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STUDENT FINANCIAL AID GOVERNANCE-- - ‘ |
| THE ELEVENTH HOUR FOR Tﬁz PARTNERSHIP -
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Since 1 first started to get ecqpeinted with the national

' ';,gerspective on’ student financial aiq, havxng.labared for years
in a small college suffering under the llluSlcn that I knew all that
was impcrtant to know ebout the subjed&, 1 keep hearing ebout the
‘financial aid pertnership. Since the term partnership implies a

N notion of a jolnt Venture cf twc cr more parties, I have to say

gt sw A i««_“ ’

that I heve not yet found,it.oiperhaps this feilure cf perception ,,'_"

'rests in. scme naive assumpticn about the equality of the partners.
'4But, of course, in bﬁiéness*ventures some partners ‘are often more .
.‘equal than others and we-have managing pertners “and ncn~paxt1cipating'
partners. | . | N

~As I heve thought ebout it I ccnclude that the term‘pertnership -

" as applied to financial aid is a coée word fcr some other de51dereta,

'depending cn where yoq Slt. Fcr state and instit ional finencial
aid people, it usually means thet we have to bell the Federal cat -and 3
- figure cut hcw to keep the Feds ﬁrom tekinq over the entire system
'1‘ To‘our gracicus hosts, the CQllege Board, operating’usually in this
area through a wholly-owned subsidiary called the College Scholarship
Service, it may meen ‘the fear of bec;pﬂng merely a Federal contractor
'funless there are more mechanisms fc; counterbalancing increased
Federai,dominetice;' For the:Feds, the term partnership may mean
¥that'th¢y would like a lct more vigor and ccmmitment on the part - .
of institutions in accounting for funds, collecting loans, and meeiing‘-
.‘the ever~growing phelanx of student eid regulatcry requirements tof.

prevent scmething celled‘"ﬁxau& and abuse. "
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Thére may once have Been a halcyon pefiod of partnership when

: | | 3
the parties of interest truly cooperated ‘in matters of«polioy

affecting student ald Certalnly there was a perlod in which the
Colrege Scholarship Service was much more pre- emlnent in need
‘analys;s end all that surrounds‘that,term than was tne Federal . R
Government ~But that was before the“Besic Edu%ationel Opporeunit§ .
Grant Program was leglsleted into law in 1972, and before the College
- SchqQlarship Service felt constrained to begln tlnkerxng with the need
;}1a§fly518 sys : in the early 70's. When the Fedg\entered the Picture o
L'_ Ln a>mo\\\ ]or way, thh a d;rect-es opposed toa oampus-based | |
v ‘ program in 1972, and when 1t pecame apparent that the needs analysis

L
could.be used as a ratzonxng system and indeed could be manlpulated

SO as to generate increased demand for Federal funds/, the system ‘

¢ lnevxtably became much more Federalized. B
We now have a flnanc1el aid system ln thlS natlon whlch ls, except.

for highly-skllled athletes and graduate students in a few lnstitutlons.
&T" and other’ not very sxgn;fzcant exceptlons, mostly need- based and
j‘ . Federally-dominated. Need-based financial aid now pays one—thlrd of
the bills of - dll undergraduate college students and about 80% or | . .
$8.5 billion of the total of this a;d comes from the Federal gogernment

rd

in the form of grents, loans, work-study, Social Securlty payments and
Veterens Administration. payments w;th‘the latter two being entitle-.
'ments rather than need-based. This represents -a. vast lncrease ln

’ dollers, S‘a mPch lerger/Federal perbentage of the total‘iptlvxty,}

) than was true prior to the Education Amendments of 1972, excepz\igs thei

) post-World War II period when the 6. I. Bill was in £11 ‘blpom.
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" The Federe1\bureeucrecy long has been involved if the needs analysis

system but more recently and very dramatically with the passage of the

- " : : . ’ ‘?
Middle Income Student Assistance Act a year ago, the Congress has taken

a more direct role in family contributjons schedules; assessment rates

- ., . .

on discretionary income and, the like. .Should H. R. 5192 pass in its ’

present form, there wlll be a single needs analysxs system for all

L

Federal programs and a sxngle fqrm, fully pald for by the Federal

government. THe sands of trme may have run out oh\the College Scholarshlp
Service and the uniform methodology _

;/ Ironrcally, ‘the frnal nall in ?he old partnership coffrn may well
‘have been the stubborn denral on the part of the financral aid commun1§y
that there was a "middle-income crunch.” The Congress helleved

otherW1se, and t&us we already have in the Basic Grant Program, and may

e

soon. have for the campus—based programs, much more. llberal parameters

for 1ndependent and commuting students, home equrty ellowance, and .
N ] ¢ <
other elements of family contribution schedules than those set forth L
' )

'by 1ndustxy representatlves through the unlform methodology The

elected representetxves sxmply belleve there is a lot more need out

[ b}

there than the_fznancxei aid,community-has‘been willing (or able) ‘to
acknowledge.) Not even in the military'is there a parallel Eituation*

/’where the Congress wants £o dor more than the major interest groups in

¢ ~

the field is asking lt*to do. i o p )
A ., E Lo

I alluded earlier to politicrzatlon of the needs analysrs system
- when 1ts potential as a rationlng derlce became apparent. That requires
some further explanatlon. Any system which purports.to determine the
‘ablllty of famll;es to. contrxbute to their chlldren s educatlon is -~

- necelsarily subjectlve and hlghly arhitrary., Yet I thlnk the financial

“M; aid community has at .times treated the parametars of the system

+ . o ’ , "~v‘ . .' , ‘.‘J ‘. q ’ ’ | ,‘ : X T ~ "
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as thoﬁgh Ehey were eithef divinély‘revealed or sdientifically datér-.
mlned. They are neither, but-they are terribly important to instifuw
Jtlons whxch have heretofore been commltted to meet all of the C$/buted
need of all of their students, and terribly lmportgnt to the~Federa} ’
government particularly since the esﬁablishment‘of the BEOG ;}ograh
WhLCh increasingly has been seen as an entltlement program. Thus,
definltxons of need at least call for, if not actually gequlre; the
approprlatlon of nore Federal funds.

There was a tlme mhen the ‘higher education lndustry 1n the form
cf the flnancial ald communlty operatxnéﬁthrough Css was - in the saddle
. and the Feds were understandably resentful about the manlpulatlon of the
parameters Wthh had the result, perhaps lntended or perhaps not, ;f
. calling for eve;—larger.Federal appropriatlons. Now that the Federa;
‘goverﬁment'is-clearly ih ¢harge, the'industry-is prdtestiné‘the' '  §
) faﬁséhceldf partnership aﬁdﬂé&erstahdébly so, since the Federal governrf
ment does not meet aIl need as defineé by thé uniform methodology-—énly

~

-about half of,it—-excessiGely liberal Federal needs analysis’parameterﬁ-
caﬂ generate~aemand‘forlmoré institutiongi aid to fund-tbe\remaining |

. .unmet‘need. Thus the shoe wiil Ee shiftgd cghpletely to the other faét;
) "Is the qulege.ScholarshiE Service going to bé reduced to a govern-
ment contrgctor/forms grocessor, and are the financial aidqffice;sv |
doomed to passively receiving the annual wiédom of the Federaligovern-4v
ment when it comes to needs analysis--or reduced'to.the unbecoming*'
battle of the "great form war" as Art Marmaduke refgis to,the,hassie
Uover the single form? I think'the prognosis for the‘pa:tnership need
not be so bleak, but it réquires a little risk-taking aéd,a little

candor all along the line:



. court. More on that later.
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1. It should be acknowleddged that the College Scholarship

T Service-isfho longer the vepicle Tor expressing the higher
education oommuqity*s interest ir needs é%alysis. CSS and
ACT have sef&ed the institutions of ?igﬁer education and the
students weii, but the dommunity of interdst in the subject
now extends to a mucﬁ wider audience. B _

2. Perhaps my“mostqiﬁéoffant point and wieh all -due respect to
to my flnanClalxild offlcer friends lS that flnanCLal aid has
become too lmportant ‘a subject to leave to the flnanc1al aid
officers.' The Federal government has asserted its lnterest,

and it is long overdue for the college and unlversiiy presxdents

'and budget ofiicers to take a much more actlve interest in

'thif subject. | S .

L}
v

Since coming to Washington, I'havefbeenpappalled at the disinterest

and ignorance of?ﬁhe basic‘issues in financial aid whioh,haveobeen

ﬁanifest by”ﬁhe;college presidents. We at AbE, ﬁogether with NACUBO
and. NASFAA, are makin§ some modest efforts to_Sensitiie presiden;s to
eLe'importance oftheltopic.‘ The nextfs;eg will be;their info}med

participation. That effort?must.be»aCceleraﬁed and broadehed} and I
believe one of the'ways of achieving this istéo-put somerof'the locus
of gesponsibility for the needs analysis systems in the éresidentiai

~
Y

) g . P ‘A - ' ‘
3. Part of the increased pres;dential leadershlp could be expressed

i

e
B

A

through more supoort for flnancxal amd admlhxstratxon at the campus_

¢ level We have heard far too many stories for far too long

about how the f&nancxal ald officers are at the bottom of the‘

oy

. f ) ‘z s . -
. Lo N R N



. p ‘.' the fact thet they generally handle more money than anyore
but the busxness offlcers-—even more than the athletic/directdr[ﬁf'

Moreover, staﬁflng 18 qenerally not edequate to the 305 and -

¢

certainly not adequate for the mountains of. peper which must

be processed A little understood dimension of the/work of

y o

a campus flnanCLal eld officer 15 that .of counselor.‘ Under-

/

staffed flnanCLal aid offxces cannot do as good efjob today es

PO ) “"‘ L o

they did five or ten years ago, even if the number of alded R A

o ——

-

s o students has remelned the. same.= Moreover,‘we have here a crlsie
: . e
- of confldence 1n Wthh the domxnant’partner,_the Fede{el govern-
ment, knows what I have 3ust said and lacks oonfddence i the
’
lnstltutlon and its leaderphlp really to do/somethlng about the
““ ) problem. . [ B ./;' : \

3

“1

4. We st cendidly ecknowledge thet the Federel government is the.
domiﬁent pertner ln dollar terms —~and thus must call many of

L - the shots. If we in the industry have used needs analysis

#

systems as ratlonlng devices, then we hardly can. be critical
',;_ -of the Congress fdk do;ng the same thlng when it is Federal

dollars which are most at'rlsk. Dec;sions about the demandb ©

for Federal funds and the appropriations to meet that demand
- are political'declsions and they are made endlshould be made

y the elected representetlves. I happen to hold to the v1e#
that we continuelly should strlee to depolxt;cxze the concept

of need and the defxnitlon of the paxemeters which determlne

F F

| need: and, further, ‘that we should then try to separate need

» -

from the question of how need is met. As late as last sqmmer,
. ? -~
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I earneetly believed that it was pOSSlblE to make that. distinction

f;and keep the Feds out of def ing need. But- that simply does
'not reckon either with the s jectivity of needs definitions or

- with the fundamental disagreement over nead which lay at the
heart of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act. ‘ . ! ' Q
We are, I submit, no ionqer welieedvised to talk about the partner—

ship and no lcnger well-advised to pretend that the need and the systems

~ - hod - ia

u‘to meet ;:ed ‘are mutually exclusrve categories~-although I believe we should
continually strive to perﬁect the ebjectivity{of the measurement systems-—
but we. can useful;idghrsue the questio of consultative mechanisms We
‘are best able to deal with the Federal government lf we have our act
together as a higher educetion community and we need to do more together‘
than simply deal with the Federel 9qvernment. For -example, institutionally-c
funded aid will continue to be important, particularly though not exclusxve-
;ly for the independent sector, and the dollar volume of unmet need to
be addressed by institutional aid will now be profoundly affected by
Federal needs analysis systems unless=we persist in having a separate
'method measuring need for institutiozglly-fuﬁded eid. P “,

If we acknowledge the four prob§ s I've tried to 1dent1fy, and
begin to act upon them, then and og;y then can we begii/;o build the |
kind of pertnership structures that will have acceptao}lity, credibility
end relevance for -the future. At this point I must ecknowledge my great
debt tuae number of people with whom I heve been engaged in thinking
.ebout these metters in recent months. Through the initiative of Frank;
Keppel and Bill Van Dusen, a fair number of us got together last sumner

ffor two days and the prevrous summer for a longer pefiod in tpe beaqkies

' ER&C of the Aspensto think ebout these things Our most recent Aspen session




. { . ’ . . ‘-::, -
was an effort to see if wé could4arr1ve at a structure in whlch the

—

--Feds will be one of the partners for approachlng the 1mportant questlons
in flnancxal ald governance. We did not succeed because¥nr Clohan s dlsf

’txngulshed colleague, Tom Wolanln, and a very much-missed and, I belleve very

d;stinguished public servant, Leo/Kornfeld, took the vﬁew that the .

predominance of Federal‘dollars sxmply requlred a pre—emlnent Federa1'7‘ - f

-

role. Some of those zn attendance, perhaps buoyed or depressed

.dependlng on your,p01nt of. v1ew-—by the antl-Federallsm of Proposltlon B

13 and other developments had nalvely hoped for a dlfferent kind of ;
{

;,outcome.l ’ : oo ; 1 o = <

2
[

v Y
A few oqfus regrouped a month. or so ago in New York and rev1ewed

our efforts against. the ‘backdrop of H. 'R, 5192 hlch is lxkely, yzth
certain significaht changes in‘the Senate, to become-the major pPiece
of higher education legislatxon for the next five years. That bill

would, as 1 mentioned earlier, enhance the Federal role in, fznancxal//

\,

a .

aid admlnistration, not to mentlon providing substantlal inii:eses in

the BEOG and campus-based programs. I have to pause long enogh te

‘acknowledge with gratitude the leadershlp of Representatives Ford and
Buchanan in drafting, with the aid of Mr. Wolanln end Mr C}ohan and S

thexr colleagues, a piece\of legislat;on which will sexrve the .colleges

and unlversitles and their students very well indeed. It is a
remarkablepuece of legislatlon and those responsrble for lt deserve
our gratitude. Although the legrslation relnforces the preemlnence of
the Federal government in ald administration, it specifically provides
for the Secretary of Education to consult with the‘representateves

of highér education on ‘the myriad of questions lnvolved

»

Now the Secretary can, of course, consult with whomever he or she

. . | R [()
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wishes and'will_doubtless fi 3 it necessary to consult withAmany

in&ividﬁals and croups.,‘The igher education commﬁnity can either

consult in the form ‘of individual groups ;;d associations or it can ‘%

try to get 1tself together in the form of a yet- to-be born mechanlsm

which would earn the respect of the Secretary. Some of us have been
~"try1ng to structure ]ust such a mechanlsm Its purposes wocld include

but go beyond consultatxon w1th the Secretary as called for 'ig. H. R. 5192;'

and its membershlp would lnclude but go beyond the flnanclal aid communlty

" - to include ce&lege presxdents, students and others. It would be more

e 'formally structured than the present Student Aid Coalitlon and would

»

f'.presumably be staffea Some initial fundlng might be sought from

‘foundatlons but it is the hope of those who are thlnklng ‘about this

4
#*

idea that ‘the major assocxatlons involved would support it from thelr‘
own resources - in th lonq-term future~ We are not quite ready formally
to unvell this notlonm.so what I have just said might nothineccurately
be construed‘as aﬂtrial-belloOn to which we would appreciate your
reactlons. b N
A ) ‘ »
. L would 11ke to put all of this ln the context of :a concept

known as self-regulatlon. I tend to assocxate the concept w1th

. .

' ~a speech glven several years ago by Roger Heyns, but authorshlp might
be claimed by others. The notion simply is that ratber,than continually
complaihinc aboet excessive Federal regulation, the hicher education
world should'set up self-reguletOry mechanisms which would make it
ennecessary, if not politically.icpossfble, for the Federal goverhment
to‘regulete; It seems like a simple concept and I'find that as a

. concept it has some of the consensus-building qualities of @otherhood.

<
,". '‘But when it comes right down to it, the real question is yhether

Q - colleges -and universities prefer to‘P&t'the time and effort into

-
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T . ~10- E
Self-regulatofy mechanisms or whether they would prefer simply to
- let the Federal government - {not to mention the increasingly important

role of State governmeﬁts) increasingly -dominate our lives.
The list of-possible topics,fof self-regulation in the'area of
: . , - » - - :
~ financial aid is long. The contratemps over the tuition refund policy

thls vear illustrates that the higher education communlty can

¢

at least make a concerted effortgo avoid Federal regulatlon I

have men?ioned the needs analyszs systemns apd the necessxty for

unremitting pressure on chief.exeoutibe officere of colleges and

gniversitieS‘%o.péoyide aéequate funding for oeerwo:kedlfinanoial aid
ﬂ*c&ﬁices.k Student expense budgets arevcrying for.attention and I would
far rather have that attention come from w1th1? the community rather
‘than from HEW audltors or the Genral Accountlng Office. I want to
‘state that I belleve‘that those.of us who are struggling for a new
meoﬁenism have great requgtfor such groups as'the Coalition and
the CollegéfScholership Service. But'ffﬁor,One‘simply believe toat
it is a neQ ballgame an& the old structures,'satisfactory as ﬁhey
were for another era, are‘noo sufficient for the future and thus what
I have said should not be interpreted as an effort to keep business
as uswal. I would hopd‘that those of us in institutions, state
I}gencies, and the higher education associations ‘could seize the
tnitiative in the full range of student aid governance lssues rather
than-simply.reacting to proposed‘Federalvregulathns. N
/ "ﬁe are at the eleventh hour:in“the case of finenc%al'eid goverhence{
-and in many respei>s&we are simply talking abqut the kind of consuliation‘
| mechanism we will ‘be pettgng together tq talk with the lord of the maner.
‘But even tha£ is‘ieportaﬁt and I think much more thén.that is at stake
when one consxders the myriad of governance and credibility lssues

f 1

whxch will concern thzsyvast multz-blllld% enterprlse called studenta .
5 % . ) ‘ :




\financial,aid in Ehé yea:s.aheaa.

Those of us worklng on somé of these notlons “would apprecxate

; {
your thaughts and your particxpatzon.
A
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