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This paper determines relationships between three ele-

ments of the American policy process: legislature, agency,

and administrative clientele. It concerns interrelationships

between these elements and their affect to agency functions.

A model is constructed; revealing the policy process,

illustrating behavior patterns responsible for normal func-

tioning and failure of policies and programs. The model

develops through study of a single policy area. Supplemental

data are provided from a survey.

The paper concludes that the process is based on legis-

lation--causing activity in an agency or substantial change

in programs; agency actions, seated in its own organizational

objectives, and resultant to internal conflicts; and by clientele

behavior, determined by agency actions or inactions. This model

may help predicting policy outcomes, but only after similar

but more comprehensive studies.



0 1977

ROBERT LLOYD ALLEN

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page

I. INTRODUCTION . . . . . .. a............ 1

The Problem and A Theoretical Framework
The Policy Area
A Justification

II. THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ENTERS THE FIELD OF
HIGHER EDUCATION: 1957-1964 . . ........ 24

Toward NDEA
The National Defense Education Act of 1958
In the Office of Education
Toward Building A Clientele
The 1964 Amendments
Summary

III. STUDENT FINANCIAL AID, 1965-1972: EQUALITY OF
OPPORTUNITY & CONFLICT ................ 55-

Free Aid With An Alternative
The Higher Education Act of 1968
The Federally Insured Student Loan: The

Participation of Financial Institutions
Summary

IV. CONGRESSIONAL DEMANDS, ADMINISTRATIVE INACTION
AND INVESTIGATION . . . . . . ... . . .. 83

1972 Higher Education Policies
Congressional Demands and Administrative

Inaction
Invest igati on
Summary and conclusions

i



Chapter Page

V. CONCLUSION . . . . . 98

APPENDIX .. .. . . . . . . . 112

BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . . 118

ii



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure Page

1. The Basic Policy Process . 3

2, The Policy Process .11..........., II

3. Step 1 of the Policy Process ......... 101

4. Steps 2 and 3 of the Policy Process.. .... 103

5. Steps 4 and 5 of the Policy Process ..... 104

6. Step 6 of the Policy Process. . ...... 105

7. Step 7 of the Policy Process. ... .. .. ... 107

8. A Dysfunctional Alternative. . ........ 108

9. The Policy Process ............. 109

iii



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem and A Theoretical Framework

The Problem

This study focuses on the administrative interpretation

of legislative policy. Specifically, it deals with the

effects of legislation on an agency and its changing

policy orientations. Secondly, this paper deals with some

affects of agency action on clientele groups in terms of

their functions and of the support which they give to the

agency. Finally, attention is paid to the ways in which

certain congressional, administrative, and clientele inter-

actions have impact on the administration of government

programs.

A primary assumption of this study is that the govern-

mental administrative bureaucracy is a central element of

the policy making process in American Government. An adminis-

trative agency serves as a conduit for clientele influence,

as well as for influence from within its own ranks.I It

also receives inputs to its policy making functions from the

1Francis Rourke, Bureaucracy, Politics, and Policy,
(Boston, 1969), p. 2.

1
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legislature, in the form of laws which are passed as general

frameworks for administrative policies. 2  An administrative

agency attempts to derive power from its position in the policy

making process. It may use that central position to stimulate

legislation, and it may also attempt to manipulate the constit-

uent element of the policy making process.3 That constituency

may be the recipients of the benefits or regulation of govern-

ment programs. It may be made up of individuals, either public

or private employees, who actually administer agency programs

directly to program beneficiaries. This study will deal with

the latter group.

Figure 1 illustrates the relationships among three elev-

ments of the policy process that will be dealt with in this

study: congress, the administrative agency, and clientele

groups.

2William J. Keefe and Morris S. Ogul, The American
Legislative Process: Congress and the States, (New Jersey,
1973), p. 408.

3 Harold Seidman, Politics, Position, and Power, (New
York, 1975), p. 156.



3

Influence

Congress

La4ws

Administrative Agency

Clientele
I nfl uen ce

Group(s)
Manipulations

Administration

of Programs

Fig. 1 -- The Basic Policy Process

In the context of this model, several questions may be

posed. What are the characteristics of the legislative,

administrative, and clientele elements of the process? What

are some of the relationships between these elements? Finally,

what are the implications of the relationships to governmental

action in a specific policy area? Indications of probable

answers to these questions may provide the observer of govern-

ment with more clearly defined characteristics of the policy
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making process, primarily in terms of bureaucratic power

arrangements.

A Theoretical Framework

Probable relationships between elements of the policy

process may be discovered through an identification of certain

key concepts. These concepts are here related in a step-by-

step review of the policy process model.

Step 1. Legislature.---------W Agency

Legislation calling for a new administrative program

may be one contributing factor to an increase of power in

a government agency.4 As Francis Rourke asserts, laws are

the primary legal source of agency powers.5 It is from laws

that agencies achieve increases in activity. Those increased

are later substantiated or altered through legislative budg-

etary supports or alternatives to policy.6

Step 2. The Internal Agency

As laws provide the general framework for increased

agency activity, the manner in which that activity develops

may be dependent upon the internal formulations of objectives

of the administrative agency. First, the agency develops

organizational objectives which may be directed toward the

4Anthony Downs, Inside Bureaucracy, (Boston, 1967),
p. 223.

5Rourke, op. cit., p. 59.

6 Ibid.
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maintenance or furtherance of its power. These objectives

may include the proven viability of old or of proposed

programs and may be pointed out in agency presentations be-

fore organs of the Congress.7 For example, the agency may

develop strategies which point out the good of a program, not

only in terms of reaching specific goals, but also in terms

of secondary results of the program.8 Another objective may

be the acquisition of an active and unified clientele. Such

a strong constituency can aid the agency, for example, in

counteracting congressional or presidential reorganization

attempts. Additionally, as the agency provides a channel

for interest group desires and demands, their supportive in-

fluence can reduce the likelihood of the removal of programs

from the agency. 11 The agency receives its instructions from

Congress, reconciles them with its own objectives, and then

communicates formulated program regulations and operational

policies to its administrative clientele.

Step. 3. Agency -0 Clientele

The clientele group in this study is identified as being

made up of mid-level administrative functionaries for agency

7Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of The Budgetary Process,
(Toronto, 1964), pp, 64-65, 74-123.

8Ibid., p. 122.

9Seidman, op. cit., p. 150.
10Ibid.

11 Wildavsky, op. cit., p. 67.
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programs, and may be public or private employees. They are

responsible for the direct administering of program benefits

to citizens. It is not uncommon for agencies to identify

lower level administrators of programs as members of constit-

uent groups.12  This is particularly true of agencies dealing

with public welfare programs. As their interests are so closely

tied to program objectives and processes, these constituencies

rely directly on policy determinations to be provided by the

agency. Agencies may direct the program priorities in such

a manner as to facilitate the growth and maintenance of a

strong clientele group. An exhibited unity of purpose attracts

a unified clientele.13 Programs regulated in a manner congruent

with this fact not only provide the clientele with outlines for

administrative operations, but also provide them with grounds

for support of the regulating agency.14

Step 4. Clientele- --4wAgency

Because of its role in the administration of programs,

clientele input is essential to many of the agency's policy

determinations. Additionally, as a supportive group, it can

increase the stability of the agency's position in its bureau-

cratic hierarchy.15

12Seidman, op. cit., p. 152.
1 3Ibid. p. 150.

14 Ibid.

15Ibid.
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Step 5 The Agency as The Central Element

The agency lies between the legislative and clientele

elements of the policy process.16 It receives inputs from

both of the other elements. This access function of the agency

may be identified as a part of the agency which is highly visi-

ble and is here termed, "The Outer Agency." Another part of

the agency is not readily visible and is that part in which

organizational desires and objectives are formulated. This

informal function is common to all organizations as Amitai

Etzioni points out. This part is here referred to as "The

Inner Agency."

The government agency is made up of yet another part.

As mentioned earlier, the agency reconciles inputs with its

own internal objectives, when formulating communications. This

function is conceived to lie in a section of the agency, here

referred to as, "The Communicative Agency." From this part

comes the communication of program regulations and strategies

to the clientele, and that of constituent/agency influence

and strategies to the legislature.

At this point in the process, the agency's position is

generally settled with set procedures, a supportive public,

administrative agreement on processes and goals, and a measure

16Rourke, op. cit., p. 2.

17 Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, (New Jersey, 1964),
p. 10.
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of power in influencing other governmental units to allow the

maintenance of the organization as is. 18

Figure 2 further illustrates the relationships among the

elements of the policy process.

Congress Influence/Strategies

LawsI
The Federal Agency

Outer Commnctv Inner

Demands
Support

Clientele(s) Rules/Regulations
Strategies

mnstrat ion
.of Programs

Fig. 2 -- The Policy Process

18Downs, op. cit., p. 277.
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Dysfunctions

Despite its stability, the agency can be subjected to

conflict between its personnel. Members of the organization

upon its founding or its increased activity may exhibit a

great deal of allegiance to the tenets of, or the administra-

tive interpretations of, the legislation which is considered

to have been responsible for that increased activity. This

sense of duty may become especially apparent when new legis-

lation is passed by Congress which calls for a different approach

to agency programs: an approach which is based on different

concepts of appropriate action. The interposition in a single

agency of two programs which are different in basic outlook

may very well result in internal conflict between agency

personnel: between proponents of the new and devotees of the

old. 19 Ultimately, the result of such conflict may be dysfunc-

tion in the administration of agency programs.20

As this occurs within the policy process, an attempt will

now be made to conceptually fit the dysfunctional cycle into

the already suggested pattern. As mentioned earlier, new

legislation which provides for new administrative programs

may stimulate the increased activity of an administrative agency.21

The agency formulates organizational objectives which it recon-

ciles with laws so as to derive program regulations and strategies

19 Downs, op. cit., p. 277.

20 Seidman, op. cit., p. 130.

2 1 Downs, op. cit., p. 223.
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to be passed along to its clientele. If one of these objectives

is the achievement of clientele support, the agency may stimu-

late the growth and maintenance of a constituency or clientele

group.22 After the agency has gained such a supportive clien-

tele, it may use the supports and demands which it receives from

its constituency in a way intended to influence the Congress

into recommending policies which are in line with agency desires

and objectives. 2 3

However, new legislation may bring about processes and

objectives which differ from already active ones. The counter-

position of the old and the new may provide the substance of

conflict within the administering agency.24 Older personnel may

resist the changes implied by newer processes. New approaches

may be resisted due to the notion that they could lead to comp-

lications in constituency relations. 25 Additionally, new and

different action orientations could be seen to possibly require

major changes in current administrative practices.26 Members

of both sides of the conflict may act in ways not conducive to

the achievement of program goals. Some employees appear to

elevate organizational and personal goals above those of the

agency's programs. As is stated by Harold Seidman:

22Seidman, op. cit., p. 150,

23Rourke, opfcit., p. 2,
24 Downs, op. cit., p. 277.

25Seidman, op. cit., pp. 152-153.
26Ibid.
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Institutional loyalties may be internalized with
the result that programatic goals are displaced, and
institutional, professional, or bureaucratic survival
and aggrandizement become the overriding objectives.
These dysfunctional inflwnces are latent in almost
all organizations. .

When internal conflict occurs, government agencies may see

its results reflected in the attitudes of their clientele groups

and their associations with individual agency administrators.28

The "mutuality of interests" which cemented the relationship

between the agency, as an organizational whole, and its constit-

uency, begins to disappear.29 Other interests, either separate

from, or within the once unified constituency, may appeal to one

or the other set of program prerogatives which are in conflict.

Opposed clientele factions demand different agency policy deci-

sions. Older members of the agency are resistant to changes in

program prerogatives, whether or not such changes are appropri-

ate to conditions in the environment. 30 At the same time, an

organizational consensus is necessary before a permanency of

30irttofcossetomkchange may be achieved.' The first two factors seem to make

impossible the third, thus increasing the probability that the

intra-agency conflict will continue without immediate resolve.

As one of the objectives of the agency may still be directed

toward the achievement of a supportive and unified clientele,

27Ibid., p. 130.

2 8 Ibid., p. 152.
29Ibid., p. 156.

3 0 Rourke, op. cit., p. 148.

311Ibid.
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it may do one of two things. It may seek to join the opposing

factions into a single clientele group by attempting to at

least give the impression that it is coordinating between two

or more divergent program functions. The other possibility is

that it may tend to satisfy one or the other constituent factions,

hopefully leading to the development of a single, strong constit-

uency.3 2  The choice between factions may be based on the proba-

ble outcome of the internal conflict. As the conflict develops,

the agency may vacillate between factions according to whatever

outcome appears to be probable at different times.

As elements conflict within the agency the administration

of many of its programs may become dysfunctional and goals may

33be misdirected, forgotten, or abandoned. Due to the apparent

fluctuation of agency priorities, particularly when members

of the clientele groups are involved in the distribution of

program goods to beneficiaries, dysfunctions may appear in the

administration of programs. Program objectives may be unclear,

methods of distribution may be different from assertions of

official rules of operation, or regulation may break down

altogether. Program goals can disappear from view and per-

spectives which had once been provided by the agency and its

official s may no longer be forthcoming. As no program is being

administered properly, original program goals may become

32Seidman, op. cit., p. 152.

3 3 Ibid., p. 130.



13

unattainable due to the damage being done in the problem area

by ineffective, often misdirected program attempts.

Purposes of the Study

This cycle of bureaucratic behavior will be considered

in terms of the single policy area of higher education, with

primary attention given to those policies dealing with student

financial aid, and the actions of the United States Office of

Education. The study will seek to answer a number of questions

peculiar to the policy area and to relate them to the general

policy process model.

First, the study will seek to identify the intents and

goals of the Congress in the National Defense Education Act

of 1958, as well as in subsequent legislations of importance

in the policy area. Second, it will attempt to indicate the

amount of adherence to congressional intent in administrative

actions and policies as the laws were interpreted into agency

rules and regulations. Additionally, an identification of

the nature of federal influence on higher education will be

attempted, along with an indication of how the character of

higher education was essentially changed. Finally, the

study will seek to provide indications as to natures and

causes of any deviations from congressional purposes by the

Bureau of Higher Education as its programs became largely

dysfunctional.
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Conclusions will be reached regarding the specific

policy area issues and their application to the previously

advanced model of the policy process. These conclusions will

be based on the inferences of a policy study presented within

a largely historical framework, with attention given to legisla-

tive policies, administrative actions, and private reaction to

those actions and policies as they occurred during the period

between 1958 and 1973.

The Policy Area

Since 1958, the American Federal Government has maintained

a developing influence over the character of this nation's

institutions of higher education.34 The average college of

today is different in many ways from the college of twenty years

ago. College administrations are more highly bureaucratized.

Administrations and faculties find themselves looking at one

another through a higher, stronger fence than had been pre-

viously erected between them. Students are different from

those of twenty years ago. The academic accomplishments of

today's students are generally lower while grades given their

work by their professors are generally higher than twenty years

34 The federal government had been involved in the sub-
sidizing of higher education for some time, although to a much
lesser extent than was provided for in the National Defense
Education Act of 1958. An earlier program developed out of the
"Serviceman's Readjustment Act of 1955." United States Statutes
at Large
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ago.35 With a larger percentage of students depending on

federal aid programs which have developed since 1958 and which

are based, almost wholly, on the demonstrated financial need

of the student, it may be assumed that the average income of

their families is relatively lower than before, disregarding

the effects of inflation. These differences are attributable

to changes in the character of higher education which resulted,

partially, from the influence of the federal government. Bureau-

cratization of college administrations and the growing chasm

between administrations and faculties is at least a partial

result of federal incentives for organizational planning and

the structuring of hierarchies. The federal government

provided monies with which poorer young people could afford

college educations. Incomes and need tended to become more

of a criterion for entrace into college than was the past

record of or future potential for individual scholastic

achievement. The sudden influx of poorer and less capable

students into colleges, and the "curving" of grades with which

many teachers responded to that influx, may have been a cause

of the scholastic mediocrity of which educators now complain.

Federal influence increased considerably through the

provision of educational funds to many individual students.

The initial loan program came out of the National Defense

35Malcolm G. Scully, "Inflated Grades Worrying More and
More Colleges," Chronicle of Higher Education, X (May 19, 1975),
7.
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Act of 1958. Subsequent policies in the area of federal finan-

cial aid to students have not been particularly clear. For

example, in the goal statements of the National Defense Student

Loan Program regulations, more has been said about getting monies

to people for educations, while nothing was said relative to

the implied goal of raising the general educational level of

the American population.37 The National Defense Student Loan

Program has been subject to numerous alterations, both directly

and by way of additional loan and aid programs, adding to the

"mix" of federal student aid. On the assumption that congres-

sional goals may be ascertained, there is some question as to

whether the actions of the directors and agents in the Bureau

of Higher Education, U. S. Office of Education, have been wholly

in accordance with congressional intent. 37 The student aid

picture has been subject to numerous changes through admin-

istrative activities. Many of these were formal. Program

manuals were published and distributed to financial aid admin-

istrators in the nation's colleges. Assertions of federal

regulations were enhanced through letters and communiques sent

from the offices of government administrators to those of lower

federal officers and to private financial aid departments.

36 This may be noted by reviewing various issues of the
National Defense Student Loan Program Manuals, Office of
Education, (Washington, 1961, 1963, 1965, 1968).

37U. S. House of Representatives, Special Subcommittee on
Education, Report: Letters, Correspondence, and Investigation,
(Washington, 1973), p. 7.
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However, particularly in the late 1960's and 1970's, the

interpretations of federal regulations concerning student aid

have been changed through informal statements made by individual

members of regional offices of the Bureau of Higher Education.

A great number of inferred threats of the removal of federal

funds, and many less than direct assertions as to the meanings

of federal regulations have been made by government administra-

tors in personal contacts with financial aid administrators,

apparently in attempts to coordinate private activities to

whatever the present meaning of regulations was within the

government.38 Unfortunately, it seems that several such mean-

ings and interpretations existed within the government at

39different times in a relatively short period. As of 1972,

the student aid sections of the Bureau of Higher Education

seemed to rely almost exclusively on such informal forms of

communication to coordinate their programs.40

Since 1972, federal communications have apparently been

directed toward a relatively new faction involved in the stu-

dent loan area. With worsening problems in the collection of

student loans, financial agents, bookkeeping firms, and collec-

tion agencies have become involved, all ostensibly operating as

service organizations, most deriving sizable profits from their

This assertion was indicated through interviews with
thirty institutional financial aid officers, February through
June, 1976. (See Appendix)

39Ibid.
40Ibid.
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operations. In some cases, there have been rather close liaisons

between officials of the banking, credit, and collection indus-

tries and certain government bureaucrats. While some of these

have been looked upon as less than ethical, others have been

alleged to be outrightly illegal. Apparently, these govern-

ment officials turned a situation which was a matter of changing

clienteles into an opportunity for self-aggrandizement for, in

the early months of 1975, all but two federal administrators

of the Region VI office of the Bureau of Higher Education, Stu-

dent Aids Section, were either suspended or fired from their

positions. Those who were fired were subsequently charged with

being recipients of bribes from private individuals and firms

and/or for collusion with private individuals in attempts to

defraud the public.42

Background For The Shudy

Of the several books and articles reviewed for this study,

only two stand out as comprehensive evaluative works on student

aid programs. In an article by Wilbur J. Cohen, the National

Defense Education Act of 1958 is reviewed in terms of the set-

ting in which the act was passed and initially implemented, and

the impacts of its programs on the field of higher education.43

41Staff Writer, "Seven OE Officials Relieved of Duty,"
The Dallas Times Herald, XCVI (April 3, 1975), Sec. 2, p. 1.

4 2 Ibid.

43 Wilbur J. Cohen, "National Defense Education Act, An
Idea That Grew," American Education, IV (September, 1968),
pp. 1-4.
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Stephen K. Bailey, in his article, "Coordinating the Great So-

ciety," discusses the National Defense Education Act in terms

of its effects on federal public administration and on educa-

tional administration in the 1960's.44

There are a number of books and articles oriented to

broader subjects but which do give some attention to the impacts

of federal influence in educational issues. Of several works

which are concerned with the implications of federal programs

to the nature and patterns of intergovernmental relations in

the American Federalism, one deals extensively with educational

aid. In this article by Sidney C. Sufrin, the importance of

the National Defense Education Act is dealt with in terms of

its allowance for federal influence in education, an area which

had been considered to be a province of state government. Addi-

tionally, Sufrin is concerned with the effects on administra-

tive relationships across governmental levels in areas of

elementary, secondary, and higher education.45

Other works deal with broad policy areas, but do at least

mention certain of the major student loan and aid legislations,

as well as provide some observations of the general problems

of education in the United States. Thomas R. Dye, in his

book, Understanding Public Policy, reviews several critical

44 Stephen K. Bailey, "Coordinating The Great Society,"
The Reporter, XXXIV (March 24, 1966), pp. 40-41.

45Sidney C. Sufrin, "The National Defense Education Act
and Its Impact," The Politics of American Federalism, Daniel
J. Elazar, ed. (Massachusetts, 1969).
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policy areas in terms of proposed models of policy analysis.

His discussion of education cites federal aid programs as a

development involving group struggles between public and pri-

vate interests, and between national and local interests.46

In his book on educational opportunity, Daniel P. Maynihan

speaks to the ineffectiveness of programs directed toward the

accomplishment of national equality of educational opportunity.47

Another group of works is concerned with administrative

problems in institutions of higher education. Ralph B.

Kimbrough suggests that increased governmental participation

in higher education affords the college administrator increased

influence in the community.48  James S. Coleman, a former offi-

cer in the Office of Education has written two books for that

agency. One attempts to convey the benefits of federal in-

volvement to educators and to local governments.49  The second

attempts to rationalize the criterion of student financial

need as the proper concern of OE officials.50 J. Victor

Baldridge, in a collection of articles and essays, indicates

a structural change in collegiate administrations which took

46Thomas R. Dye, Understanding Public Policy, (New Jersey,
1975), pp. 142-170.

47Daniel P. Moynihan, Equality of Educational Opportunity,
(Washington, 1966).

48Ralph B. Kimbrough, Political Power and Educational
Decision Making, (Chicago, 1964).

49James S. Coleman, Education and Political Development,
(Washington, 1964).

50James S. Coleman, Equality of Educational Opportunity,
(Washington, 1966).
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plac-e during the early and middle 19601's.51 Another collection

of essays, edited by John Martin Rich, concerns patterns of

decision making in a collegiate administrative hierarchy, the

roles of administration, faculty, and students in those patterns,

and how a number of federal programs have affected those patterns.52

These various works, with the exception of the first two

articles mentioned, provided very little data to the study and

generally served as sources for background study for the re-

search.

In the development of information, a questionnaire was ad-

ministered to thirty institutional financial aid administrators.53

After all responses were received, it was discovered that twenty-

eight of those interviewed had entered their profession several

years after the initial NDEA programs had been implemented. Six-

teen of the interviewees had been involved in student aid admin-

istration for less than three years prior to the survey. Although

the responses are considered to be valuable, they are considered

to be so only as a supplemental source of information. The

responses to questions concerning issues which arose in the

development of federal student aid programs were, for the most

part, founded on what these individuals had heard from other

educators.

51J Victor Baldridge, Power and Conflict in the University,
(New York, 1971).

52John Martin Rich, Conflict and Decision, (New York, 1972).

5 3 Interviews with thirty financial aid officers, (See
Appendix)
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The main sources of information for the study, then, in-

clude the United States Statutes at Large, Congressional Infor-

mation Services Abstracts, congressional committee and sub-

committee reports, administrative program manuals, and rules

and regulations as appear in the U. S. Code of Federal Regula-

tions and in the Federal Register.

A Justification

While the practices of the administrative agency directed

toward attracting supportive clientele groups may seem to be

behavior of which there is general knowledge, there is some

disagreement among public administrationists as to the types

of a supportive clientele which agencies might seek. For ex-

ample, Harold Seidman asserts that the agency desires a tightly

unified constituent faction.54 Francis Rourke indicates that

a small clientele group, unified in purpose, may serve an

agency better than one which is large and diverse.55 On the

other hand, Aaron Wildavsky indicates that a clientele group

which is highly united can fail to serve its agency's interests

sufficiently.5 6  This is an area of concern which appears to be

in need of additional clarification.

54 Seidman, op. cit., p. 150.

55Rourke, op. cit., p. 46.

56 Wildavsky, op. cit., p. 70.
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Secondly, there seem to be few occasions in which scholars

relate such behavior to trends in policy areas. Perhaps studies

in which overall public policy areas are scrutinized and are

tied closely with administrative bureaucratic behavior may con-

tribute to a greater understanding of relationships between

elements of the policy process, and lead the student of govern-

ment toward a greater ability in predicting probable policy

outcomes.



CHAPTER II

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ENTERS THE FIELD OF

HIGHER EDUCATION: 1957-1964

Toward National Defense Education Act

The fear of communists in the United States increased

during the 1950's with the crusades of Wisconsin Senator

Joseph McCarthy. FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover also warned

Americans of the domestic espionage practices of the soviet

communists.2 While military and intelligence related expendi-

tures in the U. S. budget increased, there was relatively

little money placed into other programs which would have in-

creased the development of the country's technology. Indica-

tions of this seem to be provided through an inspection of the

U. S. budgets of 1965 and 1966.3 These indications perhaps

belie the government's true feelings toward the Soviets.

1Richard Current, Harry Williams, Frank Freidel, American

History: A Survey, Vol. II, (New Ysrk, 1971), p. 732.

2 J.Edgar Hoover, Masters of Deceit, (New York, 1957).

3 U. S. Office of Management and the Budget, The Budgets
of The United States Government for the Fiscal Years Endin
June 30th, 1955 and 1956, (Washington, 1955-1956), pp. 198-318,
504-656.

24
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Although considered to be an enemy, they were not considered

to be able to pose a threat to the security of the U. S. from

without. Perhaps they were more feared as a threat to the coun-

try from within. Their capabilities at building themselves

into a world power seem to have been virtually disregarded.

America's space program was but a skeletal effort through-

out the early 1950's. Actually, the Department of Defense

was the most active agency in missle research and development,

NASA being a creation of the Kennedy Years. Although Werner

Von Braun dreamt of his vehicles being applied to the conquest

of space, the government was only interested in his rockets

as delivery systems for atomic weapons. There seemed to be

little chance of his convincing the government and the Depart-

ment of Defense of the possible benefits and importance of

space travel.3

In late 1957, however, the successful launching of

Sputnik I by the Russians led to a change in priorities among

Washington officials. The United States entered into concen-

trated efforts toward conquering space and rebuilding the

country's technological prowess. Von Braun commanded consider-

able attention and he was placed in directorship of the new

U. S. space effort.

4David M. Heather, Werner Von Braun, (New York, 1967),
p. 136.
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At first, the American reaction to the news of Sputnik

was quiet shock. Then, newscasters began to compare the

position of the United States to the position occupied in the

late 1930's and early 1940's, when the country found itself

technologically unprepared to meet an impending crisis. The

Soviets were seen to have the potential to turn their scienti-

fic victory into a final military domination of the entire

World. They would have but to place intercontinental ballis-

tics missiles on one of their satellites and they could con-

trol any section of the globe that they wished,5

Although the country was stilled stunned by the apparent

show of Russian technological ability, appropriate action was

being planned. President Eisenhower prepared a speech to

be given to the Congress and the nation which outlined priori-

ties for the United States in view of the perceived crisis

to American national security. As U, S. attempts at getting

a satelite into space continually failed, Eisenhower's message

that America was in a position of being technologically inferior

to its communist adversaries was well taken. In that message,

Eisenhower recommended that a primary emphasis be given educa-

tion in terms of its effectiveness in contributing to the

6country's national security requirements. This message

5James F. Wickens, Highlights of American History (Chicago,
1973), p. 423,

6,6Wilbur J. Cohen, "National Defense Education Act: An
Idea That Grew," American Education, IV (September, 1968), p. 4.
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spurred Congress into investigating the state of education in

the U. S. The searching examination revealed serious de-

ficiencies in the availability of curricula which would be

applicable to the national defense. Science and technology

were virtually unrepresented in the programs of many colleges.

Preparatory courses on the elementary and secondary education

level were virtually non-existent, Underlying these defi-

ciencies was the most serious deficiency of all. It was

discovered that the training and competence of classroom

teachers was extremely inferior to congressionaly expecta-

tions, and that the problems extended upward into the higher

levels of most state educational systems.8 One educational

administrator said, as he addressed the Senate Preparedness

Investigating Subcommittee, chaired by Senator Lyndon B.

Johnson, that only one state, out of the forty-nine then making

up the union, was prepared to fill a partnership role with the

U. S. Office of Education.9 The state educational agencies

were perceived to be without the necessary expertise and com-

petence to handle their provinces in education without dominant

federal activities providing necessary guidelines.

The above named subcommittee had already made considerable

inquiry into the deficiencies of education in the United States.

7Stephen K. Baily, "Coordinating th.e Great Society,"
The Reporter, XXXIV (March 24, 1966), 40.

8 Ibid.

9 Ibid.
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Much of its work had been done in 1955 when it verified that

the National Science Foundation (NSF) project had failed.

Apparent attempts at coalition-building between senators and

congressmen had been taking place since it had become obvious

that Congress' establishment of the NSF in 1950 had not resulted

in expected benefits, primarily, the improvement of instruction

in the science area. 10 Other legislation directed toward these

ends had failed to pass through both houses of the legislature. 1 1

Additi onally, senators and congressmen had been unable to build

a coalition with sufficient power to carry sufficient numbers

of votes for more funds to back up such educational programs

as those provided for through the original NSF legislation.

Two congressional leaders saw the opportunity to get

some of their ideas through Congress. The crisis had given

them the opportunity to write out their ideas with the label

of "national defense." Senator Lister Hill and Representative

Carl Elliott are given credit for having written the National

Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA). Along with these two,

in pushing through the legislation, were such members of

Congress as Senator Lyndon B. Johnson and Senator Hubert H.

Humphrey. On the rather large staff that helped with the

composition of the various bills that made up NDEA was an

1 0 Cohen, p._cit._, p. 2.
1 1 Ibid ., p. 3.
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attorney from Massachusetts, Daniel M, McCafferty. Although

he may not have realized it, he would later play a part in

undermining parts of the act which he claimed to be a source

of pride, in that he had played a part in its origination.11

Wilbur J. Cohen, an influential educator who would later

become a U. S. Commissioner of Education, and a long-time

supporter of federal aid to higher education, sat in the

gallery and saw the NDEA pass the Senate in 1958. He had hoped

for such a policy toward higher education, and had long been

disappointed. Realizing that the bill probably would have had

no chance without its label, and that so many of the basic needs

of higher education were being provided for, he decided that

the NDEA programs would be in existence for several years and

that added changes could be made in the provisions of the act

12in the near future. Apparently he, as well as numerous

individual in both education and in the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare, hoped for legislation which would

provide for student grants and scholarships. Although NDEA

lacked these measures, it did provide a number of programs

which earned it the reputation of a milestone in the area of

education.

11 Interview, Mrs. Daniel McCafferty, April, 1976, Dallas,
Texas,

12Cohen, op. cit., p. 3.
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The National Defense

Education Act

of 1958

The following is a brief review of the original NDEA

as it appears as Public Law 85-864, dated Sepatember 2, 1958,

in the United States Statutes at Large.13

The goal of the legislation was "to strengthen the na-

tional defense and to encourage and assist in the expansion

and improvement of educational programs to meet critical na-

tional needs; and for other purposes." Title I, Section 101,

is a statement of findings and a declaration of policy. In

the words of the act:

The Congress. . . declares that the security of
the nation requires the fullest development of mental
resources and technical skills. . . . The present
emergency demands that additional and more adequate
educational opportunities be made available. The
defense . . . depends upon the mastery of modern
techniques . . . upon the discovery and development
of new principles, new techniques, and new knowledge.
We must increase our efforts to identify and educate
more of the talent of our nation . . . no student of
ability will be denied an opportunity for higher
education because of financial need.........

To meet the present educational emergency requires
additional effort at all levels of government. It is
therefore the purpose of this Act to provide substan-
tial assistance in various forms to individuals and to
States and their subdivisions, in order to insure trained
manpower . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13"Public Law 85-864, September 2, 1958, 'The National
Defense Education Act of 1958,'" United States Statutes At
Large, LXXII (Washington, 1958), pp. 1580-1589.
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Title II of the act, "Loans to Students in Institutions

of Higher Education," deals with the National Defense Student

Loan to be set up for administration in funds within institu-

tions of higher education across the country. Section 201

authorized appropriations to this end in increasing dollars

for fiscal years ending June 30, 1959, 1960, 1961, and 1962.

Section 202 set up the general method by which the monies

authorized in section 201 would be distributed to school s

which would participate in the National Defense Student Loan

Program, among the several states. Sub-section (2) ordered

the Commissioner of Education to distribute the monies on a

state to state basis although monies were to go directly to

interest on the loan. Emphasis was placed in section 204,

subsection (b), on the special consideration to be given to

student applicants with superior academic backgrounds in

determinations for selection of borrowers. Also to be given

special consideration were those students expressing desires

to teach in an elementary or secondary school and those stu-

dents who demonstrated a superior capacity or preparation in

science, mathematics, or in modern foreign languages. Again,

considerable latitude was given to the Commissioner of Edu-

cation in the final sub-section of section 203, which stated

that any other provisions may be instituted which might be

necessary to protect the financial interest of the United

States,
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Section 205 of Title II of the act concerned the terms

on which individuals were to receive and pay back loans. In

this section, specific ceilings were set on the amount of

monies to be loaned to individual students in good standing or

who were capable of maintaining a good standing through the

course of their work, and who were in need of the aid. The

law provided that such loans were to be evidenced by a note

or other written instrument which provided for repayment of

the principal plus a minimal interest charge in annual in-

stallments. Again, considerable latitude was granted to the

Commissioner when the act stated that terms might vary as the

specific institution may determine, subject to conditions

required by the Commissioner of Education, either through

published regulations or by "agreement" with the institution.

At this point, the law does dictate the manner of reason to

be used by the Commissioner in making determinations: that

he should do so with the view that such actions should be

oriented toward impairment of the capital of the student loan

fund to the maximum extent practicable in light of the pri-

mary objective of enabling the student to complete a course

of study.

The portion outlining the National Defense Student Loan

(NDSL) programs provided more monies to education than did

any of the other provisions. In fact, the majority of funds

appropriated to institutions of higher education was destined

for the loan program. For that reason, it is this program
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which probably had the most effect on the character of higher

education out of the entire NDEA package of government aid to

education. Also, for that reason, more attention has been here

paid to this aspect of NDEA. However, the other provisions of

the act should at least be mentioned, In the following dis-

cussion, later developments in each of the areas mentioned will

also be discussed in order that the rest of the study may be

more easily focused upon the student loan aspects of federal

student aid.

The following measures comprised Titles II through IX of

NDEA. In order to effect an overall change in the curricula

of various levels of education in the state, funds were set

up to be allotted to states and private educational institu-

tions. Later amendments set up the monies on a distribution

on the basis of fifty-fifty matching grants to public schools

and loans to private institutions. Also, through further

amendments, which were apparently responses to the demands of

educators, the subject range covered by NDEA was extended

from courses in science, mathematics, and foreign languages

into courses in the humanities and social sciences and, finally,

to all subjects.14

Monies were provided to elementary and secondary insti-

tutions and to school districts as incentives to increase the

14 Cohen, op._cit., p. 3.
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competence in counseling on those levels., NDEA of 1958 pro-

vided for counseling of students whose abilities indicated

their probable affinity for college level work. This program

has grown to include counseling for all students on the ele-

mentary and secondary levels.

The setting up of fellowships at colleges would relieve

the national shortage of college teachers. The Congress

determined a number of possible fellowships which would be

reasonable in view of the goals of the nation. It provided

that stipends be set at sufficient amounts to provide expenses

to the college student teacher. Although much of the awarding

and the setting of prerequisites for fellow teachers were

allowed to vary from institution to institution, the conditions

for fellows were, to a small degree, dictated by the act.

The program, when taken in conjunction with othe aspects of

NDEA, was to at once provide schools with added quality courses

and added students at minimal expense to the learning institu-

tions. This program would effectively lower the institutional

expense per course. The program began by supporting over one

thousand fellows. By 1969, the program supported over fifteen

thousand men and women who were in study for the doctorate.15

15Ibid.
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Monies were appropriated for allotment to institutions

which added to the language curriculum and built laboratory

facilities for research and study. This portion of the act

has resulted in over one hundred different modern languages

being taught at the nation's colleges. The non-west had

been nearly totally neglected prior to the implementation

of the National Defense Education Act.16

One portion of the act was designed to stimulate

training of manpower in courses of technological importance.

This phase of NDEA was terminated in 1963, with its conversion

into the provisions of the Vocational Education Act of that

17
year.

Title X of the act, entitled, "Miscellaneous Provisions,"

contained numerous administrative stipulations to be made of

participant institutions. Initially, the title deals with

in-house administrative procedures. Then, by asserting methods

of payment of federal monies to the institutions, it goes on

to place power in the commissioner of Education to stimulate

productive growth in private institutions and in state govern-

ments of statistical services and administrative procedures.

16I1 bid.

17 "Public Law 88-210, December 15, 1963, 'The Vocational
Education Act,'" United States Statutes at Large, LXXVII
(Washington, 1963), pp. 403-418.



36

The regulations pursuant to Title X had a great deal to do

with the behavior of school administrators who participated,

particularly in Title II provisions.18

In The Office of Education

In January of 1959, the first federal regulations

relative to Title II of the National Defense Education Act

were released from the Office of Education (OE), U. S.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,19  A new

branch of QE had been set up to handle National Defense

Student Loan programs and other forms of student aid.

This was the Student Aid Office of the Bureau of Higher

Education.

With the exception of two variations, the NDSL regu-

lations of 1959 were simple restatements of the NDEA

legislation of 1958, Titles II and X. The statement of

policy and purpose is directly in line with the goals as

set by Congress and stated in Title I of NDEA. The need

to identify and educate more of the nation's able young

people and to develop various programs which would effectively

U. S. House of Representatives, Hearings of the
Special Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Labor and
Education, February, 1959 (Washington, 1959), p. 29.

9U. S. Office of Education, "Title 45, Chapter 1,
Part 44, 'National Defense Student Loan Program,'" Federal
Register, XXIV (Washington, 1959), pp. 3235-3239.
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lead to national utilization of their developed mental re-

sources, is affirmed. On the whole, the legislation was

reflected accurately in the federal regulations.20 Future

deviations to the outlined program on the part of OE was

provided for in that, in many of the rules governing insti-

tutional administration of the NDSL Funds, caveats were en-

tered which stated that these rules reflected proper methods

of doing things, subject to the further determinations of the

Commissioner of Education.

A particularly important facet of the handling of NDSL

funds on the institutional level is the collection of delin-

quent loan accounts. OE provided the following rule which

lacked the specificity which was needed by school administra-

tors: "Each institution at which a fund is established shall

exercise due diligence in the collection of all loans due to

the fund."21 (Underlines provided.) Just what was the meaning

between different institutions, but, as has been later indi-

cated in various communiques, letters, statements, and issued

regulations pertaining to this term in the latter stages of

the program, there was considerable variance in interpreta-

tion among different officials of OE.22

20Ibid.

21 Ibid., p. 3238.

22The variance on the part of OE administrators was also
reflected in the responses of thirty financial aid officers
interviewed between March and June, 1976. (See Appendix)
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The provision in the act which suggested that litigation

could be a formal step in the collection of loans was com-

pletely disregarded in the administrative regulations. Al-

though such provisions were not conclusive, thus providing

little guidance to institutional administrators, the regu-

lations asserted that the Commissioner had the power to

withdraw the monies from the fund of an institution which

allowed scheduled repayment dollars to remain unpaid. The

percentage of delinquent dollars to the total outstanding

of any institution at which the Commissioner could take such

action was also up to his discretion.

Although Congress had emphasized the scholastic eligi-

bility of student applicants, the regulations tended to

the regulations tended to indicate that the "need" of a

student was a primarily important factor. Although need had

been mentioned in the NDEA legislation, it was considered

to be of secondary importance in the establishment of stu-

dent eligibility. Perhaps a reason for the seeming concern

over student need was the presence of educators in the Office

of Education.2 3  Although this seems to be a most reasonable

arrangement, it may have been the presence of these educa-

tional administrators that resulted in the prerequisite of

personal need being so indicated. The individuals in OE

in those early years had been working for pure aid programs.

23Cohen, op._ct., p. 2.
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They had been seeking a welfare capacity for their agency

in which monies would be made available to the poor, the

people who truly needed the financial aid. 24 One such

individual was Wilbur Cohen, who had, for some time, been

seeking a federaly funded grant program for poorer students.

The fact that "need" was so emphasized is important to this

paper in that a "needs analysis" orientation of administra-

tors constituted one side of the conflict that this paper

contends riddled the Office of Education in later years.

In addition to these regulations, the Office of Educa-

tion demonstrated some specificity in the areas of adminis-

trative and accounting procedures. 25 A set of sample forms

were drawn up by the agency and shown to institutional ad-

ministrators, These sample forms included payout notes,

accounting report forms, credit applications, grant appli-

cations, cancellation forms for teaching service, and

miscellaneous inter-office forms. These forms were sug-

gested, but the final choice was to be that of the institu-

tion, subject to the approval of the Commissioner of Education,

Although these suggestions did not appear to constitute firm

guidelines, they actually laid the foundations for the later

conversion of school bureaucracies. Regardless of the fact

24Cohen, op. cit., p. 2.

25
U. S. OE, op._cit., NDSL Regulations, p. 3239,



40

that forms were only suggested and that a variance of procedure

was somewhat allowable, the fact that all participating insti-

tutions were to be in compliance with a basic policy meant

that coordinated programs and methodologies would eventually

prove to be necessary. Already, OE was overseeing the develop-

ment of new and better statistical processes among the state

and local education agencies.26 This would soon prove to be

the case in regard to participating institutions of higher

education.

New approaches to administrative practices in the nation 's

colleges would also result from governmental actions aimed

at directing incentives to the schools' involvement in organ-

izational planning processes. These actions -appear to be the

outgrowth of one of two things, or both. Implicit in the

original regulations are indications of such possible activi-

ties, If these indications are taken in view of the practices

of certain of the other titles of NDEA, operationalized within

OE, one might assume that administrators desired to take such

actions as would result in institutional planning endeavors

in order to bring all facets of American education under the

control and oversight of that agency. The other possibility

is that due to the obvious lack of coordination in the program,

26U. S. Office of Education, "Title 45, Chapter 1,
Part 140, 'Federal Assistance for Improvement of Statistical
Services of State Educational Agencies,'" Federal Register
XXIV (Washington, 1959), pp. 11097-11099.
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things were not working out as planned, There are numerous

indications that administrators in OE took various and dif-

fering approaches toward coordinating the program as problems

began to develop in its administration. Over two-thirds of

the institutional financial aid administrators interviewed

for this study indicated that practices of different federal

administrators differed greatly.27 Also, in hearings before

the Special Subcommittee on Education in February, 1961, OE

administrators admitted to activities which, at times, greatly

varied from the sanctions given that office by the Congress. 28

Problems developed in several areas relative to NDSL

programs. These problems were brought out in hearings be-

fore the House Special Subcommittee on Education in both 1959

and in 1961, Many of the problems were also mentioned in

interviews with institutional financial aid directors.

These problems included

1. insufficient monies allotted to institutions,

2. improper knowledge of budgeting procedure on the

part of college administrators,

3. improper awarding of loans,

27 Interviews with thirty financial aid administrators,
February-June, 1976. (See Appendix)

U. S. House of Representatives, Hearings of the Special
Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Labor and Education,
February, 1961, The National Defense. Education Act, (Washing-
ton, 1961). The practices as brought out before the subcommittee
will be discussed in later paragraphs of this chapter.
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4. improper documentation of loaned monies, and

5. indecision as to collection procedures.

These several problems may be explained in terms of one

of several probable causes. First, there is some question

as to whether or not federal administrators competently

handled the new loan program. There are several indications

that, on the whole, they did not. Stephen Baily, an educator

and former administrator in OE asserts that, due to the long

period of programatic and budgetary neglect of the agency by

the Congress prior to 1958, few effective administrators

peopled the office.29 He asserted that a lackadaisical atti-

tude among the bureaucrats of OE seemed to be the norm.

However, the underlying cause of what may have seemed to be

bureaucratic imcompetence may have been the purposeful neglect

on the part of top administrators in the agency who desired

to get certain alterations made to NDEA programs by legisla-

tion, such as the conversion from loan to pure aid programs.30

On the other hand, the original legislation may have insuffi-

ciently gauged the needs of higher education for its appro-

priated provisions.31

Whatever the reasons, problems did appear in the adminis-

tration of NDSL programs. In the first two years of operation

29Baily, "Coordinating The Great Society," ' t.

30 Ibid., p. 23,
31 Ibid. pp. 8, 21, 35.
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of NDSL Funds, schools received somewhere around ten percent

of the allotments which they had requested. Several institu-

tions received less than what they thought would have been

their rightful portion of the state's total allotment.32 The

tactics and methods of budgeting for institutions involved

in government work may not have been apparent to institutional

administrators. This lack of know-how may have accounted for

many of the undesired allotments and those which were much

less than that which had been expected, or that seemed

equitable.33

The relatively understated regulations concerning the

credit implications of the loan program, coupled with the

apparent failure on the part of OE administrators to reinforce

the regulations by providing some amount of insight into the

credit demands of operating a sound loan program, may have

led to several problems at the institutional level, including

the improper awarding of loans, the improper documentation

of loan accounts, and ultimately, collection problems with

several of those accounts. The following assertions were

substantiated through interviews with institutional financial

aid administrators when over seventy percent responded with

similar reactions to a question concerning the state of affairs

in colleges immediately after the NDSL program went into

operation. Generally, the feeling among members of college

32 1bid., p. 10.
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bureaucracies was one of total elation. The only thing that

most administrators knew was that the federal government had

provided a considerable amount of money to give to students.

Little attention was paid to whether or not students actually

needed the money. Even less attention was given to the se-

curing of documents which properly outlined the loan and pay-

back procedures. One reason for the continuance of such

activities was simply that representatives from QE had not

been in contact with officials at various colleges, except

by way of taking care of the legalities which qualified the

schools as participating institutions. Many schools in the

nation set up facilities for administering the loans in

their business offices. School officials had no idea as to

the longevity of the program or to its extensiveness in terms

of administration. Neither had they received any real guidance

from OE along these lines.33

The participant institutions in NDEA programs, then,

found themselves relatively ignorant of the functions that

were required of them. They had attempted to continue

operations with an antiquated administrative system while,

at the same time, through NDEA provisions, they were building

up their institutions both in terms of space, number of stu-

dents, and type of course work. They were generally guilty

33 Interviews with thirty Financial Aid administrators,
February-June, 1976, (See Appendix)
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of having administered programs differently from the intent

of both congressmen and federal bureaucrats.

Toward Building a Clientele

While early indications are that OE neglected proper

coordination of NDSL programs and exhibited ineffective

methods of dealing with institutions, later indications point

to the exertion of control by the agency, followed by the

unification of purposes between federal and private adminis-

trators. The earliest indicators of such are to be found in

administrative actions relative to the problems of developing

and substantiating allotment configurations. Possibly the

of getting funds in amounts which they had requested, or

which were, at least, equitable in their estimations.

The first set of allotments reflects considerable confu-

sion on the part of administrators in both colleges and in

OE. One school received only fifty-two dollars in NDEA funds

marked for utilization in the NDSL program. Another college

received twenty three percent of the funds in its state while

over forty percent of the enrolled college students in the

state attended that school. 34  In the 1959 hearings before the

Special Subcommittee on Education, OE official Lawrence G.

Derthick blamed the law itself for forcing his agency to make

34U. S. House of Representatives, "Hearing Before the
Special Subcommittee on Education, 1959," op. cit., p. 19.
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choices as to who got what. He maintained that the fixed

appropriation scheme, when confronted with so many large

demands, simply meant that there was not enough money to go

around. At the same time, it was asserted by Congressman

Frelinskuysen that the allotments were probably done in "the

way of Washington" which, he presumed, most college adminis-

trators did not understand and wherein the amount which one

finally gets is based on one's request, rather than one's

actual or perceived need. He stated that the language of the

act (NDEA, 1958) supports that view. Representatives from

OE joined in by reasserting that the provisions of the act

were not flexible enough to allow the agency to make reasoned

judgments.

Commissioner Derthick admitted to the subcommittee that

members of his department had conferred with school adminis-

trators relative to the readjustment of many requests for

federal monies. He claimed that what government administra-

tors thought were excessively high requests were returned to

the submitting institutions. Along with the returned requests,

federal administrators sent along suggestions to the effect

that school officials re-evaluate their institutional need and

submit new requests. One hundred percent of the new requests

reflected evaluations of dollar need which were lower than

35Ibid., pp. 24-26.
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earlier evaluations. This practice, according to legislators,

was outside the authority granted to the Commissioner of Educa-

tion by NDEA. The agency was to have had no input whatsoever

into the institutional requests. This exercise of persuasion

worked, enabling the agency to provide more money to more appli-

cant schools than would otherwise have been possible.36

At the first reading of the hearings of the house sub-

committee, Commissioner Derthick and his assistants appear

to only be interested in fulfilling their agency's obligation

of administering a desiredly successful program. However,

upon further reading of the aforementioned proceedings, to-

gether with that of the transcripts of hearings before the sub-

committee in 1964, certain characteristics of the appearance

and statements of officials from QE became apparent: character-

istics which point to the possibility of the roles of federal

officials as representatives of the interests of higher educa-

tion administrators. In both hearings, the commissioner ap-

peared with an entourage composed almost entirely of leaders

in higher education. The arguments put forth were in the

interest of acquiring more money and more concessions for edu-

cational administrators.

Prior to 1964, federal administrators began to speak of

educational planning in terms of organization and administrative

36 Ibid ., p. 26.
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structures.37 Earlier than this, and subsequent to the pas-

sage of NDEA, the primary planning concern of school adminis-

trations had been the building of certain curricula in terms

of congressionally perceived national priorities. However,

the need for coordination which became obvious through the

handling of NDSL Funds, the percentage of NDEA monies which

were allowed the school as operating expense,38 the aid

given by OE in orienting college personnel to the intrica-

cies of budgeting maneuvers, the status of OE as steward of

the NDEA programs, and, finally, that agency's explicit

suggesions at organizational and administrative re-structuri-

zation led to a new outlook regarding the planning function

in colleges and, ultimately, to the changes in the hierarchical

characteristics of college decision making systems.39

The Office of Education provided a "program" which seemed

to reflect desired organizational characteristics.40 This

"program" was actually a series of suggestions, and not uni-

fied until 1971. A final form of desired organization was

J. Victor Baldridge, Power & Conflict in the University,
(New York, 1971), p. 28.

38Public Law 85-864, op. cit., p. 1583.

39 Baldridge, op. cit., pp. 124-125.

40 Interview with James Rogers, Vice President, North Texas
State University, Institutional Analysis and Planning Department,
April, 1975.

4U. S. Department, H. E. W., OE, Bureau of Research, Na-
tional Planning for Education, (Washington, 1970).
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not specified; each institution would vary according to par-

ticular environmental circumstances. 42 Most schools changed

into institutions with administrative hierarchies which were

organized along similar lines.43 Two additions to university

administrations were (1) planning departments providing input

into decisions concerning both physical and organizational

variations, and (2) financial aid departments, which handled

the administration of most student aids and were responsible

for determining institutional needs for future annual allot-

ments in federal aid funds.

Of particular interest to this study, financial aid de-

partments were created and, along with them, a new profession:

that of the financial aids administrator.. In 1964, President

Johnson ordered OE to be decentralized.44  After this formal

loss of central influence over the nations' universities by

OE, agency programmatic emphases were carried out by private

professionals in regionally based organizations for financial

aid. The vehicle for this was the National Association of

Financial Aid Administrators, made up of numerous regional

42
Such circumstances could include the character of the

surrounding Community, the availability of administrative
talent, the degree to which the institution desires to enter
into low income education, the potential for growth, and the
extent to which a strong academically oriented conrolling
group is already in power.

43Baldridge, op. cit. flyleaf organization charts.

44Seidman, op._cit.,, p. 183.
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organizations such as S. W. A. S. F. A. A. (the southwest

chapter). These organizations saw that OE priorities were

carried out on institutional levels while OE saw after the

needs of institutions, particularly those needs which were

voiced by financial aid administrators through their pro-

fessional organizations. For example, prior to submitting

requests for allotments to NDSL Funds, members of T. A. S. F.

A. A. (the Texas chapter) met. The various -needs of institu-

tions in that state are reviewed and coordinated and recom-

mendations are made. The accounting is controlled in the

federal government by the National Institute of Health, with

informal input from organized financial aid administrators and

OE.45

In the 1959 meetings of the House of Representatives'

Special Subcommittee on Education, OE administrators were

accompanied by certain influential educators in the nation.

At the meetings of the subcommittee in 1964, OE administra-

tors were accompanied by a number of influential financial

aid administrators from institutions of higher education.

The 1964 Amendments

Before the Special Subcommittee on Education of the

House of Representatives, Eighty-eighth Congress, the concerns

of certain members of Congress about the money continually

45NDSL Regulations, op. cit., p. 3238,
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pouring into NDSL Funds were met by representatives of OE

and several financial administrators in their entourage.

In 1963, the Congress had placed a ninety million dollar

ceiling on NDSL expenditures. Yet, OE had spent one hundred

and ten million dollars in this program. OE administrators

explained that the monies came from three sources: (1) the

Federal Capital Contribution, (2) institutional contributions,

and (3) collections from students. However, ceilings were

set by the Congress in 1961, taking into consideration the

first two elements of the above three. Collections on loans

were already somewhat less than was desired, yet this very

category had supposedly accounted for twenty million dollars

of expenditures.46 QE administrators went on to state that

money would come back into the student loan funds, leading,

hopefully, to many revolving funds without the necessity of

federal input of monies. The income from collections was

to grow each year as more of the initial recipients graduated

and began to repay their loans. Committeemen desired to have

the reasons for the increases in budgetary allotments for

NDSL programs. The new figures, said OE representatives,

represented the judgments of the institutions. Further, the

agency recommended open-ended allotments, no ceilings. Why?

Now, the agency felt that schools could do fairly well at

46 U.S. House of Representatives, Hearings Before the

Special Subcommittee on Education, May, 1964, To Amend and
Extend the National Defense Education Act (Washington, 1964),
p. 23.
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assessing their own needs. Through statements of OE offi-

cials and those of several financial aid officers from various

institutions, more and freer money was being sought for

utilization by participant schools. It was brought out that

schools had made administrative changes that would better

afford coordination among all student aid. Together, private

and public administrators called for new government money,

not only in the area of student loans, but in areas of grants,

scholarships, and work-study programs as well. But, in 1964,

OE, as well as a great many educational administrators across

the nation, was not to have its way entirely. Although many

of the supposedly constricting ceilings on NDSL funding were

relieved, the Congress was not ready to extend federal involve-

ment into the free aid programs which were being sought of

it. 
4 7

While ceilings on individual institutions were removed,

ceilings on the total program appropriations for several

years were written into legislation. What if additional

funds were needed? Such funds would, of course, be provided

through the collection of monies from former student-borrowers.

Attempting to insure proper handling at the collection stages

of a fund program, Congress explicitly outlined limits on

47"Public Law 88-665, October 16, 1964, 'Amendments to
NDEA (58),'" United States Statutes at Large, LXXXVIII
(Washington, 1964 , pp. 1100-1109.
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cancellations for teaching service, government service defer-

ments, and minimum payments to be received. Overall , programs

in the National Defense Education Act of 1958 were extended

through June 30, 1972, with specific limits on appropriations

through June 30, 1968.

Summary

Although there was considerable demand for federal incen-

tives to the increase in the quality of education in America,

Congress had been unable to set any such policy until a crisis

was perceived to have threatened the defense of the nation.

The National Defense Education Act of 1958 provided educators

and politicians alike with some of the programs which they

had been seeking for several years. Receiving responsibility

for the administration of NDEA programs, the Office of Educa-

tion was revived from the status of a relatively dormant

government agency. As previously mentioned, Stephen K. Bailey

stated that OE had suffered "programatic and budgetary neglect"

at the hands of the Congress. In terms of the thesis of the.

study, the birth or rebirth of a government agency is the

product of unique congressional legislation.

In terms of building unified private support of its

activities, the Office of Education, through discretion in the

administration of its programs, particularly those of the

National Defense Student Loan provision, was able to effect

the reorganization of many college bureaucracies. This led
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to the natural development of a professional class of finan-

cial aid administrators, This class organized into a supportive

groups of the Office of Education. By fostering such support,

by appearing to restate congressional priorities, and by

actively shaping the character of organizations for higher

learning, OE apparently set out to maintain its new found power.



CHAPTER III

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID - 1965-1972:

EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY

& CONFLICT

Free Aid With An

Alternative

Early in the development of federal aid to higher edu-

cation, additional philosophies available to the Congress

for instrumentalization into policy developed from the pre-

ferences of many educators and HEW officials. Primary among

these preferences was a grant program to be made available

to student applicants for financial aid. Although NDEA

did not provide for such a program, bureaucrats applied pres-

sure to the Congress for legislation which would include this

"free" aid. For example, Wilbur J. Cohen, brought into OE

administration in the early 1960's, had immediately set to

work drafting proposals for grant and work study programs

Federal administrators utilized the organization of college

bureaucracies and the development of institutional financial

aid offices to provide indications to Congress that available

Cohen, opcit., p. 2.
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coordination would warrant the Inclusion of such programs

in the federal "mix" of student financial aids, The fact

that the reorganization of most college bureaucracies had

brought about a better situation in terms of coordinating

several financial aid policies was brought out before the

Special Subcommittee on Education, U. S. House of Representa-

tives in May of 1964, by GE representatives to the hearings.2

Although such efforts were directed toward the achieve-

ment of these goals in the 1961 and 1964 amendments to NDEA,

the desires of educators and federal bureaucrats remained

legislatively unappeased. Apparently, the Congress felt that

the nation was still only receptive to the idea of educa-

tional aid as it related to national defense needs. Secondly,

"free" aid, a form of welfare, was unacceptable, However,

after the implementation of Johnsonian civil rights and

"great society" programs of 1964, and the advent of a con-

gressional tendency toward social egalitarianism, the legis-

lature apparently felt that the nation was ready for socially

oriented programs, and included such programs in higher edu-

cation legislation in 1965. At the same time, however, it

apparently sought to appease any objections to such policies

by adding an additional loan program in the legislation.

The Higher Education Act of 1965 provided not only for

grant and work study programs but for a new loan program as

2House of Representatives, Hearings Before the Special
Subcommittee on Education, 1964, op. cit., p. 59.
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well. This program guaranteed loans to be initially granted

by private institutions to students on a limited liability

basis. The guaranteed loan was administered by the Student

Financial Aid section of the Bureau of Higher Education and

became known as the Federally Insured Student Loan (FISL)

program.3

Of considerable importance in determining the probable

attitudes of Congress in 1965 is the wording of the act, For

the first time, no mention of the term, "national defense,"

was to be found in the legislation. In the original NDEA, the

purpose of the act was indicated as being to provide incentives

for and methods of developing the resources of scholarly talent

in the U. S. so as to provide much needed facilities essen-

tial to the defense of the nation. This need was re-affirmed

in all subsequent legislation having to do with the federal

development of the nation's educational systems and passed

prior to 1965. The Secondary and Elementary Education Act of

1965, and The Higher Education Act of 1965 had in common the

absence of the connection between education and the defense

of the nation.4

3"Public Law 89-329, November 8, 1965, 'The Higher Educa-
tion Acts of 1965,'" United States Statutes at Large, LXXIX
(Washington, 1965, p. 1219.

4 Ibid. and "Public Law 89-10, April 11 , 1965, 'Secon-
dary and Elementary Education Act of 1965,'" United States
Statutes at_ Large, LXXXIII (Washington, 1964).
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For example, the rather lengthy statement of purpose

in the NDEA of 1958 was replaced by a relatively short state-

ment prefacing the Higher Education Act: "To strengthen the

educational resources of our colleges and universities and

to provide financial assistance for students in post-secondary

and higher education."5

As was earlier stated, the Higher Education Act contained

two new approaches to federal aid to education: (1) the

"free" monies designed for impoverished students, and (2) the

guaranteed student loan, earmarked as an educational aid for

students from middle-income families. In addition, the act

contained provisions designed to develop higher education

through institutional incentives.

The Higher Education Act of 1965 provided for several

programs in addition to those concerning student aid. Monies

were appropriated for allotments to states to give to uni-

versities which were developing an approved curriculum of

subjects which would better train individuals in areas of

service to the public. Planning for and approval of com-

munity service programs was stated to be a function of state

educational agencies with review processes and final approvals

being the province of the Commissioner of Education.6 Monies

5Public Law 89-329, op. cit., p. 1219.
6 Ibid., pp. 1219-1223.
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were also appropriated for basic and supplemental grants to

be given to those institutions in which libraries were stri-

ving toward a capacity to adequately support collegiate stu-

dies of the school.7 Monies were also made available to

those schools which were developing their academic quality.

An "in-house" advisory council was to be set up in OE to

review developmental programs of applicant institutions.8

The act also contained provisions for federal incentives to

increase teacher participation in academic affairs, to improve

the quality of undergraduate instruction, and to increase the

building of adequate facilities on college campuses.9

Title IV of the act, "Student Assistance," contained

several provisions for new aid programs, as well as the ex-

tension and increase of monies for NDSL.10 Part A, "Educa-

tional Opportunity Grants," of this title provided for dollars

to be given to colleges for distribution to high school

graduates who demonstrated exceptional need. These grants

were to be awarded at one time and provided in given amounts

per semester throughout the student's undergraduate college

career. The grants would be awarded to students only if they

7Ibid., pp. 1226-1228.

8 Ibid., pp. 1229-1230.

9 Ibid., pp. 1251-1268.

10 Ibid., pp. 1232-1250.
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were "maintaining satisfactory progress in the course of

study which . . ." they were pursuing, according to the

standards of the individual institution. The allotment

procedures for the EOG program were to reflect ratios as

those listed in NDSL provisions. However, the funds were

to be allotted to institutions directly through the Office

of Education, with individual variations to method left up

to the discretion of the Commissioner of Education.

Part B., "Federal, State, and Private Programs of Law

Interest Insured Loans to Students in Higher Education,"

was formulated to enable the Commissioner of Education to

encourage state and non-profit private institutions to estab-

lish adequate loan insurance for programs for students at

eligible institutions, to provide a federal program of student

loan insurance for students without reasonable access to a

State or private non-profit program of student loan insurance

covered by agreements in terms of federal interest subsidy,

and to pay a portion of the interest on loans to qualified

students made under a direct loan program and meeting the

standards of such agreements. An "in-house" advisory coun-

cil was provided for which would provide bureacratic policy

makers with relevant, information to decision making, and would

11 Ibid, p. 1232. It should be noted that the student

is here only required to demonstrate satisfactory shcolastic
ability whereas value was placed earlier (NDEA) on demonstrated
high levels of scholastic ability.
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also effectuate a certain amount of coordination between

diverse elements in the program.12

Part C., "College Work Study Programs," provided for a

broad extension of grants to schools, not already involved

in this program, which had been begun in many institutions

in 1964. It also provided for a general increase in the pro-

gram among existing participant institutions.
13

Part D., "Amendments to the National Defense Education

Acts of 1958," expanded the NDSL program by redefining eli-

gible institutions so as to include junior colleges and post-

graduate professional schools. With the expansion of funds

to be allotted for NDEA programs, the legislation reflected

congressional concern with the problems of deficiencies in

the majority of NDSL Funds in the nation's institutions.

Limitations were set out so as to specifically define what

"administrative costs" were chargeable to the fund. Such

costs could only be incurred in the direct handling of NDSL's.

Routine expenses were to be reimbursed at rates of either

one-half of the routine expenses claimed or at a percentage,

determined by the commissioner, of the aggregate of outstanding

loans. Additional costs were to include those costs of liti-

gation and other collection costs agreed to by the Commissioner,

arising in connection with the collection of any loan in the

12Ibid., pp. 1236-1247

1 3 Ibid. , pp. 1249-1251.



62

fund, interest on such loan, or charge assessed with respect

to that loan. The amounts of payments to be made on loans

was left to the discretion of the school, with the stipula-

tion that no payment was to be set at less than fifteen

dollars monthly, regardless of the total balance due. Can-

cellations for teaching service, ten percent per annum up

to fifty percent of the total borrowed, were unchanged.

However, in an effort to provide incentives for the develop-

ment of quality teaching in classrooms of schools in povertied

areas, teacher cancellations were to be granted to teachers

qualifying for same in the amount of fifteen percent of the

total amount borrowed, up to one hundred percent of the total

amount loaned. Any charges to be assessed the borrower were

to be added on any loan on which payment was not timely, or

on which deferments or teacher cancellations were not filed

on time.

A final part of the Higher Education Act was, for the

most part, a reflection of Title X of the NDEA, providing

arrangements for the administration of the relevant programs.

However, whereas in earlier legislation sanctions were expli-

citely enumerated and granted to the Commissioner of Education,

this part of the act allowed the delegation of all duties of

the commissioner, with the exception of the making of regula-

. 14
tions. 14

1 Ibid., pp. 1269-1270.
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Certain of these provisions may have brought up questions

in the miIds of institutional administrators for which there

were no apparent answers to be made available. For example,

what marked the eligibility of the student applicant? In the

provisions of Congress for the Educational Opportunity Grant

(EOG) programs and the College Work Study (CWS) programs, the

intent was stated as being the provision of programs to aid

students of demonstrable need. These programs were designed

for students from impoverished homes.15 However, in that "free"

money programs were designed for the impoverished student, impli-

cit was the belief that these students would return to poverty

after their education. The grant program assumed an inability

of educated students from poor families to repay borrowed

monies. This attitude seems to label impoverished students as

impoverished graduates.

But what was poverty? No guidelines for measuring it

were provided. The guaranteed student loan program provisions

gave no indication of what criteria would determine the eli-

gibility of student applicants. The program was designed

for students from middle-income families.16  But no criteria

were provided for measuring "middle-income."

U. S. House of Representatives, Hearings Before The
Special Subcommittee on Education, July, 1969, (Washington,
1969 , p. 11.

1 6 Ibid., p. 8.
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In the case of the NDSL, need was retained as a cri-

terion although no income level was listed by the Congress

as a determinant of that need. The criterion of scholastic

ability had disappeared from the program. The result was

that the single criterion of need was the only factory by

which financial aid administrators might judge the eligibility

of any student. In fact, not only did the legislation tend

to disregard the earlier criterion on scholastic excellence,

but, in the single reference to academic status, in Title IV,

Part A, Congress asserted the necessity of a student acadmi-

cally performing only satisfactorily in order to maintain

participation in the EOG program.

The guage of academic performance would be the standards

of the institution; however, the result of such policy

statements as were made in the legislation in regard to

scholastic activity would be that such activity which was

only sufficient to keep an individual in collegiate study

would be sufficient to maintain that individual's full

participation in financial aid programs.

What did this legislative change mean to administrators,

within OE, other than representing the fruition of many of

their desires? Financial aid to the needy provided an ac-

cepted process for administrators and was tied to the advent

of activity in OE and which seemed to play a large role in
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adding to the scope of that activity since 1958.17 It is

not surprising that the analysis of needs was elemental

to all aid programs administered by OE, including FISL, al-

thought was intended for middle-income students. The

analysis of needs played a large part in decision making on

the part of institutional financial aid offices, so OE placed

all new programs in those offices, The loaning and granting

of all federal monies, with the exception of a few depart-

mental scholarships, took place within the colleges themselves.18

A single criterion was set for all programs, regardless of

the intent or purpose of the programs. No student was eligible

to participate in any aid program if his family's income for

the preceding year had exceeded fifteen thousand dollars.

A second question which may have arisen concerned the

collection of delinquent direct loans. The Congress had

emphasized the probable necessities of institutional involve-

ment in collection activities over and above normal billing

and payment-taking functions, when it authorized the expenses

for such activities to be charged to the NDSL Funds.19  How-

ever, QE set no more guidelines respective to collections

than it had earlier in the NDSL program.20 At the same time,

17 Needs oriented arguments are to be found in almost
every discussion on major topics of financial aid as made
by OE officials before the House Subcommittee on Education.

18 Melvin Gouge, Interview, March, 1976.

19 Publ ic Law 89-239," op. cit. , p, 1250.
2U. S. Office of Education, NDSL Program Manual, 1967,

(Washington, 1967), pp. 13-14.
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at least in the southwestern regional jurisdiction of the

federal government, threats were made to those schools with

exceptionally high delinquency rates in their NDSL Funds.

These institutions would be denied further participation in

the program unless there were indications that institutional

action was being taken directed toward the lowering of the

delinquency rate. 21 In so far as most colleges were concerned,

there remained little guidance in terms of collections of

NDSL delinquent accounts. The hesitance of OE to make commit-

ments on such matters seems not to be consonant with earlier

statements of OE officials, such as that of Commissioner

Derthick before the special education subcommittee in 1964,

when he expressed OE's intention as being directed toward the

ultimate establishment of ongoing NDSL Funds on a rotating

basis within individual institutions, without financial input

from the federal government.22

It should be noted at this point that OE, educational

administrators, and the agency's many supporters, both in

and out of related professions, were almost wholly needs-

analysis oriented. Of primary importance was the provision

to the needy of the opportunity to attain an education at an

institution of higher learning. But Congress formulated a

21 Statement attributed to Gene Miller, former Assistant
Director, Financial Aid Section, Department of Higher Education,
Region VI, by Don O'Bannon, now former Financial Aid Director,
Bishop College, Dallas, Texas (March, 1967).

U. S. House of Representatives, Hearings Before the
Special Subcommittee, 1964, 9p. cit., p. 23.
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program designed for the middle-income student and dropped

it into the center of this welfare oriented community. The

programs were all subject to interpretation. Different

interpretations from different perspectives would ultimately

lead into conflict and argument over the nature of the stu-

dent, particularly the beneficiary of the Federally Insured

Student Loan.

The Higher Education Act of 1968

In October of 1968, bills were passed and accepted to

become Public Law 90-575, "The Higher Education Act of

1968."23 The act was made up of amendments to all programs

established or extended in the Higher Education Act of 1965.

While those programs dealing in institutional and govern-

mental incentives for growth were simply extended and ex-

panded, with no changes in policy, and while grants, work-s

study, and scholarship programs were treated in much the same

way, student loan programs, FISL and NDSL, were both extended

and expanded and amended in other ways which could very well

have had considerable effect on both private and governmental

administering agencies.

There were several adjustments to insured student loan

programs which effected a considerable expansion of the program,

23"Public Law 90-575, October 16, 1968, 'The Higher Edu-
cation Amendments of 1968,'" United States Statutes at Large
Ninetieth Congress, Second Session, LXXII (Washington, 1968),
pp. 1014-1063.
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allowed, for greater participation in the administration

of such programs on the part of business and financial inter-

ests, and changed the locus of decision making in terms of

the determinations of student eligibility and the approval

of loans. The availability of insurance was extended to

cover all educational loans. Whereas the government had

formerly been prepared to underwrite all low-interest loans,

it was now to insure any loan program, the funder of which

would determine the level of participation of that program

in the federal insurance program. Resulting from this legis-

lation was the admittance of several direct loan programs

into the community of guaranteed student loans. Such direct

loans were to be reviewed by regional councils with their

approvals subject only to the final approval of the Commis-

sioner of Education. With the removal of the words, "non-

profit" from the labels given to eligible private institutions

which qualified for participation in the guaranteed student

loan programs, along with the statement that not only banks,

but federal savings and loan companies could participate in

the program, the way was left clear for a considerable in-

crease in the participation by private financial institu-

tions. Reinforcing a business orientation would be the

participation in loan programs by proprietory, business, and

trade institutions, whose eligibility as participating
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institutions was confirmed by a further amendment to the

Insured Student Loan programs.24

Once again, Congress extended NDSL programs by an in-

crease in appropriated monies. The amendments also extended

the availability of funds to proprietory schools. Again,

Congress included several statements concerning the collection

of delinquent NDSL accounts. Finally, administrative costs

to be charged were set at an allowed three percent of any

annual allotment. 2 5

The Federally Insured Student Loan:

The Participation of

Financial Institutions

In 1969, emphases on the part of the Office of Education

began to change. Indications of an enthusiasm for the fi-

nancial community entrants into the financial aid area were

visible. For the first time, a verbal commitment to a middle-

income loan fund was made and regard was given to new demands

which came from the various representatives of the financial

community. The initial indications may be found in the

hearings before the Special Subcommittee on Education in the

U. S. House of Representatives, Ninety-first Congress, 1969.

24 Ibid., p. 1024.

2 5 Ibid., pp. 1034-1035.
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The discussion began concerning the changing prime rate

of interest in the U. S. at that time and the problems of

maintaining interest rates at reasonable levels at or below

that rate. During 1968 and the early part of 1969, OE had

been attempting to project the national prime rate ceiling

and then to set appropriate rates to be charged new student

borrowers in the FISL programs.26 The problem of low-interest

loans could have been responsible for the reluctance of finan-

cial institutions to fully participate in the programs, parti-

cularly those institutions with relatively low reserves,

such as credit unions, as compared to some commercial banks.27

One view was expressed before the subcommittee, that interest

should be held essentially constant through a federal interest

subsidy to those financial institutions which participated in

making student loans. 2 8

At the same time that concern was being given to the

problem of interest differentials, there was some concern

given to the role of banks in determining loan eligibility

and of the intended purposes of FISL's. Said one high-level

administrator, James Moore:

My own feeling is that with this middle income

group where the cost problem is really becoming a

26 U.S. House of Representatives, Special Subcommittee

Hearings, 1969, op cit., pp. 3-4.
27 Ibid., p. 11.

28 Ibid, p. 7.
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major problem, and the cost of education and family
financing, again the primary concern of the family
is this kind of long term financing, rather than the
subsidy aspect. Obviously, there could be some modi-
fication of2;he subsidy aspect or its withdrawal
altogether.

He went on to suggest that with NDEA and EOG funds

going to provide monies to poorer students, the middle in-

come plan could proceed with little difficulty. OE had re-

moved the function of determination of student eligibility

regarding FISL's from the province of financial aid adminis-

trators within educational institutions and placed this

function within the province of the participant lending

institutions.

Alfred H. Quie, Congressman from Minnesota stated,

. . . I have some criticism from presidents
of colleges, student aid officers, and so forth,
who complain that students are borrowing monies
under the guaranteed loan program who certify
that they are in college30but never use the money
for a college education.

OE representative Moore replied that approximately

six to seven percent of these people were also supported by

assistance of NDEA, work-study, and EOG funds. In another

attempt at rationalizing the problems of FISL, Moore cited

the considerable number of people acquiring loans through

the guaranteed programs as compared to the lesser number of

people receiving NDSL's. This number was reached, it was

29Ibid.

30 Ibid., p. 11.



72

pointed out, primarily after FISL's were being fully adminis-

tered by private financial institutions.3 1

The Office of Education's implicit support of financial

institutions in regard to student financial aid was disdained

by Representative Quie. He stated that banks across the

country were putting pressure on the government to instate

harsher credit controls. If such were nationally adopted,

it would probably result in cutting the volume of loan reci-

pients by one-half to two-thirds., Eliminated from partici-

pation would be freshmen, transfer students out of junior

colleges, and all students whose parents had no long history

at the loaning bank. Moore, in apparent agreement,moved into

the subject of EOG's as providing a considerable amount of

money to the poor.32

Moore's claims of success in terms of the EOG program,

and the attraction of the poorest students to the program,

led to further disagreement from Representative Quie. Quie

claims to have proof that grants across the country were

being given to students who came from families with incomes

at the upper limits of eligibility.33  Then, Quie questioned

the position of OE in terms of what type of aid it preferred.

He claimed that OE's assertions over the years had ranged

31 Ibid., p. 7.

32 Ibid. , p. 14.

33Ibid., p. 27.
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between those of being proponents of NDSL programs as ongoing

funds, of grants as a primary necessity, and, now, of grants

as a singular necessity. In Quie's analysis of OE action,

he asserted that its behavior was based in the faulty concept

that it was possible to prejudge the behavior of a student

from information on the parents, and that it was casual to

such a great number of aid programs that the simplicity of a

single aid program was precluded, regardless of the congres-

sional preferences on NDEA provisions.34

An outcome to the debate was apparently avoided when

John Brademas, Congressman from Indiana, returned the discus-

sion to the current loan programs, citing congressional intent

for the FISL program as a middle income loan program and NDEA

programs as programs for needy families.35

Returning to the problems of interest rates, representa-

tives of the banking and finance community spoke to two issues.

The first was a commitment to continue in the dispensing of

FISLs, with the guarantees that (1) federal insurance would

continue, and (2) the government would subsidize interest so

as to make profitable the long-term outlay of monies within

an environment of rapidly changing national interest rates.

The second issue concerned a proposal for the "warehousing"

of all loan and aid programs: FISL, NDSL, EOG, state and

private direct loans and scholarships. Ostensibly, this

34Ibid.

35Ibid.
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would provide a sufficient amount of coordination needed for

efficient operations of all programs within an established

"mix" of aid. It should be noted that the location of such

a "warehouse" was not suggested, other than that the services

necessary to such a project could easily be provided by bank-

ing institutions.36 The subcommittee showed considerable

skepticism toward acceptance of such an idea at that time,

Considerable involvement in all financial aid programs

on the part of financial and credit institutions began in

1969. For some time, private companies had been involved in

the provision of data services directed toward the analysis

of student needs. The largest of these companies was the

College Scholarship Service, a division of College Board

Testing, Inc. It, like other companies in the same business,

was supportive of financial aid as it was being administered

in the nation's colleges. Immediately after the 1965 legis-

lation, organizations such as the Student Loan Center of the

Republic National Bank of Dallas began operations as billing

serivces college NDSL Funds. Beginning in 1969, these billing

services seemed to be directed toward a more active, than

supportive, role in financial aid. The Student Loan Center,

for example, attempted to extend its services to program

management and collection of delinquent accounts.37 This

36Ibid, p. 71.

37 Program Management was never more than a proposal -
Cecil W. Evans, 1969,
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appeared through its informal alliance with a collection agency

founded in 1969 by Daniel M. McCafferty and Arnold G. Tate,

and named "Collegiate Recovery and Credit Assistance Programs,

(CRCAP) Inc. 38

The involvement of collection agencies in general, and

in particular, the involvement of CRCAP, provides an example

of the apparent identification with credit industry officials

on the part of OE, and the more specific identifications with

such officials on the part of individual GE administrators.

Also, the involvement of the collection agency exemplifies

the increased amount of interpretation of the laws and regula-

tions by such officials.

The involvement of collection agencies in the collection

of delinquent loans had been all but discouraged by officials

of OE previous to these years. Due to the unspecified atti-

tudes of federal officials, the apathetic attitudes of school

administrators, and the general lack of understanding of the

loan program's complexities and nuances, the field of collection

of NDSLs was relatively untouched territory by credit collection

companies, and offered a considerable opportunity for achieving

profits. Several factors were additive to the development of

successful private collection endeavors in the area of delinquent

government loans.

38Charter of Incorporation, CRCAP, June 1969, c/o the
Office of the Secretary of State, State of Texas, Austin, Texas.
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In the first place, the 1968 regulations for the opera-

tions of NDSL Funds included statements which related to col-

lections of delinquet loans.39 Secondly, the new status of

the financial community in financial aid programs availed

collection agencies a closer relationship with OE. Heads of

collection agencies developed expertise relative to the field

of financial aid. Some developed important relationships with

influential individuals in government, on both the regional

and national levels. Finally, government officials appeared

to be willing to engage in incentive building which was di-

rected toward convincing the various schools to acquire a

reputable collection agency. One federal administrator of

Federal Region VI, OE, went so far as to strongly suggest

institutional usage of collection agencies.40 The statement

was extremely important to the development of CRCAP as it

was the only agency in the soutwest region which sought to

specialize in the collection of delinquent student loans and

one of the few such agencies in the entire country. CRCAP

grew from a three man operation into a small corporation in a

relatively short period of time. Interpretations of existing

regulations in the NDSL programs were made by the core members

3 9 U. S. Office of Education, NDSL Program Manual, 1968,
op. cit., Chapter II, Section 10203, p. 11.

40Gene S. Miller, Speech before SWASFAA Workshop, Baton
Rouge, LA, August, 1971.
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of the corporation: A. G. Tate, D. M. McCafferty, and

R. L. Allen. These interpretations of key sections of the

NDSL regulations substantiated the company's claims of vali-

dity and led to a period of relatively large growth in terms

of clients and personnel. Furthermore, the interpretations,

the implications of which were, at best, limitedly legal, were

apparently accepted by QE and applied to private collection

situations across the country.42 A relationship developed

between A. G. Tate, president of CRCAP, C. W. Evans, Vice-

President of Republic National Bank of Dallas, and G. S.

Miller, Assistant Director of Student Financial Aid, Bureau

of Higher Education, Office of Education, Region VI, Dallas.

This relationship was representative of the close associa-

tions between individual bureaucrats and individuals in a

clientele group. Decisions of this small group were sup-

posedly to have been channeled through Miller into OE. Al-

though this may have begun as a series of honest efforts to

develop better policies for OE, the relationship appeared to

grow into one in which membership served the purpose of self,

aggrandizement. As was later discovered, federal administra-

tors had generally curtailed communication with financial aid

41U.S., 0. E., NDSL Manual, 1968, op. cit,, p. 11.

42 Indications of this come from two sources, a. Telephone
conversation between Gene Miller and Arnold G. Tate, December,
1970. b. CRCAP, Minutes of Corporate Meeting, April 21, 1971.
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at educational institutions. Rather, it seemed that adminis-

trators talked more with members of the private financial

community.43

Concerned with developments in the attitude toward schools

on the part of Tate and the apparent diminished priority of

providing them with their due monies, along with having dis-

covered a large amount of illegal gift monies from Tate to

Evans, both McCafferty and Allen left CRCAP. Allen resigned

his position. McCafferty claimed to be planning to do the

same. In January of 1975, after Cecil Evans had accepted a

position in the Region VI QE bureaucracy, he, Miller, and

several others were either fired or suspended from the federal

service. Tate's business was closed down in February, 1975.

On June 4, 1976, all three were indicted by a federal grand

jury for having participated in bribery. The allegations

stated that Tate was guilty of bribing both Miller and Evans

while they were officials of OE.44

Summary

With the Hi-gher Education Act of 1965 came two major

types of federal student aid. The desires of administrators

of OE and of educators were apparently realized when the NDEA

programs were changed to programs which gave attention more

43House Special Subcommittee, Investigation Report, op.
cit., p. 11.

44Ruth Eyre, "Five Indicted in Theft of Student Loan
Funds," The Dallas Times Herald, XCVII (June 4, 1976), pp. 1
& 10.
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to the needs of students than to their academic potentials.

Accompanying this new approach to NDSL was a number of aid

programs which gave the overall impression of added social

egalitarianism to the priorities of both congressmen and

bureaucrats. However, while the basic characteristics of

older programs and many of the newer programs exhibited this

quality, the new FISL program may have replaced NDSL as a

program which was not so much directed toward individual need.

New programs had been introducted through legislation, along

with new theories of action, into the agency.

Exemplifying the conflict which may develop out of two

different program approaches within a single agency, the two

approaches to financial aid may have resulted in some discord

within OE. Indications of a conflict between underlying

values appear in the various and seemingly opposing priori-

ties of OE as indicated in the relationships between its

bureaucrats and private administrators and Congressmen. The

agency's tendency to gravitate between the different consti-

tuant elements is exhibited by the actions of OE in its

handling of the administration of its program. Initially,

regardless of the purposes of different programs, OE applied

identical criteria to the establishment of student eligibility

and placed the functions with financial aid administrators

of learning institutions. Later, the function was separated,

with FISL determinations falling into the province of partici-

pants in the private financial community, while all other
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programs remained within the province of institutional finan-

cial aid officers. Then, OE administrators seemed to desire

a larger role for the private financial community in nearly

all aspects of student financial aid. Representatives of the

banking and credit industry, who were in the entourage of OE

representatives to the hearings of the Special Subcommittee

on Education, House of Representatives, in 1969, spoke directly

to such a condition. Finally, OE seemed to disregard communi-

cations with the financial aid directors of colleges and

communicated to a greater extent with representatives of the

banking and credit industry. This tendency was discovered by

a staff investigation sponsored by the Special Subcommittee

on Education in 1973. Assertions were made to Congress which

tended at once to reinforce the positions of egalitarian

desire, and those of harder line business orientations. An

implication of the changing emphases was the changing of

clientele groups. This may prove to be more evident through

a comparison of the makeup of supportive elements in OE

entourages to the hearings of the above-named special sub-

committee in 1959, 1964, and 1969, In the first year these

elements were mostly financial aid officers from the more

influential institutions. But, in 1969, educators and finan-

cial aid officers had been replaced by a number of banking

and credit industry officials. Yet, with the underlying

priorities relatively unclear, it seems that, rather than
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move to an identifiable clientele group of any permanency,

OE was between constituencies, and was, at one time, giving

regard to one constituency and, at another time, giving regard

to another.

Without a unity of agreement among federal administra-

tors, some of the more active bureaucrats drew alliances with

members of a constituency, perhaps only to find that they had

made incorrect decisions, and would be forced into what would

be considered to be either illegal or unethical relationships.

This, of course, is exemplified by the relationship between

Gene Miller, Cecil Evans, and officials of CRCAP, Inc. Another

example, not brought out in the chapter, could be that of Leo

Hatten, a student aid coordinator in OE, Region VI. In 1975,

it was discovered that Hatten had drawn rather close, and

rather unethical, relationships with several heads of pro-

prietory schoolsin Texas.45

The lack of decisiveness in the government agency may

well allow members of private constituent element to interpret

regulations with relative freedom and to operate within the

implications of those interpretations without fear of correction

or further clarification of the regulations in question on the

part of the federal agency. The impact of such determinations,

45Staff Writer, "Seven OE Officials Relieved of Duty,"
The Dallas Times Herald, XCVI (April 3, 1975), Sec. 2., p. 1.



82

that is, those used by CRCAP in its interpretations of federal

regulations, was considerable on the national level,



CHAPTER IV

CONGRESSIONAL DEMANDS, ADMINISTRATIVE

INACTION, AND INVESTIGATION

In 1972 and 1973, a number of things took place in the

general area of federal student aids. These happenings included:

the end of the National Defense Student Loan Program, the en-

hancement of the Federally Insured Student Loan programs, adminis-

trative inaction and perhaps indecision within the Office of

Education, unhappiness expressed among institutional adminis-

trators, and a congressional investigation into the practices

of OE.

1972 Higher Education Policies

A further de-emphasis on NDEA provisions as central

student aid functions of the federal government developed

by 1972. As was earlier indicated, hearings before the

Special Subcommittee on Education in the House of Representa-

tives, while involving all aid programs being administered

by OE, tended to move its emphases from concerns with NDEA

programs, grants, and college work study provisions, apparently

categorizing all such programs as being egalitarian based,

to concerns with the various types of federally guaranteed

83
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student loans. It has been shown that educational insti-

tutions played a declining role in the administration of

FISLs, the government having turned to members of the finan-

cial community as more active functionaries, in terms of

student eligibility determinations and, to a degree, in fis-

cal character style setting.1  Both before and after the 1972

Higher Education Amendments were passed, representatives of

major banks and other financial institutions appeared before

congressional committees concerned with aspects of the insured

student loan programs.

The 1972 legislation itself seemed to seek to establish

a "mix" of financial aid programs which would cover any con-

tingency arising before an administrator of an educational

institution. The legislation addressed two areas of student

financial aid. One area was that of guaranteed student loans.

A second area encompassed other forms of student aid and in-

cluded grant programs and direct student loans which were not

to be covered by federal insurance but which originated through

federal funding.

Other Forms

Grants.--Educational Opportunity Grant Program was extended

and expanded. There were no specific changes to the program.

U. S. House of Representatives, Special Subcommittee

on Education, 4341-36 Abstracts, (Washington, 1973), pp. 151-
154.
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Two grant programs were added, however. The Basic Educational

Opportunity Grant (BEOG) was designed to provide a partial

source of monies to the student-applicant. It was indicated

that BEOG was not to make up more than fifty percent of the

student's aid income. The Supplemental Educational Oppor-

tunity Grant was designed to provide monies for any need not

covered by Educational Opportunity Grant, Basic Educational

Opportunity Grant, College Work Study, and National Direct

Student Loan monies.2

NDSL.--The National Defense Student Loan Program was abandoned

in favor of the National Direct Student Loan Program. With the

loss of the word, "defense," changes in the NDSL were finalized.

No longer was there the implication that the program was de-

signed to provide methods for developing intellectual resources

deemed necessary to the defense of the United States. Academic

excellence was not a condition for student eligibility. The

asserted conditions for eligibility were (1) need of monies,

the primary measure, along with (2) capability of maintaining

satisfactory status within the given institution, or having

been accepted as an undergraduate, graduate, or a professional

student, and (3) pursuance of at least one-half of the normal

academic work level. 3

2"Public Law 92-318, June 23, 1972, 'Amendments to Higher
Education Acts,'" United States Statutes at Large, LXXXVI
(Washington, 1972), pp. 253-254.

3Ibid., p. 276.
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Cancellation of payments was no longer to, be granted to

those students who were employed in teaching service unless

they taught in a school which was indicated by QE as lying in

a povertised area or in which the average family income of

students was below a given level, to those employed in a pre-

school program designated in Section 222 (a) of the Equal

Opportunity Act of 1964, and to those employed in full time

education of the handicapped. These teachers would receive

full cancellation of their loans. Partial cancellations were

only applied to individuals who pursued careers in the military.

Payments were to be deferred for students who were in the

armed forces or were employed in programs of Title VII of the

Economic Opportunity Act.4

The legislation provided for specific amounts of dollars

to be allotted to institutional NDSL Funds until after 1975.

No specific amounts were provided for between the years of

1976 and 1980. The Congress asserted that fiscal year 1980

would be the last in which the federal government would par-

ticipate in the NDSL programs. All funds which were dependent

upon continuing federal monetary input would be closed out.

Further direct loans would be made by institutions from funds

made up of incoming payments on previous loans to former stu-

dents.5

4 Ibid., pp. 277-278.

5 Ibid., p. 279.
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Guaranteed Student Loans

Of all programs, the 1972 legislation dealt more with

federally insured student loans. In terms of the distribution

of monies to students, the program was extended in both pro-

gram time and monetary input. Also, the standard loan limit

to the individual was increased by over two-thirds. Student

eligibility was determined by the level of family income

(below $15,000.00 annually) and the satisfactory scholastic

status of the student in the learning institution.6

The remainder of the bill dealing with federally insured

student loans concerned the underlying relationships between

administrators of the programs on governmental and private

levels, and various program characteristics. In an apparent

move to provide further incentive to participation by banks

and other financial institutions, an interest subsidy was

legislated into being which would result in the equalization

of income available to lending institutions from FISLs to

that available from standard credit loans. While the FISLs

were to be low interest student loans, government monies would

be paid to lending institutions in amounts which would equalize

interest income from such loans to whatever the present interest

income would be were these loans made on a full principle and

6Ibid., pp. 261, 264.
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interest basis. Furthermore, the subsidy allowance was made

retroactive to be effected on loans administered as early as

1967.7

The "warehousing" concept which had been introduced to

the Congress by representatives of the banking industry in

the 1969 hearings of the Special Subcommittee on Education,

found its way into law in the 1972 higher education legisla-

tion. 8 A corporation was set up, called the "Student Loan

Marketing Association." Whereas the concept introduced

earlier had been in the form of a proposal for the manage-

ment of all federal student aid programs, the corporation's

powers, as outlined in the 1972 legislation, was to deal

only with monies tied up in FISL and other guaranteed loan

programs. In addition to fulfilling its designated function

as a central clearing house for available monies for student

loans on a primarily regional basis, the corporation was to

make investments and stock purchases, the proceeds of which

would repay the loans of deceased or permanently disabled

students as well as provide for the solvency of guaranteed

student loan programs and provide a continued source of

community service oriented investments.9  The financial

7 Ibid., pp. 214-216.
8Ibid., p. 267.

9Ibid., pp. 268-269,
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activities of the corporation were made subject to various

provisions of the Securities Exchange Commission,10

Congressional Demands and

Administrative Inaction

For the first time since the Johnson directive in 1964,

the president had become involved in the student aid field.11

An executive request had been issued and extended through

the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare in its

deliberations over education bills. This request expressed

the White House judgment that emergency legislation was

needed which would result in the removal of ambiguities in

the guaranteed loan programs.12

Accompanying this executive "order" was section 503 of

the education amendments of 1972, "The General Education

Provisions Act," which called for a review by the Office of

Education of all regulations which it had issued after June 30,

1965, and an evaluation of them in terms of the specific

statutory or legal authorities on which they were based.13

10 Ibid., p. 351.

11 Seidman, op. cit., p. 183.

12Message From the President, August 16, 1972, 92-344,
doc. 92-2, It. 996-2p. C.I.S. Abstracts, (Washington, 1972),
p. 724.

13Public Law 92-318, op. cit., p. 345.
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Within a year after the enactment of the 1972 act, the Com-

missioner of Education was to submit reports to both the

Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare and the House

of Representatives Committee on Labor and Education. Within

sixty days of the submission of these reports, all rules,

regulations, interpretations, or other orders were to be

published in the Federal Register. Within another sixty

days, public hearings were to be held in which all interested

parties were to be given the opportunity to speak to the

published matters, after which a second report was to be made

to the congressional committees citing the various comments

and recommendations made in those hearings. Finally, updated

rules and regulations were to be published in the Federal

Register and distributed to parties which used them. These

regulations were to supersede all previous regulations, etc.

in the same program areas, and were to become effective within

thirty days of such publication.14

The Office of Education, in the area of student aid

programs in higher education, only published regulations

dealing with the BEOG Program. This program was the only

one related to higher education which was entirely new in

the 1972 legislation and the only study necessary to the

formulation of regulations lay in the administrative purview

14Ibid., p. 351.
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of the new legislation. There were no controversial issues

involved in the new program. While OE developed regulations

for the control of administration of BEOG programs, it failed

to do so relative to established program areas, such as NDSL

and FISL, which would require review and in which constituent

interests may have been represented,

This paper suggests that the inaction on the part of

O*E was directly tied to its problems in deciding on a constit-

uent element. Rather than do something which might lead to

any further dissension between administrators, between adminis-

trators and clientele elements, and between administrators

and members of Congress, it did nothing. This inaction has

resulted in the administering of most programs at the insti-

tutional level using guidelines which were provided by GE

prior to 1972. As of 1976, some of the basic changes to stu-

dent aid programs, such as is indicated in the 1972 legisla-

tion regarding NDSLs, have not been properly outlined by GE.

In interviews with thirty financial aid officers in the North

Texas area, one hundred percent claimed that no such outlines

has been provided them.15 This has left considerable room

for a lack of administrative coordination among the many

educational institutions of the nation. The plight of the

local financial aid administrator may be exemplified by

conditions found in the Financial Aid Department at North

15 Interviews with financial aid officers. (See Appendix)
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Texas State University. This office is administering the

NDSL Program with regulations published in 1968, tempered

with local administrators' interpretations of the implications

of later legislation along with decisions based largely on

heresay evidence of what the current NDSL programs are sup-

posed to entail. The same situation exists with regard to

supplemental grant, work study, and insured loan programs.16

Investigation

Congress perceived several problems which had developed

in the student aid area, as was indicated in a report from

the Special Subcommittee on Education in the House of Repre-

sentatives. Through the latter part of 1972 and the early

part of 1973, it had become apparent to the Congress that

the guaranteed student loan concept was failing. The Presi-

dent had demanded clarification of OE regulations concerning

such loans. Banking representatives had been complaining

about the unprofitability of participation in FISL programs.

By 1973, a great number of these loans were in the hands of

the government, the default rate being much higher than were

congressional expectations.18 Some of the borrowers who had

16 Melvin Gouge, Interview, March, 1976, Denton, Texas.

7U. S. House of Representatives, Special Subcommittee
on Education, Investigation, op. cit., pp. 2-6.

18 Additional indications of excessively high delinquency
rates were mentioned by somewhat less than 50% of the financial
aid officers interviewed for this study. (See Appendix)
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defaulted on payment of their loan accounts, as well as

many who had paid their loans, complained of excessively

high interest payments. Actually there seemed to be no rates

charged which were above the normal legal rate allowed by

the state governments in areas in which these various loans

were made. However, in many cases, banks charged students

rates in excess of the low interest expectations of the

federal government. Delinquent borrowers' complaints began

to be heard by legislators, These complaints, which suggested

the governmental use of improper collection procedures, grew

in number while monies failed to be paid to the extent which

could have been judged to be offsetting to the complaints.

Several direct reasons given for the initiation of the

congressional investigation of OE included the apparent col-

lection ineffectiveness of that agency, the inequitable inter-

est payments which had been demanded of the students, the

decline in the volume of guaranteed loans, and an apparent

lack of coordination in the programs between participating

elements. 19

Therefore, in March of 1973, the committee staff was

empowered to conduct an investigation in the field, giving

attention to the varied trouble areas, along with any other

areas which seemed to be problematic upon initial observation

19House Subcommittee, Investigation, op. cit., p. 7.
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by staff investigators.20 The staff was to file a report on

its findings within six months, The itenerary included

seven of the regional headquarters of OE. The Dallas, Texas

office was one of three which received the attentions of the

subcommittee staff director.21

In August of.1973, staff findings were presented. An

additional problem area had been discovered in terms of the

unsatisfactory level of participation in FISL programs on the

part of students, one of the major reasons for which was their

reluctance to attempt such a loan from banks which had become

particularly selective in their determinations of student

eligibility.21 Financial aid directors in universities, trade,

and professional schools, and banks were asked for critical

remarks about OE handling of student financial aid programs.

The agency was most often criticized for:

1. . . . the absence of a program manual

2. . . . inadequate guidance as to what constitutes
"adequate documentation" for an increase over 22
terms dictated by "needs analysis" ... .. 0...

3. . . . ambivalence on the part of OE as to the
relationship between uncontrollable elements of
financial analysis. . ............

20 Ibid., p. 8.

21Ibid. p. 9.

2 2While needs analysis might indicate a certain level of
the financial need of a student, how could a financial aid
administrator properly qualify the granting of additional
monies over the amount specified as "need"?
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4. . . . a possible fallout from an internal struggle
within OE between those who wanted the Guaranteed
Student Loan Program to be strictly needs oriented
and those who thought of it as a liberalized version
of what had begun as the "middle-income" families'
student aid program.................

5. . . . delay by OE in announcing 1973 allocations
and guidelines for other student aid programs . . .

6. .. . OE's :departure" from congressional intent.23

The committee staff reported an apparent deterioration in

the general relations betwwen OE administrators and adminis-

trators in colleges and universities. In that some of the

above criticisms came from officials at banks and proprietory

schools, the agency's relations with such officials could not

be termed, "close." Despite this, several OE administrators

did show more inclination toward identifying with this "pri-

vate" financially based sphere. This may be exemplified by

the earlier mentioned relationships between certain banking

and credit officials in Dallas, Texas, and administrators of

OE. Excluded from public-private relationships were those

individuals and groups who were more interested in the stu-

dent aid function itself and the social "good" of that function.

These newer relationships were apparently viewed as being

potentially dangerous to the desired ethical standards of

federal employees and as being at least partially causal to

some of the infirmities in the area of student aids.24

23House Subcommittee, Investigation, op. cit.

24 Ibid., pp. 16-18.



96

The recommendations made by the staff included an increase of

influence on the part of academic financial aid administrators

so as to provide more and better input into the program and

to somewhat offset the profit motivated input of private

financial institutions.

Summary and Conclusions

In 1972, new legislation on the part of the U. S. Congress

resulted in several types of financial aid being intended to

provide monies to both poor and middle-income families. The

legislature, in an apparent attempt to provide as much aid as

possible with a minimum of administrative problems, ordered

OE to take steps toward the clarification of its regulations

regarding student financial aid. OE failed to take such steps

and also failed to implement certain of the provisions of

the 1972 legislation. The gravitation of the agency as a

whole stopped so that its priorities were not known and it

made no moves which might imply what those priorities were,

relative to desired clientele. The agency fell into inaction

in the face of a continuing conflict situation among personnel.

While individual administrators established relations with

financial community representatives, others apparently refused

to do so. The "needs analysis" orientation of academic finan-

cial aid administrators and the profit motivated orientation

of members of the banking and credit industries apparently

came into full conflict as sides of an issue represented itself
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through administrators within the government agency. Although

the conflict was not settled, federal administrators had begun

dissolving relations with academic financial aid administrators.

Relationships with banking and finance representatives had

developed throughout the periods prior to and after 1972.

Although this may have indicated a tendancy of shifting clientele

groups, the failure of OE to communicate as a whole organization

to either constituent group may have indicated organizational

indeterminedness as to the identification of a specific

constituency.

At any rate, OE failed to do its part in terms of adminis-

tering its programs. In terms of the thesis of this study,

administrative inaction in the agency may lead to its neglect

of control duties. Without proper guidance or regulation, the

administration of its programs can become dysfunctional. The

result of inaction on the part of OE was the forcing of par-

ticipant administrators to rely on outdated guidelines. The

reliance on regulations not entirely applicable led to the

dysfunction of several of the programs in student aid.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Policy Area Conclusions

The primary goal of Congress in its higher education

legislation may be said to have been the provision of a

greater opportunity for the attainment of higher education

to more Americans. As such, this goal has remained relatively

stable over the years. However, the objectives of legislation

in 1958, 1965, 1968, and 1972 have changed considerably.

In 1958, the objective was the more efficient use of the

nation's mental resources. Congress intended that greater

mental capacities of people should warrant the primary consi-

deration of administrators in determinations of student eli-

gibility for aid. In 1965, the objective was the provision

of equal opportunities for education to all Americans. The

intent was that "need" be the primary criterion for establish-

ing student eligibility, so long as the students under con-

sideration maintained only a satisfactory academic status.

In 1968, by continuing to emphasize the development of guaran-

teed student loans, Congress was apparently determined to

strengthen educational opportunities for students from middle

income families as well as for the poor. Nineteen seventy-

two was apparently a year for clarification and organization

98
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of student aid programs into a well oriented "mix" of stu-

dent aids. The intent of Congress in that year seems to have

been that aid packages be brought into alignment with indi-

vidual needs and legislative wishes.

From the beginning of the increase in federal involvement

in higher education, OE seems to have failed to adhere com-

pletely to congressional intent. In 1958 and 1959, it de-

emphasized scholastic ability and emphasized student need.1

This was in opposition to legislated congressional priorities.

While congressional intent and administrative actions appear

to have fallen into agreement in 1965 and 1968, this paper

contends that QE was actually acting out of organizational

self interest. Perceived agreement may simply have been a

product of the agency's increased influence in policy making.

This agreement apparently disappeared when, following the

1972 legislation, the agency silently disregarded congres-

sional orders relative to the development of clarified and

preeminent regulations in its various aid programs. An

inference of some of the information presented in this paper

is that whenever OE deviated from congressional purposes, it

did so while in pursuit of the development and maintenance

of its own status.

1United States Office of Education, "Title 45, Chapter 1,
Part 44, 'The National Defense Student Loan Program,'"
Federal Register, XXIV (Washington, 1959), p. 3235.
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The availability of federal monies to individuals for

use in higher education has resulted in the growth of colle-

giate student bodies. A considerable number of students in

attendance to schools at which student bodies have character-

istically increased in size over the past several years ac-

quire financial aid of some kind. 2 In many schools, a great

majority of these depend entirely on student aid for the

continuance of their educations.3 By providing means for

the growth of colleges in addition to exerting declining

demands for student competency and inspiring bureaucratic

reorganization at schools, the federal government has created

a situation in which the character of higher learning insti-

tutions may have essentially changed. With decreasing

pressure to produce excellence for their federal incomes,

bureaucratized colleges may have de-emphasized academic

priorities, with the effect of developing into larger and

less perfect communities of knowledge.

2 In interviews with financial aid officers at colleges,
it was indicated by most that anywhere between two and ten

percent of all students received financial aid of some kind.
This varied with the overall costs of attending the different
institutions and with the degree of participation in aid

programs on the part of the various schools. Since federal
monies are involved with nearly all programs, the exceptions

being a few private scholarships and loans, the importance of

the federal government can be easily assumed. At more expen-
sive schools, nearly one hundred percent of recipients depended

entirely upon aid programs for their education. The percentage
was slightly less at other schools. (See Appendix)

3Ibid.
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Policy Area Conclusions And

The Policy Process Model

The National Defense Education Act of 1958 provided for

a number of programs to be administered by the Office of

Education. Whereas QE had suffered inactivity due to the lack

of programs and monies, the new legislation provided the agency

with both. Additionally, considerable discretion was allowed

OE. The agency consequently experienced an increase in power

in terms of influencing policies in Congress and practices in

institutions of higher education. Laws originating in Congress

then may provide the substance for increased agency activity.

Figure 3 represents the first step in the policy process.

Congress

Laws {The Federal Agency

Fig. 3--Step 1 in the Policy Process

The agency may then set about administering the programs

with views toward fulfilling its own objectives. These

objectives appear to play a large part of the interpretation

of laws into program regulations. One of the internal objectives
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of agencies can be the foundation and maintenance of a strong,

unified clientele. With considerable discretion having been

given OE, that agency provided program regulations which led

to the reorganization of many college bureaucracies. With one

of the new elements to all colleges being the financial aid

administrator, a natural development was that of the formation

of a new professional group. This group of financial aid

administrators organized into a supportive group for OE poli-

cies and practices. Secondly, the 1958 act was interpreted

in such a way as to emphasize a criterion for student parti-

cipation in the initial loan program which formed the basis

of methods of administration. The emphasis on the criterion

of financial need led to the primary method of administration

being "needs analysis." This method provided the substance

for constituent support of OE. Figure four illustrates

steps two and three of the policy process.
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I

4-

The Federal Agency

Outer Communicative Inner

Rec 'd Org.
Input Objec-

tives

Rules/Regulations

Fig. 4--Steps 2 and 3 of the Policy Process

The supportive constituency provides both supports and

demands upon the agency. The agency may then channel these

constituent inputs into Congress. The exerted influence may

be directed toward achieving certain policies which are in

line with the agency's own objectives. Such was the case with

the Office of Education. In the hearings before the Special

Subcommittee on Education in the House of Representatives, OE

representatives appeared with members of the agency's constitu-

ency in their entourages. These clientele members backed up

the statements of agency representatives and provided a number

of proposals and ideas to the subcommittee. In the earlier

hearings, educators and financial aid administrators appeared

before the committee. They either praised or aided the agency

Clientele(s)

Direct
Administra-
tion of
programs
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in presenting its case for additional student aid programs.

In later years, OE representatives were accompanied by members

of the banking and credit community, who generally aided in

seeking improvements to the guaranteed student loan programs.

Figure five represents steps four and five of the policy

process.

Congress
Influence

Outer

Supports Demands

Clientele(s)

The Federal Agency

Commun{ cative

Fig. 5--Steps 4 and 5 of the Policy Process

Two pieces of legislation dealing with student aid may

have been resultant to such pressures. The emphasis on pure

aid programs may have resulted in the passage of the Higher

Inner

I
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Education Act of 1965. The emphasis on viable arrangements

for financial enterprises involved in guaranteed student loan

programs may have resulted in the inclusion of the section

covering retroactive interest subsidies and of the "clearing

house" concept in the Education Amendments of 1972.

While new legislation may be resultant to agency-clientele

pressures, it may also embody processes and objectives which

differ from already active ones. While the 1965 Higher Educa-

tion Act was, in part, a reflection of agency priorities on

aid in a social egalitarian context, it also contained a new

loan program: The Federally Insured Loan Program. This pro-

gram suggested criteria for student participation based in

individual credit competency and implied alternative methods

of student aid administration. Figure six ,is representative

of the sixth step in the policy process. 4

Congress
Influence

'The Federal 
Agency

Laws Action Proposals

Fig. 6--Step 6 of the Policy Process

4This step begins the "dysfunctional cycle" suggested
earl ier.
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The presence of different processes may provide the

substance of conflict within the administering agency. Such

conflict may reflect in the different programatic attitudes

and orientations of constituent faction with which opposing

federal administrators may identify. If still desirous of

unified constituent support, the agency may seek to placate

all constituent factions, or chose one over the other. The

new loan programs involved the establishment of methods of

administration which were different from those already in use

by agency and financial aid administrators. These approaches

cited different target groups and different methods of delivery.

One was intended as a relief for the impoverished and was to

be delivered on the basis of financial need. The other was

intended for middle income individuals and was to be delivered

on the basis of credit competence. Because the different

approaches were not only sought to be applied to different

programs, but to all programs being administered by CE, pro-

ponents of each approach came into conflict. Those federal

administrators which were oriented to "needs analysis"

identified with the clientele faction of academic financial

aid administrators. Those of the "middle income" orientation

identified more with that of the financial and credit commun-

ity. OE, as an organizational whole seemed to be reticent at

identifying a specific group as being constituent to the agency,
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while attitudes of members of the organization exhibited incli-

nations to do just that, Figure seven represents step seven

in the policy process.

The Federal Agency

Clientele(s)
Rules/Regulations

Strategies/Individual
Identifications

Fig. 7--Step 7 of the Policy Process

The reflection of attitudes may be exemplified by the

increased appearance of banking officials before the Special

Subcommittee on Education and by the interpretations of federal

policy by members of the credit industry. At the same time,

educators and financial administrators, who had formerly been

so active in the development of financial aid policy, kept a

relatively low profile, to finally re-assert themselves at the

request of the Congress, in the investigation mentioned earlier.

If agency-clientele actions do not seem to quell the con-

flict, the agency may do nothing, neglecting the regulation of

its programs. Program objectives may either be misdirected,

forgotten, or abandoned. In 1972, OE failed to conform to

congressional orders by not clarifying its student aid poli-

cies. Underlying the organizational neglect of all programs

seemed to be the agency's inability to resolve its internal
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conflict. Failure to reach agreed-upon clarifications of

policy was apparently a result of the conflictual elements of

the agency interplaying in such a way as to inhibit comprehen-

sive group decision making. OE's failure to adequately super-

vise the administration of its various student aid programs,

to provide constituent administrators with rules, regulations,

and interpretations of policy, may have led to dysfunction

in the administration of those programs. Figure eight illus-

trates a dysfunctional alternative to steps three and seven

of the policy process.

The Federal Agency

I
I

Clientele(s) ~.
(non-regulation)

(Dysfunctional Administration)

Programs

Fig. 8--A Dysfunctional Alternative

It is now possible to derive a model of the policy process

which accounts for the many relationships which have been dis-

cussed in this study. Figure nine is an illustration of these

relationships, in both their positive and dysfunctional aspects.
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Congress Influen

Laws Action Proposals

ce

The Federal A ency

Outer Communcative

(.Rec '-d - -- -
I n p ut

Inner

(Org.
bjec-
tives)

Supports Demands

Clientele(s) Rules/Regulations
Strategies/Individual Inlentifications

(Normai uyci e)

(Dysfunctional Cycle)

Fig. 9--The Policy Process

The preceeding discussion may provide some indications as

to what may be expected from policy which is being administered

by a government agency in an environment of change and power

politics. As exemplified by the Office of Education, agencies

move from positions of relative formance to a more active status,

generally, through the enaction of legislation. Agencies then

seek to further, or at least to maintain this new status. This

is done primarily through interactions with clientele groups

and between agency officials, constituencies, and the Congress.

N
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However, new developments and the establishment of new program-

atic priorities may cause conflict between bureaucrats: pro-

ponents of old and new measures. As the conflict develops,

the agency as a whole may gravitate between constituent ele-

ments to a degree determined by the probable outcomes of the

internal conflict perceived at any given time. At such time

as the conflict reaches its maximum, and individual adminis-

trators become involved with constituent elements, the organi-

zatiQn may fall into disarray as it can no longer coordinate

relations with constituents and Congress, while maintaining

its status as an active and creative agency. Rather than

make any moves or pronouncements which might undermine the

already achieved status, the agency may do nothing until

power somehow naturally distributes itself among the various

participants in policy making. Before that happens, however,

the inaction of the agency may very well lead to the dysfunc-

tional administration of its programs.

The above description certainly seems to be applicable

to the Office of Education in its development from 1958 to

recent times. However, any indications provided by this

study are quite insufficient to add to any great measure to

the derivation of any generalizable theory of agency and

clientele behavior in power politics, and of the effects to

policy by that behavior. Perhaps, through the application of

some of the indicators suggested herein, along with others



placed in a more comprehensive scheme, to further studies

in different policy areas, such a theory may become more of a

possibility.



APPENDIX

Between the months of February and June, 1976, inter-

views were conducted in which thirty financial aid officers,

primarily in Texas institutions of higher and post-secondary

education were asked to respond to questions. The following

is a breakdown of respondent types in terms of their present

employment:

No. of Respondents Institutional Setting

7 Full curriculum public universities.

7 Full curriculum private universities.

(Of these seven, three respondents were employed at schools
with relatively expensive attendance costs. Two were employed
at schools which were somewhat less expensive. The two other
respondents were employed at schools which were inexpensive
and which catered to special ethnic minority student bodies.)

4 Community Colleges

2 Professional schools specializing
in particular fields.

4 Theological schools

3 Proprietory schools

1 State employee and former insti-
tutional financial aid officer

2 Employees of service organizations
but with past experience in finan-
cial aid.

30
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Out of the overall inquiry, the following questions

provided several data which were incorporated into this study.

1. The effects of federal programs to student populations

a. To your knowledge, has the existence of federal
student aid programs afforded an increase to the
student population of this institution?

Answers: Yes: 27 No: 0 No Answer: 3

What about shcools at which you have worked before?

Answers: Yes: 16 No: 0 No Answer; 14

What about schools at which you have not worked?

Answers: Yes: 27 No: 0 No Answer: 3

b. Approximately what percentage of the students here
receive financial aid of some kind?

Answers: Minority schools - 50 to 60
All others - 2 to 10

Expensive school s - 2 to 3
Medium expense, professional and

theological schools - 4 to 5
Public universities - 6 to 8
Community colleges and

proprietory schools - 9 to 10

c. Approximately what percentage of the students here
are financing their entire education through student
aid?

Answers: Minority schools - 35 to 45
All others - 2 to 8

Expensive schools - 2 to 3
Medium expense, professional and

theological schools - 3 to 4
Public universities - 5 to 6
Community colleges and

proprietory schools - 7 to 8
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d, If federal loans were not available and there
was no increase in other types of aid, can you
approximate what percentage of the students would
probably be forced to drop out?

Answers: Minority schools - 25 to 30
All others - 1 to 7

Expensive schools - 1 to 2
Medium expense, professional and

theological schools - 3 to 4
Public universities - 3 to 4
Proprietory schools , 5 to 6

(Note: Grant, College Work Study, and certain
scholarship programs are not available except at
the undergraduate level. The community colleges
questioned did not participate in the National
Direct Student Loan Program.)

2. Conditions and problems in schools after NDEA

a. Do you have knowledge, either first hand or
from what you consider to be reliable sources,
about the conditions under which NDSLs were
awarded in 1958-59?

Answers: First hand: 1 Reliable Sources: 17
Dependent upon impressions: 6
Felt unqualified to answer: 6

b. What problems existed in terms of awarding the
loans in colleges at that time? What procedural
deficiencies were suffered in the early stages
of the program?

Answers: No problem: 1 Problems in applying
clear criteria for determinations of student
eligibility: 22 Money not given out as a loan: 21

Officials were asked what may have caused these
problems. Twenty three mentioned that the elation
of college administrators over the ability of money,
their lack of knowledge of how long NDSL would last,
and their not realizing the extent of administration
that must eventually underride the program, was causal
to the mis-administration in the early days. Twenty
administrators agreed that there was insufficient
orientation to the program on the part of OE.
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c. What have been the major changes in the NDSL programs?

Answers: No changes: 5 Don't know: 4
Removal of allegiance statements: 3
Change in allowable teacher cancellations

and loan deferments: 21
Change in collection procedures: 4
Removal of the criterion for student eligi-

bility of academic excellence: 3

(Note: Most respondents indicated that a major difficulty
in answering the questions lay in the fact that few
individuals in the financial aid field today were involved
in the first years of the NDSL programs. One official at
a large prestigeous university in the Dallas area mentioned
that nearly all those who were involved at the time were
educators, the profession of financial aid administration
not having come into being until after 1963.)

3. Relations with federal administrators

a. Have you ever been in a position to question
federal officials or have you been in a position
to witness such questioning?

Answers: Yes: 27 No: 3

b. In your estimation, were answers to such questions
generally valid. Did they agree with the regulations?

Answers: Always: 6 Never: 0 Almost always: 0
Almost never: 3 Sometimes yes, sometimes
no: 18

c. In answering questions, did federal officials
seem to try to avoid issues? How often?

Answers: Never: 3 one-ten percent of the time: 4
Twenty-thirty percent of the time: 5
Thirty-forty percent of the time: 9
Fifty-ninety percent of the time: 5
Always: 1

d. Have you ever noticed a difference between answers
given by two different federal officials?

Answers: Yes: 23 No: 4



116

What about answers given by the same official at
different times?

Answers: Yes: 21 No: 6

e. Have the meanings which were attached to any set

of program guidelines been changed through unofficial
or oral statements by government officials?

Answers: Yes: 21 No: 6 Don't know: 3

f. Have you ever been forced to continue operations
without proper guidelines? When? How long? In what
programs?

Answers: All thirty individuals questioned responded
with the same answers. Guidelines are now delinquent
in all federal aid programs which they administer. The

BEOG program last received agency input in 1972. FISL
in 1971. All other programs last received regulations
in 1968.

g. Have you ever perceived explicitely stated or
implied threats made verbally by federal officials
directed toward you as a representative of your
institution?

Answers: No: 30

To a group which you were in?

Answers: No.: 23 Yes: 7

To other members of the group?

Answers: No: 21 Yes: 9

Have you ever heard of such threats being made?

Answers: No: 21 Yes: 9

(Note: In the above series of questions, asnwers from

officials at prestige schools were all, "No." From

officials at minority schools, the answers were, "Yes."

h. (To those indicating "yes" answers, above.) To
your knowledge did the government ever take action
on any of these threats?

Answers: Yes: 2 No: 7
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i. Do you feel that the Office of Education has

neglected financial aids administrators as a whole?

Answers: Yes: 22 Don't know: 5 If so, don't
feel it: 3

In a final question, respondents were asked to make

predictions about the character of financial aid in the

future: the primary type of aid to be made available to
students. When asked to explain their responses, twenty-
three made short statements about the problems of delinquency
in both NDSL and FISL programs.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Books

Baldridge, J. Victor, Power and Conflict in The University,
New York, John Wiley & Sons, 1971

Downs, Anthony, Inside Bureaucracy, Boston, Little, Brown &
Co., 1967.

Heather, David M., Werner Von Braun, New York, G. P. Putnam's
Sons, 1967.

Hoover, 3. Edgar, Masters of Deceit, New York, Random House,
1957.

Kimbrough, Ralph B., Political Power and Educational Decision
Making, Chicago, Rand McNally & Co., 1964.

Kintzer, Frederick C., Middle Man in Higher Education, San
Francisco, Jossey Boss, 1973.

Nigro, Felix A. and Lloyd G. Nigro, Modern Public Administration,
New York, Harper & Row, Inc., 1973.

Rich, John Martin, Conflict & Decision (Analyzing Educational
Issues), New York, Harper & Row, Inc., 1972.

Rourke, Francis, Bureaucracy, Politics and Public Policy,
Boston, Little, Brown,& Co., 1969.

Seidman, Harold, Politics, Position, and Power, New York,
Oxford University Press, 1975.

Sundquist, James L., Making Federalism Work, Washington,
Brookings Institution, 1973.

Wickens, James F., Highlights of American History, Chicago,
Rand McNally & Co., 1973.

118



119

Articles

Bailey, Stephen K., "Coordinating The Great Society," The
Reporter, XXXIV (March 24, 1966), 40-41.

Cohen, Wilbur J., "National Defense Education Act, An Idea
That Grew," American Education, IV (September, 19.68),
1-4.

Eldersveld, Samuel J., "American Interest Groups: A Survey
of Research and Some Implications for Theory and Method,"
Interest Groups on Four Continents, Henry W. Ehrmann,
ed., Pittsburgh, University of Pittsburgh Press, 173-196.

Scully, Malcolm G., "Inflated Grades Worrying More and More
Colleges,". Chronicle of Higher Education, X (May 19,
1975), 1, 7.

Staff Reporter, "House Suggests Aid to Students Get First
Priority," Chronicle of Higher Education, III
(December 9, 1968), 1.

Sufrin, Sidney C., "The National Defense Education Act and
Its Impact," The Politics of American Federalism,
Daniel J. Elazar,, ed., Lexington, Mass., D. C.,, Heath
& Co., 1969.

Public Documents

Coleman, James D., Office of Education, Education and
Political Development, Washington, Government Printing
Office, 1964.

Coleman, James S., Office of Education, Equality of Educa-
tional Opportunity, Washington, Government Printing
Office, 1966.

House of Representatives, Hearings of the Special Subcommittee
on Education, The National Defense Education Act, Wash-
ington, Government Printing Office, 1959.

House of Representatives, Hearings of the Special Subcommittee
on Education, The National Defense Education Act,
Washington, Government Printing Office, 1961.

House of Representatives, Hearings of the Special Subcommittee
on Education, To Amend & Extend the N.D.E.A. of 1958,
Washington, Government Printing Office, 1964.



120

House of Representatives, Hearings Before the Special Sub-
committee on Education, Washington, Government Printing
ffice, 1969.

Office of Education, "Federal Assistance for the Improvement
of Statistical Services of State Educational Agencies,
Title 45, Chapter 1, part 140," Federal Register, XXIV,
Washington, Government Printing Office, 1959, 11097-
11099.

Office of Education, "National Defense Student Loan Program,
Title 45, Chapter 1, part 44," Federal Register, XXIV,
Washington, Government Printing Office, 1959, 3235-3239.

Office of Education, NDSL Program Manual, Washington,
Government Printing Office, 1967.

Office of Management and the Budget (Formerly the Bureau
of the Budget), The Budget of the United States Govern-
ment For The Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1955, Washington,
Government Printing Office, 1954.

Office of Management and the Budget (Formerly the Bureau of
the Budget), The Budget of the United States Govern-
ment For The Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1956, Washington,
Government Printing Office, 1955.

U. S. Congress, The National Defense Education Act of 1958,
Washington, Government Printing Office, 1958.

U. S. Congress, Amendments to the National Defense Education
Act of 1958, Washington, Government Printing Office,
1964.

U. S. Congress, The Higher Education Act of 1965, Washington,
overnment Printing Office, 1965.

U. S. Congress, Higher Education Amendments, Washington,
Government Printing Office, 1968.

U. S. Congress, Education Acts of 1972, Washington, Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1972.


