing atudent aid on the
basia of cost of education. The Reagan Administration, again this
year, proposed limiting eligibility for the student aid programs to
the ooat of educaticn at a college and would have set u coat of
education budget of $8,000 per year. This direotly hurts the private
colleges, and suws of the mors expendive state 2chcols and Congress
has not agreed to it. But as tuition coitinues to increase, and the
cost of a higher education becomes out of reach for many lower and
middle income families, the Congreas, and certainly everyone involved
with higher education, will be disousaing ways to keep tuitions down.

One of the other major philosophical iasues that will have to be
decided by the Congress will be that of access versus choice, and how
much of each student's choice of educational inatitution the
government can afford to pay for. This will be one of our most
difficult tasks.

Other 1ssuea and programs in the Higher Education Act are equally
important. For example, loan consolidation which reviously existed
for overburdened borrowers should be reinstated, an defaults must
be reduced and loan collections improved., I have introduced a bill,

(MORE)
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the Student Loan Collection Improvements Amendments of 1985, to do
this and have gotten a great deal of support on it. Parent loans and
unsubsidized loans should be improved and encouraged.

Simplification of the student aid delivery system a:nuld be
achieved, so that the students who are the moat difficu.i to reach and
who need the program the moat will be aware of the availability of
aid. Meny times I have heard the story of a student with 2 low family
income deciding not to pursue a higher education because he or she did
not know about the student aid programs that could have helped to pay
the coat of education.

We need to improve the administration of these programs so that
the Congress, the Department of Education, and the servicers
conaistently meet the asystem's deadlines. Again, many atudents have
been forced to change their educational plans or drop out for a
semester because the aid payments are late in getting to them due to
complex regulations and funding allocations. The student aid master
calendar 4ould help to ease the yearly delays, but streamlined and
simpler programs would help us all.

Other titles, such as Internationsl Education, Cooperative
Education, Inatitutional Aid and the very important TRIO programs,
should be continued. Minorities and the disadvantaged must be
continually brought into higher education. In particular, the small
numbers of blacks and Hispanica in higher education and especially in
graduste education is deeply disturbing to me.

The Job of this Subcommittee is to fashion a Higher Education Act
to carry this country into the 1990's. This will not be an easy Job,
but it is made easier by having dedicated educators, and
administrators, like yourselves, to help out. We are also fortunate
that our communities strongly support quality higher education and our
higher education system i3 the finest in the world.

We will be hearing from a number of well respected Indiana
educators today, as well as a few of our students. I look forward to
all of your teatimony and know that it will be of great help to me and
the Senate Subcommittee on Education during our work on
reauthorization.

Our firat panel will consist of several distinguished college and
university presidents, as well 83 the Commissioner of Higher Education
for tne State. I understand that you have been asked to limit your
presentation to five minutes, after which we will have some time for
questions and discussions.
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And I would call attention particularly to the amounts that the
university itself puts in of its own resources, and that really means
resources that come from tuition and fees and from voluntary gifts
of friends; some 84,132,000 of our own sources is necessary so that
etudents can afford to come.

Affordability is a critical factor, because of the fact that grant
funds have not appreciably increased in real purchasing power,
they have increased o1ly modestly. We have found our families
more and more depending u&n loans, and this is why the Federal
Loan Programs, both the NDSL and the GSL programs, have been
incremsingly important., and somewhat frighteningly so, because
more and more of our students are becoming heavily indebted be-
cause of these loans. But they are necessary, and they are willing
to take on that sacrifice and make that commitment in order to
have the student and the option to attend institutions like ours.

You asked me to comment also on graduate programs. And there
are distinguished members of this panel who I am sure will address
that matter even more.

We have modern Master Degr e Programs and one graduate pro-
fessional program, our doctor of jurisprudence degree in student
law. And the thing that bothers us the most, there is, again, the
factor of finances and the incapability particularly of minorities of
having access to our university.

Ten years ago, we had 20 percent of our entering law students
who were minorities. This current year it is 5 percent. We are
reaching out with all the funds we can get to help them. They are
taking maximal guaranteed student loans in order to be able to
afford us. And so e:gain the very thing that assists is also a source
of concern. We need to find ways in which these students and all
others can be assisted.

Third, you suggested 1 might speak on teacher education and the
Federal role that we see here. The Federal Government can assist
mightily, particularly at this time, when we are looking for the
continued improvement of elementary and secondary education to
provide targeted kinds of aid to those who would students so
that we can get the highest qualified students.

We cannot have effectual reform without having the highest abil-
ity and the most committed type of individuals who teach. That
may require special kinds of loans or grants. Even more important,
a for‘iveneu program for those who enter into this important kind
of public service.

r Conference on Higher Education has provided you with its
recommendations. And I think that we are all supportive of these
recommendations with all points, on all titles, particularly with re-
8 to student financial aid. We are definitely requesting that the

ell Grant Program be reauthorized and it be targeted on the need-
iest of students; that the Supplemental Educational Opportunity
dGrant Program be reauthonzec}' and targeted on the neediest of stu-
ents.

The college work study program is a very important one in the
self-help components providing students with a chance to work as
well as to learnB. Ant‘}!: it has some similarli‘tiesldwith :’I;e Co-o;e)d Eth;fa-
tion l;rl?ram ut those two programs should not be merged. They
have different goals.

14
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The Guaranteed Student Loan Program—and I will close my re-
marks with that—is of greatest importance to us. And I know there
is great concern about the cost. And we share the commitment
toward reducing the Federal deficit in doing all we can. And there
are ways in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program that it be done.

For example, by limiting all loans to remaining need only, and to
limit overborrowing by insisting that lenders pay in multiple dis-
bursements and make the checks copayable to the individual and
institution so there is no misuse there. But particularly it can be
accomplished by reducing the originetion fee, and either reducing
or eliminating the allowance to lenders, both of which were insti-
tuted when that program began under a much different inflation-
ary circumstance, and can be reduced at this time.

iligher education, as all of education, is a national asset because
it is with human capital the most important thing our country has,
more important than natural resources or anything else.

While we need to address ways of reducing, I hope that our coun-
try remains committed as it has been to giving our students and,
therefore, the well-being of our country, the strongest possible sup-
port in the development of human capital.

Thank you.

[Information supplied for the record follows:]
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PART 1. HIGHER BDUCATION REAUTHORIZATION: PUBLIC POLICY,
LEGISLATIVE, FUNDING, AND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

TITLE IV: STUDENT ASSISTANCE

The wealth of the nstion--sccially, politically economically, culturelly--is in
dirsct proportion to its investment in people, in human ceapitsl. Thers 1s nead for
renswed faith in snd strong support for ed: ion and ed ionel {mprovement on

all levals if our netion s to sdvence population quality. The weslth of nations
inerassingly hes come to be predomt 1y depand upon the understending, skill-,
exparience, and physicsl and mentel/emotionsl heslth of fte citizens. Human capicel

is far wors importsnt then physicsl resources, such ea snargy, lend, natursl resourcss.
Indeed, the key to individusl end socistsl/nationsl well-being fs investment in

human beings, human capitel, through eubstentisl (finsncisl and moral support of
education at all lavels. An slleinclusive concapt of devalopment of human cepitsl

s neaded to explein the growth in productivity, the wall-being ovar time, and the
differences in the sconomic velus of lsbor among countriss of cur intardepandant
world. The Unitsd Stetes hes s record of commitmant to aducetion and to the devalop-
ment of human baings for individual and sociel bsnefit. Thears {is batter resson now,
then aver befors, to continus tna partnership of private citizens end fnetitutions,
local/community/etate/faderalgovernment, businsss snd industry, and public end inde-
pendent gducstionsal sgenciss snd institutions in providing end delivering an education
that mests individusl and socisl needs sffectively, officiently, and aquitebly.
(Cf. Theodors W. Schultz, Investment in Peopla: The Economics of Populstion Qualie
Barkelay: Univaeraity of Californis Prasa, 1981)

Student Assistance: Basic Concepts

The existing fedaral policy goal that svery sligible student shall receive sid under
the Pall grant, SEOG, and SSIC programs ghould be continusd. These programs, in
combinstion with ressonsble parsntsl gnd student contributions, should be sufficisnt
to meat 75 per cent of s student's cost of gctandance.

With respect to post-secondary educetional opportunitiss and dalivary systems, student
tinancial sssistance is of pivotal importance. Tha key slement that has distinguished
the achievement of our netfon in higher educetion dalivery has besn, and should comtinue
to be, sconomically provided sccass to higher educstion for all qualified parsona——
both traditionsl and non-traditional studsnte--and affsctual oice:in sttending the

public or independsnt fnetftution that best meats the individual's aducstion needs
ond inctersasts.

The financisl eseistance system should provids sccess and choics to qualified gtudents,
taking sccount of (amily and individual circumstances gnd £inancisl nead, through
educational opportunity grants, work-study programs, and subaidized loans, ss well

88 through family and studant contributions (tha self-help cowponent) and other,
non-governmentsl sources of scholarship, grant, loan, and employment sesistancs,
Individusle snd families should continue to basr the primsry rasponaibilicy for support-
ing their {nvestment in educatfon to ths extent they sra financislly sble to do eo.
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Thers is need for both grant resources and low-intcrest loans to both undorgraduste
snd graduatc studsnts, sdsinistsred by private lendsrs, insur:d by stste snd non=
profit private losn {nsursnce programs, and expanded worke-study, self-hslp programs.

111. General Guidelines

A. In dsternining finsncisl necd and providing finsncinl assistance, there should
be continucd use snd improvement of the Uniform Methodology, annually monitored
and updated by the profsssionals of the Natiunal Student Aid Coalition and the
Educat/ n Depsrtment. This Uniform Methodology provides a single national standard
and procedure for messuring s tamily's ability to pay and provides for consistent
trestment within s framework of sensitivity to and discretion i{n responding to
varied family and canpus circumstsnces, Along with the Uniform Msthodology there
should be econtinusd use of Multiple Dats Entry forms to assure consistent and
equitable administretion of student assistance programs by the federal government
and variuus sgencies, institutions, and orgenixations involved in student aid processes.
1f any changes in the formuls and allocstion practices are made, thsre should be
assurance that such chsnges will not result in sudden and precipitous dislocation
of funds.

B. Given the nced for informed judgment and administration of student aid, the campus-
based concept of student sid sdministration should be retained, which provides
flexibility to campus studsnt aid sdministratiors vho are in the best position
to exercise judgment snd to follow nstional guidelines and put together student
assistsnce packages thet sssure balanced grant, loan, work, family contribution,
instirutional and self-hslp components snd to meet varied eircumstances of indi=
vidusls and familiss.

C. There is need for timely swerd of financial sid, with & national master calendar
for student aid which is feithfully used. Dslays, changes, and last-minute pro=-
cesssa in determining sligibility and making awards clearly jeopardize the ability
of millions of studsnts snd their femilies to obtain relisble information and make
sound deciaions gbout collsgs choice and sttendsnce. One of the most difficult
problems hss besn ths uncertsinty created by constant changing of rules and reg-
ulstions and by dslsys expsrienced in promulgating them. Although progress will
slvsys require updating, there is sn equslly important need for etability so that
proper plenning by all those involvede=-including familiss, sid administrstors,
snd sgency officials--can be schieved.

D. To correct whatever sbusss actuslly sxist in student sid awsrding processes--and
they have been grossly sxsggersted--processss can snd should be strengthened for
verificstion of sligibility through required submission of dats nesded to document
educational costs and financial need. Headlines about loan defsults and program
sbuses hsve caused irrepsrsble harm in loss of public confidence. Wherever such
problens exist, they must be addressed and removed. However, they are not repre=
sentstive nor are they so extsnsive that they require the eliminstion of any program.
Setter ways to administer the programs as they are currently configured, rather
than elimination or recontiguration, aust be found, not only because stabilicy
is needed but, more important, because the programa do work and they do provide
substential benefits. “If it ain’t broken, don't fix it. If a part malfunctions,
repair {it, but don’t throw away the whole,"
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E. Significant abusc results from the current definition of the "i{ndspendent/sel f-
supporting student.” Byt to require additional sge criteris or documentation will
creats difficult administrative burdens ano srbitrarily rissllow some truly inde-
pendent gtudents. The wey to overcome the tendency of some familiss to srtificislly
o.chestrate maximum federal aid eligibility by declaring their sons and daughers
“{ndependent /sl f=supporting" can be overcome by incorporating stricter provisions=-
8s atates ltke Californis, New York. Pennsylvsnia, and Indisna have donete.g.,
by sctting a criteria of 22 years of age and the requiremcnt that a student give
evidence he or she was in fact self-supporting for at least the prsvious yesr.

Thus all Title 1V aid applicants below age 22 (except for orphans snd wards of

the court) should be clsssified as dependent on their parentsi at age 22, a different
test should be spplied which would ineclude ressonsble tests relsted to the previous
year's sclf-suf ficiency, current-ycar marital status, vetersn's gtstus, graduate
status, and vhethar the student has dependents.

F. Savings can be effected by bringing prograns in line with their goals and the
legislative intent of the programs. If gome problems can be corrected by additionsl
and more comprehensive efforts, such as by more complete verificstion procedures,
then these efforts must be undertaken. If considerable saving csn bs achieved
by requiring s needs snalysis for all applications to the Gusrantsed Student Loan
(GSL) program and by modsstly reducing the special allowance paid to lenders, these
measures should be implements. However, loan limits have not been adjusted for
over 8 decade, while education coats have risen substantially® hence annual and
aggregate GSl. limits should be inereased to provide students with the means of
helping themsclves. At the same time, any quick and aimplistic approach suggested
by the use of absolute income ceilings, block grants, centralized program admin-
istration, and other such concepts must be avoided. The need to be efficient and
cons{atent must be weighed carefully againat the need to be fair and sensitive
to individual circumatances and needs. Common sense and balance must be employed
in all of the steps taken to sffect savings.

IV. Student Aid Programs
A. Pell Crants

1. There 18 need to provide levels of assured Pell grant funding so that qualified,
deserving, financially needy students receive the full amount for which they
sre eligible and at the same time assure adequste appropriste levels of campus~
based (SEOG, CWS, GSL, NDSL) programs to ensure proper levels of equity and
atability in theallocation of Title IV funds. The complication created by the
atatute that ties Pell grant maximum awards each fiscsl year to funding for
the SEOG, CWS, and NDSL programs sre substantial. The half-coat compromise
and threshold concept written in the 1980 amendment should be retained.

If present Pell grant funding levels (sdjusted for inflation) and guidelines
cannot be {ncressed, the current half-costing, threshold, and Pell grant award=-
ing principlea and procedures ghould be retained. If the federal government
is prepared and able to expsnd substantially this kind of investment in human
captisl and in the nstion’s well-being, the NAICU proposal of a formula thst
would target the Pell grant program on low-income students and insert price
sensitivity into the basic structure merits legialative snd funding support.
This proposal bases Pell grsnt eligibility on a two-part formula: (1) half of
tuition, mandatory fee, and book expenses (the "hard" educational costs) for
sll eligible low-income snd middls=-income atudents, up to a maximum of $2,100,
plus (2) a substantial allowance, up to a maximum of $2,100¢ to cover living
expenses for all low-income studente. This mechanism would award substantial

Rrant dollata to low-income studenta (“the neediest of the needy") for their
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1iving sxpenses, plus hslf of their tuition expenses. Educstionsl fess snd
costs plus 1iving expsnses constitute the towal “cost of sttendsnce.” This
would sssure their access to sll types of higher educstion opportunities, but
:ould 1imit the psrticipation of middle-income students to just hslf of the
pricea” chsrgsd to them. This proposs] assumas the same tsxstion rstes on
discrationsry income for dspand and independ. ts in order to provide
substentis] grsnts to low=income students end & $200 minimum avard to a student

from s typicel fsmily of four with one in college and sn adjusted family income
of $30,000.

*

B. Cempua-bassd Programs

|. Supplementel Educstionsl Opportunity Crent Program (SEOG)

8. To schiave its purposas, SEOG should be resuthorized, with a funding su-
thorizetion of no lesa than 15 parcsnt of the sppropriation for Pell grents.

The SEOG program wse originslly intsnded to assist students who but for this
grant would be unsble to snroll, Several asendnents to the originel legis-
lation have diffuscd this purposs. Every federal program should hsve s
spscific purposs end tsrget. GCuidelines for the SEOG programs should be

so redefined to terget senisting students with the greetest need for funds,
that is, those with exceptionel need (defined es those students vhose ex-

pected family contribution ie lses thsn one-helf of their total cost-of-
aducstion).

c. Provisfons of the institutionsl "hold harmless” laval should be maintsined
at the amount used in scedemic yeer 1985-86 (FY 85 sppropristion). All new
funds ellocsted et & laval ebove the FY1985 level should be made only to
those inatitutions whose "fsir shere” exceeds their institutional "con-
ditfonal guerantee.'" Matching institutional raquirements should ba re-
instituted in the program, with metching funds to come from non-federal
sources. lnstitutionally-provided need-based student grsnts and awards should
be droppsd from the formula usad to determine institutionsl need for SEOG.

2. Nstionel Direct Student loan (NDSL) Program.

«. NDSL hes traditionelly been used as & resource (or certsin disadvanteged
spplicents whose to other di loens could be limited. Although
the Cusrenteed Student Losn Program makes sssistance eveileble in virtually
avary stste, the lower NDSL interast rate may still be used s @ sound reeson
tor its continuance in ssaisting disadvsntaged dents. Some

L
in fect, need to borrow from both the NDSL and the CSL program in order to
mest need.

b. The WDSL program should be resuthorized under its current provisiona end
renased the Perkins Loan Progrsm to recognize its principal advocate, Cerl
D. Perkins, the late chairman of the House Educetion end Labor Committes
(in the same wsy that the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program,
BEOG) wea rensmed the Pell grant program).

3. Collage Work-Study (CWS) (Title 1V) and Cooperative Education Programs (Title V111)

a. Both of thase programs have e similar overall gosl--to provide job exparience
for students—-but their speciffc primary purposes are different. (1) The
CWS program s intended primarily to provide needy students with assietance
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in meeting thair school-relsted expenses, snd offsrs se & sacondery benefit
valuable work expsrience which is sometimes cearsar-rslsted for ths student
(2) The Cooparative Education program, which is not nsed based is prima
intendad to provide on-tha-job sxpsrience ralating through sltarnste gnd
parsllel work-expsrience end clessroom experience to their campus
educationsl experfences and carser gosls. These programs should not be
merged, lest CWS aid funds be divertad from neady students or the value
of cooperative sducation for all students who elect such an experience

be loat,

’

Separate progras funding of CWS and Coopsrstivs Education should be
maintained. CWS should be resuthorized without changing the language that
1imite it to non-profit institutions, without changing the axisting
resllocation procsdure, and without consolidsting ths progrum with
Cooperative Educstion. Allocation of naw CWS funding sovae the Fy 1985
lavel should bes initiasted ss with SEOG (ases abovs),

Cooparstive Education (Titls VIII) should bs resuthorised and funded to
proved smaller administrative grante so that cooparstive sducation programa
msy be strengthened and brosdaned, sleo by snabling smallsr tnstitutions
to establish cooperativa educstion consortis end to devalop appropriating
curriculs snd alternsting study snd work experisncs srrsngesents. Pro-
vision nesds to be made for proper definition, sccountability end control
of approvable and funded prograss by standerdisstion of studant and
amployer reporting forms, use of learning objectives, end inclusion of
faculty in studsnt-monitoring and sccreditation raquirements. Institutions
performing et high standarde in developing new programs should have
uninterrupted funding evsilable, but not beyond the normal five-year

grant period. Evsluation of cooperative aducation initisl proposala and
continuing programs should be fully ohjective, conducted by a panel of
cbjectiva referees broadly representative of the entire higher education
community,

C. Guarantced Student Loan (GSL) Program.

Moat college studenta and their families cannot meet their nseds for financing
higher education through their own contribution (the self-help component),
grants, and work-study. Loan programs are nsedad, but they should be iimited
to "remaining need" to svart unnecesssry borrowing, indebted and ive
cost-of~-interest subsidies and special sllowances of ths government. The

GSL program ia essential snd ghould be reauthorized, with the following
qualifications.

1. Finsncial needs testa should be required of sll applicants. Thia would
not add much administrative burden and would provide ths same measure
of fair treatment to all,

2. GSL borrowing should be limited for all income levels to the amount of
demonstrated financial nead, using the methods currently in place, after
all federal grant, work, and other loan benefits, together with sll
expected parental/student contributions ere taken into account.

3. To avoid over-borrowing for purposes other than meating direct education
expenses, lenders should be required to psy GSLs in multiple diabursements
and loan checks should be made co-payable to the student borrower and
the fnstitution. The {nclusfon of these provisions would not create
any excessive adminietretive burden and would serve to provide institutions
with needad information regarding student borrowing and ensure reasonable
safeguarda for proper use of the CSL program.
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4. The GSL origination fee was initially adopted as en interim measure to reduce
fodersl coata during periods of high interest rates and inflation. With intereat
rates and inflation now st lowar lavels, the origination fee ghould be raduced,
This would increase the effactivensas of funds borrowed by atudents and their
familisa.

5. Becsuss removal of the fadaral intorest subsidies supporting the GSL program

would result in raduced lendar participation in the program and would increass

the cost of borrowing to atudents (and possibly reault in perpatusting unvelcome

loen defsults), either the current manner of providing GSL intareat subsidies

should be continusd or a federslly guarantesd "loan of last resort” measure should
be provided.

6. The currant specisl allovance paid to lenders to induce their perticipation in
the GSL program could and should be raduced in sowe rassonabla weasurs, Thias
would result in a vary significent savinge to tha federal govarnment without
causing massive lander withdrawel.

7. GSL loan level limita have remsined fixed in recent years, but colleges costas

have incressed--in part in proportion of today's lower inflation levels, in part

because inatitutions of higher educstion failed to increase their feas at an

esrlier time commensureate with then-lavels of high inflstion and have been forced

to increass fess to catch up with the cumulativa effects of prior inflation.

Modest incrassas in snnusl snd aggregete borrowing would asaist naedy atudenta

in meeting the higher costs of college. Reaearch by the National Council of

Higher Education Loan Programs (NCHELP) doea not support the notion that heavier

borrowing would increase defsults, but it would broaden atudent higher education

scceas and choice. Current GSL snnual and aggregate loan limitas should be in=

cressed and then perjodically reviewed and adjusted to accommodate college coats.

1t 1a urged thet annual loan limita for those undergraduatea who have completed

their first two years of study toward a bachclor's degres be raised to $5,000 ayear and

for graduate students to $8000 a year. Aggregate 1imita for undergraduates ghould

be inecreased to $20.000 with an additional aggregate limit of $25,000 applicable

to graduate studenta.

PLUS Program

The PLUS program is able to provide needed borrowing opportunities for families

who do not meet the current CSL needa-teat proviaion, with up to §$3,000 limit
annually for each student. The PLUS program should be strengthened to provide ad-
dicionel borrowing opportunity for families not eligible for adequate support through
other programs. The program could be made more attractive to lendera by increasing
loan limita, authorizing both secondary-marketa and loan-consolidation capabilitiea,
and prohibiting parents and studenta from using bankruptey to set aside their loan
obligations,

Scate Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) Program

SSICa have merved as the initiative and foundation for the involvement of many
states in scholarship and grant programs. Every state now has an enhanced pro=
gram because of SSIG and in some cases it remains a aignificant component of the
state’s student assistance program,

1, The SSIG program should be reauthorized.

2. States should be allowed to use up to 50 percent of new allocations, above the

Fy 1985 level, to establish or sustain a 50/50 federal-state matehing work=
study program.

Merit Scholarships and Categorial Incentivea

In addition to continuing ite role in providing eupport for need-based financial
aid, the federal government should aleo continue to provide incentives for private
merit scholarship programs through continuance of its current charicable-tax-deduc-
tions structurea to support private foundations, corporations, and individuals who
contribute to merit-based acholarship prograns,
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TITLE V: TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAMS

Since the pre-service and continuing professional educacion of teachersis a cooperative
sffort thay aust recognize the nesds and role of students, parcate, teachers, prin.
cipals, colleges and universities, achool districcs, and state and federal govern-
ments in meecing these needs, and aince the original Title V cannot readily be modi-
fi~d to mest the new snd emerging aituation, it is recommended that a new Title v

be devalopad. This new Title V should focus on both pre-service and coitinuing pro-
feasionsl dsvelopment of teschers, with an emphagia on achool, college, and university
partnarships for program design and implemsntation.

The recommendstions are found in the document, "Recommendations for Resuthorization"
of the Higher Educastion Act of 1965 (as amended through public Law 97-301)", prepared
and gubmittad by the 1ndians Confsrance of Higher Education (April 24, 1985),

TITLE 1X: GRADUATE PROGRAMS

The ability of our nation itself to maintajn pace in its growth and development, as
well ag ite place of leadership in ghe community of nations, depends in very great

e on its ad in scientific, technological, and cultural areas. Title
IX is the only point at which graduate education is addressed.

lncressed support for graduate educgtion under Title 1X 18 in the nationsl jncerest.

As socis] complexities have grown, requirements for graduste education for employment
or advancement likewise hasve increased, with more students now finding it nacessary

to pursue graduste and professionsl study. But gur centers of graduste and professional

educstion, which slsc sre our acadenic research and davelopment centers, face two criticsl
porblens:

(1) Thers is a shortage of compatent, fully prepsred taachsrs in Bany scisncss,
business fields, computer science, and engineering. During the balancs of
this decade, a gimilar shortage of fully-qualifijed, doctorslly-prepared
teachers in the humanities, arts, and mocial Sciences yill occur.

(2) There is a critical underrepresentation of woman, minorities, snd non-tra-
ditional students in our prograns of advanced education and rasesrch.

Title IX, the purpose of which ia to improve graduste and professionsl sducation,
including the provision of graduate fellowships and the support of certain facats of
legal education, should be reauthorized.

Part A Institut {7nal Granta (to maintain, strengchen, and improve the quality of

graduate and professional programs and programs that prepare graduate and
professional atudents for public service).

This part of Title 1% should be continued and funded, wifh special actention
vig

to innovations in graduate education, particularly through incorporatcion

of computer and telecommunicat iong technologies in programs yhere these are
essential,

<< BEST COPY AVAILABLE

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Part B

end

Pert C

16

Finencial-need Fellowehips (for Bredusts end profsssionsl students with
demonstrated need.

The Jevite Pellowship Program should bs funded end implementsd through ths
satablighpent of the Netionsl Creduste Program Fellowship Bosrd, with emphssis
on sxcellgncs snd 8ligibility to include sll disciplines Gepscielly teschsr
sducetion) gxcept those gupportsd by the NSF Gredusts Fsllowship progrem

and blo-medicel fislda. Fellowships should bs evarded to students dirsctly,s
they remain free to choose their institution of etudy.

Spacis] arrention should be given to provide fellowship funding for these
programa, for our redicelly underreprssentsd minoritiss and women. The
prasent ginimus funding level of $75,000 for institutional grants, supporting
spproximately 20 studsnte per institution, should be chenged, since it slim=-
instes smgller institutions from funding sligibility. Many mirority studsnts
and women gre mors likely to sttend gradusts schools clossr to home, snd
thees oftgn ers sssller institutions. Ths sinimum snnusl stipend per studsnt
should be incressed to $6,000 for the student sllocetion end $5,200 for the
institutionsl sllocetion. (Allocstion minimume have not been increased
since 1980.)

PARTS D &6 £ CLEO and Law School Clinicsl Expsrience. Both of these programs should

raceive continusd funding. It is the expsrisnce of law schools {n Indisns
thst these programs ars providing legsl-trsining expsriences involving
:}n digsedvantaged, ss intended in the snebling legisletion.

Other Hll‘lll’lx

(1) Continusd gupport 18 Fecommended, under the GSL, CWS, end NDSL prograas of

(2)

(3

Titls IV, for gresduste gnd professionsl educstions with incressed annusl snd
aggregete borrowing limits in the GSL program for gradusts end professional
students (noted sbove {n the materisls desling with Title 1V). These Programs
srs of cTitical impOortsnce and should be strengthened.

Since many grsduste Students have Vstersn's atstus, the Veterans Cost of
Instruction program Undsr Title IV should be continued.

While 1t would be highly desirable to extenl eligibility for Pell and SEOG
averds to graduste 8nd professionsl students, especially in light of substentisl
incresses in the cost of graduate snd professional educstion and the benefit

of having gdditionsl grent funds for such students, this wove is not recommended
becsuse the current @ppropristions for Pell snd SEOG sre insufficient for
current undgrgraduste needs. The insertion of s new cetsgory of graduste

and profesgions] students {nto the Pell and SEOG programs, many of whom would
apply s indepandent students, would creste s severe impsct on the already
insufficiene support for undergraduates being provided through these programs.
Instesd, the current Provisions restricting Pell and SEOG program awards to
undergradugtes should be retained, with provision for greduate and professional
students through Perts B,C, and D of Title IX and through expanded GSL annual
and aggregete borroving limits fo. greduate and professionsl students.

Robert V. Schnabel
President

Valparsiso Univeraity
September 9, 1985
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PART 11: HIGHER EDUCATION REAUTHORIZATION==VALPARAISO PERSPECTIVE

I. Student Pinencial Assfstsnce

The purposs of this prassntation (Part I1) s tp furnish infornation con-
cerning the critical role fadarel government etudant finsncial sssistence Plays
in providing to students who Judge thet Velparstso ia the institution that beat
Baste thair educetionsl and lifa~gosl needs and intarsat and offering masna for
them to have both sccese to and choice of this Univereity.

1. The eingle most important financiel: factor, complemantary to fanily resources
and sslf-help contribution, which sffscts tha deciefon of students to snroll
in end remainet Valparatso University {s the aveilsbility of financial sssie-
tance (grants, loans, work-study and campus employment) from ths Undvarsity

iteslf, from othsr privats sources, and from atete and fadersl government
sources.

2. Valparaiso and gtudante sttending this Untversity are not looking for e "hand-
out” from governmentsl sganciss. Valpareiso ig stretching its own resourcss
to cepacity and bayond to make it possibls for gtudents to pureue thair higher
education et the Univeraity. Valparaiso Universitystudents have o high rete
of progrem complation. Each year the Undversity gends gradustes into o varisty
of profasefonal fislde--enginesring, nureing, business, Journelism, computer
science, elementary and secondsry school tasching, soctal work, and many othsr
flelds..as wvell a¢ pPraparing them for graduate/professionai education and,
in the cese of the University's law achool, for entry into the lagsl profassion.
Thase atudants are not only exceptionally well prepared academicslly, but their
education et Velpsrsiso has included velus-based educationsl experiences, atudies
in personsl and professionsl sthics, and development of such important pereonal
chersctaristice es concern for othars, reverence for God, a sense of responei-
bility, and ewsrenses of ths need for self-direction and 11fe-long learning
that historicelly have been the foundstion of our country.

bed
.

Seventy (70) parcent of gtudents sttending valparaiso University ars eligible
for and receive financisl sssistence, bessd on needs analyses and needa-tastas.
The vast majority of Valparsiso students come from lower-and middla~income
fanilise rether then from upper-middle and upper income families.

4. The following facts for the BOSt recant ysar eveilable reflects how Valpareiso
Univeraity typifies the partnarship betwesn students, parents, univeraity,
Stete and national governsent {n meeting atudent financisl nesd. The over-
vhelmingly largest amount of grant and scholarship assfstance received by Val-
Parafeo's undergredusts students comes from the University ftself: f.s., 693
of all scholarship an grant aid et Valpsraiso is provided by the University
itself, with 313 coming from etate and federal government gtudent eid pPrograms

combined.
GRANTS & SCHOLARSHIPS
Federal Programs State Programs University Funds
Number of Recipients 1206 699 2275
Anount Awarded $1,167,172 §699,305 $4,132,831
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1n ths sres of work-study and campus employment resou:ces, there i{s again a part-

nership betwesn tha federal government College Work-Study program and the
University's own Campus Employment progrsm.

WORK-STUDY & CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT

Federal CWS Univeraity Campus Employment Program
Number of Participants 637 444
Amount Allocsted/Earned $462,805 $309,318

The fedsral governmsnt, through its NDSL snd GSL programs, is virtuslly the sols
sourcs of loans. Fully B5% of Vslparaiso undergraduate students, because of fin-
sncisl nssd, must snd do participate in these federal government loan programs: {i.s.,
2769 of the University's 3240 undergraduate studente negotiate such loans.

LOAN PROGRAMS

Federal (NDSL & CSL)
Number of Borrowers 2769

Amount Borrowed $4,935,0%4

The federal government's two loan programs are even more strikingly important to
students vho attend Valparaiso's School of Law because there sre no federsl snd
state grant and scholarship programs svailable to them. In Valparaiso's School of
Law, with an enrollaent in 1984-85 of 367 students, 319 law students collectively
took out $1,888,497 in such loans, with the average annual indebtedness at just over
$5,000. The University, in addition, was the sole donor of grant aid to 319 of its

law students {n the amount collectively of $3(H4,585, for an average award by this
University grant of $1,155.

11. Craduate Programs

Valparaiso University offers graduate programs to the master's degree level only,
except st its School of Law, which offers the).D. program. Comments contained in
Part 1 of this report are applicable chiefly to the University's law school programs:

Clinicsl Legal Education, Law School Clinical Experience, and financial sssistance
for lav students.

Valparaiso University's School of Law sees particular need for financial aasistance
for minority atudenta. The University's School of Law has a history of substantial
recruitment and assiatance to minority group law students. Twenty-one (21) of the
113 members of the 1975 Law 1 entering class vere representatives of minorities: this
was almoat 20X of the entering class. However, in 1984, only &4 of the 129 Lavw 1
students were representatives of minority groups, and this year (Fall 1985) only &
of 114 Law 1 8 are repr atives of mincrity groups. Highly gifted minority
students are sble to receive very substantial grants and scholarships from well-
endowed and prestigious private university law schools and from more amply funded
public university law schools. Able students who are just below the very highest
ability level but who have limited financial resources are rot abla to afford the

cost of a Valparaiso School of Law legal education except by means of
substantial loan aaaistance.

very
The result is that minority communities are sericusly
under-represented at law schools across the country,including that of
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Valparaiso University, A program to help minority students who wish to pursuc a
legal education at inatitutionn 1ike Valparatso's law achool would result in very

Rreat {ndividual and ancial beneftt, ywith many of yuch students futurning to the
omeunities from which they came.

111. The Preparation of Elementary and Secondary School Teachers =-e Appropriate Role
of Governmant

Elementary and secondary schooling in America has traditionally and conat{tutionally
besn the primary concern of the atates and city and local Rovernmenta. The federal
government’s role in public education has been to provide financial resources to
sasist schools: e.g., school lunch program, vocational education, science aducat {on,
spacial educstion.

The racent concern sbout education quality has been focused incressingly on the
quslity of tesching snd the pre-service and in-service professional preparation
of teachers, Since thias has become a nation-wide concern, it is appropriste that
the faderal government assist tha states and local communities aa they attampt to
deal with thase matters.

There are‘three sppropriste roles for the federal government:

1. To provids funding resources so that academically atrong students may be
attracted to teaching careers,

2. To encourage teachers to remain in teaching, in spite of the lesser financial
rewards they receive for doing so.

3. To provide resources anc incentives for the recruitment and preparation of teachers
in fields where there is a clear national interest, such as mathematics and
science, and do so before the nstion finds itself in an emergency situstion
similar to that which was faced in the late 19508 with post-Sputnik initiatives,.

The first role could be fulfilled by establishing federally asupported scholarahipa
and grants for the academically able who agree to pursue a program of teacher ed-
ucation, The second role could be fulfilled by & loan program with forgiveness
components, such as was the csse in the 19508 and 1960s. These tvo provisions ghould
Put 1into place e program of substantisl sssistance {n raising both the quality and
the nuabar of teschera. However, 1t 1a important that federsl programs of both
kinds be long-term programs 1f they are to be of lasting benefit,

The third role would be to provide special incentives for pre=service and in-ser-
vice preparation of teachers in flelds of special national need, such as mathematics
and the sciences. 1f the intention ia to influence the career choices of young
people, concrete incentives are required. The ready availability of grants and
loans has a direct bearing on the educational choicea made by young people and their
psrents. One example of such an incentive is the program of loan forgiveness, on

8 scaled basis related to yesrs of service. A program to support college and uni-
veraity faculty meabers who wish to cross-train in critical disciplines, such as
computer science, science, mathematics education, and educational technology, is
also of high {mportance.
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Senator QUAYLE. Thank you very much, Dr. Schnabel.
Now, we will go to my wife’s favorite school and Dr. Steve Beer-
in%from Purdue University.
r. Beering, welcome.

38 18K

Tives

™ Dr. BEerING. Thank you very much. Your wife shows excellent
%2 judgment, not only in choice of schools, but also choice of husbands.
Senator QUAYLE. Well, good. I will tell her that. Thank you.

- Dr. BEERING. Senator Quayle, I am privileged to be here this
:5" morning in the company of my distinguished colleagues. And I will
%= highlight a few of the items which have occupied our deliberations
" for over a year now.

oo We are grateful to you for giving us a chance to study this entire
1. issue in detail, and 1t has been indeed a tremendous experience,

unifying all 39 of the institutions of higher education, public and
private, large and small. We have rediscovered that the real pur-
pose of our institutions is to help young students to become produc-
tive citizens for the future of America.

So, in that spirit, I would like to underscore and punctuate cer-
tain highlights of our report. The written testimony of our institu-
tions is enclosed in this blue and gold cover. And as President
Schnabel has already said, we are all unanimously in support of
this study and its recommendations.

Let me highlight first title IV, which we believe was perhaps the
single most important of the titles, and that deals with student fi-
nancial aid.

There are now 12,300,000 college students in this country. We
have about 280,000 of them in this State attending our 39 institu-
tions of higher education. And the reality which is inescapable is
that two-thirds to three-quarters of them require some form of fi-
nancial assistance to continue their studies.

Title IV has made possible a great deal of that. I would commend
to your attention, when you get into the details of drafting the re-
authorization, such ideas as having a master calendar so that stu-
dents and colleges alike will have a timely notion of what financial
aid is available; highlight the opportunities for college work study
and Co-op programs, and, as you already alluded to in your opening
remarks, the reality that education, higher education, is now a life-
time endeavor.

More and more of our students are the so-called unconventional

adult learner. At Purdue, with over 56,000 students in five campus
locations, about 20,000 are 10 years older than the usual college
students. They are, by and large, already in the work force. The
may be single parents. They are people who are upgrading, upskill-
ing, going back to work, adding a new discipline or refreshing their
existing bag of knowledge and skills.
. At the moment, many of these students are ineligible for finan-
cial aid. Because of the rules and regulations we work under, less
of them proportionately are recipients of student financial aid than
the usual college age population.

I would point out, by way of underscoring title VII, which deals
with facilities and equipment, we have undertaken studies here in
Indiana which indicate that many of our academic facilities are
two decades old. Of course, the equipment that is in them is equal-
ly ancient. If we are going to remain of the cutting edge in educat-

-
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ing our young people, our unconventional students in the modern
ways, we must renovate and repair and rehabilitate facilities and
the equipment.

I would point to the wisdom of our higher education commission
in our State in having approved a formula for repair and rehabili-
tation this past session of the general assembly. This is going to go
a long way to help the State-reﬁated institutions in meeting some of
those needs. It would be wonderful if a similar recognition could
take place at the Federal level.

Finally, title IX, which deals with graduate education and re-
search, is one that is of great importance to us, not only in Indiana,
but really nationally and internationally. If this Nation is going to
regain its competitive edge in economic development, we are going
to have to do better than having only 16 percent college graduates
in our population and only 2 percent of the population with ad-
vanced degrees. It is clear that one of the best investments in our
future would be the support of graduate fellowships, assistantships.
And the opportunity to conduct research which will enable us to be
a productive Nation in economics internationally.

We currently in this State have most of graduate education con-
centrated in the large institutions. I am unhappy that Purdue has
one of the smallest graduate education programs in the Big Ten.
We have only 6,300 students pursuing master’s and Ph.D. degrees,
and that is at the same time that we stand second only to MIT in
terms of sponsored support and contractual research.

We have an opportunity here to educate a great many more
young people in the various specialties and subspecialties impor-
tant to this country

Thank you very much for allowing me a chance to be with you.

Senator QUAYLE. Thank you very much.

And now we will turn to the president of Indiana University
where they were responsible for my law school education and my
wife's, I might add, at Indianapolis.

Dr. BEerING. I knew I would lose on that.

‘ Senator QUAYLE. Her heart is still at Purdue I will have to con-
ess.

Dr. Ryan.

Dr. RyaN. My name is John Ryan, and I am president of Indiana
University. And on behalf of the university I want to thank you for
this opportunity to declare my support and the university’s support
for the recommendations from the Indiana Conference on Higher
Education.

This rather bold statement stems from our conviction that Feder-
al assistance to the colleges and universities of the country and
this State’s Federal assistance is indispensible if we are going to
provide the education and research that our society needs. And we
say that on the basis of the history of the Higher Education Act
which has served us very well.

And while we have many needs not presently provided by that
act, and modifications to suggest as a result of the process of reau-
thorization, if nothing more, were achieved than to reauthorize the
continuation of that act as it now presently assists us, that would
be indeed a substantial support for higher education and independ-
ent public colleges in this country.
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So I do not want to leave you or the committee or the Congress
with the thought that the progress will not be possible unless we
make changes in the act. And now having said that, I would like to
propose some changes that we would like you to consider.

There will be a panel, I think, later that will deal with details of
Federal programs of student assistance. We do wish to emphasize
the importance of the student assistance titles of the Higher Edu-
cation Act.

Indiana University su%ports the recommendations contained in
the document prepared through the cooperative work of the public
and independent colleges and universities in Indiana, and I want to
thank you for your complimentary remarks about the effort by all
of the campuses, the faculties and the presidents of those institu-
tions in coming to a consensus position and a unanimity in support
of the reauthorization and of the importance of reauthorization
a}r:d the priorities we seek, we share in terms of the proposals for
the act.

Even though you will have a pan:l that will concentrate on stu-
dent assistance, I still would like to make a few observations with
regard to student assistance. Our needs for sustained and even in-
creased Federal aid in assistance to students is as great as it has
ever been.

College costs—this will come as no surprise to you-~will continue
to increase at a level greater than inflation. Part of the reason is
we are still trying to recover from the years when our funding did
not keep pace with our inflation experience, and thus with our
costs.

Indiana University last year, 1984-85, the Federal Government
provided a quarter of our financial aid funds. And if you add the
Government Guaranteed Loan Program to that total, Federal
sources account for 74 percent of the funds available for financial
aid to students at Indiana University. Nearly three-quarters of the
aid received by Indiana University in one way or another can be
traced to the Federal sources.

In your request with regard to today’s testimony, you asked that
I comment on ways to find savings in programs. I would like to em-
phasize a few points made in the conference document, points that
might lead to a better use of Federal funds.

The Congress has suggested in its budget resolution that expendi-
tures in the GSL, Guaranteed Student Loan Program, be reduced.
We believe that if savings are to be accomplished, they can be ac-
complished in this program, for example, by requiring a needs test
for all loan applicants regardless of the family income. In addition,
it might be possible to achieve some savings by establishing the
market adjustment allowance and the other administrative costs
reimbursements at a level that will still allow an adequate return
to the lenders but at a more realistic level, and I think this point
had been made by one of my colleagues earlier.

We cannot forget the private capital availability. It is very im-
portant in financing higher education. So we must assure a reason-
able return to lenders whom our students and their families count
upon in order to retain the participation of those lenders.

At Indiana University, 57 percent—57 percent—of the financial
aid administered by our offices of scholarship and financial aids is
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in the form of borrowing. We obviously are in no position to recom-
mend to you anything that would diminish participation of private
capital in this way. By the same token, we believe we should be
cautious that we not overburden graduates with a debt which is
either too great or repayment conditions that are discouraging to
timely and full retirement of that debt.

A proper balance we think—I know my colleague join me in
this—a proper balance must be achieved between grants and loans
and the employment earnings ot meeting student needs. There is a
growing consensus. We think that the definition of the independent
student needs to be redefined. We must not leave out the tradition-
al family role and the provision of financial support for education.

Senator, I should like to conclude my comments this morning be-
cause I have a statement that has been filed with you for the use of
the members of the subcommittee. I would like to conclude my re-
marks with an emphasis of requesting your attention to three
other titles in the Higher Education Act as the matter of reauthor-
ization is considered.

I should like to endorse the statement of my colleague, the presi-
dent of Purdue University, relative to title 7. Title 7 deals with
construction facilities, provisional facilities, costs. It is a title that
has been in the act since the beginning of the act, but has suffered
from a long, long drought of any funding. And I think, as you
heard from him, the signs are on every campus in the country, es-
pecially when it comes to research facilities, that our universities
are falling behind in their adequacy of facilities.

Second, with respect to title 7, we urge your attention to support
funding for equipment and instrumentation so that the very best of
our students who are preparing to be at the forefront of our science
investigation prepare themselves with state of the art equipment.
Not to do so in effect lengthens their preparation time because
thfy must continue after their formal degree time to prepare them-
selves.

The second title I would just simply make reference to is title 6,
the title under which the Federal Government has provided funds
for the support of national centers and area studies and for the
teaching of foreign language. I believe a healthy sign in our educa-
tional circles in this country is a renewed emphasis on preparing
the best of our population to be conversant with other cultures and
their languages. Support from the level of some $30 million a year
to perhaps double that in support of the 90 centers and the various
elementary, secondary and outreach, and university programs,
would be in order.

And, finally, just an observation regarding title 9. I believe that
in the Congress and within the university and college community
you will find there are some innovative and exciting new ideas rel-
ative to the provision of support for graduate students and their
studies, as well as support for the institutions upon which they are
dependent. And I commend you in careful study of those.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Ryan follows:]
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President John W. Ryan

Indiana Unfversity

United States Senate Sub-Committee Hearing:

"Reauthorization, Higher Education Act"®

South Bend, Indiana

September 9, 1985

(The fo‘l‘lowin? remarks were pr:rred for delivery by President Ryan
during a hearing conducted by the Sub-Committee on Education, Arts, and
Humanities of the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee, Senator
Dan Quayle presiding at the University of Notre Dame, South Bend,
Indiana, on Monday, September 9, 1985.)

Greetings and acknowledgeents.

Indiana University welcomes this opportunity to speak to you in
support of federal assistance as a continuing priority to provide the
instruction and research our society needs.

Student Assistance Programs

1 understand, Senator, that another panel will deal in detail
with federal programs of student assistance. Indiana University is
supportive of the propositions which are contained in the
“Recosmendations for Reauthorization® which has been compiled by the
Indiana Conference of Higher Education. And, financial aid directors
will provide you with specific and detailed proposals for improving
the Higher Education Act. However, 1 do want to make a few
observations about this important part of the legislation.

Our need for sustained, and increased, support from the federal
government is as great as it has ever been. College costs continue to
rise at a level greater ﬂ!lll inflation as we attempt to recoup from
the years where our eests datd not kQep pace with our expenses. At
Indfana University, in 1984-85, the federal government provided 243 of

our financial afd funds. If you add the government guaranteed loan
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program to this figure, 73.7% of our student aid funds came directly
from the federal government or lenders with government guarantees.
Recently, the General Assembly, has increased appropriations for the
programs adeinistered by the State Student Assistance Commission. As
significant as these increases are, the need remains strong for
substantial federal support {f our nation 1s to achieve the goal of
providing an opportunity for all of its citizens capable of benefiting
from a higher education.

In your request of me to testify today you asked that I comment
on “ways to find savings 1n the programs.” 1 would 11ke to emphasize
a few points made in the e%“&o%mnt which could lead to a
better use of federal funds..

The Congress has suggested in 1ts budget resolution, expenditures
in the Guaranteed Student Loan (6SL) program would be reduced. We
believe that savings can be accomplished 1n this program by requiring
a needs test for all loan applicants, regardiess of family income. In
addition, 1t may be possible to achieve savings by establishing the
market adjustment allowance and other adeinistrative cost
reimbursements at a level which wf11 sti11 allow an adequate return to
lender's. Private capital availability 1s very important in financing
higher education and we must assure a reasonable return to lenders to
retain their participation.

The rapid and very large growth in the GSL program has provided
much needed aid to students. At Indiana University 56.8% of the
financial aid adwinistered by our Offices of Scholarships and
Financial Aids is in the fﬁn of borrowing. We pust be cautious that
we do not overburden our graduates with a debt which 1s either too
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great or repayment conditions do not encourage timely and full
retirement of the debt. A proper balance must be :hieved between
grants, loans, and employment earnings in meeting the needs of
students .

There is a growing consensus that the definition of the
"{ndependent student” needs to be altered. We must not forsake the
traditional role of the family for providing funds for higher
education, Where families can make a contribution toward educational
expenses they should be expected to do so. An artificial definition
which makes 1t too easy for students to become emanicipated from their
parents diverts funds from the truly needy. Several proposals have
been advanced for a tightening of the definition and 1 hope that the
Congress will carefully consider thes.

Another area 1n which savings could be possible is to
decentralize the Pell Grant delivery system. Not only might savings
result, but the procedures by which students apply and receive Pell
Grant funds can be improved upon by permitting the Multiple Data Entry
(MDE) agencies to process all transactions related to the Pell
program. Institutions are willing to aid in the development of a new,
streamlined, approach to administering this program. If it {s
possible through reauthorization to encourage the administration to
consider an alternative delivery system we would support {t.

Title VI - International Education

Title V1 has demonstrated what can be achieved through the
comb’nation of Federal support and university initiative. The
national peed for a substantial capability in foreign language and
area studies knowledge, recognized in the first authorization of Title
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VI, has not diminished. It grows in importance to our mation's
dealings with an increasingly complex and unpredictable world.

The language of reauthorization and the modifications recommended
on behalf of the higher education community by ACE-AAU-NASULGC
represent our understanding of changes needed in the language of Title
V1 to adapt 1ts successful formula to the requirements of a much
changed world.

Ne recommend a greater emphasis on the teaching of spoken
language and the development of verifiable and testable techniques for
teaching spoken language skills in the less commonly taught languages.

We seek a strengthening of the ability to improve undergraduate
education in language and area studies. And we look for ways to
{mprove the stability of the funding mechanisas that support this long
term program,

Title VII - Construction

We believe Title VII should be flexible enough to provide funding
for construction and equipment. Mhile 1t 1s true that the useful
11fetime of a science building is approximately 15 years, a modern
facility serves 1ittle purpose 1f the equipment it houses 1s out of
date, However, only in the broadest sense would we argue for
equipment funding as a priority over construction because, from time
to time, the needs of a university will vary, a condition which
frequently reflects the amount of support provided these categories on
the state level. In the final amalysis, what 1s needed are adequate
facilities and current, state-of-the-art instrumentation. Substantive
and on-going federal support is vital to successful research efforts.

Before concluding my remarks and at risk of stating the obvious I

want to emphasize the Higher Education Act has strengthened our

universities and colleges and most certainly deserves

reauthorization. 1 congratulate the committee for the work 1t is

undertaking in revising the act to e_fficient'ly and effectively address

our nation's present and future challenges. Y
Thank you.
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Senator QuAYLE. Thank you very much.

Now the commissioner of higher education who tries to put all
this together, Dr. Clyde Ingle.

Dr. INGLE. Thank you, Senator.

I am pleased, on behalf of the Indiana Commission for Higher
Education, to have the opportunity to speak to the reauthorization
for the Higher Education Act.

My comments today come from the perspective of a State level
official reporting to a citizen commission which has the responsibil-
ity to view higher education from the State level perspective. From
that perspective, I would like to recognize and emphasize today the
unique partnership which exists between the Federal Government
and the State governments in higher education. In doing so, I ac-
knowledge that uniquely American invention, the Federal system,
and suggest that the Federal-State partnership in higher education
is zla good example of why our system of government has worked so
well.

Rather than speak to the various specific parts of the act under
consideration, I would like to briefly outline some of the major di-
mensions of the partnership in Indiana. I will then stress what I
perceive to be the highest priority programs in the partnership and
then close with a general suggestion for the reauthorization proc-
ess.

Regarding the Federal-State partnership in higher education and
in Indiana, in 1984-85, the Federal investment in the operating
budgets of Indiana higher education represented 9.3 percent of the
total for the public institutions, and 4.9 percent for the independ-
ent institutions. The remaining 90.7 percent of the public operating
budgets came from the following sources: 19.7 percent, student fees;
37.4 percent, State appropriations; 33.4 percent, other income from
the sale of services, hospital fees, return from endowments, et
cetera.

For the independent institutions, the portion of operating budg-
ets remaining after the Federal investment was 95.1 percent
broken down as follows: 48.5 percent from student fees; 2.1 percent
from State appropriations; and 46.3 percent from other income,
principally sales and services, hospital fees, gifts and income from
endowment, et cetera.

Placed in context then, the Federal investment in higher educa-
tion in Indiana is relatively low as a portion of the total invest-
ment from the State, from students and from private contributors.
Having established this perspective, I do not wish to suggest that
the Federal investment 1s unimportant. In fact, it is not only im-
portant, it is in certain areas critical.

Briefly, I would like to turn to the most critical area of Federal
investment which, from my perspective, is student financial assist-
ance. Here I will elaborate briefly on the Federal-State partnership
in this area in Indiana.

In 1983-84, of $89.58 million invested directly by government in
financial assistance in 1ndiana, 75 percent came from Federal
sources. This did not include the Federal subsidy of student loans
which would increase this sum substantially. During that year, of a
total of 139,434 full-time students, we estimate that 51 percent re-
ceived financial support from the financial aid system.

37



31

The Indiana Conference of Higher Education, in its recommenda-
tions for reauthorization of the 1985 act, has placed highest priori-
ty upon student assistance. The data above indicates why higher
education officials in Indiana see student assistance as being the
primary area of Federal activity. We in Indiana have a serious con-
cern for this program area for a number of reasons.

First, the State, together with the Federal Government, has a
basic commitment to the principle of providing opportunities for
citizens to advance themselves to the maximum extent possible via
education This opportunity has always been critical to the Nation’s
welfare. Today, however, this opportunity is perhaps more critical
than ever to the national and to the State’s future Thus, when we
look to funds available for assisting our students to pursue a higher
education, we find a niarked decline in funds available.

For example, in 1977-78, we estimate that the total maximum
State and Federal grants would have met approximately 100 per-
cent of the average costs of attendance at public institutions and 80
gercent of the average costs at independent institutions. In 1984-

5, maximum grants would meet less than 55 percent of average
costs at public institutions and less than 50 percent at independent
campuses. .

At the national level, recent analysis from the college board
shows that grants awarded to students declined in constant dollars
by 27.8 percent in the period from 1980-81 to 1984-85. This oc-
curred during a period when the cost of attendance increased
during the same period from 20.7 percent in the private university
to 8 percent in the public community college. The net impact, we
believe, is to reduce the opportunity for students from lower
income families to attend college.

The most notable example in Indiana is the participation of
black students, which declined 2.5 percent from 1982-83 to 1983-84,
continuing a decline which began in 1980. In view of the critical
role which minority youth must play in the work force in the years
ahead, this becomes a major State as well as a national problem.
While the decline in resources is not the only cause of this prob-
lem, it certainly is a contributing factor.

I would like to close by suggesting two propositions for your con-
sideration in the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act.

First, in order for the Federal-State partnership in higher educa-
tion to continue to be a healthy one, it is important that consider-
ation be given to those activities which can best be performed from
the Federal level and those which are best performed at the State
and at the institutional level. There is always a tendency for us at
the State level to want to get involved in matters which are best
performed at the institutional level. Likewise, from time to time,
there has been the tendency at the Federal level to get involved in
activities which are bes* performed at the State level. The result is
inefficiency at best and mischief at worst.

I would urge a working rule of thumb for programs under the
Higher Education Act which requires convictions that the program
can be better initiated in Washington than at the State house. If
the evidence is not convincing that this is the case, then the Feder-
al Government should probably not become involved.
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A second proposition which I would suggest is that very hard and
deliberate priorities be established for Federal investment in
higher education. There is always the tendency for various inter-
ests to be expressed via Federal legislation. In a period of very re-
stricted resources, it is more critical than ever to determine which
activities under the act are of highest priority for the national in-
terests. Others should be dropped.

Such leadership, I believe, is necessary to sort out the key Feder-
al priorities and focus resources on these priorities to ensure the
largest return per dollar invested. A unique feature of the Indiana
Conference position on the reauthorization is that it has recom-
mended priorities and has not followed the easy route suggesting
that all activities are of equal value.

These two propositions are easy to articulate and much harder to
implement. I understand. Nevertheless, I believe that they are crit-
ical to the future role of the Federal Government in higher educa-
tion and for establishing the favorable pattern and climate for a
gruitful Federal-State partnership in higher education in the
uture.

I urge your leadership in implementing these two principles in
the reauthorization process.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak to the reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act.

Senator QuayLE. Thank you very much, Dr. Ingle. And thank all
the panelists very much for their oral testimony. The written testi-
mony will be a part of the record.

I have got two areas 1 want to probe a little bit. One is the pres-
ervation of access. But the que: a is not only on access, but
should there be an automatic guarantee that not only access but
also choice of any university without any limitations no matter
what the costs may be.

And the second area I want to proble a little bit on is how we
should approach, and what kind of policy implementation and
thinking we ought to target for the nontraditional student which is
the growing student population.

Let us first take this access versus choice. Now we all support
access. I mean that is what title IV of the Higher Education Act is
all about. Access, whether it is through grants, through loans,
through better forms of financial assistance. And the basic princi-
ple and philosophy has been well documented and something ev-
erybody supports. By and large, everybody supports access.

But once you get into the access, the question comes particularly
with the limitation of Federal resources; should the access be given
to the student to choose any university that he wants and, there-
fore, that the loan or the grant, if they be up for the grant, should
match that contribution, or should there be a drawing line on cost,
so to speak?

Dr. Ryan pointed out the concern he had about making the stu-
dent in debt upon graduation, which I think is a concern. If you
take a student that goes to a university and gets a loan, not a
grant, and they get up to $12,000, $15,000 a year, you multiply that
times four, that is a fairly heavy debt obligation. And I think with
thet we have got to think about this.
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One of the propositions that has been advanced, and maybe you
can comment on it specifically, or look at it in a broader policy def-
inition, national terms, is that the amount of loan that a student is
going to receive would be, say, cut off at $7,500 or thereabouts. In
other words, a student could receive a loan or grants, if they are
eligible in the needy category, up through $7,500. But beyond that,
there are going to have tu be some other options that will be avail-
able to the student.

Now, obviously you may get a split in thinking with perhaps
many of the colleges and universities with tuition costs below
$7,500, will say, “Well, there is no problem there. It would not
affect us.” On the other hand, the universities that are not below
that, gick my alma mater, are higher than $7,500 today, and you
probably get a little bit different thinking there. I know the admin-
istration sulpports a cap; they support a much lower cap. They first
suggested, 1 think, a $4,000 cap which was really very unrealistic.

he cost of’going to the school is an issue that we ought to take a
close examination of. Is the cap on aid a good idea? If not, why not?
It is one of the ones I have thought a lot about. It is not an easy
question but will be discussed if I have a say. I do not know what
the Congress is going to do, but it is certainly one that is going to
be talked about a great deal.

If we could just go down the line.

Dr. Schnabel.

Dr. ScHNABEL. Just one question. The figure you used, is that cu-
mulative or single year?

Senator QUAYLE. Single year.

Dr. ScHNABEL. No. 1, the resort to loans is always after we have
exceeded all other available sources. That is to say, grants that
come through with a Pell program or supplementary program or
college work study. Students borrow or should borrow no more
than they have by way of remaining need after their family consid-
erations and other grants can be provided.

At the present time, we are not at the $7,50 limit per year for
GSL. That is what you are referring to?

Senator QuayLE. GSL.

Dr. ScuNABEL. Combined?

Senator QUAYLE. Total.

Dr. ScuNaBEL. Was $7,500 the combination of the grant——

Senator QUAYLE. Total combination of all grants—GSL, NDSL,
all loan and grant programs afforded by the Government.

The thinking would be that, as I said, one, the debt problem; two,
you know perhaps that will provide access, yes, but limited amount
of access. And any kind of percentage that perhaps will hold the
costs down.

Dr. ScunaBeL. Well, I suppose one could meaningfully set a limit
if one could also assure that there were a cap on inflation. That is
the problem we have been running into.

The cost of public and independent institutions have necessarily
risen while the sources of funds or grants has not. And that is
what escalated the use of loans.

At one time, for example, in the independent sector 5 years ago,
the amount of money that the students borrowed was a far greater
proportion of their total bill than it is now. And it has declined
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such that at that time we had 24 percent of our students movin
into GSL's, and today it in 74 porcent because the gap is there, an
the only way to close that gap is by loans

f you are ting. therefore. that a combination of work,
grant. and loan be st at $7.000, or swomething like this, this would
work only insofar ne we are in a point right now. and that we
would remain at it This is adequate to enable students to have
bith scoews and choice. And you mean by that an opportunity to
pursue an education that suits their aspirations and tg\m{ abilities,

If we can got 2010 inflation. we can surely then remain within
‘:Sg

Senator Quavis. m.%n point out that, obviously, if you wet an
arbitrary figure of 7,500, or whatever it would be, you are not
mng to g!" complete freedom of choice. | think that is implicit in

80, if you are saying that they ought to have absolute choice and
therefore. the loans and grants that are available for what-
the cost would be, then you would come down and say, “They
have as much choice as possible without the funds." Be-
will deny some choice because these loans would obvious-
m in some colleges and universities that would be over.
ve to figure out a way through their own foundations
hatever (0 make up the difference. So that is a policy question.
. Beering.
. Bezming. Well, 1 have mixed emotions about it because life
is not quite as idealistic as we are assuming it to be by
everyone has total choice and total access. There are man
factore, “mn ic and cultural and ethnic and the capabili-
of student and special interests that he or she
have in terms of professional and vocational goals. So it is a
very large mixture of factors that enter into it.
this point in time, | would be comfortable with a $75,000 or
if were to couple it with a price inflater to take care
's concern t the inflation. But the history of
that we have lived with has relatively the same
available. And s0, in essence, we have been ra-
ilable doliars in the face of rather severe increases
-.-.'o;ﬂﬁ about it for that reason as well.

Rvan. Senator, | ink &onn are some elements to the idea

some .
Por the record, let me say that Indiana University itself would
have no particular difficulty with that level of combined support.
Mdnnmmmumlhnn t of in the last 30 sec-

y be as brilliant a 30 seconds as 30 seconds
can be. which is not very brilliant for an Irishman like me.

1 wonder about the wisdom of any kind of cap that
%mmwvdluhhmltmmw;mtptmro‘;
social ' reasons in a grant t is important
have the wik and diffusion

among the popu-

an individual is determined, it is
the individual, of the student or
to pursue education at all and to pursue it at a particu-
place that creates a variation of the cost level.
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What I am really trying to say is that the Federal Government's
allocation of funds or grants is a current expenditure to buy a cap-
ital asset, namely a more highly educated member of society. Fed-
eral funds invested in loans is an investment. It is an investment
that provides a return in the form of a capital asset.

It seems to me the loan choice to the individual is the amount
of—is the cost of the mone{‘, that is, interest that is charged, as
against _his employinent of his own increased capital asset in his
future. That is why I suggest examining the idea of it more.

And if one were to move in the direction of fixing the total, of
capping Federal funding for a student for 1 year, I would be un-
comfortable with applf'ing that to loans, as uncomfortable as I am
with loans being too h ﬂgh.

Loan money is a different kind of money than grant money, and
I think there is a different argument to be made relative to cap. I
say that mindful of the fact that we cannot be indifferent to the
cost experience of the nonpublic institutions of the country for the
very practical reason that if we are, pretty soon we will find that
others are indifferent to the cost experience of public institutions
of this country.

Also, I think, that preservation of the quality and integrity of the
non-public system is as important to us as any other feature of our
own public system.

nd, point I would make—is more tactical than financial. You
are more expert than I in observing the life cycle of policies and
programs and decisions in the Congress, and so what I am about to
say may be extraordinarily naive or way off the mark. But if it is’
not, then I would like you to give some attention to it in terms of
this suggestion about fixed dollar cap cumulative of all Federal
programs. I refer to creating an irresistible attractiveness to
change the mix of funds that are available in support—financial
aid support for students.

What do I mean by that? If there is a fixed cap for all programs,
some at least would be encouraged to maximize the amount of loan
funds involved in that mixed cap and minimize the amount of
grant funds. This could be counter productive by im/properly influ-
encing student decisions about choice of career and/or institution.

The temptation, if there is a fixed amount is to maximize within
that fixed amount the part that a student has to repay. I think we
ought to examine that possibility. That would not be the intention
perhaps of such a policy, but it could well be the result.

Senator QUAYLE. There has got to be a proper balance. There is
no doubt about it.

Dr. Ingle.

Dr. INGLE. Senator, I would, first of all, urge extreme caution in
sc}s‘ttjng up a situation where was a tradeoff between access and
choice.

In my judgment, the principle of promoting the equality of op-
portunity involves the opportunity to choose among institutions. It
seems to me that if we had this tradeoff situation defined, then we
w#l :jnd up having a lively conflict between sector which we cannot
afford. .

So I would urge that we think in terms of how best to promote
opportunity and reduce the stress of the tradeoff which has been
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described. It has been over the year, but 1 would still like to raise
caution about it.

Second, the proposition of a cap, as you have presented it here, I
am not sure what the assumption is about an individual self-help
component of the costs of attendance. And I would assume that one
of our propositions here might be to ensure that all students are
making some reasonable and tough self-help contribution.

I would stress it seems to me that there exists today for lower
income students a real cap on available resources to the extent
that, in my judgment, we are ending up with a reduction in partici-
pation in the very areas where we cannot afford it. So, rather, the
practical cap is to reduce the cost to the Federal budget is a formal
policy cap or whether, in fact, it is a rationing cap which is the
result of where we are today.

It seems to me we need to back up and ask what is the practical
impact of the opportunity of either of these caps.

Now I would offer very quickly in closing the thought that we
have no problem from a State level perspective with caps. In fact,
we have implemented in the last legislative session the principle
that no student who chooses to go to a private institution should be
receiving more public money than if that person chose to go to the
lowest cost public institution. The principle, therefore, is that we
support choice, but it is not an unlimited choice. It is a choice that
one has to be willing to pay.

So the principle of cap, in my judgment, does not interfere with
the principle of accesss and choice and, broader, principle of equal
opportunity.

nator QuayLE. OK.

In deference to our time constraints, I am going to have to save
that question for another panel. We have been on this for an hour.
With five panels, I will get out of here at 2 o’clock. That is way
begond the time I have to report back to duty.

o, gentlemen, thank you very much. We will be looking to the
board for future ideas and future communications on this issue.

Next, Dr. Summers, Mr. Lamkin, Mr. Conti, Dr. Helman, Mr.
Martin.

OK. Leadoff batter, Dr. Phil Summers, president of Vincennes
University.

Welcome and proceed.

STATEMENTS OF DR. PHILLIP M. SUMMERS, PRESIDENT, VIN-
CENNES UNIVERSITY, AND PRESIDENT, INDIANA CONFERENCE
OF HIGHER EDUCATION, VINCENNES, IN; GERALD 1. LAMKIN,
PRESIDENT, INDIANA VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL COLLEGE, IN-
DIANAPOLIS, IN; A.W. (TONY) CONTI, PRESIDENT, INTERNA-
TIONAL BUSINESS COLLEGE, FORT WAYNE, IN; DR. A. BLAIR
HELMAN, PRESIDENT, MANCHESTER COLLEGE, NORTH MAN-
CHESTER, IN; AND DR. ROBERT E. MARTIN, PRESIDENT, INDE-
PENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES OF INDIANA, INC,, IN-
DIANAPOLIS, IN

Dr. SumMMERS. Many of the people in the first panel acknowl-
edged the Indiana Conference of Higher Education and what has
been achieved in that report. And I would want to acknowledge
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that Dr. Joe Giusti, sitting here in front, cnordinated that effort,
and Betsy Brand from your staff was an important person too.

Senator QuayLE. Thank you.

Dr. SuMMERs. The other thing I would want to know is this is a
landmark year, if I am correct. About 200 years ago, the Federal
Government got into the business of helping higher education with
the ordinance of 1785. In fact, that is how Vincennes University
was founded, with 23,000 acres of land that came from that grant.
And we have been successful in having Federal support ever since.

The 1965 authorization was landmark legislation. And again this
year the reauthorization will probably result in landmark legisla-
tion in terms of Federal assistance to Higher Education. Vincennes
University is the 39th oldest college in the United States. And
today there are 1,200 technical colleges, community colleges, junior
colleges. 1 thought you might like to hear what this act does for
one college in the State that you represent, Vincennes University.

I am not going to speak to all of the titles, but some that are
very important to us. Title III, the strengthening developing insti-
tutions funds. We received a number of grants from that title total-
ing approximately $2.4 million.

Vincennes University is a teaching institution. Instruction is
critical. Those dollars helped us become what we hope would be
one of the best community colleges in the United States in terms of
serving disadvantaged students. We also received a challenge grant
through that title III which allowed us to have the first computer
aided design, the CAD system, for educational purposes, in the
Midwest. Resulting from that Federal assistance has been some
unique programs such as Roboties degree program which was the
first in Indiana.

Our recommendation in terms of title III is that the Secretary
would give preference to those institutions that have been previ-
ously funded and demonstrated their ability to achieve the goals of
that title. Also preference should be given to those institutions that
have been able to institutionalize the activities that were developed
through that grant.

Our eligibility has been continued. We will be applying for an-
other grant under that title, and it definitely serves disadvantaged
students. At Vincennes University we have an open door admission
policy, and we have a great number of students who come to VU
for our services for the disadvantaged student.

Title IV, you have heard much discussion of that. The informa-
tion that I would share with you is 78 percent of our full-time stu-
dents on the Vincennes' campus qualified for financial aid. That is
somewhere around 3,600 students last year with approximately $5
million being received.

I would tell you a personal reference in terms of financial aid. I
think I was probably one of the first students at Indiana University
in the year 1959 to receive a national defense student loan. I know
how important financial aid is because that was the only hope I
had of finishing my degree. Recently that was brought back to my
mind when I met in our administration building a lady with two
small children in her arms asking for the financial aid office. She
said she had to have help because that was the only hope she had
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for her future life, to get a good education. I believe that is what
that title is to do, to provide access and hope for all.

In terms of the other titles, I would speak very briefly to the con-
struction title, the facilities title. We have received about $3 mil-
lion, almost $4 million from this title. The new emphasis should be
on reconstruction or remodeling. That is going to be crucial in the
future.

I would also want to state that in title X, we have been able to
help a significant number of welfare mothers. VU has a program
that has been developed and institutionalized, and we have over
150 people that we have tried to help through that program.

Hope. I mentioned that Vincennes University was founded be-
cause people believed if freedom and opportunity was going to be
possible and exist on the frontier, they had to have education. I be-
lieve that the need is even greater today.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Summers follows:]

45



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

39

Testimony of Phillip M. Summers, Ph.D

President of Vincennes University

Before the Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities,

Senate Labor and Resources Committee

September 9, 1985

South Bend, Indiana

Mr. Cheirman and Members of the Subcommittee: I am Phillip Summera, President
of Vincennes University. Thank you for the opportunity to speak upon the

resuthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

It is eppropriate that, two decades after passage of the Higher Education
Act of 1965, this Subcommittee should hold hearinge upon its reauthorization
here in Indiana. For, two decades after the enactment of the ordinance of
1785 (the nation's first legislation to extend general aid to public higher
education through grants of public land), the citizens of frontier Indiana
petitioned Congress for Federal assistance. The successful result of that
petition was the establishment, in 1806, of Indiana's first institution of

higher ed ion, Vi University.

While it took two decades for Indiana's citizens and Vincennes University to
receive benefits from the ordinance of 1785, they have received assiatance each
and every year from the Higher Education Act. Vincennes University and those
it serves have been assisted under most titles of the Act. Specifically, the
University and ita studenta have received assistance uynder Title I, Continuing
and Community Education; Title II, College Library Assistance; Title III,
Instructional Aid; Title IV, Student Assistance; Title VII, Construction of
Academic Pacilities and Title X, Fund for the Improvement of Poat Secondary

Education.

I would like to rhare with you some examples of how the Higher Education Act
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has served tha students of Vincennes University and the citizens of Indiana.

Although it only receivad $27,000 through Title I, Continuing and Community
Education, these funds enabled the University to meet the special needs of

adults and businesses through workshops and seminars. Unfortunately, at a

time when rasponse to those apecial needs of adults and communities is be-

coming {acreaaingly urgent, Congress has chosen not to fund the program

designed to meet those needs.

The $150,000 granted Vincennes University through Title II, College Library
Assistance, supplemented the Univeraity's purchases of library materials.
These funds, discontinued this year, after eight years of decline, are sorely

missed.

The programs which have played the most decisive roles in enabling Vincennes
University to reapond to the needs of Indiana students have been Title III,
Institutional Aid and Title IV, Student Assistance. We continue to regard

these titles as the twin keystones of any legislation to assist higher education.

Vincennea University has received approximately 2.4 million dollars through Title
II1, Developing Institutions Program. Through the early Basic Program

of Title III, the University led & consortium of midwest junior colleges

in assisting faculty to develop individualized instruction techniques and
audio-tutorial teaching methoda, so that students could learn at their

own individual rates.

Through two long-term Advanced Program grants, the Univeraity was able to
improve its performance in instruction, in student services and in administra-

tive and financial management. During the eight years that these projects
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axisted, faculty improved existing courses and shaped new courses, complete
study skill-assistance and tutorial programs were developed to meet the needs
of University studants, and computerization of financial and management infor-
mation greatly aided decision-making and fiscal management. Computerization
of financial aid records resulted in both better management and better ser-

vice to students.

Four yeara ago, Vincennes University was awarded a Title III Challenge Grant.
Of special significance was the matching of federal funds with private dollars
for the purchase of high tech equipment. With the assistance of this grant,

Vincennes University eatablished the first Computer Aided Design (CAD) system

in the midweat for educational purp . This Title III grant enabled the
development and improvement of & number of courses (including Indiana's first

robotics program).

We aupport the continuation of Title III, and its present programs. However,
vwe recommend that the Secretary give preference to those institutions formerly
funded under this Title which clearly demonstrate the institutionalization of
previously funded activities. And, we ask that all colleges which aerve dis-

advantaged students have equal accesa to the program.

Title IV's financial aid grants and loana are extremely important to the
students we serve. Last year, 3,667 students (78 percent of our full-time stu-
dents on the Vincennes campus) received over 5 million dollars in grants and
loans through its provisions. While we recognize the need for careful manage-
ment of these funds, we suggest that some flexibility must be maintained by

the institution to mect the legitimate needs of those it gerves. Especially
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urgent is racognition of the nesds of tha part-time and adult gtudent. For in-
stancs, under present law, tha dapandent of an individusl making 12,000 dollars
8 yasr would bs sligible for all forms of financisl eid. Tha parant, howevar,

would ba aligible for no sssistanca. Wa suggest that equity ia lacking.

Vincennes Univeraity is tha only Indisns institution of higher education to
aponsor four (Upwsrd Bound, Spac?!  Services, Talent Search and Veterans Upward
Bound) of five TRIO programs and has one of Indians's oldest Upward Bound
Programs. Annually, tha Univeraity receives over one-helf million dollars to

support thess programs’ sarvices through Title IV.

The ateff of thass programs, in cooperation with high school teachera

and counselors’d parents and University faculty and ataff, offer support and
services to yofmg men and women from throughout southwest Indiana. This
nation is facing s shortege of educated and skilled young people to meet its
neada. The steff of theae programs nrc.reachins out to aid those who might
othervise never attempt to reach their potential. The Veterans Cost of
Instruction program, woefully underfunded at present, allowed the University

to offer Veterans some aspecial assistance.

In the 1960's and early 1970's, colleges and universities desperately needed
halp to construct buildings to house courses for the increasing student popula-
tion. Through grants totaling 3.6 million dollars, Vincennes University was
assiated in renovating or comstructing twelve classrooms, laboratory and
librery buildings. That need, despite level enrollment, still exists for some
of us. For all of the colleges in Indiana, however, the most pressing
facilities need is for assistance to insulate, renovate and modify existing
buildings. A small investment through Title VII to meet these peeds would

preclude a later need for massive funds to replace these buildings.
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While Vincennas Univeraity has raceived only one three-year grant through Title
X, Fund for the Improvement of Post Secondery Education, we balieve that it ie
an example of yhat may be sccomplished through the judlicioua inveatment of Federal
funde. In 1977 we received s grent to offer displeced homemakera, mothars ra-
caiving A{d to Pmilies with Dependent Children and other disedvantaged adults
sssistance in completing some form of postsecondary educetion. The total
amount of the thrae-year grant wes slightly over 144,000 dollars. Each year
the Program for Adult Student Success enrolls approximately 150 individuals.
Ite greduates leave the welfare rolls and become financially responsible tax
payers. Again, the major deficiency of this program is that go little money is

appropristed to meet the educational program needs of so many.

As cheirman of the Indiana Conference for Higher Education, -t has been my
privilege to preside over ita exhaustive analyeis of the present Act and its
deliberations for recommendations for the Act's reauthorization. Representatives
from each of Indiana's institutions ~- 118 faculty, administrators and staff ~-
formed task forces and examined each Title of the Act carefully, The results

of our deliberations are contained in our final report, "The Higher Education

Act of 1965 ... Recommendations for Resuthorization."

The Act has been characterized as this nation's first coordinated education

progran deaigned to cope with the rising aspirations of young people from every

social class. While we muast maintain emphasis on the education of the young,
I would hope that the Act, when renutho'rized, will be described aa the nation's
first education program deaigned to cope with the rising aspirationg of all

people of gll ages from every segment of society.

Thank You.
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Senator QUAYLE. Thank you very much, Dr. Summers.

Next Mr. Jerry Lamkin, president of Indiana Vocational Techni-
cal College.

Mr. LAMKIN. Senator, as the president of the 22-year-old, State-
supported technical college, we are pleased to have this opportuni-
ty to offer comments with respect to reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act. Specifically I will be addressing four items:

One, the importance of the Federa! student aid programs to stu-
dents and to our institution.

Two, offering suggestions for mechanisms to effect savings in
these programs.

Three, the impact of steadily increasing numbers of adult learn-
ers at our institution and the unique needs for financial aid for this
population.

And, four, strategies to assist adult students in achieving further
education and training.

Ivy Tech, as we are popularly known in Indiana, is a State-sup-
ported institution of postsecondary education. We are the third
largest postsecondary educational institution in the State, enrolling
over 53,000 credit students annually in more than 50 degrees and
technical certificate programs. Sixty percent of our students attend
on a part-time basis. The average age of an Ivy Tech student is 27,
Nearly half are married, and the majority hold some form of em-
ployment.

Created in 1963 by the Indiana General Assembly, it is the mis-
sion of Ivy Tech to provide occupational training of a practical,
technical and semitechnical nature, designed to help Hoosiers meet
individual career goals and, at the same time, to provide a quali-
fied work force to promote the economic development plans of the
State. To that end, Ivy Tech serves the needs of Indiana citizens in
every county through its network of 13 regions with classes offered
in over 40 communities throughout the State.

During 1984-85, Ivy Tech students participated in a variety of fi-
nancial aid programs, many of which were funded through local,
State, and Federal resources. Qut of a total enrollment of 27,692
students, roughly half, or 13,691, students received some form of
;tludealt financial aid with an average award of approximately

,200.

By contrast, if I had appeared before this group 10 years ago, I
would have outlined the financial aid program for Ivy Tech stu-
dents dominated by veterans benefits and consisting of CETA train-
ing, and some BEOG grants and Federal work study.

Five years ago, I would have explained a program in which 4,010
students, or 16 percent of the student enrollment participated in
veterans benefits programs, 937 participated in social security,
3,817 in BEOG, and 1,047 in student loans. Additional students re-
ceived assistance from employers, private scholarships and other
aid programs. The total financial aid recipients amounted to 56
percent of the student population.

Today, fall of 1985—and this data will not be final for another 2
weeks—the trend indicates that student participation in veterans
benefits and social security programs now comprise less than half
of the number of 5 years ago, or less than 10 percent of our entire
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student assistance program. Several hundred students are no
longer eligible for participation in JTPA programs.

Because of the decline or phaseout of these programs, other
campus-based financial aid programs are showing increased rates
of participation and are becoming of greater importance. These
programs include for Ivy Tech: Pell grants, $7.6 million, up 175 per-
cent since 1980; college work study, $534,267, up 25 percent; supple-
mental education opportunity grants, $99,731, up 361 percent; and
guaranteed student loans, $5.9 million, up 110 percent since 1980.

My point, in quickly reviewing the colleges' financial aid pro-
gram over the last 10 years, is to emphasize how the dimension of
the program has changed.

Today, Ivy Tech students rely heavily on Pell grants, guaranteed
student loans, college work study, State grant programs, college fee
remissions and employer assistance and, to a far lesser degree, on
veterans benefits, JTPA and social security benefits.

Perhaps this illustration has afforded a better understanding of
the financial aid picture and of the uniqueness of Ivy Tech students
who are older and are primarily enrolled on a part-time basis. Stu-
dent aid plays an important role in enabling students to obtain
their objectives.

In addition, it enables Ivy Tech to reach its mission of serving
the citizens of Indiana.

Ivy Tech, as a member of the Indiana Conference of Higher Edu-
cation, supports the recommendations for reauthorization issued by
the conference in April of this year. In addition, however, I would
like to address some specific concerns. One, the current student eli-
gibility regulations are restrictive and exclude large numbers of
people, in particular the older and oftentimes employed student in
attendance at Ivy Tech.

We request that these regulations be reviewed and modified to
permit less than half-time students access to student aid programs
which would enable them to finance their educational objectives
while continuing their present employment and supporting their
families. With such flexibility, more adults, minorities, unem-
ployed, and academically underprepared students returning to
school for upgrading or retraining would, for the first time, have
access to the means with which to remove the most significant bar-
rier to their educational objectives; namely, financing.

Second, the specific conclusion of the National Commission on
Student Financial Assistance, that there is no compelling reason to
radically change any of the assistance programs to keep pace with
increased costs, may not fully address the real issue of authoriza-
tion versus appropriation. Ivy Tech concurs that while part of the
problem may be inadequate funding, it may also be the inflexibility
of the programs themselves.

The concept of block grants wherein institutions would have
greater flexibility with Federal student aid dollars is an idea which
should be explored more fully. We believe that the grant support
should be increased, particularly for the neediest students so as to
slow the growing dependence upon student loans and the potential
for default. Such flexibility may also serve to simplify and improve
the delivery system dramatically.
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Third, the validation process associated with the Pell Grant Pro-
gram places an enormous burden on our institution. The unfortu-
nate outcome is that far more time is spent processing voluminous
paperwork, thus diminishing time spent assisting the student with
counseling as to aid options and availability. Obviously, the need
for verification of data is recognized and compelling. One solution
might be to find a better mechanism to gather reliable information
at the time of initial application without the need for subsequent
validation.

Related to this issue is the subject of cost savings. Ivy Tech
would support a revision of the regulations governing administra-
tive cost allowances. Since schools are the ultimate beneficiary of
student assistance programs, it is arguable that participation in the
costs of administration of these programs which enable so many
students to attend our institution who might not have been able to
without such assistance would be a reasonable expectation.

Other cost savings may similarly be possible within the Guaran-
teed Student Loan Programs. A few of the areas which might be
considered are the administrative cost allowances to guarantee
agencies in special allowance payments, subsidies to lenders, and
by perhaps considering the imposition of a requirement for satisfac-
tory academic progress; that is, unsatisfactory progress equals no
renewal of Pell grants; limiting the number of times a student
could change his major without loss of his grant; or targeting the
grants to students studying in fields where a determined shortage
of qualified workers exists.

Finally, while these programs will always require updating,
there is a tremendous need for stabilization. Stability would avoid
the uncertainty created by constantly changing rules and regula-
tions and the timely communication of same.

We, the educational institutions of this great land of ours, the
students, parents, and all those concerned with the future of our
country, depend upon you to not only provide the programs in sup-
port of our common national objectives, but to make them efficient
and workable as possible.

We look forward to working with the Federal Government to ac-
complish this goal, and thank you for giving us the opportunity to
present our views this morning.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator QUAYLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Lamkin.

Next Mr. Tony Conti who is president of the International Busi-
ness College of Fort Wayne.

Mr. Conti.

Mr. ConTi. Senator Quayle, I too appreciate the opportunity to
testify this morning regarding reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act. In addition to representing my institution, I am reflect-
ing the views of the Association of Independent Colleges and
Schools of which IBC is a member.

International Business College has been in existence for 96 years.
It provides comprehensive secretarial and accounting training pri-
marily in 10- to 12-month programs.

IBC students are drawn primarily from middle-income families
and from throughout the State of Indiana and neighboring States.
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Appended to my testimony is a copy of the position paper devel-
oped by the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools re-
garding the Higher Education Act reauthorization. I will not
review each of the items discussed in that position paper but, in-
stead, will highlight those which are important to International
Business College and its students.

Item No. 1: Increase in the loan maximum to at least $3,000 per
year. Increasing the maximum to $3,000 would be a small first step
to provide greater access to postsecondary education for many stu-
dents. Increasingly, a student is dependent on loans for providing a
large part of the cost of attendance because grants and work stud
funds have also not kept pace with the CPI. An increased GS
maximum is particularly important for students attendin private
institutions where, of necessity, tuitions and fees are higher than
at publicly supported institutions.

Item No. 2: A sure access for all eligible students through nondis-
crimination and lender of last resort requirements. Adults return-
ing to school for retraining on a half-time basis have difficulty in
finding a lender. Providing guaranteed access to the GSL Program
would assure that adults seeking retraining would not be denied
that training for financial reasons.

Increasing the special allowance paid to lenders and imposing
stricter due diligence requirements on both lenders and guarantors
will inevitabl[: restrict access to loans to the least creditworthy,
generally in the low-income and/or vocational school student.

Item No. 3: Maintain automatic eligibility for students from fam-
ilies with adjusted gross incomes of less than $30,000.

Current law allows students from families with less than a
$30,000 AGI to be eligible for the GSL in school interest subsidy
and special allowance subsidy. This provision should be maintained
because otherwise a large number of independent students would
be denied access to GSL’s, In spite of the fact that independent stu-
dents making $10,000 to $25,000 a year are presumed to have suffi-
cient funds to pay for their postsecondary education, as determined
by the current needs analysis, realistic costs estimates for finan-
cially supporting a family leave little money to pay for a postsec-
ondary education.

Item No. 4: Changes can be made to reduce defaults and save
money in the GSL Program. Congress should provide that repay-
ment of GSL's be graduated according to the number of years a
student has been out of school. Often students are unable to repay
a GSL during the early years while, at a later date, they have a
much higher income and a greater ability to pay.

Item No. 5: The College Work Study Program should be modified
to allow students attending proprietary institutions to participate
in the College Work Study Program on campus. International Busi-
ness College currently uses college work study funds for its cooper-
ative education students. By pairing two students, we allow them
to fill a single position in nonprofit organizations. However, be-
cause uf the comprehensive and intensive nature of the Business
School Program, it is often difficult for students to find positions in
nonprofit agencies in order to use the college work study funds.

Item No. 6: Eliminate uncertainty in the needs analysis and gen-
eral provisions section of the statute. At International Business
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College. we try to package the student aid funds | year in advance.
Unfortunately. regulatory requirementa (or transcripts in order to
ob}'m; ? Osh;w uncertainty i“h::l wtlm the rumalny c?mr:bullon
wi or the grant program inhibits long-range planning for stu-
denta, their families, and the institutions. Therefore, we recom-
mend that & master calendar be adopted for the delivery of student
financial assistance. and that certain parts of the need analysin be
included in the statute so that the Department of Education's dis-
eretion would be limited.

We. the administration of postsecondary institutions, recognize
that we must form a partnership an legislators, lenders. guaran.
tors, students, their parents and. ultimately. the taxpayers to pro-
vide the best op'poﬂununo possible. | look forward to assisting in
that effort, and | thank you very much.

(The prepared satement of Mr. Conti and the position papers of
the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools follow:)
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TESTIMONY
bY
MR. A.W. CONTI

PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS COLLEGE
: FORT WAYNE, INDIANA

Senetur Queyle end Membere of the Subcommittie, I appreciste the
opportunity to teetify hefore the Subcommittee thie morning regerding
Teuuthorisetion of the Higher Educetfon Act (HEA). 1 em Anthony Conti,
Preeident of International Busineee College (IBC), Fort Weyne, Indiene.
In eddition to representing my inetitution, I will reflect the views of
the Associstion of Independent Colleges and Schoole (AICS), of which 1BC
ie o member.

: International Bueinees College has baen in existencs for 96 yeera.
1t provides comprehensive eecreteriel end eccounting treining primarily
ia ten-to-twelve month progrems. IBC ie recognized by the AICS
Accrediting Commieeion and the Stete of Indiana ee o Junior college,
thereby qualifying it to awerd the essscciste degree. Programs et both
the Fort Weyne end the Indisnapolie echoole begin in July, September,
end February of eech year end thers ere currently 750 etudente enrolled.

IBC etudente ere drewn primarily from middle-income families end
from throughout the Stete of Indiens end neighboring etetes. Dormitory
facilitiee ere provided et both locations. Tuition end feae ere
epproximately $5,000 per ecademic year. IBC hae etrict ettendance end
dress codes and euccessfully places over 95 percent of ite etudente in
Jobe requiring ekille learned st IBC.

Appended to wy testimony ie e copy of the poeition paper developed
by the Association ot Independent Colleges and Schoole regerding the
Bigher Bducetion Act resuthorisatione I will not review each of the

items diecussed in that poeition paper, but ineteed will highlight those
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which are important to Internativnal Business College and its students.

1. INCREASE THE LOAN MAXIMUM TO AT LEAST $3,000 PER YEAR

The current Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) maximum was established
in 1972 when the program was eetablished. Obviously, the $2,500 maximum
has not etayed current with either the Consumer Price Index (CPI) or the
increases in the costs of education since 1972. The reault is an
increasing gep between the cost of education a student must pay and the

tinancial support received to fund a postsecondary education.

Increasing the maximum to $3,000 would be a cmall first step to

provide greater to poet dary education for many students.
Increaeingly, a etudent 18 dependent on loane for providing a large part
of the cost of attendance bo;nuse grants and work study-funds have also
not kept pace with the CPI. An increased GSL maximum ia particularly
important for students attending private institutione where, of
necessity, tuitions and fees are higher than at publically-supported
institutions.

II. ASSURE ACC’3S FOR ALL ELIBIBLE STUDENTS THROUGH NONDISCRIMINATION
AND LENDER OF LAST RESORT REQUIREMENTS

The Guaranteed Student l.oan program was establiahed as an access
program whereiu borrowere would not have to go through a credit check or
other impediments to receive a GSL. The impoeition, by statute or by
program policy, of additional barriers to that univereal acceas will
greatly handicap those very students who need the aid the most in order
to attend posetsecondary imstitutions. Therefore, we recommend that the
HEA include a nondiscriminstion clause which would prevent any lender
and guarantor which participates in the program from diecriminating

against any etudent based on the type of program in which the& are
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entolled, the length of the program, and the attendence of a particular
institution. Moreover, all atatc loan agencies participating in the GSL
program and receiving Federal reinsurance should provide or ensure the
availability of a lender of last resort.

Adults returning to gchool for retraining on a half-time basis have
difficulty in finding & lender. Providing guaranteed access to the GSL
program would assure that adults seeking Tetraining would not be denied
:hné training for financial reasons.

Decreasing the special allowance paid to lenders and imposing
stricter dus diligence requirementa on both lendera and guarantors will
inevitably restrict access to loans to the least creditworthy, generally
the low-income and/or vocational school student. Changes to the law ae
a result of reconciliation and reauthorization should be particularly

seusitive to the market forces which drive the GSL program.

III. MAINTAIN AUTOMATIC ELIGIBILITY FOR STUDENTS FROM FAMILIES WITH
Current law allows etudents from families with less then e $30,000
AGI to be eligible for the GSL in-school interest subeidy and apeciel
allowance subsidy. This provision should be mainteined becauee
othexwise a large number of independent students would bs denied access
to GSLs. In apite of the fact that independent students saking $10,000
to $25,000 a yeusr are presumed to have aufficient funds to pay for
their postsecondery educetion, as determined by the current needs
analyeis, realistic cost estimates for financially supporting e family

leave little money to pay for e postsecondery educetion.

ERIC
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1V. CHANGES CAN BE MADE TO REDUCE DEFAULTS AND SAVE MONEY IN THE GSL
PROGRAM

We applaud the efforts of the Department of Education to
aggressively collect defaulted loans through such mechanisms as
otfeetting Federal tax refunds against delinquent or defaulted loans and
neeging judicial action against defaultors.

-Congrea- should provide that repsyment of GSLs be graduated
according to the number of years a.student has been out of‘lchool.
Often students are unable to repay a GSL during the early years, while
at a later date they have a much higher income and a grester ability to
pay. If such a provision is adopted, it should be as adminietratively
simple as possible in order to not discourage lenders from participating
in the GSL program. I would like to note at this point that the default
rate of students attending IBC is, in our estimation, quite low. Our
NDSL default rate is 2.8]1 percent and I would expect that our GSL

default rate is leas thsn 4 percent.

V. THE COLLEGE WORK STUDY PROGRAM SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ALLOW STUDENTS
ATTENDING PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS TO PARTICIPATE IN THE COLLEGE
WORK_STUDY PROGRAM ON CAMPUS

International Business College currently uses College Work Study
funds for its cooperstive education students. By pairing two students,
we allow them to f£111 a single position in nonprofit organizationms.
However, becsuse of the comprehensive and intensive nature of the
business school programs, it 1s often difficult for students to find
positions in nonprofit agencies in order to use the College Work Study

funds.
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VI. ELIMINATE UNCERTAINITY IN THE NEED ANALYSIS AND GENERAL PROVISICNS
SECTION OF THE STATUTE

At International Business College, we try tu package the student
aid funds one year in advance. Unfortunately, regulatory requirements
for transcripts in order to obtain a GSL or uncartainty as to what the
family contribution will be for the Grant program, inhibits long-range
plaéﬁing for students, their families, and the institutions. Therefore,
we recommend that a master calendar be adopted for the delivery of
student financial assistance and that certain parts of the need analysis
be included in the statute, so that the Department of Education's
discretion would be limited.

As you know, the Department has used the family contribution
schedule as a rationing device to limit the costs of the Grant program.
These schedules bear little resemblance to reality and, aa-such, often
postpone finalization of & student's uid package until the school year
begins. As I noted earlier, our school year begins in July, September,
and February. For the July start datec, 1t 18 very difficult to plan how
much money & gtudent will have in advance of that date.

VII. THE PELL GRANT MAXIMUM SROULD BE INCREASED TO COVER MORE OF THE
STUDENTS' COSTS

Aa with the GSL maximum, the Grant maximum has not changed
significautly in the past decade. Thua, students and parents must pay
an increasingly higher percentage of postsecondary costs. We therefore
recommend that the Grant maximum be increased to $3,000 per academic
year in order to recognize the incrcuse CPI and costs of education

during the past years.
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The Higher Educotion Act is essential for gtudents desiring to
obtain a postsecondsry education in the United States. It is essential
not only for low-income students, but also for students from
middle-income families who need temporary assistance, primarily in the
form of loans and workstudy, to pay for their educational costs. The
HEA reauthorization ghould make realisite changes to enhance the
opportunities for students throughout the country, while at tha sames
time Tecoguizing the vast deficit the Fedoral government has incurred
over the many years. The Budget Reaolution reconciliation bill should
not make changes so drastic to the GSL progranm that access to GSLs 1is
limited for vocational studenta.

We, the administrators of postsecondary inetitutions, recognize
that we muat form a partnership with legislators, lenders, guarantors,
students, their parents, and ultimately, the taxpayers to provide the
beat opportunities possible. I look forward to assiating in that

effort.
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of Ind

POSITION PAPER
or THE
ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COLLBGES AND SCROOLS
REGARDING
REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT

I, Genersl Issuas

A. Consolidation of the Campun-based Programs

No consolidation of the campus~bssed programs should bs mads.
Howevar, if thay srs consolidatsd, ths followirg must occur: sccess to
G8Ls is sssursd for sll eligibls students, in psrt due to stastutory
probibitions egsinat discrimination bsssd on tha institution's tax ststus
or type of sccraditstion; propristsry school studsnts could use thsir
collage work/study funds for johs st tha propristary institution, in the
Sans way thst s studsnt sttending s non~profit institution can; and
triggars ars includad or sssursnces mads thst ths slimination of soms of
ths campus=bsssd programs would not rssult in s raduction of Titls IV funds
balow current levals. If consolidation should occur, it is essentisl thst
institutional flexibility regsrding tha temsining programs ba sshancad snd
that funds bs sllocated directly to ths institutions snd not through ths
states. If the WDSL program is sliminated as & rasult of ths consolidstion,
it is critical that the WDBL revolving fund capital be retsined at the
campus level to be ussd for ltl'ldlllt sssistsncs purposss snd not raturnsd to

ths U.8. Trassury.



B. Proprsm Flexibility
As an slternstive to complete consolidetion of the Title IV

programs into one losn/one grent/ end one work program, Congress should
sllov Srester flexibility to trensfer funds betvween the SEOG, CWS, snd NDSL
programs. Currently, institutions cen trsnsfer between SEOG end CWS.
Since NDSL and CWS sre considered self-halp programs, the lsw should
provide for similar suthority with NDSL. Giving the institutions grester
transfer authority would enhance the sbility of the institution to meet the
specific needs of their students. Also, imstitutions should be ;1von the
suthority to use up to 25 percent of their campus-based funds fo£ less-
than-hslf-times students to serve tha needs of the incressing oumber of
part-time sdults seeking retrasining.

C. Campue-Dased Allocation Formula

The state allotmsut formulas should be eliminated snd the institutional
sllotment formulas for the campus-based programs should be changed to
reflect true fair share. Under current law, institutional funding for
SEOG is computed on s bsse yesr of expenditures for 1979-80; for NDSV for
19%0-81. The base year should be the year for which the imstitution is
reporting -e:i\ri:y on the PISAPP. This change would more sccurstely
reflect the institutions' fair shares or the true sggregste need of the
students attending the eligible imstitutions.

D. Merit Aid

While the philosophy of rewsrding students bssed on excellence is

8 meritorious one, no momey should be tsken from existing progrsms to be
used for s merit aid program. To do sc would have the undesirsble effect
of transferring funds from the economically dissdvsntaged to those in the
middle snd upper income brackets. If some form of merit-lid program is

enacted, the fund should be allocated among all postsecondsry imstitutions
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according to enrollment and the actual distribution of the merit award
should be determined according to a method chosen by the institution.
Regulatory guidelines should allow for maximum flexibility so that each
institution can meet the objective of rewarding excellence in a manner moat

suited to its student body and the context of its institution.

II. Grants
A Pall Grance

The Pell Grants maximum should be increased to reflect more
accurately increases in the costs of education. Commuter nllovnﬁcl and
percentage of cost incressss chould be tied to and only triggered by an
incresse in the grant maximum, otherwise the current competitive balance
among postsecondary education sectors will be disrupted. Any further
incresses in the commuter allowance or the percentage of costs covered by
the Pell Grant should be reviewed carefully to ensure that it does not
sdversely affact students attending specific types of institutions.

8. Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEQG)

As noted in Part I-B abovs, additional flexibility in transferring
funds from other campus-based programs would perhaps alleviate the nesd for
total consolidation of the Title IV programs. The state allotment formula
should be eliminsted.

C. State Student Incentive Grante (8SIG)

88IG funds should be allocated only to those states which do not
discriminate bassd on the tsx status or type of sccreditation held by sn
cducation institution. At a minimum, federal sllocstions to statss should
be bassd only on the number of eligible recipisnts in that state. This
would sncoursge the states to adopt fairer policies and to allow students

from all sectors to be eligible for SSIG.
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III. Loans
A. National Direct Student Loans (NDSL)

Congress should enact 8 provision which would waive the default
standard for new cspital contribution eligibility if the institution showed
8 significant improvement (25X or grester) in decressing defsults over the
previous yaar. Such an incentive was included previously in regulations
promulgated by ED, but was removed several years ago. This incentive had a
very politfvo effect on encoursging institutions to take measures to
decrease their KDSL default rata. .

B. Guaranteed Student Loans (GSL)
l. Access

The reauthorized Higher Education Act should have a mon-
discrimination clause which prevants any lender which participates in the
program from discriminating sgainst any student bssed on the type of
program in which they are enrolled, the length of the program, and the
attandance at & particulsr institution. This non-discrimination provision
could be applied to the application of tha federal reinsurance. Additionally,
all state loan sgencies participating in the GSL program should provide or
ensure the svailability of a lendar of last rasort. At the very least, the
Congress should not enmact any provision which would hindar an outsida
guarantor and lender from guarantesing and lending in a stats whera total
access for all students is not sssured. Moreover, the special allovance
should be paid to lenders at & highar rate for borrowvars in programs of two
years or less to recognize the proportionate higher costs (and lower
profitability) of administering and servicing small aggregats loan

principals portfolios.
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2, Eligibility
Maintsin sutomatic eligibility for students from families
with sdjusted gross incomes of less than $30,000,
3. Consolidation
Consolidation of GSLs by 8allie Mae, stste sgencies, snd any
lenders nhogld be allowed only where such consolidation does not imhibit
GSL access éor one-time or infrequent borrowers who have small loans.
Consolidation of large loans makes the remaining small losns in the
lender's portfolio less attractive to secondary market purchasers.
Assurances and lncentives if necessary, should be provided in the program
to allov for the consolidation of smsll loans and to ensure that secondary
markets will purchase portfolios with single or small loans. Sallie Mae
should be mandated to purchase consolidated loans as a purchaser of last
resort. Consolidation and extended repayment of loans for more than ten
years after graduation should include no government subsidy but should
retain the guarantee.
4, Loan Maximums
" AICS Recommendation: The GSL losn limit for undergraduate
loans should be increased to $3,000 for the first academic year affected by
the reauthorized Higher Education Act snd the maximum should be increased
each year thereafter based on some inflation indicator. Aggregate and PLUS
maximums should also be increased accordingly. The current $2,500 level
does not eccurately reflect the increases in the cost of s postsecondary
education since the $2,500 maximum wvas first estsblished. Concurrently,
the federal govermment should establish e na‘iomal student loan data base

to ensure that borrowers do not borrow more than is authorized, both
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snnuslly and in the aggregate. The cost of this data aystem would likely
be paid for mesny times over by a reduction in loan volume and defaults.
5. Grace Period
Ths current six-month post-grsduation grsce period should be
extended to nine months, as it wes pre-1980. This recognizes ths difficulties
recent graduatss oftsn have in wding jobs.
6. Processing
GSLs should ba made co-payable to the institution and tha

student and mailed directly to thas institution. This would ensure that all

GSL funds are used for educational purposes and would streamline the pay-
ment process.
7. Dafault Avoidance
Consideration should bs given to the following GSL changas in

order to reduce defaults in the program: graduated or i contingent

repayment; use of ths federal tax system to collect repayment of loans; and
use of aggressive collection efforts, such as offsstting federal tax
refunds against delinquent or defaulted loans. Also, multiple disbursement
ahould be mandsted for all loans of grsater than 600 clock hours, one
semester Or two quarters. Moreover, policymakers should recognize that
education institutions have littls or no impact on eliminating defaults and
that students from low income families have a greater propensity to default.
IV. College Work Study (Cws)

The statuts should be changed to allow proprietary school students to
use their College Work-Study funds for jobs on campus. This change would
eliminate the last remaining distinction that now exist in the Title IV
programs between studants attending proprietary and non-profit imstitutions.

Students attending proprietary institutions could use their CWS funds for
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many beneficia! activities, including in the student aid office, the career
counselling cffice, the student activities office, snd for tutoring
illiterste sdults who need bssic skills training. Non-profit institutions
currently use over 85% of their CW8 for jobs on campus. Most proprietary
school students are commuter students sttending classes tive hours esch
day, and, therefore, commuting to and working on an off-campus job is
inpncticl}. Also, the "Final Report of the Commission on the Higher
Bducstion of Minorities" found that working less than half-time, particu-
larly st a on~campus job, has a positive affect on scademic persistence.
Given tha recent finding that propriatary institutions serve the largest
proportion of mimority students (54%) of all students receiving financial
aid, a change to provide equitabla txeatment under CW8 would positively
affect minority and low-income students.
v. General Provisions
Ao Need Apalveis

Any need analysis system should be bssed on sound econmmic
aseumptions which measure a family's true ability to pay, such as the
currently approved unifomiuthodology. Therefore, until Pell Grant appro—
priations are large euough to fulfill "true need", a separate need analysis
system for the campus-based programs must be maintained.

The present Pell Grant system serves as a rationing device. Anuually,
the proposed family contribution is developed by the Administration
according to the appropriations available or being proposed and
consequently not based on sound economic assumptions.

B. Timing
The Congress should adopt & master calendar ‘or the delivery of

student financial assistance which will require the Department of Educstion
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should resist eny efforts to dacoupls sccreditetion end eligibility for
perticipstion in the federsl student aid programs.
0. Isdazal Intrusion

The Higher Educetion Act should clerify the Cenersl Educstion
Proviaions Act (GRPA) to prohibit specificelly the Department of Educetion
from epproving or disapproving en sducetionsl institution's nessurs of
scedemic credit, program of study or othsr issuse of scedemic quality.
Such uvhv: ond approval suthority should reposs in the recognisad

sccrediting bodise.

V1. Nom=Titls IV Programe
A. Coonaxative Kducation (Title YIII)

The Qooparstive RBducetion program suthorised by Titls VIII of the
Righer Bducstidn Act should bs sxpanded to allow participation by propristery
isstitutions. The current progrem provides funde directly to non-profit
institutions of higher sducation to locets snd plecs students in of f-campus
Jobs at public snd privets orgenisstions releted to the studente’ scedemic
or occupstional objectives. Given the high priority thet propristery
inetitutions put om plecement after greduation end ths strong relstionship
betvasn the scedemic treining provided end the occupational ekill receivad,
the expansion of the cooperstive educstion program would egein positively

sffect lergs mmbers of low-income end minority studente.
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Senator QuaYLE. Thank you, Mr. Conti.

Dr. Blair Helman, president of Manchester College in North
Manchester, IN.

Dr. HELMAN. Thank you, Mr. Senator.

I appreciate the opportunity to present testimony here today. I
feel somewhat chagrined when I think back on mf' 30 years’ experi-
ence as president of an independent college that I began my career
by trying to convince people in government, specifically the Con-
gress, that Federal aid to higher education was a very dangerous
thing. And then, looking over the years and the changes that have
come today recognizing that the Higher Education Act of 1965, as
amended, has been landmark legislation and has had a very signifi-
cant impact on higher education in our country.

This Nation is stronger in human resources because of the in-
volvement of the Federal Government as a partner in the develop-
ment of the strongest program of higher education in the world,
and in providing access and choice to millions of students for the
past two decades.

At this critical juncture in our history, reauthorization of this
legislation is imperative. And I would like to suggest respectfully
that in the rhetoric of dealing with the higher education issue that
all of us be quite careful that we make it clear that we do recog-
nize that a higher education is among the first lines of defense of
our country and is not simply another program of spending.

Expenditures and investments are vastly different. And 1 will
give you an illustration this morning of one college. And since I am
chairman of the board of directors of the Independent Colleges and
Universities of Indiana, I think this illustration will he one that
will apply to many of our members. Because of the lack of time, I
will not take your time at this point to go into detail, but I have
provided in written testimony an illustration with specific figures
growing out of research that will be instructive. I only want to give
the conclusions of that research. :

First of all, Manchester is a college with modest fees. Our tuition
and general fees totaled $5,060 last year. One reason for that is be-
cause faculty and staff take lower salaries. And the first contribu-
tion to the education of our students is in the lower salaries which
our people receive.

Now, there are records available which will attest to that fact as
our salaries are compared with those of other institutions of higher
education. But, in spite of these relatively low charges, 88 percent
of our students required some type of financial aid last year. In ad-
dition to assistance from Federal and State governmental programs
and funded scholarships from private sources, it was necessary for
Manchester College to provide scholarships and grants in the
amount of $1,181,000. And since our endowment is not large,
almost all of this money had to come from gifts and grants given to
support education at our college.

The extraordinary demand on our budget for student aid had a
severe impact on faculty and staff salaries, educational equipment
support and plant maintenance. We are very sensitive to the Fed-
eral role in the student aid program for our students, and an illus-
tration which I have written will show what the effect is of leveling
off or the threat of cutbacks in funding at the Federal level.
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But let me give the summary of that illustration. Freshmen who
entered Manchester College in 1981 experienced a 41-percent in-
crease in tuition and fee costs by the time they were seniors for
reasons which have been explained by Dr. Schnabel and others.
During this time, student assistance from all Federal grant, work
and loan programs combined declined from an average of $1,777
per student in 1981-82 to $1,749 in 1984-85. And these figures are
not adjusted for inflation.

However, during this 4-year period, average Manchester College
aid per full-time equivalent student tripled increasing from $404 to
$1,209. The college’s ability to obtain gifts from private sources to
ineet student financial need has been stretched very close to the
imit,

And when we are thinking of Federal support, I hope we do real-
ize that it is a catalyst and that the private sector has had to come
forth with vastly increased support to make it possible for colleges
such as Manchester to serve the needs of students.

You have asked also that we make some suggestions and recom-
mendations for improvements in the present legislation. May 1
simply mention a few.

Let me underline the fact that it is highly important that a con-
sistent delivery system be carried out from one year to the next. If
that does not happen for whatever good reason, you can, at that
point, predict a decline in students entering colleges and universi-
ties the next fall. Now that can be demonstrated by the data which
we have available. Therefore, it is very important that, in reau-
thorization, some plan be made to ensure that we can look ahead a
year with some assurance of the type of funding that will be avail-
able so that students and their families are not left in a quandary.

The second thing is that forms should be simplified so that they
are understandable to students and their families. This simplifica-
tion should be consistent with the relevant information required
for responsible decisions by administrators. It is my judgment that
we can still improve on those forms.

The third thing is that our experience leads us to urge that stu-
dent aid be more price sensitive. And information is available on
some proposals, especially from the National Association of Inde-
pendent Colleges and Universities, which are worthy of note.

The final thing is that Federal guaranteed student loans should
be limited to the amount of need remaining after all grant, work,
and loan benefits, combined with all parental/student contribu-
tions, are taken into account. And I would propose that the savings
that are effected there then be used to make it possible for stu-
dents who have need to have access and choice to the whole spec-
trum of higher education in our State. ‘

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Helman follows:]
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Testimony
at the Hearing of
The Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities
of the
Senate labor and Human Resources Committee
before U.S. Senator Dan Quayle
at
South Bend, Indiana
by
President A. Blair Helman of
Manochester College
September 9, 1985

I am grateful for the opportunity to give testimony to your committee on the
reauthorization of the Higher Eduoation Aot of 1965 as amended. This landmark
legislation has had a signiffoant impaot on higher eduoation in our oountry. The
nation 1s stronger in human resouroes because of the involvement of the federal
government as a partner in the development of the strongest program of higher eduoa-
tion in the world and in providing mocess and ohoice to millions of atudents for the
past two deoadss. At this oritioal Junoture in our hiatory reauthorization of thia
legislation ia imperative.

My oommenta today grow out of my experienoe as president of Manchester College
for the past 30 years. My illustrations of the benefite of the Higher Education Aot
ars primarily from our situation at Manoheeter College but, as ohairman of the
Board of Direotors of the Independent Colleges and Universities of Indiana, an
organization of 30 independent institutions of higher education, I am aware that the
illustrations from Manohester apply to our other member institutions and to
similar oolleges and univereities throughout the nation.

I fully support the recommendations for reauthorization whioh have been
presented by the Indiana Conference of Higher Eduoation. As the president of a
ohuroh-related 1iberal arts oollege of about 1,000 studente, I am espeoially
oonoerned about the struoturing and funding of student aid programs. I am, there-
fore, presenting a summary of our exparience at Manohestsr and some recommendations
whioh I believe would improve the legielation and whioh are, in my judgment, in the
publio interest.

Manohester 1s a oollege whioh historically has had modest oharges. ILast year,
our tuition and general fees totaled $5,060. In mpite of thess relatively low
oharges for an independent oollege, 88 peroent of our students required some type of
finanoial aid. In addition to sssistance from federal and state governmental pro-
grazs and funded soholarships from private sources, it was neoessary for the College
to provide soholarships and grants in the amount of $1,181,323. Sinoe our endowment
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is not large, most of this aid had to come from gifta and grante from private
acurces. This extraordinary demand on our budget for atudent aid had a severe
impaot on faoulty and ataff salaries, eduoationul equipment and support. and plant
maintenanoe.

Our experienoce with the outbaok and leveling off of student assistanoe pro-
grams and the threat of additional outs by the federal government during the past
several years has been dramatio and traumatio. Our enrollment had been inoreasing
eaoh year in the years just prior to the 1981-82 academio year. We felt the impaot
of deoreased student finanoial assistance beginning in the fall of 1982. Enrollment
fell from 1253 in the fall of 1980 to 1011 1in 1982, a deorease of 19 peroent in two
yeare. Our first-time full-time freshmen enrollment went from 300 in 1981 to 221 in
1982, a deorease of 79 studenta or 26 peroent. To keep our enrollment from dropping
lower, we have had to allooate most of our annual oontributione from private aouroes
to the funding of etudent aid for students with finanoial need. We are oonvinoed
that we oannot oontinue this polioy of resource allooation without severe damage to
the quality of our eduoational program.

The figures bslow illustrate ohangee in tuition ohargea, finanoial aid souroes
and enrollment at Manohester College over the past four years, whioh ie one student
goneration.

Average Average Average
Tuition Pederal NDSL/GSL Manoheater
Aoademio Total and Aid#* Per Loans per Aid per
Year Enroliment Fees PTE Student PTE Student PTE Student
1981-82 1168 $3,600 $515 $1,262 $ 104
1982-83 101 4,250 549 1,183 604
1983-84 1036 4,580 602 1,113 932
1984-85 1027 5,060 543 1,206 1,209

#Inoludes Pell, S.E.0.G., and Work-Study

Freshmen who entered Manoheeter College in 1981 experienced a 41 peroent
inorease in tuition and fee costa by the time they were seniors. During this time,
student assistanos from all federal grant, work and loan programs oombined deolined
from an average of $1,777 per student in 1981-82 to $1,749 in 1984-85. However,
during this 3-year period, average Manohester College aid per full-time equivalent
student tripled, inoreasing from $304 to $1,209. The College's ability to obtain
gifts from private sources to meet student finanoial need has been atrstohed to the
limit.

I believe 1t is important to our nation to preserve diversity in higher
eduoation. We have benefited enormously from a dual system of state and oommunity
inetitutions of higher education and independent oolleges and universities. This
system has inorsased acoess and preserved ohoioe for students. Manchester College
has been able to carry on its mission because our students Have received asaistanoce
with their expenses from federal and state souroes as well as from private souroee.
On the basis of our reocent experienoce, however, we are interested in improving our
present student assistance program as reauthorization of the Higher Eduoation Aot ie
undertaken.

There are several observations and reocommendations whioh I urge you to
oonsider as you work at reauthorigation.
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1. It ie highly important that a oonsistent delivery system be
oarried out from one year to the next. There is evidence that
interruptions, delays, and last-minute decisione on student
0ligibility and the level of funding meke it diffioult for
etudente to make informed deoieions on their ability to attend
the oollege which beet meete their needs. Our experienve
underlinee the importanoe of the recommendation of the Indiana
Conferenos of Higher Education that "An annual and timely
framework should be mandated for the final establiehment of any
regulatory ohangee affeoting the adminietration and awarding of
Title IV funde."

2, PForms should be eimplified so that they are understandable to
studente and their families. This eimplifioation should be

Page

ooneistent with the need to provide relevant information required
to make reeponsible deoisions by administrators. Eligibility for

all federal student aid should be determined by the use of
Uniform Methodology.

3. Our experience leads ue to urge that student aid be made more
prioce-eensitive. We view with alarm the widening tuition gap
between the independent and public seotors of higher education
(now 4,5 to 1)« We are also oonosrned that more and more low

inoome studente are unable to attend the oollege of their ohoioe.
As more funds beoome available, I believe there would be merit in

soneidering the proposal of the National Assooiation of Indepen
dent Colleges and Universities. This proposal would insert
tuition eensitivity into the basio grant formula and refoous
funds on low-inoome students in both publio and independent
inetitutions. Speoifically, an allowanoe of up to $2,100 would

be provided to meet half of tuition for all eligible students and

an additional allowanoe of up to $2,100 would be available for
low-inoome etudents from families with inoomes of up to 150
perosnt of the poverty index.

4. Pederal guaranteed student loans should be limited to the amount
of need remaining after all other grant, work, and loan benefits,
oombined with all parental/ student oontributions, are taken into
aocount. This would result in savings to the federal government

whioh oould be used to more adequately meet hard educational
oosts for needy studente.

I am oonfident that improvements in higher education programs of the federal
government will mtrengthen the partnerehip whioh has been formed with the etates,
the private seotor, and oolleges and universities over the past four decades.
reauthorized Higher E4 cation Aot whioh 1s eensitive to present realitise and future
neede will serve our nation well as we move toward the 21et oentury.

Respeotfully submitted,

N

A. Blair Helman
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Senator QUAYLE. Thank you very much, Dr. Blair Helman.

Dr. Robert E. Martin president of Independent Colleges and Uni-
versities of Indiana, Inc.

Mr. MarTIN. Thank you, Mr. Senator. I am watching my clock so
I do not get a note from Betsy.

Senator QUAYLE. She is too.

Dr. MARTIN. Oh, she already has mine prepared.

I represent an association of 32 independent colleges and univer-
sities who enroll over 51,000 students, employ almost 10,000 people,
and contribute almost $1 billion annually to the economy of the
State of Indiana each year. So we are a business that usec to com-
pare with International Harvester and Eli Lilly in terms of the em-
gloyment and economic impact on the State. So we are au old line

usiness. I was going to mention how old we were, but I should not
have with President Summers of Vincennes University sitting over
there. His history is always brought g when we meet like this.

Let me just say that I think, as a Senator from indiana, you are
aware, and I would just remind you, as everyone is saying in Indi-
ana, and as President John E. Worthen, president of Ball State
University, stated recently in a speech before the Indianapolis
Rotary Club in Indianapolis, of the educational condition in Indi-'
ana, that of the number of high school graduates who go on to col-
lege in Indiana, there is 48 percent compared to a national average
of 56 percent. In Indiana, only 12}z percent of our population have
a full 4-year degree compared to 16.2 national. We are low in edu-
cation in Indiana.

Now if we are to improve that at the same time that that pool of
students out there is declining—and I must say to you I do not
have financial figures—but it is evident that this fall enrollment in
Indiana’s independent colleges is going down. If we are to attract
students and if we are to improve this participation rate, student
aid is a vital thing, and Federal student aid is an essential ingredi-
ent in getting these people back into that mainstream.

do not know whether you have been given totals but, since
1979, when total Pell grant funds started coming in Indiana, we re-
ceived a total of $324,903,347, of which $209,718,648 went to stu-
dents in public institutions and $115,184,699 went to students at-
tending independent institutions.

That is a substantial amount of money, and I would like to think
that it is not a question are we going to continue it, but rather to
think in terms of how to improve that. And I think you have before
you a number of recommendations.

I am going to interject right now, because I may not get a chance
to answer the question you asked, and I want to answer the ques-
tion you asked, regarding access to choice and a cap.

1 feel that such a cap certainly is going to limit access for stu-
dents to come to an independent college, a choice. I said this before,
and I am not so sure I should say it now, but I am going to. I am
almost of the opinion we ought to put loan money up first and then
determ: »w much grant money we get. My financial aid people
out therc .1il get me off in a corner after this, but it seems to me
that if you put a cap on for grant and loan money, inevitably the
public inrsuitutions who right now do not have a concern over that
because it meets their need, as they pass that cap they are going to
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be coming to you to have it increased. And we work together in In-
diana to have a unified voice, and so we do not want something
that is going to be proposed that is going to make us defensive and
put us in a confrontation mode so that we have to take sides. Be-
cause the whole answer to all of this is the students out there who
need aid. It is not us, not institutions. It is the student who needs
the opportunity to go to college.

And so if we keep that in mind, I think we will talk about the
students and what they need to get tu a college.

By the Supreme Court ruling saying all that aid is directed to an
institution, I disagree with that, because it does not come to us or
anyone else until the students bring it. But I am just saying that I
think to cap that, as Secretary Bennett proposed and so forth, I
think we have real problems with that unless we define what that
cap is and what it included and what is No. 1 in that cap.

I think I am going to quit because everything else that I was
going to say has been said, and you do not need to hear it again.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Martin follows:]
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TESTIMONY BY DR. KOBERYT L. MARTIN, PRESIDENT
INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UANIVEREITIES OF INDIANA
dolore tne
SUBCOMMITTEE OF EDUCATLGH, ..R156 AND HUMANITIES
OF THE UNITED STATE3 BSENATE
COMMITTEE ON LABOR ANDI JUMAN RESOURCES
Monday, Septembrr &, 1083
Continuing Education Cencer
University of Notre Dni e
South Bend, Indisna

Mr. Chairman and Membera of the Subcowmit:ie::
I am Robert E. Martin, preaident of the ladeper.lant Colleges and
Universitiea of Indiana, an aasociation of thirtwetwo independent
collages and univeraities, who enroll over 51.0G0 :tudenta, employ
slmost 10,000 pesple and contribute almost L billion dollaras annuaslly
to the economy of the State of Indiana. The oi<est of onur institi-
tutiona dates to 1827 (Hanover College) with the younyost being
Calumet College founded in 1951, These institut.ons have had a long
hiatory of offering quality education and training te the people of
Indiana. They deaire to continue to serve Indiana and the nation
through their programe and gradustes.
As Dr. John E. Worthen, Preaident of Ball State Univereity, riated
recently in a speech before the Indianapolis Rotary Club, ludiana
faces an under-educated population, which may threaten the state's
smbitious economic development goals.
Oniy 48 percent, compared to 56% nationally, of Indiana's high school
graduates pursue education beyond the high school. Only 12.5 percent

of Indiana's population holds a four-year college degree compared to

16.2 percent nationally.
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At the ssme time that Indisns educstors sre concerned with low
college-going rates of Hoosier high achool gradustes, they are

also fsced with enrollment declines that are showing up in the 1985
fall enrollment figures. Student financisl assistance will become
even more important in the future i{f Indiana is to sttract more

astudents to sttend the college or university of their choice.

Title IV Pe)) Grants of the Higher Education Act hass become s vital
ingredient in the financial aid pscksges of students asttending
Indisns's colleges. Since 1979, when the firat Title IV funda arrived
in Indisns, through 1984, a totsl of $324,903,347 has been received
of which $209,718,648 went to students in public institutions and

$115,184,699 went to atudents attending independent inatitutions.

Surveys by NIICU show changes in the past five yesrs have
demonstrsted the need to reviase the Pell Grant progrsm to make it
more sensitive to the needs of low income students. Sixty-seven (672)
percent of the students receiving student sid to sttend an
independent college in 1979/80 rece ved Pell Grants, while in 1983/84
only forty-four percent (44%) received Pell Grants. During this same
period, the percentsge of those requiring Guaranteed Student Loans
rose from twenty-four percent (2/%) to seventy-four percent (742) %
While debt ia & legitimate part of s student’s financial aid package,
such high debt aa is now being expected of low-income high-need
students is certain to have s very "chilling" effect on sttending
college st all and especially on the choice of an independent

inatitution where the loan does not complete the educationsl budget.

* Surveys by Nstionsl Institute of Independent Colleges and
Universities
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Tha lndapandant Collagaa and Univaraitiaa of Indiana aupport tha
raconnaydationa made in tha raport of the Indiana Confaranca ot
Highar Bducation aqubmittad at tha raquaat of Sanator Quayla. Of
priority ie the naed to "tightan-up" the dafinition of an indepandent
atudant aa Indiana haa alraady dona, utiliae ona need analyaia ayatem
for all faderal programa, and raatructura Pall Granta to meat the

needa of tha lowaat-incoma higheat-need atudanta.

ICU1 auggeata that tha Pall Grant program be funded at not leaa

then the praaant level of ppropriation of $3.7 billionm for the firat
yaar and that earious considaration ba given to an annual adjuatment
for inflatidn of 4X in ordar that currant servicea cam ba maintaeined

at tha praa‘ht leval.

‘,

Thank you for inviting ma to appear om behalf of the indapendcnt
collegea and univeraitiea, but mora importantly on bahalf of the
atudanta who do now and will in the future want to attend ona of
them. I am not a tachnician, aa are thoae financial aid officera who
do auch an outatanding job in making theae programa work for the
benefit of atudenta, but I will try to anawer any queatioma that you

oay have.
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Senator QUAYLE. All right. Fair enough.

I want the panel, if the might, to comment a bit on their think-
ing and what we ought to be doing to assist the nontraditional stu-
dent. It really seems to be who we are really going back to.

The demographics show that 18.2 is short of dropping out; be-
cause the enrollment to get it back up is that nontraditional stu-
dent. We are in a society where people are going to have two or
three jobs in their lifetime, going to have to have training, educa-
gion.?How are the loan programs geared to the nontraditional stu-

ent?

Mr. Lamkin, you sort of talked about some of the restrictions.
Any comment on the nontraditional student? Mr. Lamkin, you
want to go first on that?

Mr. LamkIN. We call this nontraditional our new traditional.

Senator QUAYLE. New traditional. OK.

Mr. LamkiN. The myth that part-time students are working,
fu(llly employed and do not have financial problems is not true
today.

To overcome the problem, we have to look at the new traditional
student. For example, the minority and the head of the household
who might be working now but are excluded from the financial aid
arena. What we are trying to do and illustrate is that we feel that
the part-time student has to be considered to a greater extent. We
are supporting our colleagues, the private institutions and public
institutions who have primarily full-time students. However, both
of us must have more flexibility in providing assistance for part-
time students.

Dr. MARTIN. I would like to say that the independent college is
not going to produce as many nontraditional students just by the
very nature of our residential institutions. However, we support
some form of support for nontraditional students. We hope it would
be identified separately and apart from the present program so you
do not water down the present program in order to take more
people in.

We have had this situation in Indiana in our State program
where the proprietary institution would like to be into our State
Scholarship Program. Well, if they come in and add all the stu-
dents with the same amount of money, that just penalizes the
other students. And so if you do give serious consideration, we
would support that, by the way.

How can we be good educators and not say we do not want to
keep this continuous education pipeline open to pecple as they
need it throughout their whole lifetime? But please consider as a
separate kind of thing and build it into the program so that they
can be identified and funded and not detract from the present pro-
grams.

Senator QuayLE. OK.

Dr. Helman.

Dr. HeLMAN. Yes. I would just like to say that it certainly is true
that there are iarge numbers of nontraditional students in higher
education. But let us be sure how we interpret that. That means
head count. That does not mean full-time equivalent students.

Our nontraditional students at Manchester—and we did not have
a lot because of vocations and the nature of the institution—we
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find it easier to help them t¢ meet the cost of a course or so than to
meet the 85,060 of the cost of those who are enrolled tulitime.,

I think there are two different issues here. One is the support of
the traditional students wio are going to be moving on a track
very shortly in the professional schools and serving the needs o so-
ciety within 7 years or so. Now it is obvious that they need support
and that this program has provided it.

By doing that, that does not mean that there is not need also for
people on a different track. But to use one program designed for
one purpose to serve another need may noi in fact do it. And I
would agree with Dr. Martin that we need to be very sensitive to
this, and the Congress certainly needs to be sensitive. But we
would hope that you would find a way of doing that that would be
genuinely helpful to those students and society without undercut.
ting those who are facing the very large amounts of indebtedness
because of the amount of money they need to borrow over that 4-
year period.

And I support what is in our document from the Indiana Confer-
ence on this point wholeheartedly. But I would like to make th.t
caveat.

Dr. SumMERs. We also want to recognize the length of eligibility
of the adult student who is pursuing his education on a part-time
basis. The part-time students are usually geographically bound.
They have other responsibilities and it takes them longer to go
through the system than traditional students.

Senator QuayLE. OK. Very good. OK.

Gentlemen, thank you very much.

Next Mr. Russo, Mr. Franke and Mr. Schmucker.

[Short recess.]

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. RUSSO, DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL AID,
UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME, NOTRE DAME, IN; MARK
FRANRKE, DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL AID, INDIANA UNIVERSITY-
PURDUE UNIVERSITY AT FORT WAYNE, AND PRESIDENT, INDI-
ANA STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ASSOCIATION, FORT WAYNE, IN;
AND WALTER SCHMUCKER, DIRECTOR OF STUDENT FINANCE,
GOSHEN COLLEGE, GOSHEN, iN

Senator QUAYLE. OK. Mr. Russo, director of financial aid at the
University of Notre Dame.

Mr. Russo. Thank you, Senator Quayle.

My name is Joseph Russo, and I have worked in the area of stu-
dent financial aid in the public and private sector for over 20 years,
and the last 7 of which have been as the director of the office of
financial aid at the University of Notre Dame.

I might also add that I was one of the early recipients of title IV
funds in the mid-1960’s and most likely would not be here with you
today except for the opportunity provided to me by these funds.

It was m- pleasure this past spring to serve as chairman of the
Indiana C:. ‘erence of Higher Education Special Task Force on
title IV of * ¢ Higher Education Act. A report, entitled “Recom-
mendations for Reauthorization by the Indiana Conference of
Higher Education,” was submitted to Senator Dan Quayle’s office
on April 25, 1985. A summary of our particular task force was pre-
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sented in that report and the further detailed analywis on which
that summary was based i submitted an an addendum to this testi-

mony.

My intention today is to highlight what 1 currently foc! were the
momt critical of these carlier recommendations and to ade a few
personal thoughts on the general direction of student aid programs.

The context within which our recommendations were made was,
and cemln‘lJ still is, one of the serious fiscal constraint at the Fed-
eral lovel We all share concern for the mussive Feders) deflcit and
the need to work toward cost containment. We therefore sought
ways in which to improve the adminwstration of Federal student
a ms 80 as *u achieve savings within the current levels of
funding. and then. i urn 1o direct these savings to the increasing
needs of studenta whom thewe progruma were originally in-
tended to serve.

Without question, student financial aid hus become big business.
with millions of students annually seeking assistance totaling bil-
mof doll;'r‘u..d‘l‘z ardmlnmnuon of th:’n p ‘ms im‘rgu? y t|n-

" orme, and regulations. timely,
clear a1  ‘curate lnl’ormt&':““ about student aid is at the forefront
of concei..- and is too often taken for granted by those res, ble
for implementing regulations. Public awareness is essential to the
proper administration of student aid.

Also included in early of student aid delivery are applica-
tion procedures, which combine simplicity of format with the sensi-
tivity and comprehensiveness adequate to serve the needs of the
applicants as well as those respinsible for the ultimate decisions.

e cannot permit the need for simplicity and efficiency to over-
shadow the equally im t need for gathering data which is
both verifiable su t to make the best possible decisions.

Finally, what is lii ewise paramount in the entire delivery proc-
oss is the family's awareness of its rnpomibill:g for both the long-
term preparation for the finances of a college education, as well as
its own pri role for ing for it. For the traditional college
m going gopu tion, this includes both parental contribution to

extent it is able, as well as the students th h various self-
help efforts before, during and after receiving the education.

In order to ensure the inuTIty of the entire process, as well as
that limited to student aid dollars are provided to the truly needy.
all applicants for student aid should be required to have their ap-
plicat W to the actual receipt of funds. What re-
mains to be is exactly which items on the application need
to be verified, how, and by whom. In deciding the answers to these
qucumk..rrh-po we should ask another question. If an item is
:iotmgﬂt.._ enough to be verified, then why ask for it to begin

Again w2 recommend that all applicants for title 1V funds should
have their applications verified prior to disbursement.

one of the most difficult aspects of dealing with student
aid is the constantly chnn’iu rules and forms with which we have
to deal. If the rules and forms do not change, there is always the
threat of such change which too often confuses and discou
those involved in the It is our strong feeling that the
present configuration of programs, with some relatively minor ad-
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"ultmenu we have outlined, are not only workable but also provid-
ng major benefits to our society. Program stability is essential to
prﬂnr planning and administration of student aid.

ow then can these current programs within present funding
levels produce increased benefits? It is our strong opinion that con-
siderable savings can indeed be achieved by the tightening of cer-
tain definitions and procedures. By carrying out the recommenda-
tions we suggest, we cannot only add integrity to the program, but
also produce significant savings which can be redirected to those
students who are truly in need of them.

In making these auggestions. in manK cases we believe, I might
add, that we are simply carrying out what was originally intended
by the legislation.

I have already made reference to one major cost savings sugges-
tion, across-the-board verification of all title IV applicants. For the
vast majority of applicants. this will include an official photostatic
cory of the family's previous year’'s Federal income tax return. For
all programs, this would be required prior to any disbursement of
funds. We should not be dissuaded from this requirement by sug-
?entions that to do so would delay the delivery process and leave
amilies uncertain as to their aid decisions.

Decisions could be made without tax returns, but actual disburse-
ments would not be made until the application data were verified.
If all families were aware of this as an absolute requirement, I
would predict that the initial data would become more and more
similar to the actual tax data with only minimal adjustments nec-
essary. Only those relatively few families with very unusual tax
situations and, of course, those who did not report accurate data on
the original application, would have their initial aid decisions sub-
ject to change. :

I have also made earlier and strong reference to the importance
of returning to the family its primary role for paying for the cost of
an education. This can be achieved in a number of ways. One, the
incorporating of a self-help component for all title IV grant reciﬁi-
ents. In making this recommendation, we encourage the use of the
SSACI model currently employed very successfully here in Indiana;
two, the providing for tax incentives which would encourage fami-
lies to save for their children’s education through programs such as
educational savings currently proposed by the Reagan sdministra-
tion; three, the tightening of the current Federal definition of what
constitutes an independent self-supportin%student.

We in Indiana, as in numerous other States, are not swayed by
those who argue that undue hardships upon untold mass of num-
bers of young people would be created by the incorporation of an
age cutoff. This simply has not been the case in Indiana or in the
many other States which have established such criteria. An abso-
lute minimum age criterion, except for orphans and wards of the
court and sometimes other strictly defined situations such as veter-
ans, graduate and married students and students with dependent
children, would require Earental data as an essential factor in de-
termining program eligibility for the traditional college age going
apflicant. ) '

n making this recommendation, we again are only suggesting
that we have managed very well in Indiana, and others in other
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States have already implemented very successfully for some time
and, it should be noted, with the direct result of saving millions of
dollars annually.

Each of these recommendations serve to return the family to its
primary role, to return integrity to the programs we administer, to
reestablish a sense of responsibility and purpose to the students
and their families, and to achieve considerable savinfs within cur-
rent funding levels which can be redirected to the truly needy.

Another area where savings can be achieved is the campus-based
supplemental education opportunity program. The original intent
of this program, known as the Educational Opportunity Program
in the early years, was to provide this grant to those students of
exceptional financial need who, but for this grant, would be unable
to pursue a higher education. The program has been greatly al-
tered, particviarly in the 1980 amendments, so that it can current-
ly be provided to any student showing need, regardless of family
income or level of need. We recommend that meaning be returned
to this program so that it can be directed to the truly most needy
pogulatlon it was originally intended to serve.

inally, we feel there are several changes that can be made in
the guaranteed student loan program which would result in ensur-
ing that these funds are provided to only those in need of them and
that would also, if implemented, achieve considerable savings to
the Federal Government, savings which again within current fund-
ing levels would be redirected to provide support for the increasing
needs of students who truly need them.

Specifically, in addition to the verification of applicant data men-
tioned above, we recommend the establishment of a needs test
across the board for all GSL applicants, regardless of income level,
Currently, students are allowed to borrow more than they may
need simply because their family income is below $30,000. This re-
sults in unnecessary student indebtedness and unnecessary in-
creased costs to the Government.

Two, the requirements that lenders issue GSL checks in multiple
disbursements and in a fashion copayable to students and the insti-
tution.

d Thé'ee, that the special allowance paid to lenders be modestly re-
uced.

Four, that a needs test based, a loan consolidation option be re-
authorized.

Fifth, that recent steps taken by the Federal Government to im-
prove upon the collection of defaulted student loans, including the
withé)(;)lding of tax returns and contacting credit bureaus, be con-
tinued.

The incorporation of these recommended changes would achieve
considerable savings, adding integrity to the programs, and results
in additional funds which could be used to offset the increasing
needs of our truly needy students.

On behalf of the University of Notre Dame, ICHE, and the many,
many students which these programs have benefited, I wish to
thank you for your support of student aid legislation in the past. I
thank you also, Senator Quayle, for this opportunity to testify for
your support of the reauthorization task force this past spring.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Russo follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY JOSEPH A. RUSS0, IDIRECTOR OF FiNaNCIAL A, UNIVERSITY

or NOTRE DaME

My eeme 1e Joaaph Ressn ead I have worked 1o the eree af atudeant
finencial eid 1o the public and privete hactor for over 20 yeara, the
leat aevan of which hava heen sa the Director of tha Office f
Fioancial Aid et the Usiveraity of Notre Dame. I night also add that
I wvaa one of the early recipienta of ritle IV fuanda 1o the u0id-1960°a
aad moat ! kely would aot be here with you taday except for the
opportnunity provided to me by these funda. It waa 8y pleasura thias
paat Spring to aerve ga Chairman of the Indiana Conference of Higher
Education apecial Taak Farce nn Title IV of the Highar Rducation Act.
A raport entitled Recummendationa for Reauthorization by the Indiana
Coufereace of Higher Education waa suhmitted to Sanator dac Quayle'a
office on April 25, 1985, A auamary of our particular veak Force vaa
preacated in that report and a further detailed anslyaia on which that
auERary wae based i1a aubmitted aas n; addendum to thia teatimony,

My iatention today ia toihlghllght what I currently feel were the
moat critical af theae earlier recommandations aad to add a faw

peracoal thoughta oo the general directioo of atudent aid programa.
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The context within which our recommendetione were nede wvee, ead
certeinly etill ie, oane of eerioue fiecel conetreiot et the federel
level. Ve ell ehere concern for the meeceive federel deficit aod the
need to work towerd coet conteinmeate. We therefore sought weyse {o
which to improve the edainietretioa of federel student eid progrems @0

ee to achieve savings withia the current levele of funding, end then

—————

in turan to direct theee sevinge to the increeeing ceede of thoee
etudente whom thees programe were originelly inteanded to eerve.

Without question, etedent fineociel aid hee become big bueiness,
with sillione of etudents eonswelly seeking eseistence totelling
billiooe of dollere. Tha adminietretion of tbese programe inevitebly
iavolvee & myriad of forme, procesese end reguletione. The timely,
clesr end sccurete informetioa ebout etudent eid ie et the forefront
of concerne esd ie too oten tekea for grented by thoee reeponeible for
ieplementing reguletione. Public everenses ie sesentiel to the p;oplr
ednicietration of etudeat aid. Aleo included inm early etegee of
etudent eid delivery are epplication Procedures which combine

eimplicity of formet with a esesitivity ead

sbhenelv edequete
’
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to serve the aseds of the epplicsat ss well ss thoss tespoosihle for
the ultimete decisions. Ve ceonot perait the need for simplicity gad
sfficisncy to overshedow the 8quslly importeat ossd for gatheriag dete
which is hoth verifieble end sufficient to meks the hsst possihle
decisions. Fiocelly, whet 1is likewiss persmount 10 ths satirs delivery
procass is the femily's gwersnsses of its tespoosihility for hoth the
loag term preperetion for the fioences of & collegs educetion ss well
88 itr own primery role for psyiog for it. For ths treditionsl
collegs sge going populetion, this focludes hoth persntsl contribhution
to the extent it 1is shls es well es the studant's, through verious
seslf help sfforte hafors, duriog, eund sfter receiviog the aducatioo,

Io order to ifosurs the integrity of the sotirs process es wsll as
thet limited student eid dollers are provided to the truly oesdy, sll
epplicects for student sid should hs tequired to heve their
spplicetioos verified prior to ths ectusl receipt of fuads. What
rensios to he decided is exectly which ftems on the spplication peed
to he verified, how eod hy whom. 1In decidiog the enswers to thess

questions, psrheps wa should sek snothar question: 1if eo item ie not
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criticei saough to he verifisd, theo why esk for it to hegia with?
Agein, ve rscommsad thet alli spplicsnte for eii Title IV funde should
heve their spplicetions verified Prior to dishurussent. (For the
Cusrsatssd Student Losn program, this verificetioo would teks plscs
prior t- certificetioco.)

Perhaps ocos of thes most difficult sspscts of desling with student
sid 1s the constentiy cheaging rules sad forme with wvhich we hevs to

desl. If the rules sad forms don't chengs, thers is slweys the threst

of smch chenge which too often confusss sad discoursgss thoss involved
in the processs. 1t is oar stroag fesling thet ths pressat
configurstion of progrems, with soms relstively sianr sdjustmonts we
hsve outlined, srs not ooly workshls hut sleo providing msjor hesansfits
to our socisty. Progres stebility is sssentisl to propsr pleacoing and
sdainistretion of student eid.

How then, cen thess currsat progrems, ¥Within preseat fuandiag

levels, produce iocresssd hensfite? It fe our strong opinion thet

considershls seviangs coo iudesd he schisved hy the tightening of

certsia definitions sand procsdures. By cerrying out the

reconusndetions ve suggest, ws cepn Bot oanly sdd fategrity to the
-
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prngrems, but sleo productt aiguificent sevioge which cen he
re-directed to those studsats whe¢ are truly io nesd of them. |
msking thess suggsstions, {n wany cesss we belisve, I might sdd, thet

we sre simply cercying out wini wes originelly istsodsd by thse

legisletion.
1 heve slrsedy mede refevsaca to oas msjor cost sevings

suggestion: gcross ths bosrd texificetion of sll Titls I

emtma—— - o ——— Aatm— 1 —

spplicsnts. For the vest msjority of appliceats this will fncluds sa
officisl photoststic copy of the fenily's previous yest's federsl
iocoms tex return. Por sll programs, this would bs required prior to
suy disburesment of funds. Ws should not bs dissusded from this
requirensat by suggestions thet to do so would deley the delivery
process sad lesve femilies uncertein ss to their eid decisions.

Dacisions could be meds without tex returns but sctusl disburssments

would not bs made uctil the applicstion dete wers verified. If all
feniliss were made swere of this ss gn sbsoluts requiremsat, T would

predict thet ths initisl dete would bscoms more sad more similer to

the sctusl tax dete, with only minimsl sdjustmsnts necessery. Only
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thoss relstively few feailiss vith very unususl tex situstioos sad, of
coursc, thoss who did mot report sccurste dete on the originel
spplicstion, would heve their fuoitiel sid decisions subjsct to cheags.
I heve also meds serlisr sod stroag refersace to the importsace of

returcing to the fesily fits primery rols for pesyiag for thes costs of

en sducstioa. This cen bs schisved in ® nuaber of weye: 1) the
tacorporsting of s self-help compomsat for sll Title IV greot
recipients. Io mekiag this rescommsndstion, ws sacoursge the use of
the SSACI modsl curreatiy smploysd very successfully hers in Indisas.
2) The providing for tex inceatives vhich vould sacoursgs foniliss to
save for their chitdrea’s sducetion through progreme¢ such s

Educstions]l Sevings Accouats (ESA's) curreantly propossd by the Resgen

Adnfoistretion. 3) The tightening of the currsat federsl defisition

of what constitutss an indepsadeat/self supporting studsct, Ws in
Indisas, ss in oumerous other stetes, sre not sveysd by those who
srgus thet undus herdehips uyon uatold massive aumbers of youag psople
would bs crestesd by the facorporstica of sn sgs cut-off. Tais

sinply bhes not basa ths cess in Indisns or fio ths msoy other stetes

which heve sstsblished such criteris. Ao sbeoluts minimum sge
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criterfion sxcept for orphans snd werde of ths court sod soeetiesn
other strictly defined situstions guch sse vetsrans, graduate snd
earcisd studeats, snd studsats yith dependsat children, would require
parental dets ss so sesentisl fector fn deterefoing progras
sligibility for the traditioasl collisge sge going sppliceot. 1Ia
eskiog this recoeesndstion, ws ogein sre only suggestiog what we have
esaeged very well in Indians sod others o other stetes have slready
feplessntsd very succeesfully for soes ties - sod, it should be noted,
with the diract result of seving eilliocns of dollers aocouslly. gech
of theas recoeesadstions gerve to returo the feeily to its priesry
rols, to restur. sutsgrity to the progrees ws .d,lnl-tlr. to
re-sstesblish s ssoss of respoosibility sad purpose to the studsats god
their fasilies, sad to schieve coansidersbls ssvinge wirbio current
fundiag levels which csa be re-dirscted to the truly asedy.

Aocother sres where sevioge ceo bs schisved f¢ the Cespus Besed
Suppleesecatel Educstiocasl Opportunity Progree. The originel finteot of
this progree, known ss the Bducstioansl Opportunity Progrse in the
esrly ysors, wes to provids this great to thoss studsats of
sxceptionsl finsncisl seed who, bat for this great, wosld bs unsbls to
pursue a higher educstion. The progrse hes bssa grestly sitered,

perticulerly ie the 1980 Amsadesats, so thet it cse currsatiy he

O
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provided to sny student showing naed, regardlees of fesily incose or
leval 0f pead. Ve recoemend that sseniog he raturnad to thin Prograe
a0 that it can he directad to ths truly sost neady population 1| unm
origioelly intendad to ssrve.

Picelly, va fasl thars ere ssvarsl changes thet cen he aade in the
Guarentead Stadeat Losn progres which wounld result in fnauring thet
these funde ere provided to Oonly those in nead of them end that would
ealao, if tluplessatel, schisve considersbla savinge to the federsl
govcrnmeot - savinge which egein, withia curreat funding levels, would
he redirectad to provide support for the ilacresslog neads of aetudentas
who truly nssd thes. Specificelly, fin edditfun to the verificetion nf
sppliceat dete wentioned rbove, Wa TXacommend: 1) the eatahlishaent

of a neads tsat scroas ths boaxd for all GSL eppliceants, ragerdlesas of

focome laval. Currantly, students ars sllowed to borrow sors then
they esy nead simply baceauas thair feaily focoec fe balow $30,000.
Thies resulte in unnecessary student foedebtednese sad vcnaceasssr)
focreaned coata tO0 tha gOvaraomant; 2) the requiressent thet leanders
fesuas GSL checke in multiple disbnresmeate eod fa e feahion co-payshle

to tte studant end the fnetfitutfon; 3) thet the wpacisl elloveacas
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peid to lenders he modestly reduced; 4) thst s needs test hesed, losn
consolidetion option he reeuthorizsd; 5) end finelly, thet ggceut
steps teksn hy the federsl government to improve upon the collectioo
of defsulted strdent loens, including the withholding of tex returns
snd coatscting credit hurseus, he continued. The incorporstion of
thess recommended chenges would schieve considereshls sevingse, sddiog
iotegrity to the programs, and result io additional funde which could
he used to offeet the increasing nseds of our truly nsedy students.

Oo hebalf of the University of Notre Dame, ICHE, and the meny,
msoy etudents which these programe have h<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>