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FOREWORD

Again, in this Congress, issues of equal treatment of adults in the
administration of financial aid programs are in debate. While at this
writing the outcome is unclear, change may well again fall victim to budget
pressures. In any event, a fair number of differences between the way youth
and adults are treated in these programs are most likely to remain on the
agenda of unfinished business for the attention of future Congresses.

In the pages to follow Dr. Robert Sexton describes and analyzes major
Federal and State financial assistance programs. Chief among those reviewed
are the Basic and Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, National Direct
Student Loans, State Student Incentive Grants, the Guaranteed Student Loanc,
College Work Study and the G. I. Bill. 1In his analysis, Dr. Sexton explains
in concise and clear language how guidelines governing these programs function
to effectively exclude working adults from gaining access to the public monies
the programs provide, frequently in contravention of Congressional intent.

In doing so Dr. Sexton has performed an important service for those in
labor, business, government and education earnestly concerned to give these
programs the closer examination they warrant, yet readily dissuaded by the
press of other events from doing so. The reader will find here, too, a
clearly presented set of actions to make these programs work for the working
adult. Those concerned to see the education and training opportunity
structure for adult Americans broadened in the 1980's will see in these pages
an important part of the blueprint,

Gregory B. Smith

Director

Worker Education and
Training Pclicies Project
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INTRODUCTION

Dramatic changes in the postsecondary student poplation over the last
decade have not been matched by corresponding Qhanges in federal finai. ial
aid policies. The college population is no longer composed of 18 to 22
year olds or the sons and daughters of the middle and upper middle class
who atrended cﬂliége themselvés. Instead, colleges and ugiVEZSitiéS are
filling up with older students and first-generation students. More of these
than ever before are women with other fespénsibilitiesg Almost one-half
of the studeuts in all postsecondary education are now over 25 years of age.
Approximately orie~third of those attending two and four vear iﬂstitutians -
community colleges, colleges, and universities - are part-time. These part-
time students are predominantly older and female. Mcre of these students are
learning in educational programs which do not lead to a degree or certificate.

These older and pattstimé students do not, however, receive an equal
share of federal and state financial aid benefits. In New York, for example,
part=time students make up 30% of all undergraduates but received "less than

29 million in federal student aid z:d only about 10% of $206

"

6% of the §
million in state aid_._“l_ Part-time students receive a tiny share of the
federal financial aid dollar-about 3.8% among reeipients of Sunnlemantal
grants (SEOG) and 9.8%Z of Basicxgrants (BEOG) . "While the number AF part--
time, adult st;dents now exceeds traditional full-time post-secondary enz;ll-
ments, less thgﬁ<}5 percent of federal student aid funds is used by adul:

learners.'4

I
-
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Barriers to adults in federal and student financial aid programs and in
the administration of Veterans educational benefits mean that many students
‘ho are most eager for postsecondary education may have the most difficulty
paying for it., Despite the language of the Higher Education Act, that
"American Society should have as a goal the availability of appropriate
opportunities for lifelong learning for all its citizens without regard to
restrictions of previous education...or economic circumstances," provisions
of the same act substantially limit access to its programs and benefits to
older learners.

This paper attempts to identify and explain barriers to non=traditional
students, and to present, based on the existing literature, recommendations
for modifications or new programs. The findings here are not necessarily
new, but draw heavily upon the work of others. A number of studies will be

useful to redders who want to examine the issues more thoroughly. Most

notable is Robert Porga's "Financial Aid anéithe Adult Learner: Federal and
New York Student Aid Programs," (for the New York State Department of

Education) and quman Kurland's collectigg of essays edited for the National
Institute of Education, "NIE Papers in Education and W@:E: Entitlement Papers."

Also important is the May, 1978, issue of School Review, "Financing the

Learning Society," edited by Douglas M. Windham, Norman D. Kur.and and
Florence Hamlish Levinsohn. More detailed analysis of Veterans Administiation

benefits are contained in the study by William Shannon and Associates,
commissioned by the Veterans Adﬁinistratiaﬂ; "Recommendations for Legislative

and Administrative Action Regarding Standard of Progress and 'Seat time'

Provisions of the GI Bill."3

,_‘: K
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L. BARRIERS IN STUDENT FINANCIAL AID

Six major student financial aid programs are authorized under Title IV
of the amended Higher Education Act of 1965: Basic Educational Opportunity
Grants (BEOG); Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG); National
Direct Student Loans (NDSL; State Student Incentive Grants (SSIG): Guaranteed
Student Loans (GSL); and College Work-Study (CWS). Provisions in
aid benefits, especially from basic grgﬁtsi4 The most important of these
barriers are: (a) to be eligible, a student must atgend at least one-half
time, (b) awards are limited to undergraduate students, (c) the student must
be enrolled in a degree or certificate program, (d) the adult must contribute
more toward the cost of education than a younger student in the same economic
circumstances, (e) the proration of benefit payments works against the part-
maximum time for an award under BEOG or SEOG, (h) the adult student must learn
about financial aid in an institutional setting organized for younger students.
and (i) there is inadequate national data for palicyimaking regarding older
léarners and financial aid_

~Time Enrollment

[

a. Prohibitions Against Less-than-Hal
In the general provisions of the higher education amendments, a student
eligible for aid is defined as "one who attends an institution of higher

education at least on a half-time basis...."

All six student aid programs
have the same basic standard of minimum eligibility: to receive aid, a

student must be enrolled at least half-time. 1In addition, BEOG,SEOG, and



E

Q

SSIG require that a student be enrolled at the undergraduate level, while the

remaining programs are all open to graduate and professional students as well

It is likely that at least half of all part-time students are excluded

from student aid programs by this attendance requirement. Part-time students

are the fastest growing population in postsecondary education. Between 1970-
74 part-time enrollment increased 37%, full-time enrollment only 11%; 40% of

F

;omen students are pafc—time_s Added to tnis fi lgure are numbers of potential

students who have not enrolled because they know they cannot receive financial

aid. Wagner estimate

m

BEOG eligiblility, and thatr7,DDDa40,DUD students would enter college
6

the restriction wer=> eased.

that this provision excludes about 200,000 adulrs from
if

The examplary less-than-half-time student is

probably a woman in her late twenties with children to support. Juggling a

part-time job, household responsibilities and one or two courses may be

all that can be reasonably expected, but if she needs financial aid, she must

do more.

Many students often have valid reasons for e enrolling in schoal on

o

less-than-half-time basis. They should not

a

e penalized financially for

this choice if they are in financial need. Toward that end the half-time

enrollment :éqgirementishcuéﬁAﬁefeliminaged,and students that are not

enrolled half-time should be gb;e‘jgfpaftig;gatgrin:stgﬁent,aid programs.

Only the student's need, not the number of courses he or she is taking, would

be . the criteria for deciding whether assistance is necessary. Wagner
estimates that mGdlflCatIOH would cost $60 million to 570 million.7

b. UndergragpaﬁeﬁStgdy Only

The limitations of BEOG, SEOG, and SSIC to undergradgaté students

similarly

discriminates against many older, part-time students, especially those who are

RIC ™ ™ s
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likely to be making use of non-traditional programs. Changing job and market

conditions, technological obsolesence and the return of women to the market

'plgce make the need for education beyahd the undergraduate level impgrtant;

'If a major purpose of student aid ‘programs is to enable learners to be

productive in the labor market, then older students returning to obtain needed

édugatign and t:ainiﬁg should have the same opportunity, ';be 3 programs that

place rest rictions on aid’ bayond the undergraduate 13 el should eliminate these

¢. Restriction to Degree or Cg;tifigate”?rpgramsr

Program eligibility is a'genérally restrictive condition. Student aid

Y o i
statutes contain limits and standards which determine what kind of program the

g

studént»mustfenrall in to receive aid. An eligiblé program is "a program of

‘cerrificatian, (2) is of at least six months duratlon, and (3) admits as

regular students only those persons having (the-equivaléﬂt of a high school
degree)." 1In 1975 there were an ‘estimated 18 million adult 'iearners in the

United States. Only about 3 million of these (17.5%) were enrolled in eligible

"degree or certifiéaté"iprcgrams- Over 60% of these adults, or 10.7 million

were engaged in non-credit programs sponsored by emplayers, uﬂicns, and other

cammunity -based or "non-educational institutions.8
Students who may want or need programs which are more- concentrated- (less
than six months) may find their choices precluded by the lack of access to

financial assistance. Refresher pragfams, WEEkEﬁd :olleges, brokering or

cauﬁséliﬁg services, experiential learning and others may be unavailable

to students as

o

result of these regulations. As a result, while mary

. learners need a specific educational experience but not alyays



for@sl academic training or a degree, the prsssnt regulatioens fsstrict this‘
choice.

The massive numbers of adults engaged in "non-degree" programs presents
a difficult policy issue. Current financial aid programs deliver assistance
through postsecondary educational institutions. If we expand our definition
of "postsecondary institution" and deliver beﬁsfits to an employer, union, or
community- bsssd 1nstitusion, a csmplsx set of new issues is raised and a

msjor rsthlnklng of the federal role in educatio olicy is required.

"U\

d. Unequal Studeut Contributions

The slsssst thing to an educational entitlement enacted by the United
,égﬁc es Congress is BEOG, the cornerstone of the federal financial aid effort.

Bsssuss it is a "universal" entitlemsnt,XBEDG'provisions which exclude or

S

-squsl access to postsecondary education. (Veterans bensfits are another

sntitlsmsnt program and are discussed later .in this pspsr.' Social Secu- ity

postsscsndsry benefits are svsilsbls only to’ learners under sgs 22 aﬁd are

designed as dspsndsncy sllswsnsss, not studsnt financial sid These are not
- explored in this pspsf). |

L The BEDG'progrsm'sébssis pﬁiiosophy tswsfd the indspsnds?t (sshslly
meaning aldsr) student is ;hss'hs‘ér she shpuld ssntfibuse a far grsstsr
portion oflthsir incomes and assets sswsrs‘ths cost of their education
than fsmiliss sf dspsndsnt or younger stzgdsntsi There may be some justi=
fi tion for requiring lsrgsr contribution from the s;ﬁgls indspsndsnt
’studsnsgrsinse all "disposable income" and assets sould shnssivsbly be
thought of as "dissrstisnsry,“ or available for the use of. the indisidssl,
bus séslyiné this doctrine to independent students with children or éfﬁerd

depsndsnss of thsir own slsarly discriminates g ainst the adult 1ssfnsf.9

14
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The basic problem is in the 'need analysis" formula used for calculating
a BEOG award; Even when income and assets are equal, the dependent (or dfteg
younger) student can demanstra?a more financial need than the finaﬁcially
independent adult. The: BEOG formula and the“"unifarm methndology” (the system
used by the private financial need analysis agencies and most state agencies
to calculate financial need for federal programs) underestimate allowable
expenses and overestimate the available resources the adult learner has compared
to the “normal" or "étdinafy"_studén;i As a result the -adult is expected to
necessities -- while the dependent afl§§unggf student's spending for nézessities
and education are seen as one and the same.l? The formula also assumes that
the married woman, who may have no income of her own, is ﬁindepgndént;" and
that her husband will support the cost of Educgtian - én aéguaption which
‘ does not always hold Eruei“ The actQél Expeﬁses_of.thé adult- learner
shculd_ngt éiffer ffém those qutge traditignai 18 to 22 vear nld
dependent learmer. At issue in the naedlénalysis formula is which portion
cf these expenses is related to-education and which can be used for figﬁrimg
financial aid.
When family iﬁggmg; size, and net worth are caculated, along with

éﬁp&ﬂtéd family expenditures for food, clothing, and other living costs,

the needs of’ the dependent and independent student come out differently.
As Wagner reports,

For families with dependent students, the caleculations

require 5 percent of the parents' net worth in excess of. 512 500
reserve and one-third of the student's net assets. The
independent student must provide one-third of total net
worth...one father has-complained to BEQG that, while his-

“three financially dependent daughters are eligible for

Basic Grants, his wife, classified as an independent

student, is not...Over the $9,000 - $15,00Y income .
range, the expected csntributlons of comparable size =N




3veraged 51,200 for dependent and $’,30D for independent
applicants, 11 T

As opposed to BEOG, the Middle Income Student Assistance Act has dealt
with the inequity in the assessment of assets of independent students, but it
has widened the gap in the assessment of income between indépendEHE and

dependent students. Dependent students are now expected to contribute 10.5%

of available income-a substantial liberalization. But the treatment of

independent student 1ncome has remained unzhanged Instead of 10.5% if

married, with no dependent, student is expected to contribute: 75% of availahle
income if single; 50% if married, with no dependents other than spouse; or
"40% if there are dependents other tgan spouse. 12 |

BEOG and HISAA'provisicns for gglguiating need continue the bias that
th§=adult student's need or desire for postsecondary education is leés serious,
‘or more self-serving, or withput”the same'séciél,value; ag that of the
»traaitionél callege,szudEEEi :They ignore. the fact that an‘adult may haVE‘EQ'X
méke far gr reater sacrifices #ﬂ attend échool and effectively axclude adult
students fram BEOG bgneflts for which a dependent student would bé éllgible.

The apprapriaté madificatian wauld be to amend BEDG 50 that independent students

benefit f Em the rame asséssment' rate as the _parents of traditional students.

Accordiﬁg to Wagner, if indgpendént student contributians were halved BEOG

awards for 121,000 current BEOG reclpients would increase and 164, ODD current

¥

-part-time students would be eligible fo an award,.l3

e. "Prag,;;@ n'" of Awards

A s;udgnt who is attending less than full-time has his or her BEOG award
“reduced 1n-proPcrtion to the dégree the student is not so attending on'a full-
time basis." Rather than a’diféQE proration of the award based on the exact

number of hours the student is takihg (and paying for), the Office of Education




#

has established categories with specific standards for "full" (12 hours),
"three-quarters time" (9 hours), or "half-time" (6 hours) enrollment. A
student enrolling for more credit hours than therlcwer level buf less than

the next higher egtégafy has his éf her award calgulaéed on the lower category.
This is to the disﬁiﬁét disadvaﬁgage aftthé part-time student who is paying
tuiticn for all of the hours. For example, a student enrolled for 8 hours
feéeiveg the same award as cne enrolled for 6 hours, since 6 is the standard
for half-time and 9 is required for three-quarters. Alan Wagner estimates that
88,000 current, part-time BEOG recipients are affected and these students are
currently lcsiﬁg $6-$7 million in benefits.l% |

This difficulty can be eliminated by spegifiééllyAtgquif;ng‘VQire;t )

proportion, "as was the original iﬁtent of quzrass instead of 'proportion,"

in the 1egislative ;anguage.15

£. SZOD‘Hiﬁimuinﬁafé

Part-time students are further discriminated against by the.BEOG pro-

visién that sets the minimum award for ény acadeﬁic year at $200. The 5200

- whom an amount of $200 or’less might make the differencé“bgtween éontinuing his

or her studies or not) access to a grant to which he or she is entitled. . To
= 4 .
receive an award of less than $200, the student must prove 'exceptional

circumstancgsi" something the studéﬁt receiviﬁg a grant of more than $ZDD is

F

'not required to do. A - ) : .

The $200 lrmitaticn shoud be eliminated. It may deter thousands from

attendance; it now effeets 257% of eligible students and excludes £8,000
students from the pragram Financial aid officers and the Office of Education
may argue that the limitation pfﬂtécts against excessivg paper wa:kfﬂbut

determinlng eligibility is the most burdensome fespansib11ity and must b

17
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undertaken anyway. ‘Once it is determined that the student has financial need,
making the award is all that remains; prervaring a check for 5150 is no more
befdeneeme than preparing a check for $1,500. (The same provision iz contained

in the SEOG provisions and it likewise should be eliminated.)

2. ;ynreesoneble,Tépe Li@ite;iggé

BEOG further limits the accessibility of part-time students through the

time limitations placed on the use of the awards. Although the part-time
student must take more time to achieve his or her educational objective,

especially if in a degree program, a full-time

0]

chedule was assumed in setting °
the period during which a student may receive BEOG (and SEOG). With a few

- special exceptions, a etudene has only four years ‘of eligibility in both these
programs. The discriminatory aspects of this provision are eubefential. While

a etudent enrolled. in a two year” aesoe;ate degree program may teke four years to
'eemplete hle or .her st diee and feeel;e grent euppert thfoughaut, enother student
in a heehelor'e degree pro -grem loeee his or her’ el;gibility after fnur years of

support. While the legislative intent may heve been to previde a limited eneit;e=

menti the effeee is dieerimlnetien ageiﬂet the part-time etudent ven though the

_eetiefeeteryipg;g;eee requirement should be eubetituted fer the four yeer

1imi§e§i§ni

;»ha' The Needifcr Imprnved Fineneial Aid Cnuneeling

The 1976 vereion of the Higher Educetien Amendments added new provieieme eQ
the previous Student Consumer Iﬁformetieﬂ Act., It required institutions to

ptevide both pProspective studente end those already enrolled wieh epeeiiie infor-

mation regarding financial assistance and inetitutional programs. Thie iz a
large step forward in p:avi&ing 1eefnere with better infgrmeeien, end thefefore

.better opportunities, for meking‘inferﬁed;ehaiee b ut available rﬁeeureee. But



in practice, the institutional response has not been evenhanded with all studgﬁtsg

Inrfar too many cases infﬂrﬁatianis directed only to the traditional student,

with scant attention paid to prospective part-time or non-traditional students.
Adequate consumer ihfcrmation is vital, but it is not a substitute for

good financial aid counselin ng. hegotiating a difficult administrative path

to financial aid is often the first, and too often the last, encounter a

prospective part-time student may have with an educational 1nsti§ution.

Most financial aid officers have been trained either directly or b§ their

experience to déal‘with the needs and problems of traditional learners. Despite

their personal concerns, financial aid officers may need training to fespoﬁd

to the needs of part-time or adult learners. Itrisr§hgggfgrefdesgf§b;e to

traln financial aidraﬂmipistrétorérga that they may provide assistance to

part-time, adult, and other non-traditional iearners,

e

i. inadeguategbaga

Looking at flnanclal aid for the older student is difficult becaufa we
dg ﬁot have adequate informatlon about adult recipients of financlal aid.
Presently, institutions are not réquifed=tﬂéréport the ages of fécipieﬁfs
éf.appliéantS;  We do not know, by age, sex or race, how many applicants for
aid were rejected or in what type or program Eligible students are enrolled;

The Office of Education should gather data which analyzes the applicants

(andrﬁhe a;drawgrdéd1§§gm), by age, sex, race, natiaﬁal origin, aﬁd type of

Erogram This change in institutional reporting practices will provide the
infDrmatlcﬁ necessary to ascertain that the needs af all are being met by

federal assistance/programs.

Women are most likely to be part-time students and more .often than not - .

13 o
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over 35 years old when they attend school. Iﬁey aré also more likely to
néed financial aid. 1In a 1974 study, it was determined that 72. 44 of all
part-time students had a family income of below $15, 000, as opposed to 62.22
of full-time studenﬁsgﬁ Becéuse women are the largest portion ~f the part-
time population, the assumption in finaﬁciéi ald regulations thét students

- are young and attending school full-time affects women directly.

The returning or aldef woman is considered én independent student for
purposes of determining financial need and, thérefﬂfé, the contribution the
student is expected to make from family income (asyéesgribed above) is higher
thaﬁ parents make far their own children. Parents may also "exclude the first
$12,500 of ﬁheif assets from their calculaéion of expected contribution from
assets, while the independent student may not'. 17 Many women students have the
added financial burden of chiid care, and despite research showing that women
fféquently drop out of school because of the inability to ﬁa& for both child-
‘care ana school expenses, financial aid r regu 1 ations do not allgw this as é
legitimate expensge,

The most théraugh etudy of the subjéct::&c&mmeﬁds.several specific ehanges?

some gimilar ta those recommended for all StudEﬁES- ‘There is a need for special

provisions for older women with children; they need aid far cﬁilﬂ care expensésggﬁ .
. . e

and need good financial aid iﬂféfmatinﬂ since they may not be able to participate

" 1n the normel information ghanﬂels-ls‘

III. VETERANS ADMINISTRATION BENE rj:ij

Since 1944 over 14 million vetefans‘havé received'édueatignal benefits

. under three different G.I. Bills. - In lQ??, an estimated 1.75 million veterans

and the widows and children of vete erans whn diéd in active service received

d‘

$3.5 billion in educational and training benefits from the Veterans adminis-

"end

' o~
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ation. Veterans attending college in 1977 represented 122 of all college

studgntsilg The CongfessiOnél Budget Office estimates that about one-third of
the veterané who enrolled would not héve done so witﬁout thngiIi Bill and as

a result total bastsecondary‘énr@llments were increased by ﬁabout 3%." Tuition
and .fees from the incréaséd enrollment will account for about "one percent of
the tuition rgceivgd by colleges and universities in 1578*79"‘?D Under the new
"Post Vietnam Era Veterans Educatiocnal Assistance Program' those entering éhe
service since 1976 can set aside $50 to $75 to pay for education in ;herfutufeg
- Benefits (up to $311 per month for a single veteran) hav? been available

ograms, full-time and part-time, with much more

[+
Fh
Liw]
~

for a wide variety

flexibility than oth&r federal student financial aid pf@graﬁs. Students
attending three-quarteks time (9 credits or more) ér ane=half time (6 credlts

or more) have their awaéés pfaratedi As opposed to EEOG;%VEtEfaﬁs attending‘
less than one-half- time can rEQéiVE asgi nce; the 6iAg will pay for "tuition
and' fees but anly up to SGZ Df full béﬁefits"§21 Veterans have used these part—
time benefits substantially, of veterans-enrolled as undergraduate students aé
of April, 1979, 44.47% were part-time. (Similar figures .for less- hanshalf=fime

veteran students are not available.) "

o]

t is %np@rtant’to note, however, that Veterans' edﬁcation and training
béﬁéfits Qill decrease substanﬁially as a 5§ur§eiof:aid for adult learners in
therfutufé,.bThe total pool of sqppért’will continue to drop with the number of
.eligiblé veterans reaching the end éf the ten year period in which tﬁey can use
their benefits and as the past=Vietnam'G.I_ Bill gradually Effents more veteransi
Th; P2351dent s Budget for 1980 predicts that the number of eligible veterans
will drop by 200,000 in 1980; funding wil} drop by $5DD millian=im 1980 and by -

$6@0_millicn;mcfé in 1982. Géllége attendance ' "induced" or encouraged by



Veteran benefits as a portion of total college enrollment will decrease

from 347,000 (or-3% of the total) in 1978 to 134,000 (afiiz of the total) in
1983. The Congressional Budget Office reports that benefits spent on tuition
and fees will drop from $.54 billion in 1978 to $.31 billion in 1983.22 The

Veterans Administratign predicts "the_lgss of revenue,..will imeSé serious

i

financial problems on many schools, and generally, a narrowing of educational

Eudgﬂtsgi;ZB

[

opportunities available teo-all potential

The precise impact of tﬁisvéecline is difficult ﬁc predict, but at a
time when adults want more education (perhaps even later in life than the
current ten year "delimitation" period allowed by the VA) other aid programs
may have to pick up where veterans benefits fall short. The Carnegie Council
on Policy Studies in Higher Education (1975) :ee@mmends.that the federal funds
ﬁaée available Ey.this decrease in expenditures be "accompanied by an increase
in expéndiéureé on other student aidrpraérams."zé 'Ta be effégtive,,this in-
crease would have to be accmmﬁaniég by provisions ‘making e%isﬁingufinancial aid
benefits more available to adults.

Another appfaéch would be to eliminate the ten~year delimitation perioed to.
accommodate veterans who want to cnntinue their educations throughout their lives.'
The EDnngSSiOnal Budget foice, hcwever, argues agéi?st this approach and says
ikghat it "...runs counter to the basic purpns é of the G.I. Bill, to provide read-
justment assistance. Few would :gnsidér>edugatian 20 yéarsiafter someone is
discharged Eaﬁsistenﬁ with féadjustment needs, ..iccﬁtinuing educatian and iﬂ—

R .
come . secufity \are not among the purposes of the G.I.:Bill as stated by C@ngress n25

Despite the G.I. Bill's impnftance as the ﬂatinn 8 1argest flnaﬂcial aid
program, the Veterans Administration has not shown a great deal of inte%ést

in higher education itself. "That it disburses billions of dollars in

22
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education benk ts is seemingly a matter of marginal interest to the agency:
the discussion ofréhat h;ge undertaking took up 3 out of 122 pages in the
administrators 1974 annual repcft?zéx More recently, however, the V.A. has
been forced to pay more attentian to the higher ed'ca tion community. Prgtests
and law suits have résulted from increased efforts by the agency to tighten
the program and end abuses. '"ButAit-is important to note,'" states Chéstef'A?
Finn, '"that the main source. of those contrgveiéi&s is the continuing insgpsitivity

of é?e Veterans Administration and the committees that draft its legislation to
the rraditions and desires.of edu ucation insti tutions \'27 i

For some veterans and institutions, however, there are real and specifice
problems. Aspeduiational praetiges have azcommcdatgd older or non=traditional
learners through weekend colleges, ExPETient'fl 1e arning, contrart and médular
1earﬁ1ng, 1ndependent study and ‘external degrees, Congress and the Veterans
Admlnlstfation have acted consegvatively regarding veterans' édugatfgn benefigs.
In 1975 Ccngteés and the Veterans' adminiéﬁratién concluded that a 1afge |

: é -
number of veterans were receiving hEﬂEfltS without attendin ng classes, and that

some schools were not enforcing their publishéd:standafds of progress. It seemed

to congre n 1 policy makers that it was relatively easy for a veteran to obtain

educational benefits even though he or she was not a "tfue"-student.

" As a result, in 1976 Public Law 94-502 amended the existing law regarding

unsatlsfactary progress. It determined that "progress will be considered un-

satlsfsctcfy at any time the veteran is not progrgssing at a rate that will pérmit

such veteran to graduate Wlthln the appraved length of the course based on the

‘training timé as certified to the‘VAi" Full veterans', bEﬂEfiEE are awarded for

full-time. enrollment only, and rather than certlfy enrallment on t'~ basis of

the credit hours taken, it was decided that time in the 1 sroom shi v, . be

15 23



used to decide the student's status. This decision required institutions
; to report class attendance, a long-abandoned pracrice. The VA's interpretation

of training time as classroom hours, or ‘'"seat time," created a major -

dlsagreement between the higher education establishment and the Veterans
Administratién.

This "seat time" requirement is an inconvenience (some say infringement)
for traditional institutions; taking attendance is a long abandoned practice.
It also challenges educat@r'; Jjudgment that classroom contact is not always
the best indication »f what a student learns. However, for innovative programs
serving non-traditional and older students and often using variations of one-
class-hour for one-hour-of-credit per semester, the seat time regulation poses
major problems. For example, independent study is different from traditional
classroom contact and cannot be measured by classroom attendance. In addition,
a number of institutions have created various forms of educatlonal work
expef1ance cppartunlties, such as 1ntefnshlps, cooperative education, and
practlcums, whlch cannot be measured in "seat time.'" The executive commissioner
of the University of. the State Df New York maintains,

The Veterans AdmlﬁlsgfatiOﬁ insists that the only possible

measure of learning is the assessment of the number of

hours students spend in the classroom. As the: American ,

educational system broadens .-its clientele (half of which o

are now over 21), it has shifted to more advanced and in- -

‘novative modes of study. There are excellent . examples of

 high-quality productive use of innovative methods. Quality

éducation, meeting the needs of various segments of our 28
soclety, necessarily results from a variety of. approaches *©

(p. 53). : _ }

A greaLer difficulty comes far weekend Lalleges, d251gned expregsly to
. help the person who has ather commitments during _the week ccncentrate their .
-studies in 1angér class sessions over a two or three day weekend. These'céufses
- may also be Q@ﬁ@éﬂtratéd into a two, three or four week period after which the: .

student moves ahead to another course. Since the law requires that the -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




veteran not be paid for any period when he or she is not pursuing educational

y
objectives, and the weekend college may require attéﬁdancegin a particular
course for only a few weeks, the VA's position is that ben nefits should be paid
only for the two wgek}pgriﬁdizg
Rehind the tighténing af Veterans regulations is a growing feeling
in Congress that vet?raﬁs are inclined to abuse the system and a general.

decline in respect for postsecondary education. Congressional panels think
o _
there is something basically wrong with veterans receiving benefit income while

working full time and attending school. A major report conducted fo or the
Veterans Administration, however, states that these concerns

..are unrealistic when viewed in the light of present day
economie, vocational and educational pressures. Many citizens
in society including veterans of World War II and Korea
have extended themselves to both work and go to school full
time to provide for ftneir families and their futures. Why,
it is asked, sluuld serious questions be raised about giving -
GI befiefits to today's veteran - student - worker if he or
she is obliged to or wishes to work full time, es ecially
when the educational community has taken steps to make

education more flexible and readi;37§;;§551ble to all worklng
students. (Emphasis added. )30

As a result veterans may be disgguragééaif not excluded from program
which are nﬂﬂ*ffaditicnal or- innovative. The regulations 5156 diécDUfage‘

' 1naLitution5 with‘large veteran populations from making their programs
flexible enough for learners with work and family obligations. The director
of the Washingtan étatescgmmissianzgn Higher Education reported, ."Schools
‘that serve (or wish to.sefvej veterans are incapable of being new and o
'inncvétiva for feur of injuring the veterans right to benefits. nggrams

are being modified to remove from the veteran's choice those educational

segments available to other students (independent study, work experience,

‘IJ‘J‘

31 . L o . ..
etc. ) The registrar at the University of Wisconsin stated his concern

on this matter:




It is of ne particular merit to require students to ‘'warm a
"seat" for a prescribed number of minutes during a semester.
Students may learn much of their material by home study,

by reflection, by library work, by writing papers, etc.
...in summer sessions or modular course sessions, as well
as research oriented courses in general, a course may be
intensified and enhanced with additional course require--
ments, but may not require as many in-class hours as a.
regular semester, 3 ’

External degree programs, which combine credit for_previous work

or non-classroom activities with independent szudy; internships, and
contractual arrangements, have special difficulty with V.A. regulations.
California State University at Dominguez Hills commented,

Provision for non-standard programs such as the External

Degree in Humanitiés need to be made. While fhe courses do.

not meet contact hour requiremerts, they certainly are

legitimate courses and need to recognized as such.

The veteran student is being financially penalized by _

narrow interpretation by the Veterans Administration.”:

If the needs of veterarns are to be met, Congress and the Veterans'

Administration must abandon their adversarial relationship with the

higher education community and with veterans. Congress. should return to

1]

the original intent of the ‘law and "...reestablish both th tone and

conditions that will encourage the Qéte:anyﬁé pursue futher education -
. : ' e \\ - .

in order to benefit personally and contribute to the national ﬁell.heiﬁg?B%

The- Veterans Administration education advisory panel in its-recently’
released report has recommended that the V.A. approve full hgﬁgfits for

n9n=tradiéignal courses on the basis of the "equivalency of the level-of-

=

effort required from the veteran compared to standard courses. 33 This

modification wouldéeneaufagé more flexibla gﬂhedniing, and diacfimiﬁatién

against non-traditional programs adversely affected by current “seat-time"

requirements.

The Veterans Administration should also rely more heavily on the

expertise and.judgmént of state agencies in approving educational pro- %

a

' ‘CU‘




urveys, and look at credit hours

[Ny

grams, put more emphasis on compliance

taken rather than the modes through which a credit is delivered. According
to Charles Saunders of the American Council on Education:

Opening the process to expert, professional judgment from
higher education will produce educationally valid and cost
effective decisions on course approvals, and at the same
time forestall the tendency toward further federal intrusion
into education for the alleged purpose of preventing abuse
of benefits.36 '

Thg,Ve;etansiAdminis;raﬁipn should re-examine its position that

graduation will ncrmal;y?take place in two or four years, dgpenﬁigg,qn

thE,Engfaﬁj,ﬁhgt studenté should nét,beﬁw¢:kigg wh;;eﬁ;heyrargrtryiggggp

obtain their educations; and that veterans should not be given the same

f;exihilizyfas ;ggplap_ynéetgygdgatgfgqugnts in undgtpgkingicaregf

g;p}orgtignggrﬁgenéra;;yigsefulfé@pfsgsu:aﬁheg_;haqiEhosg aming toward

a specific votational g@jg;tiyé_7gkgffégatrtimgfﬁprgvisigg that restricts

: veterans to traditional programs which may not, in all cases, meet their

educational needs, should be eliminated.

IV. FUTURE DIRECTIONS AND SOLUTIONS

Adult:roften part-=time, studénts-do,not receive a share of federal
financial aid- adequate ﬁc meet their needs for education. Federal financial
aid programs requiring at least half*time attendance, a standard Df-finaﬂﬂial
need more stringent than that for regular students, the $2D0vminimum award,
restrictive time limitations, and others all work to exclude adults. And,
despite its fglatiVe fairness to.part-time students, the Veterans Adminis-
tration continues policies which work against parﬁicipatiaﬁ by working
veterans in more innovative.and flexible programs.

£ .

for reform, the changes outlined

o

Compared to some other proposal

here offer a large return at a modest cost.  Alan Wagner has persuasiﬁely

oA
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"entitlements

argued that the cost of the above proposals would be approximately 5250
million to $280 miliian; they would benefit 750,000 new recipients and
164,000 current recipients of federal aid.3’

There are alternatives to the modifications in regulations and
legislation suggested above. Widening interest in so-called educational .
" suggests one alternative. “
Numerous entitlement plans have been proposed and the arguments for

them are complex. Each proposal has its own rationale, implications, and

cost-figures, so summaries run the risk of oversimplifying. The most

comprehensive collection of these proposals are found in Norman Kurland's

"Entitlement Studies' and School Review. Kurland has offered perhaps
the most succinct summaty;v

In recent years there has been a growing interest in granting
funds directly to students as an alternative way to flow funds
for educational purposes. 1In this approach certain individuals
(veterans, disadvantaged, low-income) obtain a right to a
specified amount of education expresscd either in terms of

time (x years of free public education); dollars ($1,500 per
year; one-half tuition) or outcomes; (completion of high school,
receipt of a degree). Because a right is involved, such ap-
proaches are usuadly referred to as 'entitlements'38

dea of entitlements is not new. The GI Bill, Social Security,

[

The
and a number of similar institutional and private sector activities are
well established in American life. Retirement plans, pension plans, health

and vacation plans are forms of eatitlements with benefits tied to employees’

w

contributions. Unemployment benefits, welfare préﬁisigns, food stamps, aid

to dependent children and others are entitlements. We also have a full

entitlement program for education through the 12th grade for all citizens.>?

The educational entitlement has implications going beyond assistance

to the individual learner. The argument for support of "lifelong learning"



is based on the premise that all citizens from birth have the right to

istance in virtually whatever educational activity they want to pursue.

A5!

Specific groups in the population might also need éupplemEﬁtal grants to
compensate them for existing or historical disadvantages. '"...the entire
system of formal schooling would be transformed into a free, though noneprafit,v
market system, though any given lo;alé could decide to require ité citizens

to pay their graﬁts for the first ten or twelve yeafs into the present school
system." While such 4 broad approach might create a competitive educational
market place it could, accordiﬁg-té Kurland, ‘"overcome the objections of

many critics of education on both the right and left who object to standarized
curricula, too little free choice, not enough pluralism, and so on." Taken

to their extreme, entitlements could reform the entire American education

I 40

syste

[y}
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The idea of "funding people" to create a free market environment
within postsecondary educator carries with it a number of thorny political
and economic implications. It would be expensive-perhaps more so than current or
existing financial aid programs. It could confuse the market because in-
dividuals would carry their financial aid resources with them.

But the condition which will most influence the future -success or failure
of the entitlement as a national policy will be the social, economic, and
political environment in which decisions are made. As John C. Honey has
argued:

...the biggest factors in determining whether there will be

) substantial progress toward achieving a national system of-
*  entitlements for lifelong learning lie well beyond immediate

matters of political strategy, or technical consideration.

Whether the international situation permits a diminution of -

military outlays; whether the domestic economy can be brought

through the transition to an essentially non-military basis

of operations without great turmoll; whether we move expe-
ditiously to alleviate poverty at home and to share in its

| 23
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relief abroad, and whether we take those other pressing
measures to create a healthier, better-housed, more fully
-employed citizenry - are all contingencies which would
appear to have a bearing on our becoming a society with
ample lifelong learning opportunities.4l
An alternative to a massive national entitlement program would be a
more modest project. A federally subsidized system of local entitlement
programs would assist adult learners, test the program for wide-scale use,
and eﬁuourage local creativity and ;nitiative. Local commissions might
- oversee the program. These commissions should be broadly representative
of the community: community based and ethnic ofganizétioﬂs, labor, CETA
prime sponsors, local education agencies, pcstsecandar} instifutiags and
learners. " Under the general oversight of the commission local standards
and costs would be established, eligible types of learning deterﬁined
(as broadly as possible) and individuals provided with their entitlements.
Potential conflicts with existing federal financial aid programs waéi%fbe
negotiated with U.S. Department of Education. If a person left the locality
of the experiment, they would lose their entitlement. If grants were made
to communities on a :émpétitiveﬁbasis, the communities could uselthéir
entitlement programs as a local attraction to lure employers, as simply as

an improvement in the local quality of life.

ERIC
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SUMMARY

" The nation does nat yet have the means of assisting all individuals

who have financial need in obtaining a postsecondary edu¢ation. Thete are

= .

at least two choices. :Dﬂé choice is to modify existing fiﬂaﬁcial aié :
programs and continue to modernize Veteraﬁ% benefits procedures to make
them more equitable. Thé;gecond chéiée is to encourage a system of
"entitlements" or a similar approach which would substantially change
the system,v’?hé latter would gradually put control in the 'hands of the
consumers of education.
Recently progress has beeﬁ made in existing conditions. 1In iésf
“action on the Higher Education Amendments of 1980 the U.S. House of
Representatives' Subcommittee on ;GstsecOnaary Education adopted

modifications in the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants and State

iy
\

Student Incentive Grants which would open these programs to students
attending on a less-than-half-time basis. "While this is clearly the
least expensive modification, it is a step in the dirégtian of recognizing
that a vast number of Americans are not able, or do not choose, to pursue
postsecondary education in the sémé manner as the students of 10 or 20 years
ago. |

But changes in student fiﬁanaial aid, either piecemeal or whole,
depend on larger political factors. One of these is the potential of older
learners themselves as an organized force of consumers. If démoéraphic trends
EQnLigu% as expected, and if these older consumers make their needs known, a

more responsive financial aid system is more likely. On the other hand,

37 |

=23




scarce resources caused by recession or by tight-fisted taxpayers will be a
counterbalancing trend. Which direction we take is not predictable. What
is predictable is that the needs of non-traditional learners for financial

assistance will continue.

%
4%
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